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The JPO released its “Quality Policy on 
Patent Examination” with the aim of 
further improving the quality of patent 
examination.

This quality policy outlines the 
fundamental principles of quality 
management in patent examination.

The JPO make efforts toward enhancing 
quality of patent examination based on 
this quality policy.

1.Importance of Understanding User Needs

Quality Policy on Patent Examination is available at 

http://www.jpo.go.jp/seido_e/s_gaiyou_e/pdf/patent_policy/policy.pdf



“We grant robust, broad and valuable patents.”

“We meet wide-ranging needs and expectations.”

 High-quality patent examination has to satisfy users.

 It is necessary to consider that patents can provide 
benefits and satisfaction to the society and its people.

“We all dedicate ourselves to improving quality, cooperating 
with concerned persons and parties.”

“We contribute to improving the quality of patent examination 
globally.”

“We continually improve operations.”

“We raise the knowledge and capabilities of our staff.”
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1.Importance of Understanding User Needs

Fundamental Principles in Quality policy
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Meeting to users’(customers’) requirements 

is a crucial concept in general quality management

External evaluation (especially from users) is 
necessary to follow PDCA cycle 

External evaluation is also one of the important index 

on examination quality at the JPO

1.Importance of Understanding User Needs

Importance of Understanding User Needs
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2.i. User Satisfaction Survey

 Since fiscal year 2012, the JPO has been conducting user 
satisfaction surveys every year, in order to understand the needs 
and expectations of users
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High response rates of 

around 90%!!
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Type of questionnaires Respondents Number

(A) Overall Quality in General

National Applicants 578 users

Foreign Applicants 59 users

Attorneys 50 users

(B) Quality on Specified Applications 2,008 applications(※)
(patent grant or final rejection in 2016)

Type of questionnaires Respondents Number

(C) Overall Quality in General
National applicants 302 users

Attorneys 30 users

(D) Quality on Specified Applications
730 applications (※)

(International search report or international preliminary

examination report in 2016)

※random sampling

International Searches and International Preliminary Examinations

National Application Examinations

※random sampling

2.i. User Satisfaction Survey

Type of Questionnaires, Respondents and Number
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Questionnaire for Overall Quality in General 

 Evaluation Items

Overall quality on patent examination

Searches (domestic patent / foreign patent / non-patent)

Descriptions in notifications of reasons refusal/decision of refusal

Proper application of legal wordings(novelty/inventive step/clarity, etc.)

Consistency of judgements among examiners

Level of examiners’ expertise in technical details

Communication (face-to-face interviews / telephone conversations)

Scope of patent right granted as a result of examination 

2.i. User Satisfaction Survey
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2.i. User Satisfaction Survey
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45.9%

42.5%

33.6%
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5: Satisfied

4: Somewhat

Satisfied 3: Neutral

2: Somewhat

Unsatisfied 1: Unsatisfied

 5-grade Evaluation to each item

5:Satisfied, 4:Somewhat Satisfied, 3:Neutral,

2:Somewhat Unsatisfied, 1:Unsatisfied

Level of satisfaction on the descriptions in notifications of reasons refusal 

Monitoring change over year



2.i. User Satisfaction Survey      

Feedback to Examination Divisions

 Reasons why users are satisfied / unsatisfied 

on Specified Application 

Example of the reasons

Searches 

Descriptions in notifications of reasons refusal/decision of refusal

Proper application of legal wordings(novelty/inventive step/clarity, etc.)

Analysis of Reasons why users are satisfied / unsatisfied

Detailed Analysis on Users’ Opinion
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The number of unsatisfied opinions in User Satisfaction Survey

2.i. User Satisfaction Survey
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2.i. User Satisfaction Survey: Visualized Analysis on National Applications

We analyzed how much the level of user satisfaction on each item affects 
the overall level of satisfaction on patent examination quality, in order to 
visualize the priorities. 

The low satisfaction level and the high correlation coefficient of the overall 
level of satisfaction (Upper left side in darker background) are useful 
indications to recognize areas of priority.
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2.i. User Satisfaction Survey

Visualized Analysis on International Searches and International 

Preliminary Examinations
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JPO website

Click!

3. User Satisfaction Survey: Report to Users

Report on FY2016 Annual User Satisfaction Survey on Patent Examination Quality 

is available at

http://www.jpo.go.jp/seido_e/quality_mgt/user_survey_fy2016.htm

http://www.jpo.go.jp/seido_e/quality_mgt/user_survey_fy2016.htm
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JIPA: Japan Intellectual Property Association

JPAA: Japan Patent Attorneys Association

2. ii. Meetings with Users on Examination Quality

Top management

• Commissioner

• Deputy 

Commissioner

Examination Division

• Directors

• Examiners

Administrative Affairs 

Division

• Quality Management 

Office

• Industry 

Group

• Applicants 

(Companies)

• Attorneys

• Inventors

• JIPA and JPAA

• IPO and AIPLA

UsersJPO

IPO: Intellectual Property Owners Association

AIPLA: American Intellectual Property Law 

Association

Exchange 

Opinions

Around 360 meetings （in FY 2016）
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http://www.jpo.go.jp/seido/hinshitsukanri/hinshitsukanri.htm#goiken (Japanese version only)

2.iii. Acceptance of Opinions on Examination Quality

Details of Feedback

Application Number

Contact Information

The Quality Management Office accepts feedback from users 

on examination quality through the JPO website anytime, in 

addition to by telephone and FAX. 

Analysis
Feedback to

Examination 

Division 
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 In order to facilitate further users’ understanding of examination,

it is necessary to convey the content of notices of reasons for

refusal in accurate and easy-to-understand manner. 

 It is advisable to write in a way that users at domestic and 
abroad can easily understand the content in terms of the logical 
development of patentability judgement, and results of judgment.

User Needs

 Standardization of Notification Form
 The shorthand notation of the reason for refusal should be 

written at the beginning of the Article.

 The cited parts of the cited documents should be specified, if 
examiner refers to the cited documents in the reasons for 
refusal of lack of novelty, inventive step, etc.

Corresponding Initiatives

3. Reflection of user needs to initiatives

・
・
・
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April 2015

After

Applicant

/Representative

Before

Examiner A

Examiner B

Examiner Z

Examiner A

Examiner B

Examiner Z

Applicant

/Representative

3. Reflection of user needs to initiatives

https://www.jpo.go.jp/tetuzuki_e/t_tokkyo_e/efforts.htm
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 It is advisable to reduce discrepancy for predictability of 
examination results.

User Needs

3. Reflection of user needs to initiatives

 Promotion of Consultation

 Formulate guideline for managers’ check (since 2015 ~)

*Managers’ checks are worked better as quality assurance after standardization 

by the guideline.

Around 50,000 cases （in FY 2016）

Corresponding Initiatives
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Thank you
for your attention!


