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DG 
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Patent 
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A: Random Inspection 
Before OAs or Disposals 
are Dispatched 

B: Monthly Feedback 
From Reexamination 
Division 

C: Irregularly 
Feedback From 
Users 

Quality Consultation  
Committee 

1 Admin. Staff 

Discussion Meetings 
QM Meeting 

Re-  
Examination 

Twice a Year 

Planning 

Quality Audit 

Analyzing 

Training Reporting 

Monthly 
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D: Daily In-the-
division Check 
Measures 

1. Quality Management System 2.0 

… 



1. Quality Management System 2.0 (cont.)  
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• Full-time quality review director 

• Increase inspection rate & refine inspection items 

• Improve the procedure when examiners disagree with the 
quality review result  

Key points 

High-level Discussion 
◉ Coordination Board 
◉ Examiner Study group 

Examiner 

Discussion 
Meeting 

Correction & 
improvement  

agreed 

Discussion 

Reviewer 

disagreed 

Section 
Chief 

Result Release 
◉ Feedback to Examiners 
◉ Training material 
◉ Revising the Guidelines 
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• 12-month grace period 

• Disclosure made by applicant/inventor +  
Disclosure against the applicant/inventor’s will 

• Declaration shouldn’t be made at the time of filing 

Disclosure of A 
which is made by or 
against the will of 
applicant/inventor 

Filing of A in TIPO 

12-month grace period 

Key points 

2. Grace Period-Guideline Revision 
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• Detailing the 5-step procedure of determining inventive step 

• Consider both “factors in support of the non-existence of 
inventive step” and “factors in support of the existence of 
inventive step” 

• Hint or motivation to combine prior arts is strictly required 

• More examples added 

Key points 
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3. Inventive Step-Guideline Revision 
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Before Claim 1 After Claim 1 

Key points 

• Relaxing the methodology used to determine “substantially 
altering the claim scope”-- whether the object of claimed 
invention is maintained 

• More examples added 

4. Post-grant Amendment-
Guideline Revision 
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• Methods for proving the publication date of webpage 
evidences 

• Investigation of the translation of foreign language evidence 

Key points 

Webpage evidence  
from the Invalidation Petitioner 

5. Invalidation-Guideline Revision 

Counter evidence  
from the Patent Owner 

If evidence for invalidation is 
the FLASH portion on a web 
page, date stamps from 
Wayback Machine cannot be 
used to prove the publication 
date. 
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• New request form to enhance the communication before 
interview 

• Procedure, space and equipment improvements  

• Interview record completeness  

Key points Key points 

6. Improving Interview Practice 
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Thank You 




