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FEEE T Conventional Art
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é% 1 %‘,ﬁf.\&lﬁzﬂsﬁﬁb\ i %J%;H*“:%O Dependinﬁ on the metallic material used for the metallic

cHEE . Problem:

9} n outer shell member, there was difficulty in achieving

F| DA CFRPEN B I A & r shell mer | .
Lok S 3 £ 3 sufficient bonding strength, thus it was not possible to
gﬁg (“?ﬁ . ?‘—étﬁ_ﬁ d: ? E':Iv% %g\%?bgh_d_' < ensure durability as a golf club head, when only adhesive
(

D79 f:L,'CO) TA IHIEN material alone was used to bond the FRP outer shell
&I%ﬁf“b‘f)ﬁf:o 0003 member to the metallic outer shell member. (See [0003])
BHe: Objective:

ge SITAYVKRIZHALY = 1] Y 03z To provide a hollow golf club head capable of enhancing
I:P':E%{k?%%j %*I}‘F—I-?ég:g@_éﬁ 1 ;f,:f,'r[‘ﬁl-g the bonding strength of a metallic outer shell member and
EFRP u,).,*,_'n‘ B’H O)T%Agﬁ i L D an FRP outer shell member, regardless of the kind of the
s ‘txn RIB/IxcmE — metallic material used in the metallic outer shell member.
A[EEIZ 9 S, ([0004]) (See [0004])
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A hollow golf club head, comprising

a head body having a hollow structure and
formed by coupling together a metallic outer
shell member and a fiber reinforced plastic (FRP)
outer shell member at their respective bonding
portions, wherein;

a plurality of through-holes are provided in the
bonding portion of the metallic outer shell
member

the bonding portion of the metallic outer shell
member is bonded to the bonding portion of the
FRP outer shell member

by interposing an FRP thread member along with
adhesive material between the metallic outer
shell member and the FRP outer shell member,
the FRP thread member maintaining a shape of
passing through the plurality of the through-
holes and running alternately on inner and outer
surfaces of the metallic outer shell member; and

each matrix of the FRP outer shell member and
the FRP thread member contains epoxy resin.
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A hollow golf club head, comprising

a head body having a hollow structure and
formed by coupling together a metallic outer
shell member and a fiber reinforced plastic (FRP)
outer shell member at their respective bonding
portions, wherein;

a plurality of through-holes are provided in the
bonding portion of the metallic outer shell
member;

the bonding portion of the metallic outer shell
member is bonded to the bonding portion of the
FRP outer shell member

by interposing an FRP thread member along with
adhesive material between the metallic outer
shell member and the FRP outer shell member,
the FRP thread member maintaining a shape of
passing through the plurality of the through-
holes and running alternately on inner and outer
surfaces of the metallic outer shell member; and

each matrix of the FRP outer shell member and
the FRP thread member contains epoxy resin.
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F2EH EfAIReE

FIEH EMESMHE

FAEH AERBHTOERS

FOERMG EHEAkRS

Requirement #1
Replacement not being an essential part
Requirement #2

The purpose of the invention achieved, an
identical function and effect obtained

Requirement #3

Would be easily come up with by a PSA at the
time of the production of the accused product

Requirement #4

Not identical to a prior art nor easily
conceived of by a PSA at the time of the patent
application

Requirement #5

Not excluded intentionally from the scope of
the claim in the patent application process
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BEDEH Requirements of DOE
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FEROBMBINRDZERDI=DHD
RIFICEME T ETHHERBTS
BMEIN,

1 Same effect

2 Obviousness

3 Orientation to the claim

Are the considerations to be made
by the skilled person in order to
arrive at the deviating means still
oriented to the essential meaning of
the technical teaching protected by
the patent claim, so that the
deviating means can be recognized as
an equally valid way of achieving the
technical effect?
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RSN TRIGEE BRI REBMORNELE
NEZEREBITEISEIZERE

Specification

[0015]Depending on the size, shape or other
factors of the bonding portion 11a of the
metallic outer shell member 11 and the
bonding portion 21a of the FRP outer shell
member 21, a plurality of thread members
22 may be arranged on the metallic outer
shell member 11 for bonding so as to further
enhance the bonding strength of the
metallic outer shell member 11 and the FRP
outer shell member 21.

The argument of the defendant

The applicant limits the structure to the structure
of “having a thread member pass through the
plurality of the through-holes and run alternately
on inner and outer surfaces of the metallic outer
shell member”, while recognizing the structure
that “a plurality of thread members may be
arranged for bonding”
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IS EEHBPDWELREH]LET HE
K Thof-&f&m T IT 5,

Actavis Questions

1st Question yes

Substantially the same result in
substantially the same way

2nd Question "yes

Obviousness to the PSA at the priority
date

3rd Question "no

Would such a reader have concluded that
the patentee intended strict compliance
with the literal meaning of the relevant
claim(s) was an essential requirement of the
invention?
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A. FWRT Xk
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=R I IERE A
C. EBE S

Essential inquiry:

Does the accused product or
process contain elements
identical or equivalent to each
claimed element of the patented
invention?

A. Function, way, result test
B. Insubstantial differences test
C. Known Interchangeability
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% Defenses or Bars

O LT DI ®Prior Art Defense
®Dedicati _
o /NI Dedication to the Public

_ ®Prosecution History Estoppel
o HEFBERE

®Vitiation (FEZNML) D ;EIE

®Claim Vitiation Doctrine
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[EBHNZBMONEENEEZRE
(218 15 RKIZIRE

Reason for refusal: Lack of clarity
Amendment

... an FRP thread member maintaining a
shape of passing through the plurality
of the through-holes and running
alternately on inner and outer surfaces

of the metallic outer shell member; and

The argument of the defendant

The structure of “having a thread
member pass through the plurality of
the through-holes” is limited to the
structure of “running alternately on
inner and outer surfaces of the metallic
outer shell member”
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[0015]Depending on the size, shape or other
factors of the bonding portion 11a of the
metallic outer shell member 11 and the
bonding portion 21a of the FRP outer shell
member 21, a plurality of thread members
22 may be arranged on the metallic outer
shell member 11 for bonding so as to further
enhance the bonding strength of the
metallic outer shell member 11 and the FRP
outer shell member 21.

The argument of the defendant

The applicant limits the structure to the structure
of “having a thread member pass through the
plurality of the through-holes and run alternately
on inner and outer surfaces of the metallic outer
shell member”, while recognizing the structure
that “a plurality of thread members may be
arranged for bonding”
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HHEE#RIB Prosecution History

EfRIER:

BAMEE B MHE R — 3R £ R 40
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T"tbflb *&'i‘ ct%){x=| |:uL.\
HDEERITE DM ?

Reason for refusal:
Lack of clarity=>Lack of novelty
Amendment:

Excludes Defendant’s Product

Q. If the amendment excluded
Defendant’s Product in
accordance with the officer’s
finding that the original claim
lacks novelty, would you conclude
that the Defendant’s Product
infringes the patent?
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BRI DBATR Specification

#HESL S Defendant’s Product
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Q BEEEHIZHLT, BHMZEIZ Q. If the specification in the Mock
IOEEDEOTEMIEHRS Case includes an embodiment

NTWRIBE, MEIZKDEE  drawn below, would you conclude
R AT ok N A Y AN that the Defendant’s Product
infringes the patent?
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[R— D I{EAZIE

“Same” effect or result

Q BEHEEHIZHINT,

1 BHEHMICHTLESR

BEA, REREBICHEITHE
ABELYELITENSS

2 WMERmICEITLEEM
EA, REEBICHITHE
SREXIYLENDLOD, K
A DHE R BT KU1

LIZEWNSE

Q. How would you conclude

1 if the bonding strength of
the Defendant’s Product is
much weaker than that of the
Invention

2 if the bonding strength of
the Defendant’s Product is
weaker than that of the
Invention, but much stronger
than the bonding strength of
a golf club described in
Background Art([0003])




