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| Grand Panel Cases

In principle, the Intellectual Property High Court handles cases through a panel of three judges
(Article 18 of the Court Act). In addition, the Intellectual Property High Court may handle the
following cases through a panel of five judges (Grand Panel), : any appeal against a decision on
actions relating to patents, etc. (technology-related actions relating to patent rights, utility model
rights, layout-design exploitation rights for semiconductor integrated circuits, or rights of authors
for a computer program work.), which is under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Tokyo High Court,
as well as any suit filed against appeal/trial decision made by the JPO with regard to a patent or
utility model (Article 310-2 of the Code of Civil Procedure, Article 182-2 of the Patent Act, Article
47, paragraph (2) of the Utility Model Act). This is a system established to conduct proceedings
with greater care for cases which require highly specialized technical knowledge and also for those
the outcome of which would give great impact on business activities and the industrial economy.
For this reason, when a case is to be handled by a Grand Panel, the four presiding judges from each
of the four ordinary divisions are taken on as members of the panel in practice. The Intellectual
Property High Court maintains the consistency of its legal interpretation by the Grand Panel
System.

Grand Panel judgments have been handed down for the following cases. The website of the
Intellectual Property High Court provides the full texts and summaries of Grand Panel judgments
in Japanese. English translations of these full texts and summaries are available on the English

website.

Grand Panel Cases

Courtroom for Grand Panel of the Intellectual Property High Court
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Date of judgment

Case number

Keyword, applicable clause

May 26, 2023

2022 (Ne) 10046
"Comment Distribution
System" case

Cross-border activity and "production”
Article 2, paragraph (3), item (i) of the
Patent Act

2020 (Ne) 10024 Rebutted portion of presumption
2 October 20, 2022 "Chair-Type Massage Article 102, paragraphs (2) and (3) of the
Machine" case Patent Act
2019 (Ne) 10003 Calculation of lost profits of the patentee
3 February 28, 2020 "Beauty Instrument" case Article 102, paragraph (1) of the Patent
Act
2018 (Ne) 10063 Calculation of the amount of profits earned
"Viscous Compositions by the infringer
s 576 AT containing Carbon Dioxide" | Article 102, paragraph (2) of the Patent
case Act
2016 (Gyo-Ke) 10182, etc. Invention described in a publication
5 April 13, 2018 "Pyrimidine Derivative" case | Article 29, paragraph (1), item (iii) and
paragraph (2) of the Patent Act
2016 (Ne) 10046 Effect of the patent right whose duration
6 January 20, 2017 "Oxaliplatinum" case was extended
Article 68-2 of the Patent Act
7 March 25, 2016 ?015 (Ne) 1.001"4 Flve. requirements applying the doctrine of
Maxacalcitol" case equivalents
2013 (Gyo-Ke) 10195, etc. Applicability of grounds for refusing an
"Bevacizumab" case application for the registration of extension
8 May 30, 2014 Article 67-3, paragraph (1), item (i) of the
Patent Act
Standard essential patent
2013 (Ne) 10043, etc. Standard essential patent
Apple v. Samsung case Restriction on the exercise of the right to
9 May 16, 2014 seek an injunction, etc.
Calculation of the amount of damages
equivalent to the amount of licensing fee
2012 (Ne) 10015 Article 102, paragraph (2) of the Patent
10 February 1, 2013 "Waste Storage Device" Act
case
2010 (Ne) 10043 Product-by-process claim
"Pravastatin Sodium" case | Definite determination of the technical
1 January 27, 2012 scope of a patented invention
Recognition of the gist of a patented
invention
2006 (Gyo-Ke) 10563 Disclaimer
12 May 30, 2008 "Solder resist" case Fulfillment of the requirements for
correction
13 | January 31, 2006 5005 (Ne).100%1 Exhaustion of a patent right
Ink cartridge" case
14 November 11, 2005 ?005 (Qyo-Kg) 1.(.)042 Par'?lmeter invention .
Polarizing Film" case Fulfillment of the support requirement
2005 (Ne) 10040 Indirect infringement
15 September 30, 2005 "ICHITARO" case Items of Article 101, paragraph (2) of the

Patent Act
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