


   

 

on the flat output image. If we assume that a unit pattern area LT1 corresponds to an input image 

from the rear side camera 2B, and a unit pattern area LT2 corresponds to an input image from the 

right side camera 2R, two input images with different average luminance form a lattice pattern will 

bring about ‘the same color illusion.’” 

 

D (Technical Effect)  

“In FIG. 16(B), the differences in luminance in areas R8 and R9 surrounded by a dashed line now 

become less noticeable because they are covered by lattice patterns. The operator who looks at the 

output image including areas R8 and R9 feels the image more natural and hence less 

uncomfortable.” 
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view image is displayed on the display device 42 … Thus, this image is easier for the driver to view.” 

 

4. Differences between the Patented Invention and Cited Invention 1 which have been found by the 

Court X 

 

[Difference 1] 

Relating to the operation of a controller, according to the Patented Invention, “an output image 

portion corresponding to the overlapping area” is generated by synthesizing captured images. On the 

other hand, according to the Cited Invention 1, it is not specified how an output image portion 

corresponding to an overlapping area is generated from images shot by neighboring cameras having 

an overlapping area in their monitoring ranges. 

 

[Difference 2] 

According to the Patented Invention, an output image is displayed on the display device “including 

the output image portions corresponding to the overlapping areas formed in the two directions.” On 

the other hand, according to the Cited Invention 1, it is not specified that an output image including 

such output image portion is displayed on a display device. 

 

 

5. Discussion Points 

 

The inventive step for the Patented Invention is disputed. In addition to Document 2, a plurality of 

references that describe techniques of generating output image regions corresponding to overlapping 

areas of images captured by plural cameras (“other well-known techniques”) do exist. 

 

[Discussion Point 1] (Finding the Patented Invention) 

In the claim of the Patented Invention, a generation of an output image portion by a controller is 

described in such a broad sense that the controller composites each captured image from the 

neighboring cameras to “generate an output image portion corresponding to the overlapping area.” 

On the other hand, the specific embodiment for the generation of an output image corresponding to 

the overlapping area is described in the detailed explanation for the Patented Invention (Items C and 

D). 

In such case, for interpretation of the Patented Invention which is required for the determination 

of an inventive step, is it appropriate to literally interpret the wording “generate an output image 

portion corresponding to the overlapping area” in a broad sense? Or, considering the detailed 

description, is it appropriate to interpret the wording solely to correspond to the specific embodiment? 

  

[Discussion Point 2] (Finding of matters described in Document 1) 

According to the solution indicated in FIG. 16 of Document 1, three combined images that have 

been separately generated (a bird's-eye image and camera images) are combined to generate a display 

image. It is understood that output images are not used to generate overlapping areas. On the other 

hand, overlapping areas exist in images shot by a plurality of cameras in FIG. 2 of Document 1.  

In such case, is it appropriate to find that there is a description in Document 1 about generating an 

output image portion corresponding to an overlapping area? Or, is it appropriate to find that there is 

no description in Document 1 about that?   

 

[Discussion Point 3] (Consideration of the content of “publicly known art document” described in the 

cited document) 

Document 2 is described as “publicly-known art” in Item F of Document 1. When another document 

is mentioned as “publicly-known art” in a cited document, is it appropriate to find the cited invention 

while treating matters described in the said another document as described (or being equal to be 

described) in the said document? 

Specifically in this case, considering Document 2 illustrated as “publicly-known art” in Item F of 

Document 1, is it appropriate to find that the generation of an output image in Document 1 includes 

generating an output image portion corresponding to an overlapping area? 



   

 

 

[Discussion Point 4] (Advantageous effects of the Patented Invention) 

Even in the case where the constitution of the Patented Invention is at a glance considered to be 

easily conceived of by a person skilled in the art based on Document 1, if the effects produced by the 

Patented Invention are advantageous in comparison with those in Document 1, will such 

advantageous effects be considered as a condition to affirm an inventive step of the Patented 

Invention? 

Furthermore, in the detailed description of the Patented Invention in this case example, the specific 

embodiment is stated as follows; “two input images with different average luminances form a lattice 

pattern which brings about ‘the same color illusion’.” The technical effect of the specific embodiment 

is stated as follows; “the operator who looks at the output image including areas R8 and R9 feels the 

image more natural and hence less uncomfortable” (Items C and D). On the other hand, in the claims 

of the Patented Invention, the generation of an output image portion by a controller is described in 

such a broad sense that the controller synthesizes each captured image from the neighboring cameras 

to “generate an output image portion corresponding to the overlapping area.” In such case, is it 

appropriate to take into consideration the technical effect of the said specific embodiment as 

advantageous effects of the Patented Invention and use such technical effects to affirm an inventive 

step of the Patented Invention? 
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