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Presentation 

 

Moderator: It is now the scheduled time. We will now begin the FUJIFILM Holdings ESG Briefing on the Fujifilm 
Group’s Intellectual Property Strategy. Thank you very much for joining us today despite your busy schedules. 
My name is Nagasawa from the Corporate Communications Division, and I will be serving as moderator. I look 
forward to today’s session. 

Allow me to introduce today’s speakers. First, Corporate Vice President, General Manager of Intellectual 
Property Division at FUJIFILM Holdings, Naoko Sakuma. 

Sakuma: I’m Sakuma. Pleased to be here. 

Moderator: Next, Outside Director at FUJIFILM Holdings, Ikuro Sugawara. 

Sugawara: I’m Sugawara. Thank you. 

Moderator: Also in attendance today is Chisato Yoshizawa, Director & Senior Vice President, General Manager 
of Corporate Communications Division and General Manager of ESG Division at FUJIFILM Holdings. 

Yoshizawa: Thank you. 
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Moderator: Starting with our first ESG Briefing held in February 2019, we have been hosting theme-focused 
ESG Briefings as an opportunity to explain the sources of innovation that enable the Fujifilm Group to achieve 
sustainable growth. 

Over the years, we have taken a deep dive into topics including environmental strategy, DX strategy, human 
resources strategy and design strategy—all from the perspective of how our group’s intangible assets 
translate into business growth. 

This sixth session takes intellectual property strategy as its theme. 
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This slide provides an overview of the IP and technology assets our group holds as the foundation of its 
competitive advantage, as well as how we are recognized externally. 
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Today, Sakuma will explain our intellectual property strategy, which builds competitive advantage through 
the integration of intangible assets centered on IP—the same IP that has supported our business portfolio 
transformation. Following her presentation, Outside Director Sugawara will share his assessment, after which 
we will open the floor for questions and answers. 

With that, I will turn it over to Sakuma. 
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Sakuma: My name is Naoko Sakuma, and I serve as General Manager of the Intellectual Property Division at 
FUJIFILM Holdings. Thank you very much for making time for us today despite your busy schedules. I look 
forward to today’s session. 

Let me start with a brief introduction. You can see my career history on this slide. 

I didn’t spend my entire career in IP. I actually started my IP career when I joined FUJIFILM Corporation in 
2006, in my mid-thirties. 

Since then, I have focused consistently on what you might call the external-facing side of IP—things like 
contract negotiations, dispute resolution, and licensing. 

In 2021, I took on oversight of the entire Intellectual Property Division, including patent prosecution and rights 
protection. 

IP work is deeply intertwined with technology, and most people in the field come from technical backgrounds, 
but I have a humanities background and worked in a completely unrelated field before joining Fujifilm. 

So why IP? Around the year 2000, I spent nearly three years living abroad—in the UK. Japanese cars weren’t 
a common sight in Europe back then, but during a trip I came across a car that looked just like the Toyota Vitz 
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but wasn’t actually a Vitz. I was both surprised and struck by the thought: is it really acceptable to be copied 
so blatantly? 

From that moment, I suddenly felt a sense of mission—I wanted to work to protect Japanese technology. 
Thinking about what someone with a humanities background could actually do, I eventually found my way to 
IP work. So my journey in IP started from a desire to protect, but now I find myself with an even stronger drive 
to actively use our IP rights. 

Over nearly 20 years at the Company, I have spent most of my career on the front lines of IP rights utilization, 
both enforcing our own rights and responding when others assert theirs against us, and that experience has 
really driven home the point that simply holding rights isn’t enough. Rights only matter if you put them to use. 
And there are many different ways to put IP to work. I try to make the most of all of them, using IP creatively 
to win in competition and drive-up corporate value. 

Today, I would like to take this opportunity to talk about what I call our offensive IP activities at the Fujifilm 
Group. 

 

Today I would like to convey three main points. 

First, as we transformed our business portfolio, our intangible assets centered on IP have continued to evolve, 
and it is through their integration that we have built competitive advantage. 
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Second, we conduct diverse IP activities across each of our business portfolios, contributing to business 
growth. Today I will introduce initiatives that focus not only on technology seed-out but also on value 
appealing to customers—value as seen through the customer’s eyes. I will also introduce our IP intelligence 
activities—efforts to provide technology information that supports management and business decision-
making. 

Third, as one of our key ongoing initiatives, we are working to fundamentally transform our IP activities 
through AI and DX. I would like to speak in particular about one aspect of this: integrating financial information 
and IP information to strengthen the link between IP activities and broader business activities. 

 

After covering these three points, we will hear from Director Sugawara for his assessment. 
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Let me begin with chapter one. 

This slide covers a topic at a somewhat higher level than IP itself. 

In response to the crisis of losing our core business in the 2000s, we underwent a resilient self-transformation 
and turned it into a growth opportunity. Going forward, we will continue to proactively transform our business 
portfolio as we work toward the realization of our group purpose. 

In this process, however, it is essential that we combine and leverage our diverse intangible assets to generate 
innovation. Intellectual property rights are one important asset within these intangible assets. So today I 
would like to talk about our IP-related initiatives. 
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One defining characteristic of the Fujifilm Group’s IP activities is that they have evolved alongside our history 
of transformation. 

In the photographic film era, we built up the foundational capabilities of our IP activities through intense 
competition with rivals. Then, during the exploration period that followed, we carried out a major overhaul 
of our portfolio while also recognizing the value of IP as an information source, and began intelligence 
activities to explore the next growth areas. In the period of examination in the 2010s, we built the groundwork 
to globally deploy strategic IP activities tailored to achieving the goals of each individual business, in step with 
our business expansion. 

We are now entering a period of further growth across all businesses through the implementation of 
generative AI. As the Intellectual Property Division, we are working hard to capture these outcomes and 
convert them into group-wide assets that can be leveraged cross-functionally, developing both the asset-
building measures and the utilization strategies. 
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Amid all this transformation, there have been some significant changes. First, the organizational design 
changed. 

The Intellectual Property Division had previously sat under the R&D oversight function at FUJIFILM 
Corporation, our operating company. Many companies still house their IP function within a technology-
related corporate division. In our case, the IP division was separated from the technology organization in 2014 
and repositioned as an organization reporting directly to the CEO. 

In 2021, it was further consolidated with the IP function of FUJIFILM Business Innovation Corp. and 
repositioned as an organization directly under the CEO of FUJIFILM Holdings. The Design Strategy Office and 
the ICT Strategy Division are positioned in the same way. All three functions collaborate, creating a structure 
that makes it easier to generate and amplify synergies from our intangible assets. 
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The scope of our activities has also evolved—it has expanded. 

The starting point of IP activities is properly securing rights over our proprietary technologies and managing 
the risk of infringing on others’ IP. These activities are how we maintain our competitiveness. But as shown in 
the darker green portion of this slide, we have diversified the content of our activities so that we can also 
contribute to assessing whether our technologies have potential and whether markets are growing. Change 
is always happening, and we are promoting proactive IP activities that anticipate that change. 
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The composition of our IP portfolio has also changed significantly. This slide shows revenue on the left and 
the number of patents held on the right, comparing 2000 and 2024. 

Imaging once dominated both, but now we have built up a stronger portfolio in our growth areas of Healthcare 
and Electronics. Going forward, we will continue to adjust our IP investments flexibly in line with changes in 
our business portfolio. 
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Now, in this period of further growth, we are deploying appropriate IP activities for each business in tandem 
with business portfolio management. 

The chart shown here also appears in our Integrated Report and our medium-term management plan 
VISION2030. It shows how we shift the emphasis of our IP activities according to the phase and competitive 
landscape of each business area. 

For example, in the upper left—new/future potential businesses—technology foresight is critical, so we 
actively provide IP intelligence. 

In growth driver businesses, there is competition to contend with, so we focus on building an IP portfolio that 
contributes to differentiation from competitors, and we also place significant emphasis on risk management 
to avoid infringing on competitors’ rights. 

For earnings base businesses, as the technology matures, we begin to pare down the IP portfolio. At the same 
time, we provide robust protection for value that appeals to customers — not the underlying technology per 
se, but the customer-facing value. 

In the Value Reconstruction phase, we pare down the portfolio further. For IP that we no longer use ourselves, 
we monetize it — for example by selling it to other companies — and phase it out. 
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At the R&D stage that comes before commercialization, new technologies are still emerging, so we actively 
file patents for technologies that appear in those early stages. At the same time, it is also a phase where 
outcomes are uncertain, so we carefully assess whether commercialization is truly viable, and if a path to 
commercialization does not emerge, we abandon those filings. We are very deliberate about maintaining this 
renewal cycle — making clear choices about what to keep and what to let go. 

 

What I have described is the basic framework, but in practice it varies by business area and by product. So 
once a year, the heads of the business divisions, the IP division, and the development divisions come together 
for an IP Strategy Conference, where we set short-term and medium-to-long-term IP issues for each area, 
confirm priorities, and run a cycle to ensure effective execution of our measures. 
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In chapter two, I will introduce the diverse activities that we consider to be the strengths of our IP work. 

This slide shows our core technologies, the products that draw on them, and representative examples from 
each business area. 

This robust technology asset base is the foundation on which the Fujifilm Group’s IP activities are built. 
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I just mentioned our technology foundation, but that is not the only thing we focus on. What we are also 
consciously working on is zeroing in on value as seen from the customer’s perspective. 

The table shown here organizes, by business segment, the main values we appeal to customers with and the 
assets most effective in protecting them. As you can see, the most effective assets differ somewhat by 
business area, and even looking at patents alone, the subject matter targeted varies. 

In Electronics, which is in the middle, we file patents primarily around advanced materials — protecting the 
high functionality and quality of the materials themselves. 

On the other hand, for businesses like Medical Systems and Business Innovation, where the technology is 
relatively mature, it is operability and ease of use that drive value — so we focus on those aspects and file 
patents from a UI/UX perspective. 

Imaging has its own distinct characteristics. Since these are B2C products, design and brand appeal are critical, 
and we more actively leverage trademarks and design registrations, which protect the designs that underpin 
brand value, compared to other business areas. 

We identify the characteristics of each business segment and deploy the most appropriate IP activities 
accordingly. 
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Let me now go into more specifics on each business area, including some examples. 

First, Electronics. 

In this area, we robustly file patents as a baseline, while keeping manufacturing processes and quality 
management techniques that we truly don’t want disclosed as confidential know-how. This creates a dual 
layer of differentiation—patents plus know-how—establishing competitive advantage. At the same time, 
where it serves to expand business opportunities, we strategically open up certain technologies. 

For our color filter material for image sensors, we have approximately 900 formulations—all protected by 
patents—while quality technologies are kept confidential as know-how. This has given us a market share of 
over 80%. 

On our developer for Negative Tone Imaging (NTI)—there is a technology in semiconductor manufacturing 
called Negative Tone Imaging, and we hold approximately 200 patents covering both the process and the 
materials. Despite holding this robust patent portfolio, rather than maintaining exclusivity, we accurately 
assessed the timing of the rapid adoption of the NTI process, opened up some of our patents, expanded the 
overall market, and leveraged that to create business opportunities. 

Our Semiconductor Materials business operates under a policy of local production, local consumption, and 
local support, and we have local R&D divisions based near each of our customers. The IP seeds that emerge 
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from those sites are gathered through coordination with the IP functions of our group companies, enabling 
us to build a globally well-balanced portfolio. 

 

Now let me introduce our IP activities in the Imaging area, specifically around instax. 

Please look at the left side of the chart, which shows instax IP assets and business growth over time. 

Looking at patents, for example, the previous peak was between 2000 and 2005, when we were primarily 
filing around the analog technology of instant photography. Now, as the ways to enjoy instax have expanded 
further through its integration with digital technology, patent activity has picked up again, with a focus on 
digital. 

And as I mentioned earlier, designs and trademarks are key rights for protecting our brand, so we have been 
building these up as well. 

For long-selling products, IP rights typically lose their effectiveness over time as they expire, but instax benefits 
from the shift to digital, which allows us to continually expand the scope of our patents to stay ahead of that 
trend. We combine patents with designs and trademarks—and above all, our manufacturing know-how, 
which is an exceptionally strong intangible asset that no other company can replicate. By combining all of 
these, we have maintained a uniquely dominant market position for over 25 years while continuing to drive 
further growth. 
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This slide covers endoscopes in our Medical Systems business. 

What you see in the photo is not the endoscope itself, but the Endoscope Cleaning and Disinfection System. 
This product was also introduced at last year’s ESG Briefing on Design Strategy. The designer went to observe 
actual healthcare settings firsthand and created an outstanding design that addresses even needs the 
customers themselves had not yet recognized. 

The designer wanted the cleaning and disinfection progress to be easily visible not only up close but also from 
a distance, which led to this design. When the IP division learned of that intent, our reaction was: we don’t 
just want to protect this specific design—we don’t want anyone creating anything similar either. 

As a result, for the design itself, we filed a design registration to protect the best design and its appearance, 
and then, having understood the concept behind that design, we filed a patent covering the broader 
concept— an endoscope cleaning device with a settings panel on the top and a status display panel on the 
side—providing wider protection than the design registration alone. 

I believe this kind of outcome was possible because both the design division and the intellectual property 
division share a deeply embedded approach, through Fujifilm’s STPD (See-Think-Plan-Do) methodology, of 
rigorously working through what the true issue really is and how best to resolve it, and because both divisions 
have maintained close and substantive communication with each other. 



 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
21 

 
 
 

This mindset is not limited to this area—it is reflected on a daily basis in how we approach obtaining effective 
IP rights across all our business areas. 

 

This slide covers our Bio CDMO business. 

Our CDMO business serves as an end-to-end partner covering everything from cell line development to drug 
product filling, combining the three elements of bioproduction—cells, process, and culture medium—with 
our proprietary AI and sensing technologies to deliver the values our customers require: production stability, 
quality reproducibility, and speed. 

The key to our IP strategy in this area is Open & Close. 

CDMO is fundamentally a contract manufacturing business, so core manufacturing process technologies are 
kept confidential as a general principle. On the other hand, technologies that we can use to demonstrate our 
capabilities to customers, such as recirculation culture for antibody drug manufacturing, or the continuous 
flow electroporator (CEP) planned for the gene introduction process in gene therapy, are shared through 
patent applications or publications to showcase our technological strength. 

That concludes the examples of IP activities by business segment. 
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Let me now turn to our IP intelligence activities. 

The term ‘IP intelligence’ has no universally agreed definition, but within the Company we define it as 
collecting and analyzing technical information, such as patent documents and academic papers, and providing 
the insights derived from that analysis to support management and business decision-making and strategy 
formulation. Put more simply, you could think of it as using technical information to identify strategic 
opportunities. 

The Japan Patent Office began using the term ‘IP Landscape’ in 2017, but we had already been investing in 
this type of activity under the label of IP intelligence well before that. This stems from our experience of using 
IP information to identify the next growth opportunities during our business portfolio transformation period. 
In 2010, we established a group company dedicated to the IP intelligence function. 

Since then, we have continued to expand the scope of information we handle and the subjects we analyze, 
contributing to enhancing corporate value by providing information that helps identify growth opportunities 
and establish competitive advantage. 
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When and how do we use this IP intelligence? This slide plots our use cases along two axes: search purpose 
and search target. 

For example, in the upper left—searching for technology for R&D purposes—we perform analysis combining 
various sources of technical information to identify areas we could potentially enter or areas we should 
strengthen, and use those findings in strategy formulation. 

Moving to the upper right, which is closer to business purposes, if we determine that partnering with someone 
would improve the probability of recovering a particular investment, we also use our IP intelligence to search 
for the right collaboration partners when entering new areas. 

We also use it not just to search for companies, but to find specific people. In the lower right, I have listed 
customer discovery support. When our sales teams are approaching a target company, for example, we use 
IP intelligence to identify which individual within the Company is the most effective person to approach—
finding the key person. This serves as a sales tool. 

The lower left is actually an example of what we provide as an internal solution. Surprisingly, it can be quite 
opaque internally as to who within the Company has expertise in particular technologies. So the IP division 
also provides an internal database of technologies held by employees, a searchable database that lets people 
find colleagues with the specific technical expertise needed for a given initiative. 
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In all cases, rather than looking only at the specific topic at hand, we start from a bird’s-eye view, asking how 
the value chain looks and who the players are, and then narrow down from there. Alternatively, we go back 
and forth with the requesting division, thinking through together where their actual interests lie, and provide 
our IP intelligence function in a collaborative style that walks alongside them. 

 

To close this section on our activities, let me briefly touch on standardization. 

Our standardization activities are not aimed at simply creating standards for their own sake. The goal is to 
build mechanisms that embed rule-making strategy into our business model. This is made possible by the 
depth of experience we have accumulated across diverse businesses and the highly specialized personnel we 
have who have made it happen. 

The example shown on the right today is from photo printing. This initiative targets users with a strong 
preference for high image quality. Since such users place great importance on the glossiness of photos, this is 
an example of establishing glossiness as a value axis and standardizing the evaluation method for it. 

This has made it possible to objectively demonstrate the superiority of silver halide photo printing over inkjet 
and dye-sublimation methods. Even in technically mature areas, standards can be used to redefine and 
present added value in a fresh light. 
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There are also international standardization activities addressing social challenges such as environmental and 
energy issues that are actively advancing today. By proactively engaging in these, I believe we can create new 
value and expand business opportunities globally. We will continue to develop our international 
standardization activities going forward. 

That concludes our introduction to the Company’s IP activities. 

 

Finally, let me turn to the topic of evolving our IP activities through AI and DX—an initiative we are currently 
working on. 

We have been working on what we call IP DX since around 2020, transforming both our IP operations and the 
organization itself. In particular, since the emergence of generative AI, we have been actively leveraging it 
across the board, driving various initiatives aimed at fundamentally transforming our current activities and 
taking our IP management to a deeper level. 

Today I would like to briefly introduce the data organization and IP information visualization work that 
underpins these efforts. 

This fiscal year, we plan to overhaul our IP information management system—our proprietary IP database, 
shown in the center of this diagram. Rather than simply upgrading the system, we are using this opportunity 
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to build an information environment that integrates the IP information system with other internal systems, 
such as our management information analysis system and our internal IP evaluation database. 

There are three objectives behind this effort. First, we can further improve the precision of our competitive 
analysis, which will raise the quality of our IP portfolio. Second, we can conduct our IP activities, building and 
leveraging the portfolio, with a stronger sense of cost discipline. Third, this integration will enable us to link 
business-specific financial information with IP information. Through this linkage, we are working to enhance 
the effectiveness of IP strategy for each business. 

 

Let me go into a bit more detail on the third point. 

By linking business-specific financial information with IP information, we will be able to view financial and IP 
data in a single, integrated dashboard like the one shown here. 

We had something similar before, but it required people to manually pull data from separate sources to 
construct this kind of view, and we could only do it at the business unit level. Once the information 
environment we are building is in place, we will be able to view this kind of financial and IP data side by side 
at the product-group level, at any time. 

The IP information system also contains patent valuations and information on whether a given patent is being 
used in particular products or not. For example, we will be able to set KPIs that show the state of the portfolio, 
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such as how many patents are actively being used for a given product, and view them all together in one 
integrated dashboard. 

Linking financial and IP information this way has a key benefit: when we talk with business division teams, we 
can speak using a common framework. We can show them this view and have concrete discussions—should 
we increase investment in this area, or should we wind down that one—which we expect will improve the 
effectiveness of our IP strategy. 

By doing this, I believe we can translate our IP activities into the language of management. And by enabling 
that translation, business unit heads will find it easier to make decisions about IP activities in their own areas. 
So I am committed to fully completing the foundational data work that makes this possible.

 

This slide recaps the messages I have shared today. 

Our IP activities have continued to evolve through our business portfolio transformation. We conduct optimal 
and diverse IP activities tailored to each product within each business portfolio. And with AI and DX, we are 
right now in the midst of further evolution aimed at ensuring we continue to generate cash well into the 
future. 

I believe I, too, have evolved over these past 20 years. My aspiration is for the Fujifilm Group’s IP to become 
a brand, recognized as being strong, by continuing to win in competition and drive value creation across every 
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business area, going beyond simply protecting technology through patents. We will continue to actively 
promote our offensive IP activities going forward. 

That concludes my presentation. 

 

Moderator: Next, we will hear from Outside Director Sugawara with his comments on our intellectual 
property strategy. 

Mr. Sugawara has served in a number of important posts at the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, 
including Vice-Minister, and has been involved for many years in policy planning and organizational 
management across areas including industrial policy, trade policy, and environmental and energy policy. 

He has also served as an Outside Director of Hitachi, Ltd. and Toyota Motor Corporation, providing advice on 
technology strategy, brand strategy, and other matters, and contributing to the enhancement of corporate 
value at both companies. 

As someone who has been observing our company’s approach to IP strategy since joining our Board as an 
Outside Director in 2022, we would very much welcome his candid comments. 

Mr. Sugawara, the floor is yours. 
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Sugawara: Hello, everyone. I am Sugawara. As an Outside Director of FUJIFILM Holdings, I have been very 
much looking forward to the opportunity to engage directly with investors and analysts today. 

Ms. Sakuma has just given a truly detailed and concrete presentation on the Fujifilm Group’s intellectual 
property strategy. That was quite an effort—thank you very much. 

I would like to start by sharing my view of the Fujifilm Group’s current IP strategy from a corporate 
governance perspective, and then I look forward to addressing various questions during the Q&A. 

As you are all aware, last week the Financial Services Agency released Version 4 of the Corporate Governance 
Code. Version 1 was in 2015, and Version 2 was in 2018 and Version 3 was, if I recall correctly, in 2021. 
Regarding the 2015 Corporate Governance Code—at that time I was still a government official, and when the 
Abe administration was formed and was crafting the growth strategy as one of the three arrows of Abenomics, 
I was serving in a role something like the head of the Kasumigaseki secretariat for the growth strategy council. 

The question we were given in that context was how to change the mindset of corporate managers who had 
become immersed in a deflationary mentality. 

What was needed was to turn the eyes of corporate managers outward—to face shareholders and other 
stakeholders—as a way to change their mindset. And the mechanism we came up with to make that happen 
was the first version of the Corporate Governance Code. 



 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
30 

 
 
 

Looking back at Version 1 to Version 3, they tended to focus on external form—things like how to structure 
the Board of Directors and how to handle information disclosure. That said, about ten years have now passed, 
and awareness of why corporate governance matters in business management has grown considerably. 
Looking at Version 4, it has been simplified considerably, and among the items that have survived in the 
substance of what boards should actually be discussing, one of the very few that remains is actually the topic 
of intangible assets, including IP. 

Specifically, in chapter four on the responsibilities of the Board of Directors, Principle 4-1, the leading principle, 
covers the setting of the broad direction of corporate strategy. Within that, it states that the Board of Directors 
should explain what specifically will be executed with regard to growth investments, including capital 
expenditure, R&D, human resources and human capital, IP strategy, and other intangible assets, as well as 
portfolio restructuring and related matters. 

Versions 1 to 3 tended to draw attention to output numbers—things like ROE and PBR as results. But now, as 
you drill down into what needs to be done to produce those results, you find that what Japanese companies 
are most lacking is the ability to shift managers’ focus, which tends to be on hardware or on the P&L, toward 
how to grow the Company in a forward-looking way. 

That means intangible assets, broadly speaking, not just IP, but all the value creation elements that FUJIFILM 
Holdings has been explaining in this IR series: brand, human resources development, DX and so on. The 
question is how to truly place all of that at the center of corporate management strategy. The requirement 
now is for the Board to engage in substantive discussion of these matters and conduct genuine dialogue with 
the executive team, and that is, in my view, the one remaining item of real substance in the current Corporate 
Governance Code. 

Against that backdrop, how does Fujifilm look to me? Having been part of its Board discussions since 2022—
now four years—what I see clearly is this: at most companies, the various intangible assets are managed in 
silos. Brand is brand, R&D is R&D, IP is IP, design is design—they are treated separately. At Fujifilm, by contrast, 
it is clear that the Company, as an organization, has placed all of these directly under the holding company 
and made them central pillars of corporate strategy. 

This goes beyond simply creating value. Looking at the decisions around CDMO investment and 
semiconductor investment, you can see that the question running through all of them is: is this a portfolio 
reshaping that leverages the strengths of our intangible assets? Or conversely, for something like Imaging that 
has been part of the Company for a long time—could making a stronger case for its intangible assets 
contribute to a higher market capitalization, beyond just the earnings it currently generates? The fact that all 
of these are being discussed together holistically and strategically at the Board level is, in my view, one of the 
biggest differentiators between this company and others. 

It is not just the thinking—the organization is built to support it. And the fact that it is a recurring major agenda 
item at the Board level every year is another distinctive feature of Fujifilm. 

On the other hand, the challenge is that intangible assets are very difficult to explain, not just to investors, 
but to many audiences. There is always a tendency to revert to individual metrics, like the number of patents, 
as Ms. Sakuma’s presentation illustrated. But when you look at the aggregate picture, the average for 
American companies is that about 90% of their market capitalization is composed of intangible assets, while 
Japan’s figure is only 30%. 
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I don’t think Japan has only 30% of its value in intangible assets. The right interpretation, I believe, is that 
companies have only managed to explain 30% of their intangible asset value, and that is why only 30% is being 
recognized. 

So when explaining the strengths of a company like Fujifilm to investors, the question is how to explain 
something as difficult to quantify and standardize as intangible assets. I believe that telling the story is critically 
important first step. 

In that sense, Fujifilm is one of the rare companies that tells the story of its journey, from its founding, through 
the portfolio transformation to where it is today, which I believe is still a work in progress, weaving intangible 
assets throughout that narrative. 

That said, market recognition, from the equity side, of Fujifilm’s intangible assets is still not sufficient, and I 
think there is still room to improve how that story is communicated to audiences like institutional investors. 

Another point is that even if something can’t be fully quantified or standardized, some degree of common 
disclosure framework is needed, otherwise investors find it hard to compare companies side by side. 

On that front, as Ms. Sakuma explained, there is already an effort underway to link IP information and financial 
data to show how they relate to each other. 

I think it is important for Fujifilm to play a pioneering role in explaining this kind of story to investors, and for 
other Japanese companies to take note and similarly communicate their own approaches to intangible assets 
in a clearer way. Helping to drive that is also, I believe, one of our Company’s important roles. 

From my vantage point, Fujifilm is a company that is, in terms of what is now required of Japanese companies 
from a corporate governance standpoint, one step ahead—still not there yet, but ahead. That is my 
assessment. 

In brief, that is my evaluation of Ms. Sakuma’s presentation and of the Fujifilm Group’s overall IP and 
intangible asset strategy. 

I look forward to your questions. 

Moderator: Thank you, Mr. Sugawara. 
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Question & Answer 

 

Moderator [M]: We will now move into the Q&A session. 

Mr. Shibano of Citigroup Global Markets, please go ahead. 

Shibano [Q]: I am Shibano from Citigroup Global Markets. I have two questions. 

My first question is for Ms. Sakuma. Thank you for walking us through the IP management approach in each 
business area with such detail and specific examples—it was very informative. 

My question relates to the role the IP division plays, which is clearly very important but also highly 
individualized and involves making assessments that don’t always lend themselves to objective prediction. 
Given that, I came away with the impression that some aspects of the work might inevitably be influenced by 
the capabilities and instincts of individual IP staff. Is that actually the case or not? 

And if it is the case to some extent, how are you managing it—not necessarily through full standardization, 
but in terms of maximizing the outcomes of the IP division’s work? What are your thoughts on team structure 
and how you as head of the IP division exercise oversight? 

Sakuma [A]: You are right that IP work involves a fair degree of judgment about how deeply to pursue 
something, as well as a certain instinct for spotting what matters, and I can see why you might get the 
impression that individual differences could creep in. Without any organizational structures in place, that is 
exactly what would happen. 

That said, at the Fujifilm Group, there is a longstanding culture of doing thorough, committed work and of 
digging deeply into what the true issue really is, as I mentioned in my presentation, and this is ingrained across 
the organization. So rather than relying on individuals, we use primarily on-the-job training to bring the whole 
organization up to a consistent level and prevent that kind of individual variation. 

At the same time, relying entirely on people carries its own risks over the long term, so we are also addressing 
that through the use of generative AI. And not just by deploying off-the-shelf generative AI tools—in our case, 
since we have our own accumulated business standards, we are also building an environment where our IP 
applications leverage generative AI in ways that draw on those standards. We are now using that environment 
to develop and roll out a range of IP task-specific applications. 

By implementing these tools, we are working to eliminate individual variability, and in parallel we are also 
revising the standards that govern how AI-assisted work should be performed, to embed them firmly in our 
day-to-day processes and drive consistency. 

Shibano [Q]: My second question is for Director Sugawara. 

In your comments earlier, I believe you were saying that the Fujifilm Group’s IP strategy is superior. Mr. 
Sugawara, given your experience as an Outside Director at Hitachi and Toyota, and your extensive 
involvement in technology strategy and technology management during your time at METI, you clearly have 
a great deal of insight here. 
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Could you be a bit more specific about what sets Fujifilm apart from other companies? If it stays too broad, it 
risks being abstract, and I have a feeling I might not quite grasp the specifics—so if possible, I would appreciate 
it if you could point to something concrete. 

Sugawara [A]: I am in the relatively unique position of having been inside both Toyota and Hitachi and being 
able to compare them directly with Fujifilm. Both are outstanding companies with tremendous IP strategies. 

The key difference is that at Fujifilm, IP strategy is not viewed in isolation. At other companies, IP tends to still 
just be IP. Specifically, how deeply does the IP team communicate with the R&D division? Or, in the case of 
cars, how much dialogue is there between the design division and the IP division? 

Looking at those cross-functional linkages, and partly due to the sheer size of those organizations, I found that 
those connections were not really there, and the result was unfortunately only additive at best. That is a real 
missed opportunity. By comparison, Fujifilm is more compact—that may be part of it. 

There is also the matter of having fought for survival under difficult circumstances, where there was no room 
to talk about IP in isolation. Working alongside design, R&D, the frontline sales force, and the finance function, 
with a shared recognition at the management level of how to maximize the Company’s existing potential—
that kind of alignment exists across the senior leadership team at Fujifilm in a way that is meaningfully 
different from what I saw at the other two companies. In that sense, this company genuinely has strong 
potential for the kind of storytelling I mentioned. 

For example, although today happened to be Ms. Sakuma presenting on IP, I suspect FUJIFILM Holdings’ CEO, 
Mr. Goto, who has all of these functions reporting directly to him, could speak about the full picture across all 
of these areas. He is engaged with this as CEO in a way that I believe puts him among the rare few in Japan 
who can truly speak across the whole picture with a horizontal, integrated view. 

When it sits directly under the CEO, detailed issues do come up to a reasonable extent, and more importantly, 
as CEO, it becomes easier to cut across organizational silos. Frankly, when the president says so, the Company 
can avoid falling into sectionalism, and discussions can take place on the same playing field about how to 
leverage these intangible assets within corporate strategy. 

As mentioned earlier about the IP Strategy Conference, I think there are very few cases where something like 
that can be set up so quickly and immediately lead to substantive discussions. 

Also, looking at slide nine, I believe the very fact that this can be presented so readily is something unique to 
Fujifilm. When people think of Japanese companies, top management tends to discuss sectors like Healthcare 
or Electronics separately. However, beneath that, starting from the corporate culture—the so-called 
foundation—and then the next layer of human resources, followed by technology, design, IP, AI/DX, and 
brand above that—there are surprisingly few companies that can clearly present that they manage the 
Company by laying these elements out side by side. 

This is proof that the Company has survived up to this point, and if it is to keep fighting for survival going 
forward—if it is to keep pushing and adapting—then I think it has no choice but to compete within a 
framework like this. Eventually, in one form or another, this will lead to discussions about reviewing the 
portfolio, including what is still lacking and needs to be strengthened, as well as what ought to be divested. 
And I think those discussions are only possible because this foundational layer exists underneath. 



 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
34 

 
 
 

Other companies do not have that foundation, so there is a real risk that their decisions may end up being 
more ad hoc, and that possibility cannot be ruled out. 

Shibano [Q]: If possible, I would like to follow up with Ms. Yoshizawa. 

If I recall correctly, around the time of VISION75 in 2004, there was a technology inventory exercise. Would 
you say that going through that step—the portfolio revitalization and the second-founding phase—was what 
created the closer, more integrated relationship between business and IP that Mr. Sugawara described? 

Yoshizawa [A]: The technology inventory story has come up in various contexts, so I imagine it is already 
familiar to many of you as investors. 

At the time, as our core profit-generating business was shrinking, we engaged in thorough discussions about 
how we could leverage our technologies and resources to achieve renewed growth in new areas. It was a 
genuine process of turning everything inside out—not just technology, but corporate functions as well—
putting it all on the table for discussion. I believe that was an extremely formative experience. 

It laid the groundwork for our current ability to have functional teams genuinely engaging with each other 
and working through, in depth, how our capabilities can be leveraged for our survival and growth. As you 
suggest, Mr. Shibano, that was indeed an important experience. 

Moderator [M]: Mr. Nakanomyo of Jefferies, please go ahead. 

Nakanomyo [Q]: I am Nakanomyo from Jefferies. I have two questions. 

My first question—the idea of linking IP information and financial information is excellent. When 
approximately will this system go live? 

And at roughly what level of granularity will this data be captured? 

Sakuma [A]: Let me address your questions. 

First, on timing—full operation will begin after the launch of the new IP management system. We are currently 
targeting Q1. 

That said, we have already achieved partial linkage. The integration with our management information 
analysis system, One-Data, which I mentioned in the slides, is already in place, so some of this linkage is 
already working. 

As for granularity, we have aligned the level with that of One-Data, so at the product group level, IP 
information will be viewable at the same level of granularity as One-Data. 

Nakanomyo [Q]: So, for product groups, are you talking about categories like endoscopes, for example? 

Sakuma [A]: Yes, that’s right. 

Nakanomyo [Q]: My second question concerns the chart on page 24, which I think is excellent. 
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In practice, when it comes to something like investment target assessment, how does the collaboration with 
business divisions actually work? What is the sequence of steps that makes it happen? 

The reason I ask is that compared to traditional IP work, it seems like it would be quite difficult to become this 
deeply engaged in business strategy. From the business division’s perspective, when does engagement with 
the IP team start, and what does that look like concretely? 

Sakuma [A]: For target assessment specifically, we are currently working toward starting the exploration 
process together before targets are decided—not after. But I would say we are still about halfway toward 
achieving that goal. 

The bottleneck, as you rightly point out, is that people who have done this before know where to go and who 
to talk to, but those who haven’t done it before don’t. 

Starting this fiscal year, we are assigning dedicated IP intelligence members to each business area, making it 
clear—here is the person to go to for your area. At the same time, we are working with the corporate planning 
function, which owns the M&A process, to formalize IP assessment as a step in the target selection process, 
so that when a target is being evaluated, this kind of IP check is built in as standard procedure. 

By doing this, it becomes embedded as an internal process, and people will also know who to go to when they 
need it, which will help this approach become more widely adopted across the organization. 

Nakanomyo [Q]: In practice, wouldn’t the business divisions themselves often have more up-to-date 
information, including IP-related intelligence, on their own domains? Will that kind of information increasingly 
be shared and advanced through this integrated information system? 

Sakuma [A]: You are absolutely right. The people on the front lines in a given domain have the freshest 
information. And for things like what the overall market is asking for, they often have more current 
intelligence than the IP division can provide from research. 

That is precisely one of the reasons for starting the collaboration early. The goal is to combine the published 
information we can research—patent documents and the like—with the raw, on-the-ground intelligence that 
the sales and business division teams hold, to sharpen the precision of our analysis. The idea is to combine 
that wet intelligence with what we can find in the literature. 

So rather than something the IP division simply provides, the ideal is analysis that is developed jointly. 

Moderator [M]: Mr. Sawashima of Sumitomo Mitsui Trust Asset Management, please go ahead. 

Sawashima [Q]: I am Sawashima from Sumitomo Mitsui Trust Asset Management. I have two questions. 

My first question: when investors analyze patent information and IP information, what they really want to 
understand is how much a given patent or piece of IP will contribute to differentiation going forward—in other 
words, whether it will drive improved profitability or accelerate revenue growth. That is ultimately what they 
are trying to get at. 

For example, looking at the chart on page 13 showing the change in composition of revenue and patents held 
over 24 years, your explanation makes it clear that healthcare and electronics have grown while Imaging has 
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declined, and that the same is true for both revenue and patents. But when you look at it from a profitability 
perspective, what I would actually want to see is not the patent count but the patent value, and a clearer link 
between that patent value and profitability. 

And on page 20 for instax, you explained that anticipating the digital shift worked out well. Even looking at 
the trend in patents, designs, and trademarks shown there alongside the revenue trend behind it, it is hard to 
tell whether IP was actually leading. The story tells us it was—that technology came first, and revenue 
followed—but I think there is still room to improve how that is shown visually. 

With that in mind, would you say there is still meaningful room to demonstrate the link between patent value 
and profitability more clearly? Ms. Sakuma, please. 

Sakuma [A]: I believe your question is about whether we can demonstrate the link between the value of 
individual patents—not just the count—and profitability. Thank you for the very valuable feedback on the 
presentation approach as well. 

On how to show the link between value and profitability—frankly, we do not yet have a clean answer 
internally. 

As you say, there are patents where a single one can be a killer patent, and then there are cases, particularly 
in device-type businesses, where a single product is covered by an enormous number of patents, as the iPhone 
famously illustrates. Linking the value of each individual patent to its profitability in that context is genuinely 
difficult. 

So making a direct link between patent value and profitability is not straightforward. That said, there are now 
external tools such as PatentSight for example, that have become widely used for providing something like an 
objective, externally standardized assessment of patent value. We would like to use those kinds of tools to 
present an assessment of the value of our patent portfolio and show how it relates to business earnings. 

So while we are still in a trial-and-error phase, we recognize that this kind of disclosure is important and 
something we should be working toward. 

Sawashima [Q]: One additional point I wanted to raise is that there may still be room for improvement in how 
you demonstrate whether IP is truly leading ahead of the business. I would appreciate it if you could look into 
that as well. 

My second question relates to page 28, on the IP platform and the visualization of IP information. I believe 
this is very useful internally, but since you are leveraging these tools, I would also like to see the outcomes 
from them disclosed externally. 

As shown here, I understand this is presented as one example, where you analyze the effectiveness of IP by 
looking at processes such as the ratio of useful patents and the ratio of unused patents. You also mention 
setting KPIs to monitor the state of the portfolio, so I imagine that these KPIs may vary depending on the 
business. 

In terms of how to think about this, for example, EBARA Corporation uses an IP ROIC metric to show the return 
generated relative to investment, albeit on a company-wide basis. KYOCERA Corporation, on the other hand, 
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uses a “business contribution amount” metric, which combines factors such as revenue increases from patent 
utilization and licensing income. 

Within your company, beyond what is written here, what kinds of KPIs could be considered for this purpose? 
If you have any thoughts, I would appreciate your insights. 

Sakuma [A]: What we are showing here is one example—namely, whether something is being implemented 
or not. Other KPIs we are considering include metrics that show the condition of the patent portfolio itself. 
For example, within the portfolio, what proportion consists of what are generally considered strong patents—
such as those filed ahead of others—or, in terms of age, since patents last 20 years from filing, how many are 
more like veteran players and how many are younger ones. We are also considering KPIs that would present 
the state of the patents from those perspectives. 

That said, we have not yet gone so far as to fully consider how much of this should be disclosed externally. 
We are well aware of various indicators and examples of initiatives adopted by other companies, and going 
forward we will consider whether similar approaches could be implemented at our company as well. 

Moderator [M]: As we are approaching the end of our allotted time, we will close the Q&A session here. 

With that, we will conclude today’s briefing. Thank you very much for joining us today. 

[END] 

______________ 

Document Note 

Speaker speech is classified based on whether it [Q] asks a question to the Company and [A] provides 
an answer from the Company. 


