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Jim's work focuses on electrical, computer, cellular and networking 

technologies, including encryption technologies, conditional access 

television systems, computer operating system software, touchscreens, 

electronic train control and signaling systems, power tools, and 

semiconductors. He has been recognized by Patexia as being among the 

Best Performing and Most Active attorneys representing petitioners in inter 

partes review proceedings before the PTAB. He also counsels clients 

regarding patentability, validity and infringement issues.

James M. Heintz

Contact

T +1 703 773 4148

jim.heintz@dlapiper.com

Education

J.D., St. John's University 1996

magna cum laude

B.S.E.E., State University of New 

York at Stony Brook 1988

Admissions

District of Columbia

New York

United States Patent and 

Trademark Office

Virginia

www.dlapiper.com



www.dlapiper.com 4

Roadmap
1. Key Players and Philosophy

2. Statistics

3. Procedural Changes

4. IPR Barriers

5. Techniques for Avoiding the IPR Barriers



www.dlapiper.com 5

Key Players and Philosophy



www.dlapiper.com

Background

6

Deputy Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual Property

Deputy Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office

Coke Morgan Stewart

ÅWorked at USPTO from 2011-2021

ÅActing Chief of Staff

ÅCounsel to the Director

ÅSenior Policy Advisor

ÅActing Deputy Solicitor

ÅIP Attorney at OôMelveny & Myers LLP

Årepresented both patent holders and accused infringers in 

patent infringement cases
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Secretary of Commerce

Howard Lutnick

ÅChairman and CEO of Cantor Fitzgerald, L.P. 

ÅñAs the inventor of over 400 patents, the U.S. Patent and 

Trademark Office has a special place in my heartò
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Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual Property

Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office

John Squires

ÅDilworth Paxson LLP

Åchair of the Emerging Companies and IP practice 

Å created Fortress IP

Å a multibillion-dollar patent litigation funding group

ÅChief IP Counsel for Goldman Sachs (2000-2009)

ÅSenate testimony: ñ[p]atent examination quality issues, 

predatory patent assertions, and litigation abuse have 

precluded continued progress and efficiencies in bettering the 

U.S. financial system.ò
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ñConsider a hypothetical patent claim where 70% of experienced patent practitioners would 

conclude that the claim was properly granted, and 30% would oppose that conclusion. Such a 

patent claim seems reliable, because a substantial majority of practitioners believe it is patentable 

and was properly issued. However, if the patent is subjected to repeated de novo patentability 

review each time it is enforced, it will no longer be reliable. For example, a patent with a 70% 

chance of surviving one de novo patentability review has less than a 50% chance of withstanding 

two or more de novo patentability challenges. Thus, even extremely strong patents depend on a 

presumption of validity for their survival.ò

2025-19580 (90 FR 48335)(emphasis added)

Ȱ%ÖÅÎ ÅØÔÒÅÍÅÌÙ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÐÁÔÅÎÔÓ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÕÎÒÅÌÉÁÂÌÅ 
×ÈÅÎ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÓÅÒÉÁÌ ÏÒ ÐÁÒÁÌÌÅÌ ÖÁÌÉÄÉÔÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÓȱ
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Philosophy
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ÅUnited States District Courts are not  de novo review 

ÅPresumption of validity

ÅClear and convincing evidence of invalidity required

ÅPTAB IPRs/PGRs are de novo review 

ÅNo presumption of validity

ÅPreponderance (<50%) evidence of invalidity required

ÅSolution: Limit IPRs and PGRs

Ȱ%ÖÅÎ ÅØÔÒÅÍÅÌÙ ÓÔÒÏÎÇ ÐÁÔÅÎÔÓ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÕÎÒÅÌÉÁÂÌÅ 
×ÈÅÎ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔ ÔÏ ÓÅÒÉÁÌ ÏÒ ÐÁÒÁÌÌÅÌ ÖÁÌÉÄÉÔÙ ÃÈÁÌÌÅÎÇÅÓȱ

10

Philosophy
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PTAB Trial Statistics, December 2025, Patent Trial and Appeal Board, available at 

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/trial_stats_december_2025.pdf 

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/trial_stats_december_2025.pdf
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PTAB Trial Statistics, December 2025, Patent Trial and Appeal Board, available at 

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/trial_stats_december_2025.pdf 

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/trial_stats_december_2025.pdf
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Patent Litigation Filings Are Up
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Institution rate

Å37% from 1 Oct. 2025, through 30 Nov. 2025

Å64% from 1 Oct. 2024, through 30 Nov. 2024

Number of IPRs/PGRs filed

Å240 IPRs and PGRs were filed from 1 Oct. 2025, through 2 Feb. 2026 

Å482 IPRs and PGRs were filed from 1 Oct. 2024, through 2 Feb. 2025.

Å66% increase in reexam requests

Å726 in 2025

Å437 in 2024

15

More Statistics
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More Statistics
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Ex Parte Appeal Backlog On Track to End This Year

What effect will this have on APJ staffing levels?
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2025 Procedural Changes
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Discretionary Denial Procedural Change History 2025

20 Jan. 2025: 
Coke Stewart 

appointed 
USPTO Acting 

Director 

4 March 2025
USPTO 

withdraws 
Vidal memo 

limiting 
discretionary 

denials

26 Mar. 2025: 
IPR/PGR 
ñSettled 

Expectationsò 
Bifurcated 
Briefing: 

discretionary 
denial and 
then merits

16 May 2025: 
Stewart 
decides 

discretional 
denials using 

~2-page 
decisions

18 Sept. 
2025: John 

Squires 
appointed 
USPTO 
director

31 Oct. 2025: 
Squires 
decides 

discretionary 
denials using 

summary 
denials
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Discretionary and Merits Denial Decisions Bifurcated

[D]ecisions on whether to institute an IPR or PGR will be 

bifurcated between (i) discretionary considerations and (ii) 

merits and other non-discretionary statutory considerations 

. . . the Director, in consultation with at least three PTAB 

judges, will determine whether discretionary denial of 

institution is appropriate. If it is appropriate, the Director will 

issue a decision denying institution. If it is not appropriate, 

the Director will issue a decision regarding that 

determination and refer the petition to a three-member 

panel of the PTAB [which] will then handle the case in the 

normal course including by issuing a decision on institution 

addressing the merits and other non-discretionary statutory 

considerations.

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/InterimProcesses-PTABWorkloadMgmt-20250326.pdf 

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/InterimProcesses-PTABWorkloadMgmt-20250326.pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/InterimProcesses-PTABWorkloadMgmt-20250326.pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/InterimProcesses-PTABWorkloadMgmt-20250326.pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/InterimProcesses-PTABWorkloadMgmt-20250326.pdf
https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/InterimProcesses-PTABWorkloadMgmt-20250326.pdf
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IPR Barriers
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Fintiv Is Again a Significant Hurdle 

ÅSotera stipulations no longer automatically precludes 

discretionary Fintiv denials

ÅCompelling merits no longer automatically preclude 

discretionary Fintiv denials

ÅñHolistic assessmentò based on six factors

ÅDistrict Court trial date is predominant factor

Å ITC investigations are again considered in Fintiv 

analysis 

Dabico Airport Sols. Inc. v. AXA Power ApS, IPR2025-00408, Paper 21 at 2-3 (PTAB 18 June 2025) 

(designated informative 9 Jan. 2026
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Ȱ3ÅÔÔÌÅÄ %ØÐÅÃÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȱ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÐÒÅÃÌÕÄÅ )02Ó

Although there is no bright-line rule on when expectations 

become settled, in general, the longer the patent has been 

in force, the more settled expectations should be. 

Moreover, patent applications (after 18 months) and issued 

patents are almost always publicly available to provide 

notice to the public, other inventors, competitors, and 

commercial interests. Interested parties may find published 

patents and patent applications using the Officeôs 

automated search systems as well as publicly available 

resources on the Internet. As such, actual notice of a 

patent or of possible infringement is not necessary to 

create settled expectations.

Dabico Airport Sols. Inc. v. AXA Power ApS, IPR2025-00408, Paper 21 at 2-3 (PTAB 18 June 2025) 

(designated informative 9 Jan. 2026
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Settled Expectations - Six Years After Patent Issuance

The patents challenged in IPR2025-00601 and IPR2025-

00602 present different circumstances. In particular, the 

challenged patents have been in force for seven and six 

years, respectively, creating strong settled expectations for 

Patent Owner, and Petitioner does not provide  persuasive 

reasoning why an inter partes review is an appropriate use 

of Board resources.

Amgen Inc. v. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co., IPR2025-00601, -00602, -00603, Paper 9 at 3 (PTAB 24 July 

2025) (designated informative 9 Jan. 2026)
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Settled Expectations Can Arise Earlier than Six Years

[T]he patent challenged in IPR2025-00603 has not been in 

force for a significant amount of time (issued in 2022). 

Although there may be good reasons why a patent owner 

has strong settled expectations in a patent that has only 

been in force for three years, for example an explanation

of how an extraordinary amount of investment, time, and 

resources dedicated to research, development, trials, and 

regulatory approval correlates to settled expectations, 

Patent Owner has not sufficiently articulated such reasons 

in these proceedings.

Amgen Inc. v. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co., IPR2025-00601, -00602, -00603, Paper 9 at 2 (PTAB 24 July 

2025) (designated informative 9 Jan. 2026)
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Time-Barred Petitions Proceed Only in Exceptional 
Circumstances

Although § 315(b) permits time-barred parties to file a 

petition when seeking joinder under § 315(c), the Office 

may consider whether it is fair to permit a time-barred party 

to join an ongoing proceeding when determining whether to 

exercise discretion to deny institution under 35 U.S.C. § 

314(a). Petitions filed by time-barred parties should 

proceed only in exceptional circumstances. Realtek does 

not present an exceptional circumstance here. 

Realtek Semiconductor Corp. v. ParkerVision, Inc., IPR2025-00324, Paper 11 at 3 (PTAB 25 June 2025) (designated 

precedential 9 Jan. 2026) (internal citations omitted)
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Inconsistent Claim Constructions in IPR and District Court 
Will Likely Result in Discretionary Denial

[I]t is likely that a final written decision in this proceeding will issue 

before a district court trial occurs . . . the challenged patent has 

not been in force for a significant period of time (issued in 2024). 

Accordingly, Patent Owner has not developed strong settled 

expectations . . . Petitioner has taken different claim construction 

positions in this proceeding and the parallel district court 

proceeding . . . Although a party is not necessarily precluded from 

arguing different claim construction positions before a district 

court and the Board, a party should explain why different positions 

are warranted. For example, if a party advances a narrow 

construction in the district court and the district court declines to 

adopt the narrow construction, the party would have sufficient 

reason for advancing the broader, court-adopted construction in a 

proceeding before the Board.
Sun Pharm. Indus., Inc. v. Nivagen Pharm., Inc., IPR2025-00893, Paper 18  at 2-3 (PTAB 19 Sept. 2025) 

(designated informative 9 Jan. 2026)
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Inconsistent Claim Constructions in IPR and District Court 
Will Likely Result in Discretionary Denial

Petitionerôs explanation here amounts to nothing more than an 

assertion that a petitioner should be permitted to raise different 

claim constructions in the two forums when there is a chance that 

the district court will reject that petitionerôs preferred construction. 

My precedential decision does not provide for conditional future 

outcomes, and while petitioner would no doubt like to ówait and 

see,ô we cannot and will not. The appropriate course of action

under these circumstances is to deny institution.

Revvo Techs,Inc. v. Cerebrum Sensor Techs., Inc., IPR2025-00632, Paper 36  at 4 (Director 26 Jan. 2026) 

Stipulation to drop district court construction if IPR 
instituted will not solve this problem
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Failure to Name Real Party in Interest Bars IPRs

[A]ny Petition corrected to disclose additional RPIs must be 

given a new filing date . . . Here, a new filing date 

necessarily would be more than one year after the date on 

which Petitioner was served with a complaint alleging 

infringement of the challenged patents, making the 

Petitions time-barred under 35 U.S.C. § 315(b). Because 

we cannot consider the Petitions, and should not have 

considered them at the time of institution, the appropriate 

remedy is to grant Patent Ownerôs Motions to Dismiss, 

terminate the instant proceedings, and vacate our 

Decisions on Institution.

Corning Optical Comm. v. PPC Broadband Inc., IPR2014-00440, Paper 68 at 23, 25 (PTAB 18 Aug. 2015) (designated 

precedential 28 Oct. 2025).
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Petitioner Must Resolve RPI Dispute

Petitionerôs failure to provide clarity as to its actual identity

is fatal to its petitions . . . Patent Owner submitted evidence 

suggesting that Petitionerôs parent corporation . . . is wholly 

owned by state-owned enterprises . . . Regardless of whether 

the foreign government here is in fact an RPI, this evidence was 

sufficient to put into dispute whether the Petitions identified all 

RPIs . . . Where, as here, a petitioner does not sufficiently fulfill 

its statutory duty to identify all RPIs, the USPTOôs mandate to 

protect the public interest is especially compelling . . . With its 

identification of RPIs in dispute, it was Petitionerôs burden to 

bring forth evidence or arguments demonstrating that it named 

all RPIs . . . Accordingly, the Decisions granting institution are 

vacated, the Petitions are denied, and these proceedings are 

terminated.
Yangtze Memory Technologies Company, Ltd. v. Micron Technology, Inc., IPR2025-00098, Paper 38 at 6-9 

(PTAB 15 Jan. 2026) (designated informative 16 Jan. 2026)
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Whether an RPI Can Be a Foreign Governments Remains 
Undecided

In Return Mail, the Supreme Court held that a U.S. ñfederal agency 

is not a ópersonô who may petition for post-issuance review under 

the AIA.ò Return Mail, 587 U.S. at 637. The Court, however, did not 

address, and has not addressed, whether this statutory prohibition 

extends to a foreign government.3

3 While not the basis of todayôs decision, I note that inter partes 

review may be discretionarily denied on the basis that a petitioner is 

a sovereign. See, e.g., Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe v. Mylan Pharms. 

Inc., 896 F.3d 1322, 1327 (Fed. Cir. 2018) (ñThe Director bears the 

political responsibility of determining which cases should proceed. 

While he has the authority not to institute review on the merits of the 

petition, he could deny review for other reasons such as 

administrative efficiency or based on a party's status as a 

sovereign.ò).

Yangtze Memory, IPR2025-00098, Paper 38 at 2-3, n.4 (PTAB 15 Jan. 2026)
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Proposed New Barriers

Å Must stipulate not to raise any  prior art defense in court/ITC

Å Even system prior art defense that cannot be raised in IPR

Å No IPR once claim has been found valid in other contested 

proceeding

Å No IPR if trial, ITC determination or PTAB final written decisions 

occurs first absent ñextraordinary circumstancesò

2025-19580 (90 FR 48335)Yangtze Memory, IPR2025-00098, Paper 38 at 2-3 (PTAB 15 Jan. 2026)



www.dlapiper.com 33

Techniques for Avoiding the IPR Barriers
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PGR Petitions are Heavily Favored

[I]t is unlikely that a final written decision in this proceeding 

will issue before the Texas district court trial occurs . . . 

Petitions for post-grant review are favored because they 

must be filed no later than nine months from the grant of 

the patent (35 U.S.C. § 321(c)), are close in time to 

examination, and occur before expectations in the patent 

rights are strongly settled . . . the Petition is referred to the 

Board. . . .

Multi-Color Corp. v. Brook & Whittle Ltd., PGR2025-00025, Paper 10 at 2-3 (PTAB 16 July 2025) 

(designated precedential 9 Jan. 2026)
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Complicated District Court Case Can Avoid Discretionary 
Denial (Typically 9 or More Patents)

Petitionerôs arguments regarding the complex and diverse 

litigation proceeding tip the balance against discretionary 

denial. Petitioner explains that the district court proceeding 

involves eleven patents spanning nine different families 

that involve a diverse range of subject matter. The large 

number and vast scope of the patents asserted in the 

district court litigation weighs against discretionary denial, 

as the Board is better suited to review a large number of 

patents involving diverse subject matter.

Tesla, Inc. v. Intellectual Ventures II LLC, IPR2025-00217, Paper 9 at 2-3 (PTAB 13 June 2025) 

(designated informative 9 Jan. 2026) (internal citations omitted)
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Examiner Material Error May Thwart Discretionary Denial

[T]hese proceedings raise similar issues to those 

previously adjudicated [where] the Board determined the 

challenged claims are unpatentable . . . the patent 

examinerôs conclusion [on effective priority date of the 

challenged patents] directly contradicts the Boardôs 

determination and raises concerns of material error such 

that review of the challenged patents is an appropriate use 

of Office resources. Ordinarily, a scheduled district court 

trial date that precedes the date projected for a Board final 

written decision weighs in favor of exercising discretion to 

deny the Petition. Here, however, the Petitioner appears to 

show a material error by the Office, and it is an appropriate 

use of Office resources to review the potential error.

Padagis US LLC v. Neurelis, Inc., IPR2025-00464, -00465, -00466, Paper 12 at 2-3 (PTAB 16 July 2025) 

(designated informative 9 Jan. 2026)
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Significant Change in the Law May Avoid Discretionary 
Denial

Petitioner contends that the United States Court of Appeals 

for the  Federal Circuit ñfundamentally changed the 

obviousness standard for design patentsò in LKQ Corp. v. 

GM Global Tech. Operations LLC, 102 F.4th 1280, 1293 

(Fed. Cir. 2024), which impacts the validity of the 

challenged patent. Petitionerôs argument is persuasive. 

The challenged patent was examined and issued under an 

obviousness standard for design patents that the Federal 

Circuit has since abrogated, and it is an appropriate use of 

Office resources to consider the merits of Petitionerôs 

challenge despite any settled expectations Patent Owner 

may have.

Top Glory Trading Group Inc. v. Cole Haan LLC, IPR2025-01395, Paper 18 at 2 (PTAB 12 Jan. 2026) 

(designated informative 12 Jan. 2026)  (internal citations omitted)
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Avoiding Settled Expectations Based on Differences With 
0ÁÔÅÎÔ /×ÎÅÒȭÓ 0ÒÉÏÒ 4ÁÒÇÅÔÅÄ )ÎÄÕÓÔÒÙ

[I]t is unlikely that a final written decision in this proceeding 

will issue before district court trial occurs . . . the 

challenged patent has been in force for over twelve years, 

creating strong settled expectations . . . Petitioner argues 

with respect to settled expectations that the challenged 

patent has not been commercialized, asserted, marked, 

licensed, or otherwise applied in its technology space. 

Petitioner argues that Patent Owner only previously 

targeted smartphones, tablets, and watches, whereas 

Petitioner, Home Depot, is the proprietor of a chain of 

hardware stores and did not have reason to anticipate 

assertion of the patent against it. Petitionerôs arguments 

are persuasive.

Home Depot U.S.A., Inc. v. H2 Intellect LLC, IPR2025-00480, Paper 11 at 2-3 (PTAB 4 Sept. 2025) 

(designated informative 9 Jan. 2026) (internal citations omitted)
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Avoiding Settled Expectations Based on a Laches-Type 
Argument

[I]t is unlikely that a final written decision in these 

proceedings will issue before district court trial occurs . . . 

the district court has issued a Markman order . . . the 

challenged patent . . .  has been in force for thirteen years, 

creating strong settled expectations for Patent Owner. 

Petitioner . . . was aware of the challenged patent . . . in 

2012, when Patent Owner first contacted Petitioner about 

the challenged patent in a letter. Petitioner . . . contends 

that it ñdid not expect enforcementò of the patent . . . 

because it concluded that it did not require a license . . . 

and advised Patent Owner of its position, and . . . Patent 

Owner did not assert the challenged patent against 

Petitioner until eleven years after [when they were] expired. 

Apple Inc. v. Ferid Allani, IPR2025-00856, Paper 11 at 2-3 (PTAB 5 Sept. 2025) (designated informative 9 

Jan. 2026) 
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Guidance

Å File PGRs

Å File early to avoid Fintiv

Å Look for technique to avoid IPR barrier

Å Consider ex parte reexamination 
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Question & Answers
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Thank You
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CLE Code 72415
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Tokyo, Japan / Thursday, February 26, 2026
US Patent Case Damages War Stories

Paul Steadman
Erin Gibson



www.dlapiper.com 45

Tokyo, Japan / Thursday, February 26, 2026

Lunch Roundtable: US Administration Update 

Lord David Cameron, Senator Richard Burr, Senator Saxby Chambliss, Frank Ryan
Moderated by Matt Satchwell
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The U.S. Patent Damages EcoCulture is Changing Fast
Optional subtitle
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The Federal Circuit Is Reshaping 
Damages in Patent Cases
ÅCal. Inst. of Tech. v. Broadcom Ltd., 25 F.4th 976 (Fed. Cir. 2022) (ñtwo-

tieredò reasonable royalty theory for same infringing chips was legally 

unsupportable)

ÅApple Inc. v. Wi-LAN Inc., 25 F.4th 960 (Fed. Cir. 2022) (expert must 

adequately apportion comparable licenses or account for differences to 

isolate value attributable to patented invention)

ÅEcoFactor, Inc. v. Google LLC, 137 F.4th 1333 (Fed. Cir. 2025) (en 

banc) (damages expertôs testimony deriving specific per-unit royalty rate 

from lump-sum settlement licenses was unreliable and inadmissible)

ÅJiaxing Super Lighting v. CH Lighting Tech, No. 2023-1715 (Fed. Cir. 

2025) (vacating damages award and remanding for consideration of 

whether expert adequately apportioned value from prior portfolio license 

agreements rather than using unsupported blanket upward/downward 

adjustments based on competition or market factors)

ÅRex Medical, L.P. v. Intuitive Surgical, Inc. (Fed. Cir. 2025) (affirming 

verdict of nominal damages ($1) when expert testimony failed to 

apportion multi-patent license that formed basis of juryôs damages 

award)
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A Closer Look
Optional subtitle
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Caltech. v. Broadcom
25 F.4th 976 (Fed. Cir. 2022)

ÅCaltech sued Broadcom and phone maker asserting three patents covering 

low-density parity-check (LDPC) error-correcting codes used in high-speed Wi-

Fi data transmission

ÅCaltech accused Broadcomôs Wi-Fi chips (manufacture/sale) and downstream 

products (e.g., phones) that incorporated those chips (use)

ÅCaltechôs expert used a ñtwo-tieredò reasonable royalty model involving two 

separate hypothetical negotiations for the same infringing chips ð one at the 

component (chip) level and one at the end-product (device) level

ÅThe model applied a lower per-unit royalty to Broadcomôs chip sales and a 

significantly higher effective royalty to downstream products containing the 

same chips. The jury awarded $1.1 billion total damages

Federal Circuit Holding: 

Å Vacated the entire damages award and remanded for a new trial on damages

ÅTwo-tiered approach was ñlegally unsupportable on this recordò because it 

impermissibly applied two separate hypothetical negotiations for same chips

ÅñThe mere fact that Broadcom and [phone maker] are separate infringers alone 

does not support treating the same chips differently at different stages in the 

supply chainò
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Apple v. WiLan
25 F.4th 960 (Fed. Cir. 2022)

ÅWi-LAN sued Apple for infringing patents on methods for allocating bandwidth 

and selecting variable data rates in wireless (LTE) communication systems.

ÅFirst trialôs $145M verdict was vacated by the district court for flawed 

apportionment, leading to retrial after Wi-LAN rejected a $10M remittitur

ÅSecond trial theory: Reasonable royalty based on three comparable Wi-LAN 

portfolio licenses to other phone manufacturers (Vertu, Doro, Unnecto)

ÅExpert identified the two asserted patents as the ñkeyò patents (ñwheatò) driving 

value, while treating the rest of the portfolio as ñchaffò; applied a flat 25% 

royalty rate reduction to apportion for the additional patents

Federal Circuit Holding: 

Å Vacated the damages award and remanded for a new trial on damages; the 

district court abused its discretion by admitting the expertôs testimony

ÅExpertôs ñkey patentò determination and 25% apportionment adjustment were 

ñuntethered to the facts of this caseòðthe licenses did not treat the asserted 

patents as uniquely valuable, and the expert failed to adequately account for 

differences or justify the adjustment with license-specific evidence

ÅExpert must reliably apportion value to isolate the asserted patents and tie any 

adjustments to the specific technologies, negotiations, and economic 

circumstances of the licenses
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EcoFactor v. Google
EcoFactor, Inc. v. Google LLC, 137 F.4th 1333 (Fed. Cir. 2025) (en 

banc)

ÅEcoFactor sued Google for asserting patent on smart thermostat 

technology for optimizing HVAC systems based on sensor data and 

user preferences

ÅJury found infringement and awarded >$20 million in lump-sum 

damages. Fed. Cir. panel affirmed, but court granted en banc 

rehearing on expert admissibility

ÅExpertôs theory was reasonable royalty (lump-sum) based on three 

prior lump-sum settlement licenses granted to third-party smart 

thermostat manufacturers

ÅExpert derived a specific per-unit royalty rate ($X) by converting the 

lump-sum amounts, assuming they reflected application of that rate to 

estimated past/projected sales of the licensees' accused products. 

Each license recited that EcoFactor believed $X was a reasonable 

royalty per unit but did not state the licensees agreed to that rate
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%ÃÏ&ÁÃÔÏÒ ÖȢ 'ÏÏÇÌÅ ɉÃÏÎȭÔɊ
Federal Circuit En Banc Holding: 

Å Reversed district court's denial of new trial on damages; vacated 

$20M+ award and remanded for new damages trial because expert 

testimony inadmissible under FRE 702 / Daubert

ÅExpert's opinion that licenses reflected industry acceptance of $X per-

unit rate lacked sufficient facts/data supportðlicenses themselves did 

not show licensees agreed to/used that rate

ÅExpert improperly relied on EcoFactor's unilateral belief and 

unsupported assumptions about lump-sum calculations

ÅDistrict courts must rigorously gate-keep damages expert testimony; 

opinions deriving specific royalty rates from lump-sum licenses require 

reliable, record-tied evidence (not speculation or patentee assertions)

ÅHeightened scrutiny for converting lump-sum/settlement licenses to 

per-unit rates in reasonable royalty analyses; strict Daubert 

application to prevent unreliable damages evidence
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Super Lighting v. CH Lighting
Jiaxing Super Lighting Electric Appliance Co. v. CH Lighting Technology Co., 

Ltd., No. 23-1715 (Fed. Cir. 2025)

ÅSuper Lighting sued CH Lighting for infringing three LED tube lamp 

patents

ÅJury awarded ~$13.87 million (lump-sum) for all three patents; district 

court enhanced by doubling to ~$27.7 million under § 284

ÅExpert relied on prior portfolio license agreements to derive reasonable 

royalty; CH Lighting challenged via Daubert motion for inadequate 

apportionment among asserted vs. non-asserted patents in the licenses

ÅDistrict court denied CH Lighting's motion to exclude expert without any 

reasoned explanation or analysis

Federal Circuit Holding: 

Å Vacated entire damages award and remanded for new trial on damages 

for all three patents; district court abused discretion by failing to provide 

reviewable reasoning on Daubert motion

ÅExtended EcoFactor v. Google frameworkðdistrict courts must rigorously 

gate-keep under FRE 702, provide reasoned analysis on reliability 

(especially apportionment in portfolio licenses), and ensure testimony is 

based on sufficient facts/data; absence of reasoning can warrant reversal
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Rex Medical
Rex Medical, L.P. v. Intuitive Surgical, Inc., No. 24-1072 (Fed. Cir. 2025)

ÅRex Medical asserted patent on a surgical stapling system

ÅDamages theory was reasonable royalty (hypothetical negotiation) based 

primarily on a prior $10 million lump-sum settlement license from Rex to 

Covidien covering a broad portfolio. Rex's expert opined a $20 million lump-

sum royalty for Intuitive, relying on Covidien license; apportioned by claiming 

"most, if not all" value tied to asserted patent

ÅDistrict court excluded expert's testimony on Covidien license for failure to 

reliably apportion value to asserted patent alone (methodology unreliable 

under Daubert/FRE 702). No damages experts testified

ÅJury awarded Rex $10 million based on infringement finding and limited lay 

testimony about Covidien license factors

ÅDistrict Court granted JMOL reducing award to $1 nominal damages (no 

sufficient evidence for reasonable royalty); denied new trial on damages

Federal Circuit Holding: 

ÅAffirmed exclusion of expert and reduction to $1 nominal damages (treated as 

JMOL of no damages). Expert's apportionment "untethered to the facts" and 

jury left to speculate on allocation Ÿ impermissible; insufficient record 

evidence (even lay testimony failed to tie value to asserted patent alone)

ÅReasonable royalty can be $1 if no patent holder presents no evidence
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The Pattern

Damages awarded 
must be legally-

supported on the 
evidentiary record

ȰËÅÙ ÐÁÔÅÎÔȱ ÁÎÄ 
apportionment 

testimony must tie to 
specific techs, 

negotiations, and 
economics of the 

licenses

Heightened scrutiny 
for converting lump-

sum/settlement 
licenses to per-unit 
rates in reasonable 

royalty analyses

District court must 
provide reviewable 

reasoning on Daubert 
motions ɀ cannot just 

allow without 
comment

Jury may not be 
allowed to award 

more than nominal 
damages if expert 

opinion stricken and 
lack of specific facts

Caltech 2022 WiLan 2022 EcoFactor 2025 SuperLighting 2025 Rex Med 2025
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Other Important Patent Damages Doctrines
Optional subtitle



www.dlapiper.com 57

Other Key Damages Attacks

ÅFailure to mark products under the patent with 

patent number 35 U.S.C. §287(a)

ÅInclusion of accused products in royalty base 

not attributable to the Defendant at trial

ÅInclusion of revenue for unpatented products 

or features (Rite-Hite)

ÅFailure to produce critical damages evidence 

during fact discovery
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35 U.S.C. §287(a) ɀ Patent Marking

ñIn the event of failure so to mark, no damages shall be recovered 

by the patentee in any action for infringement, except on proof 

that the infringer was notified of the infringement and continued to 

infringe thereafter, in which  event damages  may  be  recovered  

only  for  infringement  occurring  after  such  notice .ò

35 U.S.C. § 287(a)
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35 U.S.C. §287(a) ɀ Patent Marking

ñWe  hold  an  alleged  infringer  who  challenges  the patenteeôs 
compliance with §  287 bears an initial burden of  production  to  

articulate  the  products  it  believes  are unmarked  ópatented  
articlesô  subject  to § 287.  

To  be clear,  this  is  a  low  bar.  The  alleged  infringer  need  

only put  the  patentee  on  notice  that  he  or  his  authorized 

licensees  sold  specific  unmarked  products  which  the alleged 

infringer believes practice the patent.ò 

Arctic Cat Inc. v. Bombardier Recreational Prods. Inc., 876 F. 3d 1350, 1368 (Fed. Cir. 2017) 

(ñArctic Cat Iò). 
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35 U.S.C. §287(a) ɀ Patent Marking

ñFor  purposes  of  section  287(a),  notice  must  be  of  

óthe infringement,ô not merely notice of the patentôs existence 

or  ownership.  Actual  notice  requires  the  affirmative 

communication of a specific charge of infringement by a 

specific accused product or device.ò

Amsted Indust. Inc. v. Buckeye Steel Castings Co., 24 F.3d 178, 187 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
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35 U.S.C. §287(a) ɀ Patent Marking

ñThe statute thus prohibits a patentee from receiving any damages in 

a subsequent action for infringement after a failure to mark, rather 

than merely a reduced amount of damages in proportion to the 

amount of time the patentee was actually practicing the asserted 

patent.ò 

Arctic Cat Inc. v. Bombardier Recreational Prods. Inc., 950 F.3d 860, 865 (Fed. Cir. 2020) 

(ñArctic Cat IIò) (emphasis original). 

ñ[T]he Federal Circuit strictly interpreted § 287 to make clear that 

once a patentee (or its licensee) is non-compliant with § 287, 

recovery of damages is limited to either the period after marking 

resumes or after the alleged infringer has been given actual notice.ò 

Team Worldwide Corp. v. Acad., Ltd., No. 219CV92 JRG-RSP, 2021 WL 1854302, at *2 

(E.D. Tex. May 10, 2021), adopted sub nom. 2021 WL 1985688 (E.D. Tex. May 18, 2021). 
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35 U.S.C. §287(a) ɀ Patent Marking

ñThe Court recognizes that this is a harsh remedy, especially in a 

case like this where the import [of patented articles] occurred 

several years after the patent was issued and only one year 

before suit was filed. 

However, this outcome is the clear consequence of Congress's 

decision óto incentivize marking of patented articles.ô 

éThat a penalty is harsh is not a sufficient reason to ignore clear 

text and binding appellate authority requiring its application.ò

Unicorn Energy AG v. Tesla Inc., 740 F. Supp. 3d 930, 965 (N.D. Cal. 2024), citing 

Team Worldwide, 2021 WL 1854302, at *1. 
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Reports from the Front: Applying Trend to Win the Case
Optional subtitle
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Neo Wireless Case
Å 4G LTE Standards Essential Patent (SEP) case pending in E.D. Texas. 

Patent holder is funded by litigation funding ï hard case to settle

ÅNarrowed asserted patents using IPRs and EPRs

ÅDefendants adopted a reasonable damages model early in case, 

designed to be defensible at trial. Sent early Arctic Cat letter, later 

combined with summary judgment motion to knock out pre-suit damages

Å Patent holder adopted a six-step damages model. We attacked all six 

steps on Daubert and apportionment grounds:

Å Benchmark royalty inappropriately adopted from UK case

ÅDifferent parties, products, patents, and licenses

Å Inappropriate increase in rate based on differences in price between 

iPhone and iPod

Å Used royalty rate from a study abstract, where the study and 

underlying survey never produced in discovery

Å Inappropriately allocates entire royalty only to asserted patents based 

on prior licenses (which do not adopt this methodology)

Å Inappropriately triples royalty rate to account for patent validity

Å Further increases royalty rates for unpatented features

ÅDaubert motion now pending since June 2024 without decision
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Neo Wireless Case
A partyôs royalty rate calculation methodology cannot 

sidestep controlling law on patent damages merely because 

it arises from the partyôs historical ñlicensing program.ò

ñTo hold otherwise would improperly permit [the party] to hide 

behind its generic licensing arrangement to avoid the task of 

apportionment.ò

 Omega Patents, LLC v. CalAmp Corp., 13 F.4th 1361, 1379 (Fed. Cir. 2021).

An expertôs ñwholesale adoption of Plaintiffôs estimates, 

without revealing or apparently even evaluating the bases for 

those estimates, goes beyond relying on facts or data and 

instead cloaks unexamined assumptions in the authority of 

expert analysis.ò

ñWhere an expert merely offers his clientôs opinion as his 

own, that opinion may be excluded.ò

 Ask Chemicals, LP v. Computer Packages, Inc., 593 F. App'x 506, 510 (6th Cir. 

2014).
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Android Auto Case
ÅPatent holder sued only overseas parent entity in order to get 

venue in E.D. Texas

ÅOverseas parent entity does not make, use, sell, offer, or import 

most accused models to the United States

ÅPatent holder may face difficult choice of reduced damages 

base or amending complaint to add parties that will destroy 

venue

ÅProper apportionment will be difficult

ÅPrior licenses likely lump-sum licenses for large portfolio

ÅñProfit splitò and ñrule of thumbò no longer allowed for patent 

cases. Uniloc v. Microsoft (2011) (Federal Circuit rejecting 

"25% Rule of Thumb" profit split)

ÅWhat is the SSPPU?

ÅProper damages analysis likely to be less than patent holderôs 

cost of litigation
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Ryobi Case
ÅChervon sued One World and Techtronic Industries for infringement of 

nine patents related to handle design in battery-powered lawnmowers

ÅIn addition to reasonable royalty damages, Chervon sought extensive 
damages for (1) Chervonôs alleged lost profits from lost sales of competing 
battery-powered lawnmowers; (2) Chervonôs alleged lost profits from lost 
sales of many other types of unaccused battery-powered lawn equipment 
(leaf blowers, string trimmers, etc.) that run on the same 56v battery 
platform (a theory nicknamed ñplatform lost profitsò)

ÅShortly before trial, court granted defendantsô motion for summary 
judgment that plaintiffôs ñplatform lost profitsò theory was improper and 
unsupported

ÅCourt found plaintiff had not met test for obtaining convoyed sales lost 
profits (profits on sales of products sold with accused products that work 
as a ñfunctional unitò or ñcomplete machineò with accused products)

ÅPlaintiff transferred its IP multiple times between corporate entities, 
causing issues with ability to demand lost profits, but pursued them 
anyway

ÅJury did not award alleged lost profits to plaintiff, leaving plaintiff with 
~$4m damages award
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Other Critical Strategies
Optional subtitle
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Building the Damages Case
ÅDemand and Obtain apportionment proof in fact discovery, 

such as value of unasserted patents and other rights 

transferred in portfolio or business agreements

ÅInvestigate value of prior art to help value asserted patentsô 

improvement over the prior art and footprint in the 

marketplace

ÅDefendantsô own existing patents can support 

apportionment, but proof those patents cover accused 

products and features may be required

ÅIf plaintiff is relying on value of proposed but unaccepted 

license agreements, third-party discovery can support value 

of asserted patents or lack thereof
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Using the Damages Case to Alter the Outcome

Integrate the Damages Case from First Day

Consider damages issues and evidence from Day 1

Locate and voluntarily produce the evidence 
your expert will need early in the case

Focus on accused products and 
apportionment

Sensitize Court to the importance 
of the issues and evidence

Hire damages expert early in the case

#ÌÅÁÒÌÙ ÒÅÑÕÅÓÔ ÏÐÐÏÎÅÎÔȭÓ ÄÁÍÁÇÅÓ 
evidence early in the case

Allow opponent to make mistakes 
ɀ and then capitalize

Selective and targeted motions practice: 
MSJ, Daubert, Motion to Strike

A minimal damages verdict 

may be the best possible 

outcome

Minimizing or cutting down 

damages can lead to 

settlement or abandonment 

of the case (e.g. when 

funded by contingency or 

litigation funding)

Integrate damages attacks 

with other attacks on the 

case (e.g. harmonize with 

prior art/invalidity, we-

invented-first, reducing 

asserted patents, claims, or 

accused products)
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Final Thoughts
Å The Federal Circuit is clearly attempting to limit unsupported and 

unapportioned damages theories, and has instructed district court 

judges to carefully implement their roles as ñgate keeperò for expert 

testimony

Å District Court judges are often more comfortable with economics and 

damages issues than technical issues and often appreciate the 

apportionment requirement 

Å As plaintiff/patent holder, it is critical to work on a viable damages 

model early in the case and produce or take discovery that will 

support it ï including apportionment

Å Many plaintiffs, in particular NPEs, tend to ignore this part of the case 

until the end ï or after the end ï of fact discovery

Å Defendants must also consider damages early in the case, work on a 

viable theory, and be sure to support it with whatever evidence will be 

required

Å Defendants can and should attack unapportioned, unsupported 

damages theories 
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Partner

Milan

Gualtiero Dragotti has over 25 years of experience of handling IP matters, 

with a focus on patents and the protection of innovation, particularly in the 

mechanical, chemical, fashion and sports equipment industries.

Gualtiero advises leading Italian and international clients on various non 

contentious and contentious IP cases, including some of the key patent 

litigation issues in Italy.

Gualtiero is admitted to the Supreme Court in Italy.He served as a Juridical 

Expert for the Anti-Counterfeiting National Council, appointed by the 

Ministry of the Economic Development. 

Gualtiero has been teaching IP at the faculty of Chemistry - University of 

Milan as appointed Professor for over 10 years. 

He was appointed as a member of the Research Project on Biotechnology 

under the patronage of the University of Modena and Luiss ïGuido Carli 

International University, with the sponsorship of MIUR. 

Gualtiero is a member of the Standing Committee on the Unitary Patent and 

Unified Patent Court of AIPPI - International Association for the Protection 

of Intellectual Property.

He regularly speaks at seminars and conferences organized by universities 

and IP concerned groups.

Gualtiero Luca Dragotti

Contact

T +39 02 80 618 1

gualtiero.dragotti@dlapiper.com

Education

Law degree, University of Milan

Languages

Italian

English
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Partner

Cologne

Kokularajah Paheenthararajah advises national and international clients on 

complex patent litigation and licensing disputes as well as regulatory 

matters with a heavy focus on the life sciences and healthcare sector.

He has particular experience with advanced therapies, diagnostics and 

biotechnologies, including cell, tissue and gene therapies, recombinant 

drugs, monoclonal antibodies, biotechnological tissue products, tumor 

vaccines, genome editing and, precision medicine. Kokularajah also 

regularly advises on complex regulatory and strategic topics in the life 

sciences and healthcare sector with a particular focus on regulatory data 

and market exclusivity, compliance and investigations, pricing and market 

access strategy, marketing, advertisement, R&D cooperation, clinical trials 

and digital health. His clients include some of the worldôs leading research-

based pharmaceutical, biotechnology, diagnostics and healthcare 

technology companies as well as medical research institutions and private 

equity firms. 

Kokularajah is dual qualified, holding both a law degree and a degree in 

medical. He is admitted as a lawyer as well as a physician in Germany.

Dr med. Kokularajah Paheenthararajah

Contact

T +49 221 277 277 307

kokularajah.paheenthararajah@dla

piper.com

Education

University of Cologne, Ph. D. 

(Medicine), 2014

Higher Regional Court of Cologne, 

Second State Examination (Law), 

2014

University Hospital Cologne / 

University of Cologne, Second 

State Examination (Medicine), 2012

University of Cologne, First State 

Examination (Medicine), 2008

University of Cologne, First State 

Examination (Law), 2006
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UPC fact check: Court of First Instance Å The Court of First Instance 

has received a total 

number of 946 cases, 

including 351 infringement 

actions

Å 321 counterclaims for 

revocation have been 

filed, which come from 

188 individual 

infringement actions

Å 68 stand-alone revocation 

actions filed

188 163

Infringement actions where a 
counterclaim for revocation has 

been lodged

cases with a counterclaim

cases without a counterclaim

Case load since start of operations

UKM/210532061.1
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UPC fact check: Court of Appeal The Court of Appeal has 

received 

Å 72 appeals under         

RoP220.1 

Å 44 appeals under 

RoP220.2 

Å 6 appeals under RoP221

Å 18 requests for 

discretionary review

Å 29 for suspensive effect

Å 27 applications for an 

order for expedition of an 

appeal

Å 4 applications for 

rehearing under RoP245 

Case load since start of operations
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Case load of the UPC since start of operations

UPC fact check
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Long-arm jurisdiction

79UKM/210532061.1
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Article  4(1)

ñSubject to this Regulation, persons domiciled in a Member State shall, whatever their nationality, 

be sued in the courts of that Member State.ò

Article  24(1) 

"The following courts of a Member State shall have exclusive  jurisdiction , regardless of the 

domicile of the parties:

(4) in proceedings concerned with the registration or validity of patents, [é] the courts of the 

Member State in which the deposit or registration has been applied for, has taken place or is under 

the terms of an instrument of the Union or an international convention deemed to have taken 

place.ò

80

BrusselsI bis Regulation 

UKM/210532061.1
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ÅWhere a defendant domiciled in an EU Member State is sued for infringement of a European 

patentôs national parts in multiple countries, the court of the defendantôs domicile retains 

jurisdiction over the infringement claims even if the defendant raises a validity defense; exclusive 

jurisdiction to decide validity remains with the courts of the granting state, so the infringement 

court may need to stay pending validity proceedings.

ÅIf the action also covers a patent validated or granted in a non-EU/UPC state (eg Spain, UK, 

Türkiye), the EU court of the defendantôs domicile can hear the infringement claim and assess 

validity only incidenter tantum (inter partes), without affecting the foreign register.

81

ECJ 25 February 2025 ɀ BSH v. Electrolux

UKM/210532061.1
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UPC Long-Arm Decisions

28 Jan. 2025

Fujifilm v Kodak 
ð Düsseldorf LD

21 Mar. 2025

Mul-T-Lock v IMC 
Creations ð Paris 
LD

15 Apr. 2025

Alpinestars v 
Dainese ð Milan 
LD

12 May 2025

Hurom v NUC 
Electronics ð 
Paris LD

18 July 2025

Fujifilm v Kodak 
ð Mannheim LD

14 Aug. 2025

Dyson v Dreame 
ð Hamburg LD 
(14 Aug 2025) ï 
ñanchor 
defendantò

18 Aug. 2025

Arbutus/Genevant 
v Moderna ð The 
Hague LD

1 Oct. 2025

Bosch v Grizzly & 
Lidl ð Mannheim 
LD

10 Oct. 2025

HL Display v 
Black Sheep ð 
The Hague LD
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Article 8(1) of the Brussels Ibis Regulation allows a plaintiff to bring proceedings against multiple 

defendants in the courts of a Member State where any of them  (the so-called "anchor 

defendant") is domiciled if their claims are so closely connected that it is expedient to hear 

and determine them together to avoid the risk of irreconcilable judgments resulting from 

separate proceedings .

Case-law: LD Hamburg in case Dyson v. Dreame held that the international jurisdiction regarding 

infringement in Spain can be obtained by means of Article 8(1) of the Brussels Ibis Regulation, 

applying the anchor defendant principle which requires a close connection with a defendant who is 

domiciled in the country of the Court seized (here Germany) and thus subject to the UPCôs 

universal jurisdiction and who acted allegedly in Spain. 

83

The "anchor defendant" principle

UKM/210532061.1
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LD Mannheim, UPC_CFI_162/2024, 2 Oct 2025, Hurom v. Nuc

7ÈÁÔȭÓ ÎÅØÔȩ

ÅEU-UPC based Defendant for infringement outside the UPCA territory (Art. 4 Brussels Ia Reg)

ÅEU-non UPC based Defendant for infringement within a non-UPC EU Member State

ÅNon-EU based Defendant for infringement within a non-EU country 

Potential long -arm jurisdiction scenarios before the UPC:

ÅDefendant based in Korea

ÅDefendantôs subsidiary based in Germany

ÅDamages request: certain UPC countries plus Spain, UK and Poland against all Defendants

Case of LD Mannheim:

ÅArt. 7(2) BR: ñA person domiciled in a Member State may be sued in another Member State (é) in 
matters relating to tort, delict or quasi-delict, in the courts for the place where the harmful event 
occurred or may occur ò

Relevant Laws: Art. 71b(2), Art. 7 (2) Brussels Ia Reg

UKM/210532061.1
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LD Mannheim, UPC_CFI_162/2024, 2 Oct 2025, Hurom v. Nuc

7ÈÁÔȭÓ ÎÅØÔȩɉ))Ɋ

ȰÐÌÁÃÅ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÈÁÒÍÆÕÌ ÅÖÅÎÔ ÏÃÃÕÒÒÅÄ ÏÒ ÍÁÙ ÏÃÃÕÒȱ

Place where damages occurred
Place of event giving rise to such 

damages

Place that give rise to damages 
not limited to the country in which 

the patent is registered

ñeventò can be the action 
controlling the event, eg delivery 
organized in and through UPC 
territory into Spain, Poland and 

UK

In the case at hand, the Hong 
Kong entity relied on the German 

entity and distributor that both 
organize shipping from and 

through the UPC territory into 
Spain, UK, Poland

UPC confirmed jurisdiction for all 
defendants based on Art. 7(2) 
Brussels Ia Reg. as the ñplace of 

event giving rise to such 
damagesò was considered as 

being within UPC territory

UKM/210532061.1
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5ÐÄÁÔÅ ÏÎ ÒÅÃÅÎÔ 'ÅÒÍÁÎ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÕÒÔÓȭ 
long-arm jurisdiction

86UKM/210532061.1
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ÅRegeneron/Bayer v Formycon is the first application of BSH v. Electrolux in national infringement proceedings 

ÅThe Court granted a sweeping injunction covering 22 European countries on grounds of a classic European "bundle" 

patent (in force in all states affected by the injunction) protecting Regeneron/Bayer eye drug Eylea® (decision not final) 

ÅThe Court applied foreign laws of the 22 EU countries on substantive law issues of (imminent) infringement 

ÅThe Court made a distinction between substantive law issues (governed by the laws of the protection countries) and 

technical, formal and/or procedural issues (governed by German procedural law as the law of the place of jurisdiction)

Å Issues of urgency, necessity and validity, according to the Court, are a procedural question that are to be decided under 

German procedural law (the law of the place of jurisdiction) in the context of the assessment of the existence of grounds 

for a preliminary injunction ï this also applies in cross-border matters 

ÅA positive decision on the (limited) validity of the patent in suit from the German Federal Patent Court, according to the 

Court, has a strong "signal effectò as regards any alleged nullity of non-German parts of the European patent 

ÅThe finding of infringement under German substantive law has a "lighthouse character" in the other European jurisdictions 

ï therefore, according to the Court, there is no need to obtain an opinion from independent foreign legal expert, 

otherwise, the effective enforcement of the patent would be undermined

87

Case Study: Recent Munich Regional 
Court I long-arm jurisdiction decision
Bayer/Regeneron  v. Formycon  - 25 September  2025 , docket  nos. 7 O 16055 / 24, 7 O 9382 / 25, 7 O,  9383 / 25 
ɀ VEGF-Antagonist  I-III

UKM/210532061.1
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7ÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ×Å ÅØÐÅÃÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÕÒÔÓȭ 
long-arm jurisdiction in the future?
Onesta v BMW, Munich  Regional Court  I, docket  nos. 21 O 13056 / 25 and 21 O 13057 / 25

UKM/210532061.1

Increasing pressure on other European countries to join the UPC?

7ÉÌÌ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÏÕÒÔÓȭ ÌÏÎÇ-arm jurisdiction be turned against the UPC?

Extension of the reach of long -arm jurisdiction of (German) national courts beyond the European patent system? 

Recent "test case" ï US patents:

Å On 30 October 2025, Onesta (NPE) sued BMW over 1 EU Patent and 2 US semiconductor patents before the 

Munich Regional Court I (based on German procedural law ï docket nos. 21 O 13056/25 and 21 O 13057/25)

Å BMW filed a declaratory judgment action in the Western District of Texas seeking a temporary restraining order and 

an anti-suit injunction (ASI) (case ID No. 6:25-cv-00581 - W.D. Tex. 16 December 2025)

Å On 16 December 2025, US Judge Alan Albright ordered an anti-suit injunction against Onesta ï Onesta may not 

proceed with its suit at Munich Regional Court (grounds, among others, violation of BMWôs right to a jury trial)

Å Will Onesta seek an anti-anti-suit injunction (AASI) in Munich ï likely to undermine BMWôs US ASI motion? 

Å Onesta is free to disregard judge Albrightôs order and proceed with the proceedings in Germany ï in other ASI 

proceedings, parties often ignore ASIs from the other side, but potentially severe penalties under US law for 

contempt of court?
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UPC ɀ Exclusive competence? 
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Competence of the Court

1.The Court shall have exclusive  competence in respect of:

a) actions for actual or threatened infringements of patents 

and supplementary protection certificates and related 

defences, including counterclaims concerning licences; 

(é)

The national courts  of the Contracting Member States shall 

remain competent for actions relating to patents and 

supplementary protection certificates which do not come within 

the exclusive competence of the Court.

90

Art. 32 UPCA
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1. During a transitional period of seven years after the date of entry into force 

of this Agreement, an action for infringement or for revocation of a European 

patent or an action for infringement or for declaration of invalidity of a 

supplementary protection certificate issued for a product protected by a 

European patent may still be brought before national courts or other 

competent national authorities .

2. [é]

3. Unless an action has already been brought before the Court, a proprietor of or 

an applicant for a European patent granted or applied for prior to the end of 

the transitional period under paragraph 1 and, where applicable, paragraph 5, 

as well as a holder of a supplementary protection certificate issued for a 

product protected by a European patent, shall have the possibility to opt 

out from the exclusive competence of the Court .

4. Unless an action has already been brought before a national court, proprietors 

of or applicants for European patents or holders of supplementary protection 

certificates issued for a product protected by a European patent who made 

use of the opt-out in accordance with paragraph 3 shall be entitled to 

withdraw their opt -out at any moment . 
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Art. 83 UPCA
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Traditional interpretation v. emerging interpretation

Venice Courtôs interpretation:

ñIt is clear from the correlation between the provisions of Article 32 and the expressions used in Article 83 (ñopt- out" and 

ñwithdrawal of the opt - out") that, unless the proprietor expressly waives the jurisdiction of the UPC, EU patent cases 

must be brought exclusively  before the UPC. Concurrent jurisdiction during the transitional period does not therefore 

mean that the proprietor can choose which court to bring a particular case before; moreover, this would lead to 

uncertainty and inconsistencies, both for potential defendants, who would be exposed to the discretion of the proprietor, 

and for those who wished to bring an EU patent case against the proprietor, since the interpretation given by the claimant 

does not explain how they should proceed during the transitional period in the absence of an unequivocal signal inherent 

in the exercise of the opt-out.ò (Court of Venice, 4 December 2025, n. 4761)

Traditional  interpretation :
- If a patent is opted-out Ą only national courts are competent
- If no opt-out is made Ą concurrent competence of UPC and national courts during the transitional  

period
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UPC ɀ Update on Preliminary Injunction 
("PI") proceedings
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ÅThe Court of First Instance of the UPC has received a total 

of 88 applications for provisional measures

Å66 applications for preliminary injunctions 

ÅPreliminary injunctions are more routinely granted 

(success rate 1st instance å 55%) 

ÅNo clear trend has emerged as to whether any particular 

divisions of the UPC are more likely to grant a preliminary 

injunction application than others 

ÅNo clear sector-related trends

ÅFirst substantive decision by the UPC Court of Appeal - 

NanoString v. 10x Genomics, UPC_CoA_335/2023
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Case load of the UPC since start of operations in June 2023

UPCɀ PI data and statistics
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General timeline

Ȱ%Ø ÐÁÒÔÅȱ PI only in exceptional cases

ÅTrade fair cases

ÅIf protective letter or bilateral correspondence exist 

Short written proceedings and timelines 

ÅInitial response within 2 weeks but extensions for prior art searches normally granted for another 1Ȥ2 weeks 
(ie 2Ȥ4 weeks with extension)

ÅOne further round of briefs

Hearing within 2 -3 months after PI request was filed

ÅDecision either at the hearing or at a later (unspecified) date 

ÅDecision can take quite a while depending on the case load of the court 

UKM/210532061.1
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0)Ó ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ 50#ȭÓ 2ÕÌÅÓ ÏÆ 0ÒÏÃÅÄÕÒÅ ɉͼ2Ï0ͼɊ

7ÈÁÔȭÓ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÓÔȩ 

ÅNeed sufficient degree of certainty that (cumulatively):

Åthe applicant is entitled to commence proceedings;

Åthe patent is valid; and 

Åthe patent is infringed (or infringement is imminent).

ÅBalancing of interests of the parties (necessity of 
PI/potential harm from PI)

ÅNo "unreasonable delayò ï urgency 

Does the defendant have to be heard?

ÅNo - can be inter partes or ex parte

ÅEx parte requires:

ÅDelay likely to cause irreparable harm

ÅDefendant given notice if ordered and further hearing 

can then take place

ÅImpact of protective letters

Under what conditions?

ÅCourt may order security (mandatory if ex parte)

ÅCompensation in damages may be sought if wrongly 
granted

ÅMain action must be brought if PI granted (within 1 month)
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Which kind of evidence is required in PI proceedings?

Test: ñPreponderant likelihoodò 

that patent is infringed and valid 

(ie 50+ %)

Not applicable to: (i) the 

jurisdiction of the UPC, (ii) the 

urgency requirement and, (iii) 

the balancing of interests.        

Here the court must be fully 

convinced!   

Doubts in some respects can be 

compensated by high 

assurance in other aspects

The more likely the patent has 

been infringed and is valid the 

more a PI is justified

ȰSufficient  degree of certainty ȱ (R 211 No. 2 RoP) 
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Does an application for a PI need to be filed within a 
certain deadline? 
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Ȱ5ÎÄÕÅ ÄÅÌÁÙȱ R.211.4 RoP

.Ï ȰÆÉØÅÄ ÄÅÁÄÌÉÎÅȱ ÆÏÒ ÆÉÌÉÎÇ 
request for PI

LD Paris:

3 months  is 
sufficient

LD Hamburg:

3 months  is too late

LD Dusseldorf:

Request needs to be 
filed within                
2 months

LD Munich:

Filing within 
1 month  is sufficient

LD The Hague: 

12+ months  under 
the circumstances 

of the individual 
case

Å Court of Appeal ("CoA") has confirmed that there is no ñfixed deadlineò

Å CoA has not definitively decided on this, but seems to accept 2-3 months

Å The standard is whether the applicantôs conduct as a whole justifies the conclusion that the enforcement of its patent 
rights is (not) urgent ï no ñsit and waitò 
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Urgency requirement ɀ Practical implications 
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Applicant does not need to take 
risks but may collect all evidence 

needed in view of burden of 
presentation and proof, also 

considering that a main action 
needs to be filed shortly after the PI 

decision

ñUnreasonable delayò if applicant 
has behaved in such a negligent 
and hesitant manner after getting 
knowledge of infringement that, 
from an objective perspective, it 

must be concluded that there is no 
interest in promptly enforcing its 
rights   (no ñsit and waitò!)

Clock only starts ticking after all 
necessary evidence has been 
collected, even if collection of 

evidence is complex and takes 
some months (as it can in 

pharmaceutical cases)

Applicant is expected to be diligent 
in seeking a remedy against an 

alleged infringer, and any 
unreasonable delay could lead to a 

dismissal of the PI

The burden is on the applicant to 
show that it has not delayed 

unnecessarily

The applicant must provide the 
court with the information of the 

moment when it became aware of 
the infringement

UKM/210532061.1
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Syngenta v. Sumi Agro, CoA, 3 March 2025, UPC_CoA_523/2024 

Necessity of PI and balancing of interests

ÅProceedings on the merits are the standard  (default) for initiating patent 

infringement actions before the UPC

ÅProcedure for provisional measures can only be applied if a decision on the 

merits cannot be awaited  underexceptional circumstances (ñirreparable harmò)

ÅExceptional circumstances may relate to temporal and/or factual necessity  

Guiding principles 

ÅStarting point : are the parties competing with each other?

ÅRisk of price pressure? 

ÅPotential long-run effects, eg price-erosion, profitability?

Relevant "necessity" -test: Focus on competition aspects

ÅProportionality defense 

ÅThird-party damages 

ÅDe-facto automatic injunction  

Balancing of interests 

Å The burden of proof for the 

necessity of a preliminary 

injunction lies with the 

applicant.

Å However , the applicant is not 

required to demonstrate and 

quantify  how its own product 

sales are impacted by the 

market entry of the infringing 

product

Å If quantification were 

generally required, 

imminent infringements  

could not be prevented by the 

UPC

Å Burden of presentation and 

proof of the invalidity of the 

patent lies with the defendant 

Burden of proof &  
presentation
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ÅLD Lisbon rejected PI request by Boehringer, CoA reversed decision, holding 

that when a potential infringer has done all the preparations in order to be able 

to directly start with the infringement, this could present imminent infringement.

Å "Set the Stage" -Test:

 ñéthe legal test when an infringement has not yet occurred, is whether 

the potential infringer has already set the stage for it to occur, so that 

the infringement is only a matter of starting the action because the 

preparations for it have been fully completed.ò

ÅñSelf-restraintò of potential infringer is the only reason why infringement has not 

occurred yet.

ÅExamples of evidence: publicly listing products, importing, or storing products 

in preparation for launch, receiving CE mark approval combined with 

competitive context and/or setting-up of EU-wide distribution channels may 

justify a preliminary injunction. 

Å Imminent infringement risk in only one UPC country can justify preliminary 

injunctions for all 18 UPC countries!
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Boehringer  v Zentiva ï CoA, 13 August 2025, UPC_CoA_446/2025, 
UPC_CoA_520/2025

Imminent Infringement
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Strategic Considerations
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Front-loaded character of proceedings 

ñIn proceedings at the UPC, parties shall set out their full case as early as possible. This is also 

referred to as the ñfront-loaded characterò of UPC proceedings. The front-loaded character of 

UPC proceedings is aimed at ensuring that proceedings can normally be conducted in a way 

which allows the oral hearing to be conducted in within one year. The front-loaded character also 

serves the principles of fairness and equity by preventing a party (and the Court) from being 

confronted with and having to react to new evidence and arguments unreasonably late in the 

proceedings.ò (UPC Munich CD, 25 July 2024, case 252/2023 and UPC CoA, 28 May 2024, case 

22/2024). 

ȰParties shall cooperate with the Court and set out their full case as early as possible in the 
proceedings.ȱ (RoP Preamble-7)
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Strategic points to consider (selected)

Claimant Issue Defendant

Value and/or strength of the patent, risk of central revocation vs 

flexibility to enforce the patent before the UPC and/or individual 

European national courts, risk of ñlocking-outò the patent from 

the UPC by third party national proceedings 

Staying-in, opt-out and 

withdrawal from opt-out 

(traditional European ñbundleò 

Patent (EP)) 

Monitor registry; act swiftly

Identify (anchor) defendant(s) in UPC, EU and/or EPC 

countries, commercial/corporate connections, specific infringing 

activities, supply chains, intermediaries, strategic use of forum 

shopping and long-arm jurisdiction  

Jurisdiction Group structure; marketing 

and online activities

Team-up internally and externally, implement cross-border 

coordination teams, communication and escalation channels, 

anticipate multiple validity attacks, prepare auxiliary requests, 

claim construction

Timing and deadlines Emergency teams; protective 

letters; DJ actions; enroll 

experts

Consider measures in the context of a global litigation 

campaign, timing and strict urgency requirements in different 

countries (ñtoo earlyò v ñtoo lateò), timing of claim construction, 

strategic use of forum shopping, cross-border use of evidence, 

identify imminent infringement risks, act quickly and decisively 

(no ñsit and waitò)

Preliminary injunctions Delay in action; balance
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Strategic points to consider (selected) - continued

Claimant Issue Defendant

Predictability, forum shopping, long-arm jurisdiction, goal(s) of 

litigation, central enforcement vs multiple validity attacks, 

bifurcated system (Germany), costs, technical judge

UPC v. national litigation Move first; multiple bullets

Similar to PI, claim construction, inventive step, equivalence, 

indirect infringement, imminent infringement, evidence, 

damages, settlement, costs, experts 

Infringement actions Claim construction; Lab tests 

Anticipate validity attacks, prepare validity defense packages 

and auxiliary requests early

Revocation actions EPO oppositions; national 

invalidity actions

Close market and competitor surveillance, pre-market launch 

activities, pre-filing evidence preparation (ñfront-loadedò 

system), forum shopping, proactive strategy, 1782 U.S. 

Discovery, request for preservation of evidence and court-

ordered evidence production

Gathering evidence Dawn raid preparation; 

document segregation; 

confidentiality

Global settlement strategy, enroll commercial/patent valuation 

experts for damages calculation and modelling early on

Damages The value of the infringed 

features
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Costs and time
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Costs

ÅDependent on case and circumstances, proceedings tend to be more expensive than continental 

European national proceedings, but still substantially cheaper than US or UK proceedings

Representation  costs

Å"Loser Pays" Principle 

ÅRecoverable costs ceiling

ÅDependent on value in dispute (EUR 250k ï EUR 50+ million), recoverable EUR 38k up to EUR 

2 million, in exceptional cases up to EUR 5 million

Recovery of costs (attorney  fees)

ÅDependent on type of procedure

ÅInfringement action dependent on value in dispute EUR14,600 up to EUR444,900

ÅRevocation action flat EUR36,500 

Court  fees
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Timing

ÅUPCA envisions (main) proceedings to have a hearing within 12 months

ÅActual timing varies between different Local Divisions

ÅBusy divisions have more trouble setting hearing dates within the time frame resulting in up to 18 

months until an oral hearing

ÅUPC generally reacts quickly in appointing new judges and creating new panels to manage work 

of busy Divisions

ÅDeadlines for briefs in revocation actions are shorter; thus, revocation actions can be slightly 

quicker than infringement actions

General

ÅCommon timeframe for PIs is three months for a hearing

ÅFor urgent matters (ex parte) PIs can and have been granted much quicker, ie within weeks or 

days in the case of trade fairs

Preliminary  Injunction

UKM/210532061.1
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Your DLA Piper UPC patent litigation team
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ÅGrowth  of  importance  of  the UPC (particularly in technology related disputes. Life Sciences 

patent litigation still relatively low aside from secondary patents and med-tech patents.)  

ÅNational  Courts  remain  central  to patent litigation particularly for non -participating  countries  

and ñopted-outò patents  (largely attributed to companies avoiding the risk of a single, central 

invalidity challenge before the UPC).

ÅContinued cross jurisdictional patent  litigation  and preliminary  injunctions  before  National  

Courts  including relating to Blockbuster drugs. 

ÅEmergence and increase in cross  jurisdictional  preliminary  injunctions  following CJEU 

Decision in BHS v Electrolux.

ÅDevelopments in SPC Litigation .

ÅTechnology  Litigation  including SEP Licencing disputes.

ÅRise in disputes involving consumer  and household  technology  e.g. Dyson v Dreame, Dyson v 

SharkNinja, Fujifilm v Kodak.
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Summary Overview ɀ Recent developments
Å Ongoing Vaccine Patent Litigation (not just Covid -19 related) (incl. CureVac v 

BioNTech, Moderna v BioNTech/Prizer, GSK v BioNTech/Pfizer, Arbutus v Moderna).

Å AI Patentability  (Emotional AI Ltd v Comptroller General of Patents)

Å EU Regulatory  Developments  including :

 -European Parliament and Council of EU reached agreement on proposed Pharma  

Reforms  (will affect regulatory exclusivities and extend the bolar exemption) in Dec 

2025;

 -European Commission published the EU Biotech  Act ;

 -European Parliament and Council reached agreement on compulsory  patent  

licencing  for  crisis  management ;

 -Draft proposals for a regulation on the unitary  SPCs for medicinal products.
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Preliminary Injunctions ɀ Update Europe
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ÅMain Divergences:

ÅMini trial on the merits vs a cursory review at the PI stage

ÅStrong presumption of validity vs none at all

ÅVery strict vs loose ñurgency ò requirements 

ÅMulti-days vs 2-hour trial

ÅLevel of Evidence required varies for eg of irreparable harm

ÅCross  undertakings in damages or bonds?

ÅWhether protective letters can be filed (e.g. Germany yes, Ireland and the UK no)

ÅWhether ex parte  PIs will be granted

ÅSpeed to the hearing of the PI 

ÅDifferent legal thresholds are applied e.g.:

ÅPreserving the status quo

ÅRisk of irreparable harm

ÅBalance of convenience/ interests (relevant in some jurisdictions)

ÅReasonable, non-negligible chance that the patent is held invalid or not infringed etc.
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Approach and Conditions for obtaining a PI vary across the EU
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In the UK the test for the grant of a PI are set out in American Cyanamid :

ÅIs there a serious issue to be tried ;

ÅDamages must not be an adequate remedy ;

ÅThe balance of convenience  must favour the grant of an injunction.

These are assessed as a series of hurdles. (Note some recent cases have fallen on adequacy of damages)

In Ireland , the test in set out in Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp. v Clonmel Healthcare Ltd  [2019]

PIs are granted if the party seeking the injunction establishes:

Å    There is a fair  and serious  issue  to  be tried  (i.e. that the case is not frivolous or vexatious); and

Å    The balance  of  convenience  favors an injunction.

Factors that must be weighed up by the Court include: The status  quo , the presumptive  validity  of  

patent/SPC  rights , whether for e.g. a generic company could have cleared  the way , the harm  that  would  

be suffered  pending the main trial etc. It is not necessary for a claimant to establish a prima facie case i.e. 

that on the balance of probabilities it is more likely than not that the claimant will succeed at trial. 
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Conditions for obtaining a PI - examples 



www.dlapiper.com

ÅStrike against a key link in the regulatory or distribution chain:

ÅMA holder

ÅManufacturing

ÅPackaging

ÅEarly Triggers:

ÅSPC Waiver notifications? (See Janssen Stelara (ustekinumab) PI actions including in 

Ireland and US)

ÅPotential Cross Border actions :

ÅCustomary in NL, also potentially in France

ÅLong arm Jurisdiction (see below)
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Strategic Use of PIs in National Proceedings
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ÅBiogen v Generics (Tecfidera)

ÅMultiple proceedings and PI applications around the EU relating to EP 653 873 protecting 

Tecfidera that is used in the treatment of multiple sclerosis (ñMSò).

ÅPresumption of validity in some countries.

ÅParent patent had been revoked by the Opposition Division (ñODò) of the EPO and the patent 

in issue was a divisional.

ÅNegative OD opinion did not prevent a PI being granted in Denmark. 

ÅPatent was subsequently revoked by the EPO Technical Board of Appeal.

ÅNovartis  v Generics (Gilenya) 

ÅMultiple proceedings and PI applications across the EU relating to a patent that protected an 

oral treatment for MS.

ÅBMS/Pfizer  v Generics  (Eliquis) 

ÅMultiple PI applications around the EU relating to an SPC that protects anticoagulant 

medication Eliquis (apixaban)

ÅJanssen v Generics (Stelara) (See details below)
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Examples of recent PI Applications - national courts
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ÅRegeneron/Bayer v Formycon  (Eylea)

ÅLeading biologic used to treat retinal disease e.g. age-related macular degeneration.

ÅDeveloped by Regeneron. Commercialised by Bayer.

ÅProceedings brought in reliance on a formulation patent  EP 2 364 691 that potentially extends 

exclusivity to June 2027  (relied on to maintain exclusivity following expiry of the key substance SPC in 

Nov 2025). 

ÅSamsung Bioepis had unsuccessfully challenged the patent before the German Federal Patent Court.

ÅBayer subsequently sought a PI against Formyconôs biosimilar  product before the Munich Regional 

Court relying on the doctrine of equivalents and the CJEUôs BSH v Electrolux decision which was granted 

in September 2025 across 21 jurisdictions .

ÅIn January 2026 , further PIs granted against Stada, Hexal, Celltrion and Advanz Pharma across multiple 

jurisdictions.

Å(Note in proceedings before the UK High Court, the Court refused to a PI application brought against 

Alvotech challenging reliance on SPC Manufacturing waiver.)
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Other key cross-border Pharma / Biologics and Biosimilars Disputes
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ÅSanofi v Generics (Jevtana )

ÅSanofiôs blockbuster Jevtana  drug is used to treat prostate cancer.

ÅSanofi had defended its second medical use patent EP 2 493 466 in various proceedings before national 

courts over a number of years. 

ÅSanofi filed an infringement action at the UPC (Munich LD) against Accord, Zentiva, Stada and Dr Reddy 

relying on the patent in May 2024. Counterclaims for revocation were filed by the generics companies.

ÅThe UPC revoked the patent in December 2025 across multiple EU countries (Austria, Belgium, 

Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal and Sweden).

ÅThe Court ruled that the patent lacked inventive step and dismissed the infringement claims.

ÅBoehringer  v Zentiva (Ofev)

ÅThe Lisbon LD of the UPC rejected a PI request by Boehringer against Zentiva.

ÅIn August 2025 , the UPC Court of Appeal revered the decision, granted a PI to Boehringer against 

Zentiva blocking a generic version of the respiratory drug Ofev across 17 UPC states. 

ÅThe question of ñimminent infringementò was considered and how it interplays with the Bolar exemption 

with the court holding that when a potential infringer has done all the preparations in order to start with the 

infringement, this could constitute imminent infringement.

ÅNovo Nordisk v Generics (Semaglutide)

ÅNovo successfully defended a crucial EP Patent (EP 3 746 111 B1) covering the tablet form of 

semaglutide.
125
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Long Arm Jurisdiction
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ÅThe concept of long arm jurisdiction refers to a courtôs authority to hear and rule on the alleged 

infringement of foreign patents. It functions as a potential mechanism to address cross-border 

harms.

ÅFor the UPC, this means determining infringement of a patent in countries that are non-EU/UPC 

contracting states (e.g. Spain, Poland, Ireland, the UK, Switzerland or Turkey.

Legal Basis - Brussels I Recast (Brussels I bis):

ÅArt. 4(1) ð jurisdiction based on defendantôs domicile.

ÅArt. 7(2) ð jurisdiction where the place of infringement occurred or may occur.

ÅArt. 8(1) ð jurisdiction via close connection among multiple defendants.

ÅArt. 35 ð provisional measures with a real connecting link.
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BSH Hausgerate v Electrolux (CJEU)(C-339/22)

Å BSH sued Electrolux in Sweden claiming infringement of a patent relating to vacuum  cleaner  

technology  covering Germany, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Austria, Spain, Greece, the UK and 

Turkey. Electrolux counterclaimed for revocation of the Swedish designation of the patent and raised the 

invalidity of other  designations outside Sweden as a defence. The dispute led to a referral of a number 

of questions to the CJEU.

Å The CJEU (Case C-339/22) held :

Å National courts retain jurisdiction over cross-border infringement claims even when validity of foreign 

national patents is contested, as long as validity is only raised inter partes.

Å Courts of EU member states where the defendant is domiciled can assess validity for  the purpose  of  

deciding  infringement  of  a patent  granted  in  another  member  state  or  third  county , but their  

decisions  do not  affect  the patentôs legal  status  or national registers in other states. 

Å The court hearing the dispute may at its discretion stay the proceedings where there is a ñreasonable 

and non-negligible chanceò that the national court may find the patent invalid. 
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Dyson v Dreame International and others 

Dyson sued Dreame for infringement of a patent that covers an attachment for a handheld device. 

Proceedings were issued against four defendants including Dreame International, a Swedish subsidiary, 

a German Sales partner and Eurep GmbH (ñEurepò). Eurep acing as an authorised  representative  for 

non-EU manufacturers served as an anchor defendant.

Dyson alleged that certain Dreame hair stylers (under Dreame AirStyle and Dreame Pocket brands) 

infringed its patent rights which covered an attachment for a handheld hair care appliance (used in the 

Dyson Airwrap) arguing that Dreameôs hair styling devices incorporated an attachment mechanism and 

airflow technology that closely mirrored the patented design and function of Dysonôs Airwrap.

A PI was granted  by the Hamburg  Local  Division  in  August  2025 prohibiting  Dreame from  selling  

the alleged  infringing  product  across  all  18 UPC member  states  as well  as Spain . (Whilst not a 

UPC member state, the PI was extended to Spain via an anchor defendant following the BSH v 

Electrolux decision. The PI only prohibited older versions of the products, finding the main products did 

not infringe the patent. 

The decision was appealed to the UPC Court  of  Appeal  by both  parties . The appeal  was heard  in  

January  2026. A decision is awaited.
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UPC Long-Arm Decisions

28 Jan. 2025

Fujifilm v Kodak 
ð Düsseldorf LD

21 Mar. 2025

Mul-T-Lock v IMC 
Creations ð Paris 
LD

15 Apr. 2025

Alpinestars v 
Dainese ð Milan 
LD

12 May 2025

Hurom v NUC 
Electronics ð 
Paris LD

18 July 2025

Fujifilm v Kodak 
ð Mannheim LD

14 Aug. 2025

Dyson v Dreame 
ð Hamburg LD 
(14 Aug 2025) ï 
ñanchor 
defendantò

18 Aug. 2025

Arbutus/Genevant 
v Moderna ð The 
Hague LD

1 Oct. 2025

Bosch v Grizzly & 
Lidl ð Mannheim 
LD

10 Oct. 2025

HL Display v 
Black Sheep ð 
The Hague LD
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Claimants:

ÅCan potentially use the UPC to obtain consolidated multi-territorial relief.

Defendants :

ÅConsider pre-emptive national invalidity actions (EU/Lugano) to potentially trigger stays.

ÅRaise foreign-law divergences early - failure can be determinative.

ÅRemoving potential anchor defendants from UPC territories may limit jurisdiction.

General :

ÅThe UPC has tended to adopt a generous approach towards ñAnchor  Defendants ,ò eg citing criteria 

such as being the European registered representative (household appliances which require CE approval) 

or holding an MA for a pharmaceutical product or being responsible for batch release.

ÅDoes long-arm jurisdiction undermine the sovereignty of EU member states that opted not to join the 

UPC?

ÅQuestions remain about compatibility  with  TRIPS (e.g., Art. 28 exclusive right granted by a patent).

ÅIt is unclear how the UPC will apply its discretion to stay infringement proceedings if a validity dispute is 

pending.
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Strategic considerations
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SPC Litigation Developments
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A Supplementary Protection Certificate (ñSPCò) extends the exclusive patent rights for pharma 

products by up to 5 years after patent expiry. They take effect immediately after the patent expires. 

The average duration of an SPC granted in the EU is 3.5 years.

Intention is to compensate for the time it takes to get a medicine approved.

A further 6 month ñpediatric extensionò is potentially available.

133

What is an SPC?
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Article 3 of the SPC Regulation provides that in order to obtain an SPC in respect of a particular 

product, the following criteria must be satisfied:

(a) the product is protected by a basic patent in force ;

(b) a valid authorisation to place the product on the market as a medicinal product has been 

granted in accordance with the applicable Directive;

(c) the product has not already been the subject of a certificate ;

(d) the authorisation referred to in point (b)  is the first authorisation to place the product on 

the market as a medicinal product.

Product is defined as meaning ñthe active ingredient or combination of active ingredients of a 

medicinal productò
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Regulation 469/2009

The Test for Grant of an SPC
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1.  The recent decisions of the CJEU in C-119-22 and C-149/22 in respect of Articles 3(a) & (c) of the 

SPC Regulation: in relation to combination SPCôs.

ÅTeva/MSD (C-119/22) ï Sitagliptin/Metformin (Finland)

ÅMSD/Clonmel (C -149/22) ï Ezetimibe/Simvastatin (Ireland)

2. CJEU decision is pending Czech Referral in  Halozyme (C -456/24) in respect of Article 1(b) of the SPC 

Regulation - whether a substance designated as an excipient in an MA can be considered an active 

ingredient. 

3. Whether SPCôs can be granted for Pro Drugs. 

 - A Prodrug is a compound that, after administration, is metabolized in the body.

 - Diverging Court decisions from Germany, Sweden, Denmark and Switzerland relating to Takedaôs 

  Elvanse prodrug for ADHD.

4. Multiple disputes under the SPC Manufacturing Waiver.
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4ÈÅ ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÂÉÇ ÔÏÐÉÃÓȟ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÂÁÔÔÌÅ ÇÒÏÕÎÄÓ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ 30#ȭÓ 
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The SPC manufacturing waiver which entered into force on 1 July 2019 , introduced further exceptions to the 

protection conferred by an SPC that permitted:

ÅThe obtaining of waivers by generic and biosimilar makers to allow manufacture of SPC-protected 

products for export to non-EU countries where intellectual property protections for those products have 

expired or never existed (i.e. Where there is no patent or SPC protection). 

ÅStockpiling of generic and biosimilars for launch in the EU during the last 6 months prior to expiry of the 

SPC to enable day 1 market entry.

ÅRequires certain conditions to be met, notification of the national patent office and the SPC holder no later 

than three months before the intended start of manufacture (or the first related act), labelling requirements 

etc.

ÅNational patent office must publish the notification information together with the date of notification.

ÅThe information to be notified to the national patent office includes the name and address of the 

manufacturer, details of whether the manufacture is for the purpose of export, storage or both export and 

storage; the state where the manufacture is to take place, the SPC number, the reference number of the 

marketing authorisation in each third country of export etc. i.e. covered real commercial activities.

The EU SPC Manufacturing Waiver

136
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5(2) by way of derogation from paragraph 1, the certificate referred to in paragraph 1 shall not confer protection against certain acts which 

would otherwise require the consent of the holder of the certificate, if the following conditions are met: 

SPC Manufacturing Waiver
Article 5 of Regulation (EC) No 469/2009 (as amended by Regulation (EC) No 933/2019)

Article 5(1) subject to the provisions of Article 4, the certificate shall confer the same rights as conferred by the basic patent and shall be 

subject to the same limitations and the same obligations.

The acts comprise: 

i. The making of a product, or a medical product containing that product for the purpose of export to third countries ; or

ii. Any related act that is strictly necessary for the making in the Union, referred to in point (i), or for the actual export; or

iii. The making, no earlier than 6 months before the expiry of the certificate, of a product or a medicinal product containing that 

product, for the purpose of storing it in the Member State of making, in order to place that product, or a medical product 

containing that product, on the market of Member States after the expiry of the corresponding certificate 

iv. Any related act that is strictly necessary for the making, in the Union, referred to in point (iii), or for the actual storing, provided that 

such related act is carried out no earlier than 6 months before the expiry of the certificate

(b) The maker, through appropriate and documented means, notifies the authority referred to in Article 9(1) in the Member State in which that 

making is to take place, and informs the certificate holder, of the information listed in paragraph 5 of this Article no later than 3 months before 

the start date of the making in that Member State, or no later than 3 months before the first related act, prior to that making that would 

otherwise be prohibited by the protection conferred by a certificate, whichever is the earlier. 
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Proceedings regarding EU SPCWaiver
First action brought in the EU relating to a derogation sought by Amgen under Article 

5(2)(a)(i)&(ii) of Regulation 469/2009 (as amended by the 2019 Regulation), for the 

purpose of manufacture for export to a third country (USA). Matter resolved prior to 

hearing. 

Janssen Biotech Inc v 
Amgen Ireland ɀ
(IE Litigation)
Stelara®

Formycon announced its intention to invoke the exception rule under Article 5(2)(a)(i)&(ii) 

of Regulation 469/2009 by manufacturing a biosimilar of Janssenôs Stelara (which is 

protected by SPC until July 2024), for export to third countries where the SPC is not in 

force. PI granted by Regional Court of Munich to Janssen. Court reached its decision due 

to inter alia a finding of a lack of marketing authorisation number or equivalent for the 

biosimilar in the country of export.

Janssen Biotech Inc v 
Formycon 
(DE Litigation)
Stelara ®

Janssen Biotech Inc v 
Samsung Bioepis NL 
BV (NL Lit) 
Stelara®

Samsung announced its intention to involve the exemption under the SPC Regulation by 

manufacturing a biosimilar of Janssenôs Stelara in Denmark and Italy for the purpose of 

exporting to third countries (Article 5(2)(a)(i) & (ii) and also for the purpose of stockpiling 

and placing the product on the EU market after SPC expiry (Article 5(2)(a)(iii) & (iv)). PI 

was refused by the Dutch Court.
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Amgen Inc. and 
Amgen Fremont v 
Samsung Bioepis (BE 
Litigation)
Prolia ® Dec 2024

Samsung announced its intention to invoke the exemption under the SPC Regulation by 

manufacturing a biosimilar of Amgen's denosumab product for export. The Enterprise Court 

of Brussels followed the decision of the Dutch Court and ruled that (i) manufacturers are 

not obliged to provide the reference number of their marketing authorisation or to specify 

the third countries to which they plan to export at the time of notification and (ii) the SPC 

manufacturing waiver permits temporary storage of product intended for export, as long as 

its duration is one that is customary in the normal course of business.

PI Granted. 

(20 October 

2023)

PI refused at First 

Instance (23 

January 2024), 

PI Refused on 

Appeal (April 2025).

Resolved between 

the parties in 

advance of hearing 

on confidential 

basis.

PI refused at First 

Instance.

(23 December 

2024) 
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Proceedings regarding EU SPCWaiver

The Brussels Enterprise Court held that manufacturers can validly notify for export 

without pre-existing marketing authorisation and without disclosing potential third 

countries of export. This decision aligns with Belgian and Dutch rulings and rejects the 

approach taken by the German Court.

Regeneron v Sandoz 
(BE Litigation)
Eylea®

The English Court held that SPC waiver notifications for export do not need to include 

marketing authorization reference numbers, meaning that manufacturers can start the 

three-month notice period without waiting for MA grant.  

Regeneron v 
Alvotech (UK 
Litigation) 
Eylea®
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PI refused 

(24 November 

2025)

PI refused 

(13 November 

2025)
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Key arguments run in the Case Law
Focus of the arguments in the Cases brought to date have been on:

1. Whether a maker needs to provide a reference number of a granted authorisation in the country of 
intended export in the export waiver notice; 
2. Whether the country of intended export needs to be IP free ; and
3. Whether stockpiling of product is permitted.

German Court
The Respondent could not rely on the manufacturing waiver because it had neither provided the MA number nor 
disclosed the third country of intended export.
The SPC waiver is an exemption to the rights granted to the SPC holder and must be read restrictively and is not  
designed to allow the manufacture for export to countries in which the SPC holder holds IP rights.
The 3 month period is to allow the SPC holder to check that the product is not being exported to a country where 
there are IP rights in place.

Dutch Court and Belgian Courts
A reference number of the MA is not required per se: it can be added at a later date once publicly available.
The countries of intended export are not required to be patent-free and the manufacturer is not under an 
obligation to prove that there are no live patents in force in the countries of intended export.
Dutch and Belgian Courts held that stockpiling of medicines is allowed as long as it is strictly necessary and only 
for a usual period of time in regular business. What precisely is meant by strictly necessary and usual period of 
time in regular business was not explained/expanded upon.
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A prodrug  is a compound that, after administration, is metabolized in the body into a pharmacologically 

active drug (the ñactive metaboliteò). The prodrug itself may have little or no pharmacological effect until it is 

converted into its active form.

Central issue in the Takeda ( lisdexamfetamine ) prodrug SPC cases is whether the ñproductò for the 

purpose of Art. 1(b) of the SPC Regulation is:

ÅLisdexamfetamine  (prodrug)

or

ÅDexamfetamine  (metabolite)

If the prodrug is the active ingredient, then the MA for the prodrug can support an SPC.

If the metabolite is the active ingredient, then the MA for the prodrug is not the first MA and an SPC cannot 

be granted.

The distinction is important because SPCs are only granted if the MA is the first for that ñproductò under 

Article 3(d) of the SPC Regulation.
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Country Outcome Key Reasoning of the Court Approach to Active 

Ingredient

Germany  

(4 June 2024)

SPC revoked

First instance

Lisdexamfetamine and dexamfetamine are the same active 

ingredient.

The prodrug does not have a pharmacological effect on its own. 

The MS for lisdexamfetamine  is not the first MA for the 

active ingredient.

Active ingredient is 

dexamfetaine not 

lisdexamfetamine

Sweden  

(21 Jan 2025)

SPC upheld

First instance

MA/SmPC lists lisdexamfetamine as the active substance.

Regulatory Authorities granted New Active Substance (ñNASò) 

status to Lisdexamfetamine etc.

A prodrug can be a new active ingredient . 

Active ingredient is 

lisdexamfetamine

Denmark  

(18 Feb 2025)

SPC upheld

First instance

MA/SmPC lists lisdexamfetamine as the active substance.

Regulatory Authorities granted NAS status to Lisdexamfetamine 

etc.

A prodrug can be a new active ingredient. 

Active ingredient is 

lisdexamfetamine

Switzerland  

(12 June 2025)

SPC upheld

First Instance

MA/SmPC lists lisdexamfetamine as the sole active substance.

Lisdexamfetmine has pharmacological effect of its own and is 

authorised as a new substance.  

Active ingredient is 

lisdexamfetamine
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Prodrug: Diverging National Decisions
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Some Key Technology Litigation Cases in the EU
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VoiceAge  v HMD (Munich Higher Regional Court)

- A major standard-essential patent (ñSEPò) case in the mobile telecoms space relating to VoiceAgeôs EVS 

speech-coding SEPs. 

- The dispute related to EVS speech-coding patent.

- The Munich Higher Regional Court held that HMD had infringed a VoiceAge Patent and confirmed that HMD 

(Nokia phones) was an unwilling licensee under FRAND principles because it refused to provide adequate 

security eg a bank guarantee. 

- HMD were barred from distributing EVS enabled devices in Germany.

- Leave to  appeal  to  the German  Federal  Court  of  Justice,  limited  to  FRAND was granted . 

- The appeal  was heard  on 27 January  2026. A decision  is  awaited .

-   
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Some Key Recent technology incl. SEP Patent disputes
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Apple v Optis  ï (UK Court of Appeal)

- A continuation of the long-running global litigation over 4G/LTE SEPs in a portfolio licensing dispute.

- Court of Appeal overturned a key part of the High Court ruling and ordered Appeal to pay Optis a 

substantially higher FRAND royalty for its global 4G standard essential portfolio.

- Apple  was required  to  pay a lump  sum  of  $502 million  (excluding  interest)  for  the period  2013-2027.

- (The High Court had set royalties at just $56.43 million. The Court of Appeal seta FRAND rate of $.015 per 

apple device relying primarily on comparable licence agreements involving Otis, Apple and other SEP 

licensors eg Ericsson, Nokia and InterDigital.)

- Apple appealed the decision to the UK Supreme Court. A decision is awaited.

- (This  is  the third  time  that  the UK Court  of  Appeal  revised  a High  Court  FRAND determination  

(following  Unwired  Planet  v Huawei  and InterDigital  v Lenova ).
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Ericsson v Lenovo  (UK Court of Appeal)

ÁPart of a multi-year global 4G/5G SEP battle across the UK and Germany.

Á In February 2025, the UK Court of Appeal held that Lenovo was entitled to an interim FRAND licence, overturning the 

decision of the High Court. 

ÁHeld that Ericsson had breached good faith FRAND negotiation duties under ETSI Clause 6.1 by pursuing injunctions 

abroad while Lenovo had undertaken to accept UK determined FRAND terms. 

Amazon  v Nokia   (UK High  Court  & German  Courts)

A dispute over multiple patents covering video  streaming , multimedia service provisioning, content recommendation, and 

video codes.

Amazon  sought  FRAND declarations  in  the UK while Nokia  sought  injunctions  from  the German  Courts .

Conflicting  decisions  from  the UK and German  Courts . 

ÅGermany (Düsseldorf & Munich): Granted injunctions against Amazonôs Prime Video and streaming devices, finding 

infringement of Nokiaôs video delivery patents. 

ÅUK High Court: Amazon sought FRAND declarations. 

A global settlement was subsequently reached between the parties. 

146

Technology Patent Cases ɀ Contd.



www.dlapiper.com

InterDigital  v Lenovo (UK High Court & Court of Appeal)

ÅRelates to 3G, 4G, and 5G SEPs declared essential under the ETSI framework. 

ÅSEPs relate to foundational cellular communication technologies implemented in Lenovo smartphones since 2007. 

ÅThe UK High Court held that FRAND terms must apply to all past sales , even those outside limitation periods , 

because a willing licensor and licensee would have agreed to such terms. Rejected Lenovoôs argument that payments 

should be limited to statutory damages periods. 

ÅThe UK Court of Appeal : 

1. Increased total FRAND payment

ÅAdjusted per-unit rate to $0.225, increasing the payable lump sum to $178.3m + interest . 

2. Confirmed FRAND applies outside limitation periods

Å (Court expressed the view that a willing licensee would not refuse to pay licence fees on old sales, and allowing 

Lenovo to avoid payment would incentivise hold-out, which is contrary to FRAND principles). 

3. Adjusted the methodology for comparable licences

ÅCriticised High Courtôs heavy reliance on a single comparable (LG 2017) and corrected errors in unpacking that 

licence. 

4. Reaffirmed UK courtsô authority to determine worldwide FRAND terms

5. Permission to appeal the decision to the UK Supreme Court was refused.  
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AI Patentability ɀ Emotional Perception AI Ltd v 
Comptroller-General of Patents 
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Issue = excluded subject matter

Patent protection ɀ AI technologies

Emotional Perception AI Ltd v Comptroller -General of Patents 

Å System for providing media file recommendations to an end user

Å Uses a trained Artificial Neural Network (ANN)

Å UKIPO rejected patent application ï computer program as such

Appeal to UK High Court (December 2023)

Å Questions: (1) computer program as such? (2) technical effect? 

Å ANN does not amount to a computer program ï learn via training process, not implementing code 

from human. Exclusion from patentability not engaged. 

Å If wrong ï does computer program make a technical contribution outside of itself?

Å Yes: identification and movement of the media file ï analysis and selection in a technical way.  

Subjective and cognitive nature irrelevant

Å UKIPO Guidance suspended pending proper consideration

Appeal to Court of Appeal (July 2024)

Å Reversed HC decision ï ANN was a computer program

Å Technical effect? No ï recommendation based on aesthetics

Appeal to the Supreme Court ï Decision delivered on 11 February 2026!
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Recent Developments in Patent Litigation 
United States
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Expert Testimony on Damages

Advisory Committee Note (2000): Rule 702 sets forth the overarching requirement of 
reliability, and an analysis of the sufficiency of the expertôs basis cannot be divorced 
from the ultimate reliability of the expertôs opinion.

FRE 702: A witness who is qualified as an expert by knowledge, skill, 
experience, training, or education may testify in the form of an opinion 
or otherwise if  the proponent demonstrates to the court that it is more 
likely than not that:

(a) the expertôs scientific, technical, or other specialized knowledge will  help the 
trier of fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact in issue;
(b) the testimony is based on sufficient facts or data;
(c) the testimony is the product of reliable principles and methods; and
(d) the expert's opinion reflects a reliable application of the principles and 
methods to the facts of the case.

Background
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En Banc Federal Circuit reins in expert testimony on damages

Damages: EcoFactor v. Google, 137 F.4th 1333 (Fed. Cir. 2025) (en banc)

137  F.4th  at 1346

Where, as here, the relevant evidence is contrary to a critical fact upon which the 
expert relied, the district court fails to fulfill  its responsibility as gatekeeper by 
allowing the expert to testify at trial.

An absence of reviewable reasoning may be sufficient grounds for 
this court to conclude the district court abused its discretion.

137  F.4th  at 1338

The plain language of the licenses does not provide a basis for Mr. Kennedy to opine 
that the parties agreed to an $X per unit rate in agreeing to the lump-sum payment 
amounts.

137  F.4th  at 1341
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Why?

ÅFintiv

ÅParallel proceedings and efficiency

ÅSettled expectations

ÅProcedural failures

USPTO Denying Institution in Most Cases

156

Invalidity Challenges: Are IPRs Still Worth Filing?
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IPR EPR

Timeline 18 months Varies (20 month median)

Success Rate 37% instituted (2026)

>80% at least one claim 

cancelled

>90% instituted (2026)

>40% at least one claim 

cancelled

Adjudicator PTAB Patent examiner

Appeal CAFC PTAB Ą CAFC

Estoppel of petitioning party Yes None

Estimated fees $100,000 $450,000

Dismissal upon settlement Yes No
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Factors to consider

Invalidity Challenges: Inter Partes Review or Ex Partes Reexamination?
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Invalidity Challenges: Ex Partes Re-examination Process 

Reexam 

Request

Reexam 

Ordered

First Office 

Action

Po

Response 

(Amendment)

Final Office 

Action

PO 

Response 

After Final

Appeal

Examiner 

Reopens 

Pros?

NIRC 

Issued

Å PO response to reexam order before 

first action is possible ï but then 

requester can reply

Å Preliminary amendment possible 

before first action

Å No RCEs (i.e., no continued 

prosecution after final office action) 

Yes

No
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ÅEleven new section 337 complaints in 2026 as of February 16, 2026

ÅCompared to 57 filed in all of 2025

ÅWhatôs behind the increase?

ÅIPR institution denials

ÅImpact of Lashify v. USITC

159

ITC filings increase
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19 U.S.C. § 1337(a)(3) provides:

For purposes of paragraph (2), an industry in the United States shall be considered to exist if 

there is in the United States, with respect to the articles protected by the patent, copyright, 

trademark, mask work, or design concernedð

(A) significant investment in plant and equipment;

(B) significant employment of labor or capital; or

(C) substantial investment in its exploitation, including engineering, research and development, 

or licensing.

160

ITC Domestic Industry: One Year After Lashify
Background



www.dlapiper.com

ÅNo domestic industry 

ÅITC credited labor expenditures on global marketing and packaging design under 

Lashify

ÅITC found some confidential expenses were not ñcapitalò under Section 

337(a)(3)(b)
ÅñThe Commission therefore declines to adopt Complainantsô definition of ócapital.ô Because all of 

Complainantsô arguments depend upon the adoption of Complainantsô definition, the Commission 

affirms the Final IDôs finding that [REDACTED] does not count as capital.ò Op at 24.

ÅITC found that Complainant failed to account for foreign third-party manufacturing 

costs in its comparison between domestic and foreign product labor. Op. at 29.

ÅITC found ñsizeable revenue does not demonstrate significant domestic labor towards 

the éò Op. at 32.
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ITC Domestic Industry: One Year After Lashify
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ÅITC rejected the Complainantsô quantitative analysis: ñThe Commission finds 

that Complainantsô above comparisons are incomplete and not useful in 

determining the significance of Hasbroôs investments in the United States in 

view of the totality of the record and the context of this industry and the DI 

Products.ò Op. at 35. 

ÅITC found that ñthe most appropriate comparative analysis is comparing Hasbroôs domestic 

investments to its projected revenueò but found this metric to show the investments were 

insignificant. Op. at 37-38.

ÅñComplainantsô qualitative arguments are not persuasive in view of the 

quantitative factors discussed above.ò Op. at 42.
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ÅFinal IDôs finding that an industry is in the process of being 

established: 

ÅVarious steps that were taken occurred outside the U.S. Op. at 49.

ÅComplainants failed to ñexplain whether such an industry would be under 

Prong b, Prong C, or both, or how its investments would be significant or 

substantial.ò Op. at 50.
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Patent Litigation in Australia

ÅTrends in patent litigation

ÅNew patent litigation directions

ÅComputer implemented inventions

ÅPreliminary injunctions

ÅPreliminary discovery
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ÅPatent litigation - Federal Court of Australia

ÅThe Federal Court of Australia has issued new standard 
directions for patent litigation, which:

o simplify court processes for patent infringement and 
revocation proceedings; and

o streamline patent litigation to make it faster and less 
expensive.

ÅTrial date is set for a date 12-18 months after first case 
management hearing (shortly after defence filed).

ÅNew requirement for filing infringement and invalidity position 
statements.

ÅExpert witnesses:

o only one expert per field is permitted;

o concurrent expert evidence (i.e. the hot-tub) ï unique to 
Australia.
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New Patent Litigation Directions
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developing and implementing 
global patent enforcement 
strategies, and it dispenses 
shrewd strategic advice to a 
sector-diverse clientele.
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ÅUntil late 2025, for CIIs to be patentable in Australia, an abstract scheme 
implemented by computer was insufficient ï patentability required a 
specific advance in computer technology.

ÅThis is in the process of changing as a result of a recent decision in the 
Full Court of the Federal Court of Australia ï Aristocrat v Commissioner 
of Patents. 

ÅGoing forward: 

o claims to CIIs must be assessed as a whole;

o CIIs must produce an artificial state of affairs and a useful result; and

o no advance in computer technology will be required.

ÅUS position: requires a specific technological improvement to computer 
functionality, not just an abstract idea on generic hardware, no specific 
advance in computer technology required.

ÅEU position: requires technical character/effect/contribution - beyond 
mere data processing or automation.

ÅThe current position in Australia is now more closely aligned with the US.
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that combines in-depth 
knowledge of the law with 
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ÅPreliminary injunctions (interlocutory injunctions) in Australia 
preserve the status quo pending trial.

ÅTest: 

o A serious question to be tried;

o The balance of convenience favours the granting of the 
injunction 

ÅUndertaking as to damages: Applicant (plaintiff) must offer to 
compensate ñany person (whether or not that person is a party) 
affected by the operation of the injunction.

ÅOften sought by innovators in pharmaceutical patent disputes 
to prevent launch of competing products which infringe or 
threaten to infringe the innovators patent(s).

ÅUseful tool for patentees to temporarily block competitors 
entering the market pending resolution of patent infringement 
disputes.
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ÅPre-litigation discovery tool available in Australia ï allows pre-action 
access to documents.

ÅRequirements for preliminary discovery:

o prospective applicant has a reasonable belief it may have a right to 
relief from a prospective respondent;

o applicant has made reasonable enquiries, but has insufficient 
information to decide whether to commence proceedings; and

o prospective respondent has or is likely to have documents relevant to 
the prospective claim.

ÅPrimary uses are in patent or other IP disputes to obtain evidence of 
infringement or identify respondents.

ÅDocuments that may be discoverable include manufacturing processes, 
formulation, and other product information and sales/supply information.

ÅPfizer v Samsung Bioepis (key precedent): Pfizer successfully used 
preliminary discovery to obtain from Samsung Bioepis manufacturing 
process documents for a biosimilar to assess process patent infringement.
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1. China: Standard Essential Patent Litigation Update
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PRC SEP Legislative Framework Overview

Dec. 
2013

ÅInterim Provisions on the Administration of National Standards Involving Patents

ÅPromulgated by National Standardization Administration and China National Intellectual Property Administration

ÅProvided rules concerning disclosure obligation and types of license commitment, and rules for SEP in compulsory national 
standard

Apr. 
2015

ÅProvisions regarding Prohibiting the Abuse of Intellectual Property Rights to Exclude or Restrict Competition (ñ2015 
Provisionsò)

ÅPromulgated by State Administration for Industry and Commerce

ÅSpecified prohibited antitrust behaviors regarding SEP

ÅReplaced by new provisions in 2023

Mar. 
2016

ÅInterpretation (II) on Several Issues concerning the Application of Law in the Trial of Patent Infringement Dispute 
Cases

ÅPromulgated by Supreme People's Court

ÅProvided judicial tests concerning SEP patentôs infringement determination, injunction granting and royalty rate determination

ÅProvision remained unchanged over subsequent amendment in 2020

Jan. 2019

ÅAnti -Monopoly Guidelines for the Field of Intellectual Property Rights (ñ2019 Guidelinesò)

ÅPromulgated by Anti-Monopoly Committee of the State Council

ÅSpecified factors for determining dominant market position for SEP owners

ÅIncluded the abuse of judicial injunction as prohibited antitrust behaviors regarding SEP, and specified factors for its 
determination

June 
2023

ÅProvisions on Prohibiting the Abuse of Intellectual Property Rights to Exclude or Restrict Competition

ÅPromulgated by State Administration for Market Regulation and replaced the 2015 Provisions

ÅIncorporated the abuse of judicial injunction scenario from 2019 Guidelines

ÅIncluded setting unfairly high royalty rate as prohibited antitrust behaviors regarding SEP

Nov. 
2024

ÅAnti -Monopoly Instructions on Standard Essential Patents

ÅPromulgated by State Administration for Market Regulation

ÅDetailed instructions on determining antitrust behaviors involving SEP, e.g., disclosure, license commitments, good-faith 
negotiation, monopoly agreement, abuse of dominant market position, and merger control

Aug. 2007

ÅPRC Anti -
Monopoly Law

ÅSpecified that 
Anti-Monopoly 
Law applied to 
intellectual 
property rights 
abusive conducts 
that excluded or 
restricted 
competition

ÅProvision 
remained 
unchanged over 
subsequent 
amendment in 
2022

Law Regulatory Document and Judicial Interpretation
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ÅñPatent essential for implementation of standardò

ÅConcept adopted in standard drafting and implementation by CNIPA

o National standard

ÅConcept adopted in antitrust administration by antitrust authorities

o Types of standard not specified

ÅñEssential patent explicitly specified in standardò by Supreme Peopleôs Court for Patent 

Infringement

ÅConcept adopted for patent litigation

o Recommended national, industry or local standard
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ÅDispute over infringement

Å Court will not support patenteeôs claim of injunction if

Å Patentee intentionally violates its FRAND (i.e., Fair, Reasonable and Non-Discriminaory) 

commitment made during standard draft process; 

Å Practitioner is not obviously at fault during negotiation; and

Å Failure to reach patent license

During negotiation of ñlicense terms ò

182

SEP Patent Litigation Overview
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ÅDispute over infringement

ÅCourt can determine ñlicense termsò if no agreement can be reached even through ñsufficient 

negotiationsò

ÅPrinciple for courtôs determination: FRAND

ÅFactors:

ÅInventiveness of patent

ÅPatentôs role in standard

ÅTechnical field of standard

ÅNature of standard

ÅScope

ÅOther relevant license terms

183

SEP Patent Litigation Overview
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ÅPatent infringement case filed by XU, an individual (patentee) and a Ningbo Tech Company (Plaintiffs) against a 

Hebei Rubber Company and a Hebei Construction Company (Defendants)

ÅSignificance: SPC clarified FRAND obligation for SEP patent infringement dispute and its impact on damages

ÅHistory

ÅFrist instance: Shijiazhuang Intermediate Court in Hebei Province (first instance judgment issued on 13 May 

2020)

ÅSecond instance: Supreme Peopleôs Court (SPC) (second instance judgment issued on 30 June 2022)

ÅAsserted patent

ÅChinese invention patent ZL200410049491.5: A Super Large Anti-Deflection Bridge Expansion Joint Device

ÅBackground

ÅXU was legal representative, shareholder and controller of Ningbo Tech Company

ÅPlaintiffs drafted recommended industry standard ñModular Multi-Directional Displacement Comb-Type Bridge 

Expansion Joint Deviceò, later issued by PRC Ministry of Transportation in 2008

ÅIn standard, patentee XU committed to negotiate a license under FRAND and provided contact information

ÅPlaintiff sent letter to Defendant for negotiation of patent infringement damages in 2016

ÅXU granted Ningbo Tech Company royalty free exclusive patent license in 2017

184

Case Illustration I: SEP Patent Infringement Dispute
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ÅPatent infringement case filed by XU, an individual (patentee) and a Ningbo Tech Company (Plaintiffs) 

against a Hebei Rubber Company and a Hebei Construction Company (Defendants) (cont.)

ÅShijiazhuang Intermediate Court found infringement but did not support plaintiffsô injunction claim

ÅSPC overturned first-instance decision and supported plaintiffsô injunction claim against Hebei Rubber 

Company

ÅDefendantôs bridge expansion joint device infringed asserted patent

ÅPlaintiff did not violate FRAND obligation

ÅAs legal representative, shareholder and controller of Ningbo Tech Company, XU did not constitute 

price discrimination when granting Ningbo Tech Company royalty free exclusive patent license

ÅXU presented good-faith intention for negotiation when sending letter to Defendant

ÅDefendant was at fault: 

ÅFailure to actively seek license when concerned standard publicly provided patenteeôs contact 

information

ÅFailure to negotiate with XU after receiving letter from plaintiff

ÅContinued infringement after receiving letter from plaintiff

185

Case Illustration I: SEP Patent Infringement Dispute



www.dlapiper.com

ÅPatent infringement case filed by XU, an individual (patentee) and a Ningbo Tech Company 

(Plaintiffs) against a Hebei Rubber Company and a Hebei Construction Company (Defendants) 

(cont.)

ÅShijiazhuang Intermediate Court awarded RMB 100 thousand damages

ÅSPC raised damages to RMB 3 Million

ÅDetermination of damages

ÅThe other co-defendantôs total sales volume of infringing products

ÅRoyalty rate based on Plaintiffôs other license agreements

ÅDoubled royalty rate for Defendant in damage calculation due to its fault

ÅDefendant did not actively seek license

ÅDefendant continued to knowingly infringe asserted patent
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Case Illustration I: SEP Patent Infringement Dispute 
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2. Preliminary Injunction
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ÅFactors for granting preliminary injunction 

ÅLikelihood of success: factual and legal basis

ÅStability of asserted patent

ÅInfringing acts

ÅInfringement analysis

ÅAny irreparable harm to PI applicant

Åe.g., significant increase of infringement scale, market share decrease

ÅInterest balance between applicant and respondent 

ÅPublic interest

ÅFor pre-suit injunction:

ÅAny urgent conditions where asserted patent being infringed or to be infringed

Åe.g., upcoming or on-going exhibition or trade shows 

188

Preliminary Injunction Overview
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ÅTimeline

ÅPre-suit injunction

ÅGranted within 48 hours after court accepts application

ÅMay take 24 hours to several months in practice

ÅEx parte possible

ÅIn-suit injunction

ÅFor urgent conditions, granted within 48 hours after court accepts application

ÅFor non-urgent conditions, not specified under statute

ÅMay take 48 hours to several months in practice even for urgent conditions

ÅResponse

ÅMore likely than not ex parte proceeding

ÅCourt has full discretion to decide whether to inquire both parties or hold oral hearing before 

issuing injunction

ÅMore ex parte cases than defended cases in the past seven years

189
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Preliminary Injunction Overview
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Preliminary Injunction Overview
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Preliminary Injunction Overview
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ÅPre-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by a Suzhou Tech Company (patentee and Plaintiff) against a Beijing 

Tech Company (Defendant)

ÅSignificance: SPC provided clear guidance on judicial tests for pre-suit injunction

ÅHistory

ÅFrist instance court: Quanzhou Intermediate Court in Fujian Province 

ÅApplication date: June 3, 2024

ÅPre-suit injunction granted on June 5, 2024

ÅDate of SPC accepting reconsideration petition: June 24, 2024

ÅDate of oral hearing in SPC: June 27, 2024

ÅSPC revoked first-instance pre-suit injunction decision on July 3, 2024

ÅAsserted patent: Chinese invention patent ZL20211167XXXX.6 (patent name not disclosed)

ÅAccused products: self-cleaning vacuum and mop robot (Model No.: P10Pro and P10SPro)

ÅBackground

ÅAccused product P10Pro launched on Aug. 28, 2023

ÅAccused product P10SPro launched on Feb. 18, 2024

ÅPlaintiff initiated patent infringement suits in multiple Chinese courts against defendantôs products (some including 

accused product P10Pro) since Dec. 19, 2023

ÅPlaintiffôs market share: 14.1% in 2023, and 17.4% in April 2024
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Case Illustration II: Pre-suit Injunction
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ÅPre-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by a Suzhou Tech Company (patentee and Plaintiff) against a Beijing 

Tech Company (Defendant)

ÅBackground (cont.)

ÅZhejiang Intellectual Property Research and Service Center issued Patent Infringement Comparison and Analysis 

Report, concluding accused product infringed asserted patent under doctrine of equivalents

ÅBeijing Guowei Intellectual Property Appraisal and Evaluation Center Co., Ltd. issued Patent Infringement 

Comparison and Appraisal Opinion, concluding accused product fell into patentôs scope

ÅSPC opinions

ÅCondition was not ñurgentò

ÅAccused patent infringing act would not cause extinction of patent rights or irreparable damage to patent value

ÅAccused patent infringing act did not infringe plaintiffôs personality rights

ÅNot time-sensitive:

ÅAccused patent infringing act commenced as early as Aug. 2023, rather than imminent ñ618ò shopping 

season as claimed by plaintiff/applicant

ÅPlaintiff discovered accused infringing act in Aug. 2023, but waited till June 2024 to apply for PI

ÅDefendant had other sales promotions between Aug. 2023 and June 2024, but Plaintiff did not promptly apply 

for PI during such period

ÅPlaintiff did not apply for PI (pre-suit or in-suit) in related actions against defendant in other courts
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ÅPre-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by a Suzhou Tech Company (patentee and 

Plaintiff) against a Beijing Tech Company (Defendant)

ÅSPC opinions (cont.)

ÅFavorable factors

ÅStability of asserted patent

ÅInvention patent presumedly stable

ÅDecision on invalidation petition regarding asserted patent was not issued by China 

National Intellectual Property Administration (ñCNIPAò) yet

ÅPublic interest

ÅPlentiful replaceable choices in market for accused products
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ÅPre-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by a Suzhou Tech Company (patentee and Plaintiff) against a 

Beijing Tech Company (Defendant)

ÅSPC opinions (cont.)

ÅUnfavorable factors

ÅInfringement analysis

ÅParties had dispute over whether certain patented technical features existed in accused products

ÅBoth analysis opinions were prepared by agencies hired by plaintiff ex parte, rather than appraisal 

agency commissioned by court 

ÅBoth analysis opinions lacked in -depth analysis, especially on disputed technical features

ÅSPC could not assess likelihood of infringement even after its on-site examination of accused products

ÅIrreparable harm to plaintiff

ÅPlaintiffôs economic losses could be remedied by damages claim against defendant

ÅDefendant expressed willing to provide counter-bond

ÅPlaintiffôs market share in April 2024 had increased compared to 2023

ÅInterest balance between plaintiff and defendant 

ÅBoth parties are well-know companies in industry

ÅNo proof that plaintiffôs losses overweighed defendantôs if granting pre-suit injunction
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Å In-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by Yongkang Lianyue Industry and Commerce Co. Ltd. (Defendant and 

PI applicant) against Cixi Bosheng Plastic Product Co. Ltd. (patentee and Plaintiff) and Zhejiang T-mall Network Co. Ltd. 

(Defendant), et al.

ÅSignificance: first reverse preliminary injunction issued by SPC 

ÅApplication date: 5 November 2020

ÅReinstate request: reinstate weblink for selling accused product

Å In-suit reinstatement granted on 6 November 2020 (decided within 48 hours due to imminentñ11-11ò shopping season)

ÅBond setting: RMB 6.32 million + 50% of sales revenue that exceeds RMB 6.32 million since weblink reinstatement

ÅAsserted patent: Chinese utility model patent ZL201820084323.7 ñFlat Mop Cleaning Tool with Novel Bucket Structureò

ÅAccused product: mop and bucket

ÅBackground

ÅPI applicant selling accused product on website operated by Zhejiang T-mall Network Co. Ltd. 

ÅPlaintiff initiated patent infringement suits against PI applicant, et al. in Ningbo Intermediate Court in Zhejiang 

Province on 11 Oct. 2019.  In April 2020, Ningbo Court found infringement and held that PI applicant should cease 

infringing act, and defendant Zhejiang T-mall Network Co. Ltd. should delete weblink for selling accused product

ÅZhejiang T-mall Network Co. Ltd. deleted weblink for selling accused product in April 2020

ÅPI applicant appealed first instance judgement to SPC

ÅDuring second instance proceeding, CNIPA issued decision on 9 Sept. 2020, holding asserted patent invalid
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ÅIn-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by Yongkang Lianyue Industry and Commerce Co. Ltd. 

(Defendant and PI applicant) against Cixi Bosheng Plastic Product Co. Ltd. (patentee and Plaintiff) and Zhejiang 

T-mall Network Co. Ltd. (Defendant), et al. (cont.)

ÅSPC opinions

ÅStability of asserted patent

ÅUtility model patent unstable in nature due to lack of substantive examination

ÅUncertainty in validity: asserted patent was determined invalid by CNIPA (even though plaintiff intended to 

challenge CNIPAôs invalidation decision in court)

ÅOther factual basis

ÅA total of RMB 15.6 million in PI applicantôs account had been seized, affecting PI applicantôs normal 

operation

ÅIrreparable harm to PI applicant

ÅExistence of weblink would profoundly affect sales of accused product, especially during imminent 

ñ11-11ò shopping season

ÅInterest balance between PI applicant and respondent

ÅPlaintiffôs patented products would not be replaced after reinstating weblink given plentiful similar products 

in market

ÅPI applicant agreed to seize certain amount and obtainable profits in its account after reinstating weblink
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ÅIn-suit injunction case for patent infringement filed by Yongkang Lianyue Industry and Commerce 

Co. Ltd. (Defendant and PI applicant) against Cixi Bosheng Plastic Product Co. Ltd. (patentee 

and Plaintiff) and Zhejiang T-mall Network Co. Ltd. (Defendant), et al. (cont.)

ÅSPC opinions (cont.)

ÅFactors for determining bond setting

ÅDynamic bond

ÅPI applicantôs obtainable profits would continuously increase after weblink reinstatement

ÅDynamic bond being set at 50% of sales revenue

ÅTo exclude costs and administrative expenses from PI applicantôs sales revenue

ÅTo avoid unreasonable impact on PI applicantôs business operation

ÅAsserted patentôs contribution
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Tokyo, Japan / Thursday, February 26, 2026

Roundtable Discussion: Pragmatic Applications and Impacts of AI in IP

Maki Nakamura, Hajime Shirasaka, Shuzo Maruyama
Moderated by Mitch Nishimura
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IP Licensing Group, Alps Electric Co., Ltd.                             

Manager, Licensing and Trademarks                                   

Manager, IP Strategy, Licensing, Trademarks and Research 
Manager, Prosecution was added to the above

ALPS and ALPINE merged into ALPSALPINE

Department Manager of IP

IP Strategist

JEITA, Patent Committee

JATES (Keyperson, Japan Techno -Economics Society) 

IPIAGA (IP & Intangible Assets Governance Association)

SEP Expert Group Japan 

JIPA, Managing Director, in charge of 
     The First International Affairs Committees I 

       & IP Experts Partnership Working Group   
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DLA Piper US ЄϸЁϷТϰІʺО˔ЕЗ˔

1997
1998
1999 - 2000
2000 - 2003
2010 - 2013 Boston University School of Law (J,D.)
2013 -
2014 - DLA Piper LLP (US), Chicago Office, Patent Litigation Group

Chambers USA
Band 4, Illinois Intellectual Property (2024)

Chambers Global
Spotlight Table Foreign Expert, USA Intellectual Property (Foreign Expert for Japan) (2021 - 2025)

The Legal 500 United States
Recommended, Patents: Litigation (International Trade Commission) (2020)



www.dlapiper.com 206



©2026 ALPS ALPINE CO., LTD.

Japanese Pragmatic Applications 

and Impacts of AI in IP
©

AI



ḼỘρAI

©2025 ALPS ALPINE CO., LTD. 208˛ 28 ˛ Ῥ ˢAIˣᾆẕχ ◊

AIУ˔Э : 

ϯЕЭ
1963 ƩǀƱǄ

1956

Ѝ˔ЕЫІᵓṳ

I, Robot
ϯϱЃАϼʾϯЄЯТ

1950

2001 ֓ χ
ІЌрз˔ʾϺв˔УзАϼ

1968 ֳᵊ

Уй˔ЖжрЗ˔
зЖз˔ʾІЀАЕ

1982 ֳᵊ

A.I.
ІГϰ˔срІСиН˔Ͻ

2001 ֳᵊ

ЖжΠϜϭ
1973 ƩǀƱǄ

ϹрЍЭ
1979 ƩǀƱǄ

ϵсϮрϿзϷр
1995 ƩǀƱǄ

3 AI (ó00 )1 AI (ó50 ô60 ) 2 AI (ô80)

Circumstances

Article 30- 4
Article 47- 4
Article 47- 5

Copyright

 Act HAIP
AI Guidelines for 

Business
AI Act

Gen AI

Principle Code

(draft)

(1963) 1: 

 ( ) | 

 | ABEMA

: 

Z 8

ABEMA  1

 | 

: 

AI AI !

https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/whitepaper/ja/h28/html/nc142120.html
https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/whitepaper/ja/h28/html/nc142120.html
https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/whitepaper/ja/h28/html/nc142120.html
https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/whitepaper/ja/h28/html/nc142120.html
https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/whitepaper/ja/h28/html/nc142120.html
https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/whitepaper/ja/h28/html/nc142120.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpk_GfngimI
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://abema.tv/video/title/35-53
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html
https://cho-animedia.jp/article/img/2024/12/20/49941/870838.html


AIЂ˔РІ χᶆ⁯ ᶓ

©2025 ALPS ALPINE CO., LTD. 209
: ⌐⅔↑╢ ─ ─ ┘♦☺♃ꜟ ─ ⌐ ∆╢ 20253

: 2025 3: 

AI !

                  2025 DX AI !

https://www.soumu.go.jp/johotsusintokei/linkdata/r07_02_houkoku.pdf
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