
Patent Year 
in Review Report: 
2025 in the 
English Courts

What did 2025 look like in the English patent courts? This report answers that 
question with a data-driven snapshot of all patent decisions handed down by 
the Court of Appeal, the Patents Court, and the Intellectual Property Enterprise 
Court (IPEC). Our aim is simple: identify trends that inform litigation strategies.

We present the data visually, so it is impactful and quick to digest. You will see 
results on trial outcomes for validity and infringement and the rate of success 
on appeal. We identify the judges hearing these cases and analyse metrics 
such as hearing categories, durations, and post hearing timelines.

The headline trends are dramatic. In 2025 there was: (i) an increase in Patents 
Court proceedings; (ii) a lower percentage of patents invalidated by the Patents 
Court; (iii) a higher-than-usual success rate on appeal; and (iv) a marked rise in 
IPEC trial decisions. Each of these movements carries consequences for forum 
choice and strategy.

This report is deliberately procedural and data-focused. It does not track 
substantive legal developments or offer a case digest of novel proceedings. 
Were it to do so, it would highlight the year’s notable F/RAND (Fair, Reasonable, 
and Non-Discriminatory) decisions and the uptick of anti suit injunctions, ex 
parte applications, and short-term interim injunctions preserving the status quo. 
For that substantive analysis, we refer readers to Lewis Silkin’s annual Patent 
Round Up webinars and reports.
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Patents Court overview: what are the numbers?
52 actions were filed in the Patents Court in 2025; a material increase over the 
historic median of 38 proceedings per year (see Figure 1). That spike may, however, 
be attributable to a cluster of 14 actions by AstraZeneca in April–May 2025, all 
presumably relating to the dapagliflozin litigation. Stripping out those closely 
related actions, the volume of new proceedings would be in line with earlier years.

The Patents Court released 41 judgments in 2025, which is higher than the 
historic median of 34 judgments a year (see Figure 2). Many of these judgments 
addressed interim relief in SEP and F/RAND cases. 
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Figure 1: Number of Patents Court proceedings commenced per year

The 41 judgments related to five different hearing categories shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Hearing categories by number of hearings in 2025 

Figure 2: Patents Court judgments per year

We address trials in the section below. The damages enquiries were part of the 
Lufthansa v Astronics dispute where the Court assessed profits and entitlement 
to interest. Of the 2 UK IPO related decisions, one was an unsuccessful appeal of 
the (non) patentability of an application for a means for propelling a spacecraft 
(Nicholas Klemz v Comptroller-General) and in the other the Court struck claims 
of malice and corruption against the Comptroller-General of Patents (Othman Bin 
Ahmad v Comptroller-General). 

Three decisions awarded costs following trial; with the amounts being sought 
by the parties ranging from £1.2 million to £6.3 million depending on the case 
and party (see, for example, Generics (UK) v Astrazeneca and Pfizer Limited v 
Glaxosmithkline). In all judgments, the successful party’s recoverable costs were 
reduced proportionately to reflect issues at trial upon which they lost, and the 
successful party was awarded a 60-65% interim payment of costs. 

In total, the hearing of applications occupied 31 days of court time, while the 
hearing of trials took up 62 days.

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Patent trials: who heard them, what were they 
about, and how long did they take?
Probably the most salient metric for litigants is trial success rate. In 2025, the 
Patents Court released ten patent trial judgments. 7 addressed patent validity 
and infringement in the usual way. The remaining three addressed an SPC 
manufacturing waiver (Regeneron Pharmaceuticals v Alvotech), ownership/
entitlement to inventions (Vanessa Hill v Touchlight Genetics), and an application 
for a FRAND interim licence that was determined to be a trial for final relief (Acer v 
Nokia). 

Figure 4 shows the trial decision makers.

Figure 5 shows the patent subject matter of each of the trials. 
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Figure 4: Judges hearing Patents Court trials

Figure 5: Subject matter of substantive patent trials

Pharma dominated the 2025 trial list. The subject matter included omalizumab 
(Celltrion v Genentech), dapagliflozin (Generics (UK) v AstraZeneca), eculizumab 
(Samsung Bioepis v Alexion), and aflibercept (Formycon v Regeneron).  

Across the ten trials, hearings stretched as long as 11 days (Formycon v 
Regeneron), but the typical trial lasted 6 days. Judgments often followed 
swiftly: the quickest was handed down 28 days after the trial hearing (Generics 
(UK) v AstraZeneca), with a median turnaround of 55 days. These timelines 
reflect a prodigious work effort by the Court. Later in this report we address the 
substantive results at trial.

Not surprisingly, Meade J and Mellor J, as judges of the Patents Court, heard 50% 
of the patent trials. The remaining 50% were heard by Deputy High Court Judges 
appointed under the Senior Courts Act 1981. It is common for Deputy High Court 
Judges to take on some case load of the Patents Courts judges. 

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Patent applications: what was the duration and 
timing and what did they address?
In 2025, 23 application judgments were released. Hearings were focused: the 
median lasted one day, and the longest ran four days. Decisions often followed 
quickly, with a median turnaround of seven days from hearing to decision, though 
the outer limit stretched to 75 days. Judgment was delivered from the bench in 
four applications. 

Figure 6 illustrates that F/RAND cases accounted for more than half of the 
applications, with pharma following second. 

Figure 7 sets out the substantive nature of the applications; which covered a 
broad range in 2025. The largest category, not surprisingly, addressed case 
management matters such as pleading amendments and striking, evidence at 
trial, security for costs, document disclosure, breaches of orders, stays, and so on. 
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Figure 6: Applications in 2025 split by underlying patent dispute

Figure 7: Subject matter of applications in 2025

It is not unexpected to see the schedule being dominated by complex F/RAND 
proceedings because of the extensive body of case law that developed since 
Unwired Planet (2017-2020), the Courts’ willingness to declare global F/RAND 
licence terms, and the Courts’ rate-setting decisions in Interdigital v Lenovo and 
Optis v Apple. Judgments on Plant Breeders’ Rights are not, however, common: 
the two Nador Cott v Asda Stores judgments in 2025 were the only judgments in 
the previous 25 years.

The interim injunction judgments related to empagliflozin (Boehringer Ingelheim v 
Dr. Reddy’s) or dapagliflozin (Astrazeneca v Glenmark). Regarding the applications 
to expedite trials, both were granted, one in a pharma case (Regeneron v Alvotech) 
and one in a F/RAND case (Samsung v ZTE). All three jurisdiction challenges 
were within F/RAND disputes: MediaTek v Huawei, Acer v Nokia, and Amazon v 
Interdigital.

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Patent trials: what happened on infringement and 
validity?
This section of the report focuses on trial decisions addressing validity and 
infringement issues and therefore excludes the SPC waiver, ownership/
entitlement, and F/RAND interim licence trials referred to above. 

Figure 8 sets out the results of the key validity attacks in 2025 (novelty, 
obviousness, insufficiency/plausibility, and added matter) and highlights the low 
success rate for invalidity challenges in 2025. 

Contrasting 2025 with historic data (see Figures 9-12), 2025 appears to have been 
a disappointing year for defendants and a successful year for patentees. However, 
the data set for 2025 is small so it may be unreasonable to draw meaningful 
conclusions for the future.  
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Figure 8: Success rates of patent validity challenges in 2025

Figure 10: Success rates of novelty challenges from 2021-2025

Figure 9: Success rates of obviousness challenges from 2021-2025

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Figure 12: Success rates of insufficiency / plausibility challenges from 2021-2025

Figure 11: Success rates of added matter challenges from 2021-2025

More often than not the validity challenge failed. In five trials at least one patent 
was found valid and infringed: Celltrion v Genentech, Salts Healthcare v Pelican 
Healthcare, DSM v Algal Omega 3, Samsung Bioepis v Alexion, and Fujikura v 
Sterlite. The only notable success for defendants came in Formycon v Regeneron 
where a valid patent was held not to be infringed (and another patent was 
invalidated and also not infringed). The defendants in DSM v Algal Omega 3 did 
invalidate 2 of the 3 patents at issue, but overall were found to infringe a valid 
patent. 

It is also interesting to look at the success rate of infringement claims in 2025, 
which showed an even split (see Figure 13). Combining this with the lower success 
of invalidity counterclaims, re-affirms that 2025 was a strong year for patentees. 

Figure 13: Success rate of infringement claims in 2025

The Court found infringement in the following cases: Celltrion v Genentech, 
Salts Healthcare v Pelican Healthcare, DSM v Algal Omega 3, Samsung Bioepis v 
Alexion, and Fujikura v Sterlite.

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Court of Appeal: how busy was it and what were the 
outcomes?
The Court of Appeal released 15 judgments in 2025, which is higher than the 
historic median of nine and the highest number in ten years. Arnold LJ heard 13 
of the hearings and Sir Colin Birss C. heard five. Therefore, at least one patent 
specialist judge sat on every patent appeal in 2025. The historical trend of patent 
appeal judgments is set out in Figure 14.
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Figure 14: Number of patent appeal judgments released per year

In 2025, the median time from appeal hearing to release of judgment was 20 days, 
with six decisions being released within ten days. Given the length and complexity 
of the written judgments, this is impressive. 

Looking at the subject matter of appeals, F/RAND and patent pools and pharma 
cases dominated (see Figure 15).

Figure 15: Subject matter of patents addressed by the Court of Appeal in 2025

Figure 16 shows that the number of F/RAND appeals is consistent with an upward 
historical trend. 

Figure 16: Appellate decisions per year addressing F/RAND patents

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Turning to success on appeal, 2025 was a strong year for appellants with 50% 
of appeals being successful. This is higher than usual. For example, in 2024, the 
success rate on appeal was about 30%. 
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Figure 17: Success rate of patent appeals in 2025

In 2025, the UK Supreme Court granted leave to appeal in two FRAND cases: 
Apple v Optis and Tesla v InterDigital and Avanci.  

Apple v Optis addresses the correct approach to determining what terms of a SEP 
licence are FRAND. The trial judge rejected the expert accountancy evidence and 
adopted a method of valuing the FRAND rate that resulted in a lump sum licence 
fee of $56.43 million plus interest. The Court of Appeal disagreed with the judge’s 
rejection of that expert evidence and the judge’s methodology for calculating the 
FRAND rate; and instead adopted a comparables based approach by identifying 
the best comparable patent licences. The Court of Appeal thus reversed the 
judge’s decision and by applying its own methodology determined that a royalty 
of $0.15 per unit was appropriate; producing a total lump sum payment to Optis of 
$502 million, plus interest.

Tesla v InterDigital addresses whether the English Courts have jurisdiction to 
determine disputes as to what licence terms are FRAND where the licence is 
offered by an intermediary as part of a pool or platform of patents. Tesla wishes 
to launch 5G enabled vehicles in the UK under a licence to SEPs within Avanci’s 
patent pool and started proceedings seeking declarations as to FRAND terms 
for a licence. The High Court set aside service of Tesla’s claim form in respect of 
certain claims. Tesla appealed but a majority of the Court of Appeal dismissed 
the appeal holding that English Courts do not have jurisdiction to determine the 
FRAND terms for SEPs without an underlying contractual obligation arising from 
the ETSI obligation. Lord Justice Arnold dissented. 

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Figure 19 confirms that the patents at issue were more often held to be valid. 

Although the patents at issue in Well Lead v CJ Medical and DW v Urbis were, 
overall, found valid and infringed, some claims were invalidated for novelty and/or 
obviousness, highlighting the importance of dependent claims. 

Regarding infringement, in every proceeding where infringement was pleaded it 
was either admitted by the defendant (DW v Urbis and Battlekart v Chaos Karts) 
or proven by the patentee (Prevayl v Whoop and Well Lead v CJ Medical). One 
proceeding successfully sought a declaration of non-infringement (Gosling v 
Autochair) and, unusually, validity of the patent was not an issue at that trial.
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Figure 19: Success rate of validity challenges in 2025

IPEC: increase of patent trials and strong validity 
outcomes
The IPEC is a specialist listing within the Chancery Division of the High Court. 
IPEC is presided over by a specialist circuit judge: His Honour Judge Hacon. In 
2025, IPEC released five patent trial decisions. HHJ Hacon sat on four trials and 
HHJ Clarke sat on the fifth. Figure 18 confirms this was a significant increase over 
previous years.

Figure 18: IPEC patent trial judgments per year

The patents at trial covered wearable technology (Prevayl v Whoop), medical 
devices (Well Lead v CJ Medical), lighting (DW v Urbis), loading equipment (Gosling 
v Autochair), and immersive gaming experiences (Battlekart v Chaos Karts). The 
median trial length was two days and the median time from hearing to judgment 
was 36 days. 

It is unclear whether the recent increase in IPEC trials is an anomaly or the start 
of a new trend. The IPEC does provide an attractive forum for less complex 
disputes between small and medium sized entities. For example, it has streamlined 
procedures, active case management, shorter trials (typically 1 or 2 days), and a 
cap on costs recoverable by the successful party. However, damages in the IPEC 
are capped at £500,000 and there are evidence gathering limitations, so careful 
consideration is required before electing it as a forum. 

https://www.lewissilkin.com/
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Conclusion
Overall, 2025 appears to have been a stronger year for 
patentees than for defendants when compared to earlier 
years. Patents were invalidated at a lower rate than in previous 
years, and infringement rates were high. On appeal, compared 
to 2024, a significantly higher percentage of patent cases 
were successful. IPEC also heard more trials than in earlier 
years and found patents more often valid and infringed. 

This is Lewis Silkin’s first data-driven analytical report on 
English patent litigation; look out for our next report in early 
2027.
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