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Art 1 4.3.1.1, 4.3.2.1
Art 2 4.3.1.2, 4.3.2.1, 4.7.3.1
Art 3 4.3.1.3, 4.7.3.1
Art 4 4.3.1.4
Art 5 4.3.2.6
Art 6 4.3.2.4
Art 7 4.3.2
Art 8 4.8.4.3, 4.8.8
Art 9 4.8.4.3
Art 10 4.8.3
Art 11 4.8.6.3.4, 4.8.8
Art 12 4.8.6.3.4, 4.8.7
Art 13 4.3.2.5.3
Art 14 4.3.4.1, 4.8.9
Art 15 4.3.4.4
Art 16 4.4.2.2
Art 17 4.3.2.5.4
Art 18 4.5.1

Interpretation of Punitive Damages in Intellectual Property Civil Cases 4.1.3.3, 4.4.3
Art 3 4.4.3.2
Art 4 4.4.3.3

Interpretation of Technology Contracts 4.1.3.3, 4.5.2.1

Law on Anti-unfair Competition 4.8.1
Law on the Laws Applicable to Foreign-Related Civil Relations 4.6.4

Art 48 4.6.4
Art 49 4.6.4
Art 50 4.6.4

Law on the Organization of the People’s Court
Art 18 4.1.3.3, 4.1.4
Art 51 4.6.3.1

Legislation Law 2000 4.1.3.1
Art 42 4.1.3.1

Patent Law 1984 4.1.1, 4.1.3.2, 4.8.5
Patent Law 1992 4.1.1.2, 4.1.3.2, 4.8.5
Patent Law 2000 4.1.1.2, 4.1.3.2, 4.8.6.3
Patent Law 2008 4.1.1.2, 4.1.3.4, 4.3.4.1, 4.7.2, 4.7.5.1, 4.8.5, 4.8.8, 4.8.9
Patent Law 2020



xlvArt 2 4.7.2, 4.8
Art 5 4.7.2, 4.8.2.2
Art 6 4.5.2.1
Art 9 4.3.4.4, 4.7.4, 4.8.2.2
Art 11 4.3.2.5.3, 4.3.2.8, 4.4.1, 4.5.4.1, 4.5.5.3.2, 4.5.5.3.5, 4.8.7
Art 13 4.3.2.8
Art 15 4.5.2.1.4
Art 16 4.5.2.1.4
Art 20 4.5.5.3.6
Art 22 4.3.4.1, 4.3.4.2, 4.7.5, 4.7.6, 4.7.7, 4.7.9.1, 4.8.5, 4.8.6
Art 23 4.8.2.2, 4.8.4.3, 4.8.5, 4.8.6
Art 24 4.7.5.3
Art 25 4.7.2, 4.8.2.2
Art 26 4.7.8, 4.7.9, 4.7.10, 4.7.11
Art 27 4.8.2.2, 4.8.4
Art 29 4.8.5
Art 31 4.8.4.2
Art 33 4.7.12, 4.8.2.2
Art 42 4.5.5.1, 4.8.5
Art 45 4.8.2.2
Art 46 4.8.2.2
Art 47 4.3.2.7, 4.5.5.3.6, 4.6.2.2.4
Art 59 4.3.1.2, 4.8.4.3, 4.8.8
Art 61 4.3.2.5.4, 4.6.2.1
Art 64 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.7.3, 4.8.4
Art 66 4.3.2.5.4, 4.6.1.2, 4.6.2
Art 67 4.5.5.3.2, 4.8.9
Art 68 4.9
Art 69 4.3.4.4
Art 71 4.4.2, 4.4.3, 4.6.1.2
Art 73 4.6.1.2
Art 75 4.3.4.4, 4.3.4.5, 4.5.5.3.2
Art 76 4.2.3.2.3, 4.5.5
Art 77 4.3.4.3
Arts 45-46 4.3.1.7

Provisions on Act Preservation in Intellectual Property Disputes 4.1.3.3, 4.5.5.3.5, 4.6.2
Art 3 4.6.2.2
Art 6 4.6.2.2
Art 7 4.6.2.2.3
Art 8 4.6.2.2.3
Art 9 4.6.2.2.3
Art 10 4.6.2.2.3
Art 16 4.6.2.2.4

Provisions on Case Guidance Work 4.1.4
Art 2 4.1.4

Provisions on Cases of Monopoly Disputes 4.5.4.2
Art 3 4.5.4.2

Provisions on the Causes of Action in Civil Cases 4.1.3.3, 4.2.1
Provisions on Evidence in Civil Procedures involving Intellectual  
Property Rights 4.1.3.3, 4.3.2.5.4, 4.4.2, 4.6.1, 4.6.3.2, 4.6.4

Art 3 4.3.2.5.4
Art 31 4.4.2.5
Art 32 4.4.2
Arts 8-10 4.6.4
Pt 4 4.6.1

Provisions on the Intellectual Property Court 4.1.3.3, 4.2.3, 4.5.5.3
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xlvi Art 1 4.2.3
Art 2 4.2.3, 4.5.5.3

Provisions on the Jurisdiction of the Intellectual Property Courts 4.1.3.3
Provisions on Patent Grant and Confirmation 4.1.3.3, 4.7, 4.8

Art 1 4.7.1
Art 2 4.7.3.1
Art 3 4.7.3.1
Art 4 4.7.3.1
Art 6 4.7.9.1, 4.7.10
Art 7 4.7.8
Art 8 4.7.10
Art 10 4.7.9.1
Art 13 4.7.6.1.2
Art 14 4.8.3
Art 15 4.8.3, 4.8.4
Art 16 4.8.6
Art 17 4.8.6.1, 4.8.6.3
Art 19 4.8.6.2
Art 20 4.8.3, 4.8.6.3.2
Arts 17-21 4.8.4.3

Provisions on the Patent Rights of Drugs 4.1.3.3, 4.2.3.2.3, 4.5.5
Art 1 4.1.3.3, 4.2.3.2.3, 4.5.5.3
Art 5 4.5.5.3.7
Art 10 4.5.5.3.5
Art 12 4.5.5.3.6

Provisions on the Pre-litigation Cessation of Patent Infringement 4.6.2
Provisions on Technical Investigation Officers 4.6.3.1
Provisions on the Trial of Cases by Internet Courts

Art 11 4.6.1
Art 13 4.6.1
Arts 14-19 4.6.1

Provisions on the Trial of Patent Disputes 4.1.3.3, 4.2.1, 4.2.3, 4.3.1.2, 4.3.2, 4.4.2, 4.9
Art 1 4.2.1, 4.9
Art 2 4.2.3.2
Art 3 4.2.3.2
Art 13 4.3.1.2, 4.3.2
Art 14 4.4.2
Art 15 4.4.2

Regulations on the Implementation of the Law on Chinese-Foreign Equity Joint Ventures 4.5.3
Regulations on Patent Commissioning 4.1.3.2
Regulations on Technology Import and Export Administration 4.5.3
Regulatory Measures on National Standards involving Patents (Interim) 4.5.4.1
Reply on Compensation for a Plaintiff’s Abuse of Rights 4.1.3.3, 4.4.2.4
Rules for the Implementation of the Patent Law 4.1.3, 4.3.1, 4.3.2.8, 4.5.2.1, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9

Art 11 4.8.5
Art 12 4.5.2.1
Art 13 4.5.2.1.4
Art 20 4.7.11
Art 21 4.3.1
Art 28 4.8.4.2
Art 43 4.8.2.2
Art 44 4.7.1, 4.8.2
Art 47 4.8.4.3
Art 53 4.7.1
Art 65 4.7.1



xlviiArt 69 4.7.12.2
Art 84 4.9
Art 85 4.3.2.8
Arts 76-78 4.5.2.1

Rules for the Implementation of the Provisions on Case Guidance 4.1.4
Arts 9-11 4.1.4

Rules of Online Litigation of People’s Courts 4.6.1

Temporary Regulations for the Protection of Invention Right and Patent Right 1950 4.1.1

Germany (Chapter 5)
Basic Law (Constitution)  5.1, 5.3.1, 5.5.3.4

Art 5 5.5.3.4
Art 103(1) 5.9.2.1

Civil Code
S 242 5.8.3
S 259 5.8.3
S 823 et seq 5.6.3.1

Code of Civil Procedure 5.4.1.2.8, 5.4.1.3, 5.4.3.2, 5.5.3, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.9, 5.10, 5.11
S 3 5.7.7
S 78 5.6.3.4
S 128 5.6.9
S 138 5.5.3, 5.6.4.3, 5.6.4.6, 5.6.6.1
S 139 5.5.3, 5.6.9
S 142 5.5.3.3, 5.6.7.3
S 144 5.6.7.3
S 148 5.5.3.3, 5.6.1
S 156 5.6.9, 5.6.10
S 159 5.6.9
S 195 5.6.5.2
S 220 5.6.9
S 253 5.6.4, 5.7.7
S 256 5.6.2.1, 5.6.3.3, 5.7.6
S 261 5.6.4
S 263 5.6.4.5, 5.9.1
S 264 5.6.4.5
S 271 5.6.4.1
S 274 5.6.4.1
S 275 5.6.4.1
S 276 5.6.4
S 278 5.6.9
S 283 5.6.9
S 286 5.6.7
S 294 5.6.5.3, 5.6.5.4
S 296 5.6.9
S 300 5.6.10
S 306 5.6.10
S 307 5.6.10
S 310 5.6.9, 5.6.10
S 312 5.6.10
S 322 5.6.4.4, 5.6.4.5
S 330 5.6.10
S 331 5.6.10
S 355 5.4.1.3
S 358a 5.6.7
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xlviii S 373 5.4.1.3.2, 5.6.7.2
S 377 5.6.7.2
S 383 5.6.7.2
S 384 5.6.7.2
S 402 5.4.1.3, 5.6.7.1
S 404 5.6.7.1
S 411 5.6.7.1
S 420 5.6.7.3
S 421 5.6.7.3
S 422 5.6.7.3
S 423 5.6.7.3
S 485 5.6.6.3
S 511 5.9.1
S 513 5.9.1
S 517 5.9.1
S 519 5.9.1
S 520 5.9.1
S 524 5.9.1
S 525 5.9.1.3
S 529 5.9.1
S 531 5.9.1
S 533 5.9.1
S 538 5.9.1
S 545 5.9.2.3
S 546 5.9.2.3
S 547 5.9.2.3
S 548 5.9.2.3
S 549 5.9.2.3
S 551 5.9.2.3
S 555 5.9.2.4
S 561 5.9.2.4
S 562 5.9.2.4
S 563 5.9.2.4
S 567 5.8.2
S 570 5.8.2
S 704 5.8.1
S 707 5.8.4
S 708 5.8.1
S 709 5.8.1
S 717 5.9.1.3
S 719 5.8.4, 5.9.1.4
S 724 5.8.1
S 725 5.8.1
S 750 5.6.10, 5.8.1
S 758a 5.6.6.3
S 793 5.8.2
S 794 5.8.1
S 888 5.8.3
S 890 5.8.2
S 891 5.8.2, 5.8.3
S 916 5.6.5
S 920 5.6.5.3, 5.6.5.4
S 921 5.6.5.3
S 922 5.6.5.2
S 924 5.6.5
S 928 5.6.5.3



xlixS 929 5.6.5
S 936 5.6.5.2
S 937 5.6.5
S 945 5.6.5

Court Costs Act
S 12 5.7.7.2
S 51 5.7.7

Courts Constitution Act 5.6, 5.6.8, 5.6.9
S 75 5.6.9
S 169 5.6.8, 5.6.9
SS 172-174 5.6.8, 5.6.9

Criminal Code 5.6.8
S 353d 5.6.8

Judicial Remuneration and Compensation Act 5.4.1.3.1

Lawyers’ Fees Act 5.7.7.3

Patent Act 5.1, 5.3.1, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.9, 5.10, 5.11
S 1 5.4.2
S 2 5.4.2
S 3 5.4.2
S 4 5.4.2
S 5 5.4.2
S 8 5.4.2.3
S 9 5.5.2, 5.6.3.3.2
S 10 5.5.2.2
S 11 5.5.3.4
S 12 5.5.3.2
S 14 5.5.1, 5.6.3.3.2
S 15 5.5.3.3
S 17 5.6.3
S 21 5.4.1.2.6, 5.4.2
S 22 5.4.1.2.6, 5.4.2
S 24 5.5.3.3, 5.11.1
S 25 5.4.1.2.2
S 32 5.6.3.1, 5.6.3.2
S 69 5.4.1.2.7
S 80 5.4.1.2.2
S 81 5.4.1.2, 5.6.3, 5.11.1.3
S 82 5.4.1.2.3
S 83 5.3.1, 5.4.1.2.4, 5.4.1.2.6
S 84 5.4.1.2.8, 5.11.1.3
S 87 5.4.1.2.3
S 88 5.4.1.3
S 91 5.4.1.2.7, 5.5.2.1
S 92 5.4.1.2.7
S 94 5.4.1.2.7
S 97 5.4.1.2.2, 5.6.3.4
S 99 5.4.1.2.3, 5.4.1.2.5
S 111 5.4.3.2, 5.4.3.4
S 112 5.4.3.4
S 113 5.6.3.4
S 116 5.4.3.2
S 117 5.4.3.2
S 126 5.4.1.2

Ta
bl

e 
of

 L
aw

s a
nd

 R
eg

ul
at

io
ns

 



An
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l G

ui
de

 to
 P

at
en

t C
as

e 
M

an
ag

em
en

t f
or

 Ju
dg

es

l S 128a 5.4.1.3.1
S 139 5.7.1
S 140a 5.7.2, 5.8.3
S 140b 5.8.3
S 140c 5.6.1, 5.6.6.3, 5.6.7.3
S 140e 5.7.5
S 142a 5.10
S 143 5.6.3.2, 5.7.7.3
S 145 5.6.4.6, 5.6.6.3, 5.6.8, 5.9.1.2

Protection of Trade Secrets Act 5.6.6.3, 5.6.8
SS 16-20 5.6.6.3, 5.6.8

Stock Corporation Act 1965 5.4.1.2.2

India (Chapter 6)
Code of Civil Procedure 1908 (Civil Procedure Code) 6.6.4, 6.6.5, 6.6.6, 6.6.9, 6.7, 6.9.2, 6.11
Commercial Courts Act 2015 6.3.1.2, 6.6.2, 6.6.3, 6.6.6, 6.6.7, 6.6.9, 6.11.2
Constitution 6.1.1, 6.3.1
Copyright Act 1957 6.5.3

Delhi High Court (Original Side) Rules 2018 6.6.5, 6.6.8.4
Designs Act 2000 6.2.1

Evidence Act 1872 6.6.7.2, 6.6.7.3, 6.6.8.2

High Court of Delhi Rules Governing Patent Suits (2022) 6.5.1.1, 6.6.5, 6.6.8.3, 6.11.3

National Intellectual Property Rights Policy 2016 6.2.1.4

Patents Act 1970 6.1, 6.2, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 6.10, 6.11
Ch XVIII 6.5
S 2 6.2.2.3.3
S 3 6.1.4.4.3
S 4 6.1.4.4.3
S 5 6.1.4.1, 6.1.4.4.3
S 8 6.2.2.2, 6.5.4
S 13 6.4
S 24 6.1.4.4
S 25 6.2.2.2, 6.2.2.3, 6.4
S 29 6.2.2.2
S 47 6.5.3
S 48 6.5.2, 6.5.3
S 54 6.1.4.4.4
S 64 6.4, 6.5.4
S 66 6.4, 6.10.1
S 84 6.4
S 92 6.4
S 102 6.4
S 104 6.6.1, 6.6.2, 6.6.7.2
S 105 6.8.2
S 107 6.1.4.4.4, 6.5.3
S 108 6.7
S 109 6.6.2
S 110 6.6.2
S 115 6.6.8.3

Patents (Amendment) Act 1999 6.1.4.4.3
Patents (Amendment) Act 2002 6.1.4.4, 6.4



liPatents (Amendment) Act 2005 6.1.4.1, 6.1.4.4.3, 6.1.4.4.5, 6.2.2.2, 6.4
Patents and Designs Act 1911 6.1.1, 6.1.2
Patents Rules 1972 6.1.2
Patents Rules 2003 6.1.4.4, 6.2.2.2, 6.6.8.3

Specific Relief Act 1963 6.7.1

Trade Marks Act 1999 6.2.1, 6.5.3

Japan (Chapter 7)
Act for the Establishment of the Intellectual Property High Court 2004 7.1.4.3, 7.8
Act for Partial Revision of the Code of Civil Procedure, etc. 2004 7.1.4.1
Administrative Case Litigation Act 7.4.6

Art 33 7.4.6

Civil Conciliation Act 1951 7.6.8
Civil Execution Act 7.6.4.5
Civil Provisional Remedies Act

Art 12 7.6.4.3
Art 13 7.6.4.1, 7.6.4.2
Art 14 7.6.4.4
Art 23 7.6.4
Art 24 7.6.4
Art 37 7.6.4.6
Art 43 7.6.4.5

Code of Civil Procedure 7.1.4.1, 7.2.4.5.7, 7.3.1, 7.3.2.1, 7.3.3, 7.4.6, 7.5.3.3, 7.5.4.2, 7.6.1, 7.6.4, 7.6.5, 7.6.6, 7.6.7, 7.8
Art 6 7.6.1, 7.6.4.3, 7.8
Art 92-2 7.3.3.3.3, 7.3.3.3.4, 7.6.6.1
Art 92-8 7.3.3.3.4
Art 114 7.4.6
Art 115 7.4.6
Art 143 7.6.7
Art 157 7.5.4.2
Art 188 7.6.4.2
Art 220 7.6.5.1
Art 224 7.6.5.1.3
Art 285 7.6.1
Art 310-2 7.8
Art 313 7.6.1
Art 338 7.5.3.3

Court Act 1947 7.3.1

IP High Court, Guidelines for Proceedings of Suits against Appeal/Trial Decision Made by the JPO 7.5.4
IP High Court, Rules of Practice 7.3.2.1, 7.3.3.1

Patent Act 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6
Art 1 7.5.1
Art 2 7.4.5.2, 7.5.3.1
Art 17-2 7.2.4.5.1, 7.5.3.1
Art 25 7.2.4.5.1
Art 29 7.2.4.5.1, 7.4.5.2, 7.5.3.1
Art 32 7.2.4.5.1
Art 36 7.2.4.5.1, 7.4.5.2, 7.5.1, 7.5.3.1
Art 38 7.2.4.5
Art 49 7.2.3, 7.5.3.1
Art 50 7.2.3 Ta
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lii Art 70 7.2.4.1.5, 7.5.1.1, 7.5.1.3
Art 71 7.2.3.2
Art 74 7.2.4.5.1, 7.5.3.1.8
Art 100 7.6.4
Art 101 7.2.4.6, 7.5.2.8, 7.7.1
Art 102 7.6.7, 7.7.2
Art 103 7.7.2
Art 104 7.5.3, 7.6.3
Art 105 7.6.5.1, 7.6.5.2, 7.6.7
Art 106 7.6.4
Art 113 7.2.3.1, 7.2.4.3
Art 114 7.2.4.3
Art 115 7.2.4.3
Art 118 7.2.4.3
Art 119 7.2.4.3
Art 120 7.2.4.3, 7.2.4.5.1
Art 121 7.2.3.1, 7.2.4.2
Art 123 7.2.3.2, 7.2.4.5
Art 125 7.2.4.3
Art 126 7.2.3.2, 7.2.4.4, 7.2.4.5.1, 7.4.5.2, 7.5.4.1
Art 127 7.2.4.4, 7.5.4.3
Art 131 7.2.4.5.4
Art 132 7.2.4.4, 7.4.2
Art 134 7.2.4.5, 7.4.5.2, 7.5.4.1
Art 136 7.2.4.1.2
Art 145 7.2.4.5.6
Art 150 7.2.4.1.2
Art 153 7.2.4.5.5
Art 157 7.2.4.5.7
Art 164 7.2.4.5.7
Art 178 7.3.3, 7.4.1
Art 179 7.4.2
Art 181 7.4.5, 7.4.6
Art 186 7.5.1.3
Ch. III 7.2

Patent Law Enforcement Regulation 7.5.1.2
Art 24 7.5.1.2

Patent Monopoly Act 1885 7.1

Tokyo District Court, Proceedings Model for Patent Infringement Suit (Stage for Examination on Damages) 7.6
Tokyo District Court, Proceedings Model for Patent Infringement Suit (Stage for Examination on Infringement) 7.6

Korea (Republic of) (Chapter 8)
Administrative Litigation Act 8.4.2

Art 3 8.4.2.1
Art 9 8.4.2

Administrative Procedure Act 8.4.1
Art 8 8.4.1

Arbitration Act 8.6.11

Civil Act 8.5, 8.7.4
Civil Execution Act 8.6.2.1.3
Civil Procedure Act 8.4.1, 8.4.2.1, 8.5, 8.6.2, 8.6.7, 8.6.9
Constitution 8.1

Art 22 8.1
Court Organization Act

Art 7 8.3.1, 8.6.2.2, 8.9.2.2



liiiArt 28-4 8.6.2
Art 32 8.3.1, 8.6.2.2, 8.6.2.3, 8.9.2, 8.9.6
Art 62-2 8.3.2.2

Criminal Procedure Act 8.9.3, 8.9.4
Art 197 8.9.3
Art 245 8.9.3

Design Protection Act 8.6.2, 8.7.2

Invention Promotion Act 8.6.1, 8.7.2
Art 15 8.6.1, 8.7.2

Judicial Conciliation of Civil Disputes Act 8.6.11.4

Patent Act 8.1, 8.2.2, 8.3.1, 8.4.1.1, 8.4.1.2, 8.4.2, 8.5, 8.6, 8.7.3, 8.7.4, 8.9
Art 1 8.1
Art 94 8.5
Art 96 8.5.3.5, 8.6.1
Art 98 8.5.3.5
Art 100 8.5
Art 101 8.5
Art 102 8.5
Art 103 8.5.3.5
Art 104 8.5.3.5
Art 105 8.5.3.5
Art 106 8.5.3.5
Art 107 8.5.3.5
Art 122 8.5.3.5
Art 126 8.5, 8.6.1, 8.7.3
Art 127 8.5.2.4, 8.6.1, 8.7.4
Art 128 8.5, 8.6.1, 8.7.4
Art 129 8.6.1
Art 130 8.6.1, 8.7.4.2.4
Art 131 8.5
Art 132-2 8.2.2, 8.6.1, 8.6.9.3
Art 132-17 8.2.2
Art 133 8.2.2
Art 135 8.2.2
Art 136 8.2.2
Art 138 8.5.3.5
Art 146 8.2.2.1
Art 154 8.2.2.1
Art 163 8.2.2.2
Art 181 8.5.3.5
Art 182 8.5.3.5
Art 183 8.5.3.5
Art 186 8.3.1.4, 8.4.1.1, 8.4.1.2, 8.4.2, 8.6.2
Art 188 8.4.2.6
Art 189 8.4.2.10
Art 190 8.4.2
Art 203 8.4.2
Art 224 8.9
Art 225 8.5, 8.9
Art 226 8.9
Art 227 8.9
Art 228 8.9
Art 229 8.9
Art 230 8.9.5.1

Ta
bl

e 
of

 L
aw

s a
nd

 R
eg

ul
at

io
ns

 



An
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l G

ui
de

 to
 P

at
en

t C
as

e 
M

an
ag

em
en

t f
or

 Ju
dg

es

liv Art 231 8.9.5.1
Art 347 8.6.9.3
Ch XII (penalty provisions) 8.3.1.2, 8.9

Patent Court, Bylaws on Case Assignment 8.3.1.4
Patent Court, Practice Directions for Civil Appellate Trial 8.6.1.1, 8.6.7.6, 8.8.1
Patent Court, Practice Directions for Revocation Trial 8.4.2.6, 8.4.2.7
Prosecutors’ Office Act 8.9.3

Seoul Central District Court, Procedural Guidelines for Intellectual Property Litigation 8.6.1.1, 8.6.7.6
Supreme Court, Regulations on Establishment and Operation of the International Division 8.3.2.2

Trademark Act 8.6.2

Unfair Competition Prevention and Trade Secret Protection Act 8.6.9.2
Art 14-4 8.6.9.2

US martial law, Order no. 91 8.1.1
Utility Model Act 8.6.2, 8.7.2

United Kingdom (Chapter 9)
Act of Sederunt (Rules of the Court of Session 1994) 9.3.1.4

Civil Jurisdiction and Judgments Act 1982 9.1.1.2
Civil Justice Council, Guidance for the Instruction of Experts in Civil Claims (Aug. 2014) 9.6.8.2
Civil Procedure Rules (CPR) 9.1.1.2, 9.3.1.2, 9.6–9.8

Part 63, Practice Direction 63 9.1.1.2, 9.3.1.2, 9.9.1.1, 9.9.4.1, 9.9.5, 9.9 12
Courts and Tribunals Judiciary, Patents Court Guide (2022) 9.1.1.2, 9.3.1.2, 9.6.4.1, 9.6.10, 9.6.13.2, 9.6.16, 9.9.1.1

HM Courts and Tribunals Service, Chancery Guide (2022) 9.1.1.2, 9.9.1.1
HM Courts and Tribunals Service, Intellectual Property Enterprise Court Guide (2022) 9.1.1.2, 9.9.1.1, 9.9.4.1, 

9.9.4.2, 9.9.6

Intellectual Property (Enforcement, etc.) Regulations 2006 9.1.1.2, 9.3.1.4, 9.7.2
SI 2006/1028 9.1.1.2, 9.3.1.4, 9.7.2

Patents Act 1977 9.1.1.2, 9.1.1.3, 9.2, 9.4
Schedule 4A 9.1.1.2
S 14 9.1.1.3
S 60 9.1.1.3, 9.5
S 61 9.5, 9.7.3
S 70 9.5.5
S 71 9.5.4
S 72 9.1.1.3, 9.2, 9.4
S 75 9.4, 9.6.6
S 97 9.2
S 125 9.1.1.3, 9.5.2
S 128B 9.1.1.2
SS 1-6 9.1.1.3

Patents (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 9.1.1.2
Patents Court, Patents Court Guide, Annex D: Practice Statement: Listing of cases for trial in the Patents Court 9.3.1.2
Patents Rules 2007 9.1.1.2, 9.2

Senior Courts Act 1981
S 37 9.7.1
S 70 9.3.1.2



lvUnited States (Chapter 10)
Administrative Procedure Act (APA) 10.2.2.4, 10.12.2.5.4, 10.12.2.10.4, 10.12.3, 10.15
America Invents Act 2011 (AIA) 10.1.1.2, 10.1.1.7, 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.3.3.3, 10.4, 10.6.13.2

18 10.2.1
135 10.2.1

Biologics Price Competition and Innovation Act (BPCIA) 10.6.13.5, 10.13.2, 10.13.2.2, 10.15

Constitution 10.1, 10.2.3, 10.6.13
Seventh Amendment 10.1.1, 10.2.3, 10.3.2

Federal Courts Improvement Act 1982 10.1.1.5
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 10.1.1.6
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (FRCP) 10.6.5, 10.6.6.1, 10.6.6.2, 10.6.6.3, 10.6.7.2, 10.10.1.1, 10.12.2, 10.15

6(b) 10.6.13.6
9(b) 10.5.3.2, 10.6.5
12(b) 10.6.6.3, 10.15
12(c) 10.6.6.3
13(a) 10.6.5
16 10.6.6, 10.6.13.2.3
24 10.12.2.5.8, 10.15
26 10.6.6, 10.6.8, 10.6.10.3, 10.6.12
30(a) 10.6.8.4
33(a) 10.6.8.3
42(b) 10.6.13.1
48 10.3.2, 10.6.13.2.3
49(b) 10.6.13.4
50 10.6.13.3, 10.6.13.6
52 10.6.13.5
53 10.3.2, 10.6.11
54(d) 10.7.2.4
56(a) 10.6.9, 10.15
59(b) 10.6.13.6
60(b) 10.6.13.6
65 10.6.7

Federal Rules of Evidence (FRE) 10.3.2, 10.6.4, 10.6.6.2, 10.6.10, 10.6.11, 10.15
408 10.6.4, 10.6.6.2, 10.6.10
702 10.6.10, 10.15
704 10.6.10.2
705 10.6.10.2
706 10.3.2, 10.6.11
1006 10.6.10.3

Hatch-Waxman Drug Price Competition and Patent Term Restoration Act 1984 10.1.1.6, 10.6.13.5, 10.13.2, 10.15

Intellectual Property and Communication Omnibus Reform Act 1999 10.2.1

Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act 1988 10.12.1

Patent Act 1790 10.1.1.2
Patent Act 1793 10.1.1.2
Patent Act 1836 10.1.1.2
Patent Act 1870 10.1.1.2
Patent Act 1952 10.1.1.2, 10.1.1.4

Sherman Antitrust Act 1890 10.1.1.3

Tariff Act 1930, s 337 10.12 Ta
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lvi Title 19 of the U.S. Code (Customs and International Trade) 10.12.1.1, 10.12.1.3, 10.12.2.2
Title 35 of the U.S. Code (Patents) 10.1.1.2, 10.2.1, 10.2.2, 10.5.2, 10.5.3, 10.6.5, 10.6.7, 10.6.10.4,  

10.6.13.1, 10.7, 10.12.1.3, 10.12.2.6, 10.15
6 10.2.3
24 10.15
101 10.6.6, 10.6.6.3
102-03 10.2.2.5, 10.15
103 10.1.1.4
134 10.2.2.2
135 10.2.1.3, 10.2.2.6
141 10.2.2.4.4, 10.3.1, 10.15
145 10.3.1
251 10.2.2.1
251-252 10.2.1
257 10.2.1, 10.2.2.3
271 10.5.3.2, 10.6.6.3, 10.12.1.2.3, 10.12.1.3, 10.13.2.1.4.1, 10.13.2.2.2
282 10.6.10.2, 10.6.10.4
283 10.6.7.1.5, 10.12.2.6
284 10.7.2.2
287 10.6.5
301-02 10.2.2.2
303 10.2.2.2
304 10.2.2.2
305 10.2.2.2
306 10.2.2.2
301-07 10.2.1
311 10.2.2.4
311-19 10.2.1, 10.2.1.3
314 10.2.2.4, 10.2.2.4.2, 10.3.3.3
315 10.2.2.4.1, 10.2.2.4.3.5, 10.2.2.4.5
316 10.2.2.4.3.7
321 10.2.1.3, 10.2.2.5
321-29 10.2.1
324 10.2.2.5

Trade Act 1974 10.12.1.1

Uruguay Round Amendments Act 1994 10.12.1.1

The Boards of Appeal of the European Patent Office (Chapter 11)
Rules of Procedure of the Boards of Appeal 2020

Art 1 11.6.2.2, 11.6.5.4
Art 5 11.6.5.1
Art 6  11.6.9.2
Art 10 11.6.5.1, 11.6.5.2
Art 12 11.6.1, 11.6.3.1, 11.6.3.2, 11.6.4
Art 13 11.6.3.2, 11.6.4
Art 15 11.6.8.1, 11.6.8.2, 11.6.8.3, 11.6.8.4, 11.6.9.1, 11.6.9.2, 11.6.9.3
Art 16 11.6.10
Art 17 11.6.5.3
Art 21 11.3.2.3

see also European Instruments, Convention on the Grant of European Patents (European Patent Convention (EPC))
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Dr. Grosch has authored books, treatises, and articles on patent law and civil procedure.

Mr. Klaus Haft As a German qualified attorney (Rechtsanwalt) and physicist (Master’s degree), 
Mr. Klaus Haft is a trial lawyer in the field of intellectual property law with particular emphasis 
on patent litigation. In addition, he advises on license agreements, research and development 
agreements, the law on employee inventions, and trade secrets. Mr. Haft studied in Würzburg 
and Munich. He wrote his diploma thesis at the European Organization for Nuclear Research 
(CERN), in Geneva. Mr. Haft has served as a member of the Board of the European Patent Lawyers 
Association (EPLAW) for seven years, the last two as its President, and currently serves as a 
member of the advisory board. In addition, he is President of the Licensing Executives Society 
(LES) Germany and a member of the Executive Board of the Munich IP Dispute Resolution Forum.

Dr. Julia Nobbe is Of Counsel at the Mannheim office of Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, 
LLP, and has developed an expertise in German patent litigation. She represents clients in 
patent infringement and nullity proceedings before the courts of first instance and before the 
courts of appeal. Dr. Nobbe graduated from the University of Konstanz, where she also worked 
as a research assistant at the Chair of Professor Dr. Karl-Heinz Fezer, before starting her legal 
clerkship at the Higher Regional Court of Karlsruhe. She obtained her doctorate degree (summa 
cum laude) from Munich University and has published on the subject of patent litigation in 

http://www.kluwerpatentblog.com
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lxii Germany. Dr. Nobbe’s varied practice includes working in international law firms, in a law firm 
that exclusively represents clients before the German Federal Court of Justice, and as in-house 
legal counsel in the intellectual property department of an international chemical company.

Judge Peter Tochtermann was appointed in 2022 as Judge of the Court of First Instance (local 
division Mannheim) of the Unified Patent Court and a member of its Presidium. Prior to this 
appointment, he served on the Regional Court of Mannheim, including as Presiding Judge of 
the Patent Chamber, and as a Mediator Judge. He also sat on the Patent Senate of the Higher 
Regional Court of Karlsruhe and served as a clerk of the German Federal Court of Justice. Judge 
Tochtermann has worked as a Research Fellow and Visiting Scholar at a number of institutions 
such as the Program on Negotiation at Harvard Law School. He holds a PhD in law from the 
University of Heidelberg, where he serves as a lecturer for IP law and is the recipient of several 
academic achievement awards.

India (Chapter 6)

Justice Madan B. Lokur (ret.), a graduate of Delhi University, was enrolled as a lawyer in 1977 
and, in 1997, was designated a Senior Advocate. He was appointed Additional Solicitor General of 
India and a Judge of the Delhi High Court (1999). His judicial appointments include Acting Chief 
Justice of the Delhi High Court, Chief Justice of the Gauhati and Andhra Pradesh High Courts, the 
Supreme Court of India (2012–2018) and the Supreme Court of Fiji (2019). Justice Lokur served 
as: chairperson of the Supreme Court Mediation & Conciliation Project Committee; judge of the 
Supreme Court E-Committee for the computerization of the Indian courts; a one-man committee 
to improve the working of homes and organizations under the Juvenile Justice Act and Rules; and 
Executive Chairman of the Supreme Court Legal Services Committee and National Legal Services 
Authority. Currently, he has a professional chamber practice and is an independent arbitrator.

Justice Gautam Patel was appointed a judge of the Bombay High Court in 2013. Before taking 
judicial office, he practiced civil, commercial law and environmental law at the Bombay High 
Court and in the Supreme Court. In 2015, he was one the three persons from India cited among 
the 50 most influential persons in IP law by Managing IP. For nearly three years, he handled the 
bulk of the intellectual property work in the Bombay High Court and has delivered judgments on 
copyright, trademark, designs and patent law.

Justice Manmohan Singh (ret.) was the Chairman of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board in 
New Delhi until his retirement in 2019. He was appointed judge of the High Court of Delhi in 2008 
and served until his retirement in 2016. Justice Singh began his career as an advocate in 1980 and 
practiced trademark, copyright, and patent matters in the Delhi High Court and Supreme Court 
of India. He has attended many national and international seminars and presented a number of 
papers on intellectual property issues.

Justice Prathiba M. Singh was elevated as Permanent Judge of the High Court of Delhi in 2017. 
She joined the Bar in 1991 and appeared before the Supreme Court of India, High Court of 
Delhi, Telecom Disputes Settlement and Appellate Tribunal (TDSAT), IP Appellate Board (IPAB), 
and Indian Patent Office. Her advisory work includes streamlining the Copyright Office (amicus 
curiae, High Court of Delhi), streamlining patent examination processes (member, High-Level 
Committee), and intellectual property legislative amendments (Parliamentary Committees). Her 
honors include awards for best IP lawyer, Managing IP’s Asia Women in Business Law Award, 
and the 30 Most Powerful Business Women in India in 2018. After obtaining her LLB from the 
University Law College, Bangalore, Justice Singh received her LLM (ODASSS scholarship) from the 
University of Cambridge, where the Prathiba M. Singh Scholarship for LLM students was created 
in 2013. She serves on their Circle of Advisors for India.

Japan (Chapter 7)

Mr. Jonathan Dobinson is an Australian lawyer and adjunct researcher at the Research Center 
for the Legal System of Intellectual Property, Waseda University, Tokyo. He obtained Bachelor 
of Arts and Bachelor of Law degrees from the University of Wollongong, Australia; a Master’s 
degree in intellectual property from Hongik University, Republic of Korea; and is admitted as 
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 lxiiia lawyer in Australia. For over 25 years, he has provided legal policy, communications, and 
international relations advice to organizations in Australia and Asia, including as a senior lawyer, 
director of research and director of communications for Australian government agencies; as a 
consultant to Republic of Korea government agencies; and as a project manager, researcher, 
and editor for Japanese universities. His publications include History of Design and Design Law: An 
International and Interdisciplinary Perspective (Springer 2022), as a co-editor and co-author.

Mr. Makoto Hattori was admitted to the Japanese Bar and joined Abe, Ikubo & Katayama 
in 1998. In 2001, he was seconded to the Intellectual Property Policy Office in the Ministry 
of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI). From 2002 to 2004, after completing an LLM at the 
University of Pennsylvania Law School, he worked as a visiting researcher at the Max Planck 
Institute for Intellectual Property and Competition Law. He was admitted to the New York Bar 
in 2003. Mr. Hattori’s areas of expertise include litigation and contracts concerning patents, 
copyright, trademarks, and unfair competition law. His other roles include adjunct instructor 
at the Graduate School of Science and Technology, Keio University, from 2007 to 2018; visiting 
professor at the Graduate School of Law, Kobe University, since 2016; and Chairperson of the 
Intellectual Property Center of the Japan Federation of Bar Associations (JFBA) in 2021.

Ms. Izumi Hayashi is a founding partner of Sakurazaka Law Offices. She graduated from Waseda 
University Faculty of Law, and after passing the bar exam in 1983, worked as a public prosecutor 
before registering as an attorney with the Tokyo Bar Association. After working at a Tokyo-based 
law firm with an international practice and a U.S. law firm in San Francisco, she was a partner at 
Eitai Sogo Law Office (Tokyo) from 1993 to 2014. Ms. Hayashi has served as the President of the 
Japan Intellectual Property Arbitration Center (2011–2012) and the Chairperson of the Intellectual 
Property Committee of the Japan Federation of Bar Associations (2013–2014). She is also the 
Executive Director of IP Lawyers Network Japan, an outside director of several listed companies, a 
member of the Regulatory Reform Council of the Cabinet Office, and a member of the Intellectual 
Property Strategy Headquarters of the Cabinet Office.

Ms. Mami Hino is a Japanese patent attorney and a partner at Abe Ikubo & Katayama. She 
is admitted to practice in New York and has represented the world’s leading technology 
companies for many years in litigation and transactions. Ms. Hino’s practice is focused on 
invalidity trials and resultant IP High Court appeals, cross-border infringement litigation, 
strategic patent prosecution, client counseling, and opinions. Due to her background 
as a registered pharmacist, Ms. Hino has extensive experience representing innovative 
pharmaceutical companies to protect their patents, including by filing patent term extension 
applications, defending patents in invalidity trials and IP High Court appeals, and filing 
preliminary injunction requests and patent infringement suits against generic drug companies. 
She obtained a Bachelor of Science degree in pharmaceutical sciences from Kyoto University 
and a JD from Seton Hall University School of Law.

Mr. Yoshinori Horigome is a founding partner of Sakurazaka Law Offices. He has extensive 
experience advising on intellectual property matters, including patent, copyright, trademark 
and unfair competition law. He also practices in the areas of corporate and commercial law 
(specifically with respect to employment and contract law issues) as well as litigation. Mr. 
Horigome has represented various companies and individuals in Japan in a variety of industries, 
including trading, computer software, communications, chemicals, construction and art. He has a 
Bachelor of Mathematics from the Tokyo Institute of Technology, one of Japan’s most prestigious 
national universities of science, and holds an LLM degree from Duke University School of 
Law (2004).

Mr. Eiji Katayama is an experienced practitioner of patent litigation in Japan. He 
received a Bachelor of Engineering from Kyoto University in 1973 and a Bachelor of Law 
from Kobe University in 1982. He joined Abe, Ikubo & Katayama in 1984 and has been a 
partner since 1991. He is admitted to practice in Japan and in New York. He has worked 
with the pharmaceutical industry and represented clients in many patent infringement 
cases concerning various technical fields. Mr. Katayama has served as President of the 
International Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI) Japan, the 
Chairman of the Intellectual Property Committee of the Japan Bar Association, and 
the President of the Tokyo IP American Inns of Court. He is a professor at the Munich 
Intellectual Property Law Center (MIPLC) where he teaches Japanese patent law.
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lxiv Judge Takafumi Kokubu graduated from the Faculty of Law, University of Kyoto. He served 
as a judge of the Tokyo District Court (Intellectual Property Division, 2005–2007) and of the 
Intellectual Property High Court (2019–2020). Since 2020, he has been the Presiding Judge of the 
Intellectual Property Division of the Tokyo District Court and a member of the Trademark System 
Subcommittee of the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI). While serving as a judge, 
he was posted to Hanoi, Viet Nam, as a long-term expert on the Japan International Cooperation 
Agency project and assisted the legal and judicial development of Viet Nam for two years.

Mr. Toru Matsuoka graduated from the University of Tokyo and joined the Japan Patent Office 
(JPO) in 2003. From 2003 to 2022, he worked in various roles, including Patent Examiner and 
Administrative Patent Judge in the field of Polymer chemistry, Electrochemistry, Biotechnology; 
Deputy Director, Legislative Affairs Office (Patent Act, etc.); Deputy Director, Examination 
Standards Office (Patent Examination Guidelines etc.); and Deputy Director, Trial and Appeal 
Division. Since April 2022, he has been the Associate Managing Examiner, Material Processing 
Division, and has been responsible for examination management issues in the JPO.

Professor Christoph Rademacher is at Waseda University School of Law. He teaches graduate- 
and undergraduate-level courses in the field of business law and intellectual property law, 
in both Japanese and English. His research focuses on the protection of technical innovation 
by means of patents and other rights. His publications include Patent Enforcement in the USA, 
Germany and Japan (Oxford University Press, 2015) as a co-author; Japanese Design Law and Practice 
(Wolters Kluwer, 2021); and History of Design and Design Law: An International and Interdisciplinary 
Perspective (Springer, 2022) as a co-editor and co-author. He was the recipient of the 2019 Waseda 
University Research Award for High-Impact Publications. He is admitted to practice in New York and 
in the Republic of Ireland. He obtained his first degree in business and law and his doctorate degree in 
law from the University of Siegen, Germany, and an LLM from Stanford Law School.

Ms. Yuriko Sagara studied at the University of Tokyo Faculty of Law (LLB) and the Legal 
Training Institute, and on graduation passed the Japanese Bar Examination. She went on to 
be admitted to the New York State Bar after additional studies at Duke University School of 
Law. Ms. Sagara has been a partner at Nakamura & Partners since 2013. She has experience 
in a wide variety of intellectual property legal areas, especially intellectual property litigation 
and contracts. She is a member of various organizations and committees, such as the 
Intellectual Property Center of the Japan Federation of Bar Associations ( JFBA), the Copyright 
Law Association of Japan, the Japan Trademark Association, and the Asia Patent Attorneys 
Association, among others. She has also served as a panelist at the Judicial Symposium on 
Intellectual Property several times.

Mr. Yasufumi Shiroyama is a partner at Anderson Mori & Tomotsune, a general practice law firm 
in Tokyo comprising over 420 lawyers and patent attorneys. He graduated from the University of 
Tokyo, Faculty of Law in 1992 and was admitted to the bar in 1994. He also obtained an LLM from 
University of California Davis Law School. Mr. Shiroyama has focused on domestic and global 
intellectual property dispute resolution in various forms, including patent, trademark, copyright 
and trade secrets. His practice also includes the transactional aspects of intellectual property, 
such as licensing and assignment. In addition, from 2004 to 2022, Mr. Shiroyama taught courses, 
including on intellectual property law, at the University of Tokyo School of Law, and in 2017, he 
served as Chairperson of the Intellectual Property Committee of the Japan Federation of Bar 
Associations (JFBA).

Chief Judge Ryuichi Shitara (ret.) graduated from the Faculty of Law, University of Tokyo. 
He served as a judge of the Tokyo District Court (Intellectual Property Division, 1979–1983, 
1986–1990, 1993–1997) and Tokyo High Court (Intellectual Property Division, 2001–2004). From 
2004 to 2007, Judge Shitara was the Presiding Judge of the Intellectual Property Division of the 
Tokyo District Court, and from 2011 to 2014, Presiding Judge of the Tokyo High Court and the 
Intellectual Property High Court. From 2014 to 2017, he served as Chief Judge of the Intellectual 
Property High Court. While serving as Presiding Judge and Chief Judge, he adjudicated 
four Grand Panel cases, including the famous standard essential patent and doctrine of 
equivalents cases. After retiring from the Court, he was an attorney-at-law (Mori Hamada & 
Matsumoto, 2017–2018) and is currently Joint Partner & Chairman (SOEI Patent & Law Firm, 
from 2018–present).
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 lxvJudge Aya Takahashi graduated from the Faculty of Law, University of Tokyo, and holds an 
LLM from Harvard Law School. She served as a judge of the Tokyo District Court (Intellectual 
Property Division) from 2013 to 2016, and as a judge of the Intellectual Property High Court from 
2018 to 2021. During her time at the Intellectual Property High Court, she served as a member of 
the panel in a Grand Panel case concerning the calculation of the amount of damages in patent 
infringement cases. Judge Takahashi currently serves as a presiding judge of the medical division 
of the Sendai District Court.

Mr. Hideki Takaishi is an attorney at law and patent attorney at Nakamura & Partners (since 
2002) and focuses on industrial property rights law, trademark law, design law, unfair competition 
prevention law, copyright law, antimonopoly law (antitrust), contract law, joint development and 
development consignment, corporate legal affairs and international transaction law. He graduated 
from the Faculty of Engineering at the Tokyo Institute of Technology and went on to complete 
his graduate studies there. Later, he studied at the Duke University School of Law, where, upon 
completion of his program, he passed the California Bar Exam. He also passed the U.S. Patent 
Exam. Mr. Takaishi is a member of various domestic and international organizations, including 
the International Association for the Protection of Intellectual Property (AIPPI) Japan, the Japan 
Academic Society for Ventures and Entrepreneurs (JASVE), and Japan Customs as an expert advisor.

Judge Koichi Tanaka graduated from the Faculty of Law, University of Tokyo. He was appointed 
a judge of the Tokyo District Court in 1995 and later as a judge of the Tokyo District Court 
(Intellectual Property Division) (2000–2003 and 2012–2013) and the Intellectual Property High 
Court (2006–2009). From 2013 to 2017, he was a Judicial Research Official of the Supreme Court 
(Civil/Intellectual Property). From 2019 to 2022, Judge Tanaka was the Presiding Judge of the 
Intellectual Property Division of the Tokyo District Court. He has adjudicated cases at the Tokyo 
High Court (Civil Division), Morioka District/Family Court, Saku Branch of Nagano District/Family 
Court and Naha Family/District Court. He was a visiting scholar at the State Court of New Jersey, 
United States of America (7 months) and the Max Planck Institute in Germany (6 months).

Mr. Koichi Tsujii graduated from the Faculty of Law, Chuo University (1979) and Cornell Law 
School (LLM, 1989). He is admitted to the bar in Japan and the State of New York. He has 
experience in a wide range of intellectual property areas, including patents, trademarks, 
copyright, and unfair competition, and he represents clients in matters relating to the 
enforcement of intellectual property rights. In particular, he has a wide range of experience in 
international patent litigation. Mr. Tsujii has been a partner at Nakamura & Partners since 1993. 
Since June 2019, he has been the President of the International Association for the Protection 
of Intellectual Property (AIPPI) Japan; and since October 2020, he has been a member of the 
Intellectual Property Mediation Panel appointed by the Tokyo District Court.

Mr. Masayuki Yamanouchi is a partner at Anderson Mori & Tomotsune, a general practice law 
firm in Tokyo comprising over 420 lawyers and patent attorneys. He holds a Master’s degree in 
science, and specializes in intellectual property matters and legal issues relating to cutting-edge 
technologies. Mr. Yamanouchi has been engaged in a number of patent infringement lawsuits 
and other intellectual property related matters for more than ten years. His main focus is the 
pharmaceutical industry, patent infringement actions, licensing negotiations, joint development 
projects and technology transfer projects. He has expertise and experience in other forms of 
intellectual property, including trademarks, copyright and trade secrets. In addition, with his 
experience in the U.S. (both at a law school and at a law firm focusing on patent matters), Mr. 
Yamanouchi provides advice to clients involved in patent lawsuits in the U.S.

Mr. Takashi Yamashita joined the Japan Patent Office (JPO) in 1988 after obtaining a Master’s 
degree in science in physics from the University of Tokyo. He worked as a Patent Examiner and 
Administrative Patent Judge in technological fields such as physics, optics, and semiconductors. 
He has also worked on various policy issues and international affairs projects related to 
intellectual property, including patent law revisions, and WIPO and WTO negotiations. Mr. 
Yamashita for WIPO as Director of Patent Cooperation Treaty International Cooperation from 
2010 to 2013. Afterwards, he took on various roles at the JPO: Senior Director, Applied Optics 
Division; Director, Trial and Appeal Division; Director General, Patent Examination Department 
in Electronics and ICT; and Director General, Trial and Appeal Department. He now works as a 
patent attorney after leaving the JPO in 2021.
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lxvi Republic of Korea (Chapter 8)

Mr. Sang-Wook Han is a senior attorney at Kim & Chang. He is one of the most experienced 
intellectual property lawyers in the Republic of Korea. For over thirty years, Mr. Han has advised 
multinational companies in worldwide patent disputes, IP portfolio management and major 
licensing negotiations. His expertise has been repeatedly recognized by Chambers, Who’s Who 
Legal and Managing Intellectual Property. He served as the president of the Korean Intellectual 
Property Lawyers Association and was a member of the National Intellectual Property 
Committee. He co-authored “Future of Intellectual Property Right” with Professor Nobuhiro 
Nakayama (published in the Republic of Korea and Japan in 2011). Mr. Han earned an LLB and an 
LLM from Seoul National University, as well as an LLM from Harvard Law School. He is a member 
of the Korean Bar and the New York Bar.

Judge Kwangnam Kim is currently at the Seoul High Court and was at the Patent Court 
until early 2021. During his years at the Patent Court, he also served as the Director of the 
International IP Law Research Center. He first took the bench in 2010 at the Daegu District Court 
and then the Suwon District Court. Judge Kim earned a Bachelor’s degree in law from Yonsei 
University and received an LLM Certificate in Law & Technology from Berkeley Law School. He 
also did fellowships as a visiting judge in the California Superior Court and the U.S. District Court 
for the Northern District of California. His published articles include The Challenges and Innovation 
of Patent Law in the AI Era (2021). He currently serves in the advisory committee of the Korean 
Intellectual Property Office.

Judge Kyuhong Lee is a Presiding Judge of the Seoul High Court. After taking the bench in 1995, 
he served as a judge at the Seoul High Court (Intellectual Property Division) and as a Presiding 
Judge at the Patent Court, among others. He also worked as a constitutional researcher at the 
Constitutional Court and taught judges at the Judicial Research and Training Institutes. He 
received two Bachelor’s degrees (Economics and Law) and his PhD in Intellectual Property Law 
from Yonsei University. He was a visiting scholar at the University of New Hampshire Franklin 
Pierce Law Center. Judge Lee served as the Chairman of Korea Patent Law Society. He authored 
Korean Business Law (IP chapter; published in the U.S. in 2010); Copyright and Infringement (2016) 
and articles, such as “A Review on the Environmental Right, Science & Technology and Patent 
System in Ecological Transition” (2021).

Ms. Unjung Park has mainly practiced intellectual property and product liability laws since 
joining Kim & Chang in 2022. She was previously a senior researcher at the International IP Law 
Research Center of the Patent Court, where she co-authored comparative research papers on 
indirect patent infringement and selection invention, and a Korean-English IP Law Dictionary. She 
published articles, such as “Evidencing Consumer Perception with Surveys” (2021) and “Revisiting 
Inventive Step Standard of Selection Inventions” (2022). Ms. Park received a JD from George 
Washington University Law School, an LLM from American University, and a BA in Economics 
from Yonsei University. She is a member of the New York Bar.

United Kingdom (Chapter 9)

Lord Justice Colin Birss was appointed as a judge of the Court of Appeal of England and Wales 
and as Deputy Head of Civil Justice in 2021. Lord Justice Birss was called to the Bar in 1990 and 
practiced in intellectual property law. In 2010 he became the judge of what is now the Intellectual 
Property Enterprise Court (IPEC) and in 2013 was appointed to the High Court.

Mr. Andrew Bowler is joint head of patent litigation at Bristows LLP in London. He has acted 
for clients in intellectual property disputes for 25 years at first instance, in the Court of Appeal 
and before the Supreme Court. Mr. Bowler’s cases have covered a wide range of technologies, 
including complex mechanical and FMCG products, pharmaceuticals, mobile phones, 
automotives, electronics and medical devices. He also frequently coordinates cross-border patent 
litigation. Mr. Bowler is often asked to comment and lecture on intellectual property issues and 
is a regular speaker at international conferences on strategic considerations for European and 
international patent litigation.
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 lxviiMr. Brian Cordery is a partner at Bristows. Since qualifying in 1996, Mr. Cordery has worked 
almost exclusively in the field of life sciences patent litigation, mainly for originators. Since 2001, 
Brian has authored an annual review of U.K. patent cases which is published in the CIPA Journal. 
Mr. Cordery lectures on patent litigation on the post-graduate diploma in intellectual property 
law and practice run by Oxford University and he presently sits on the Exam Board for this 
diploma. Prior to joining Bristows, Mr. Cordery studied law at Oxford University.

Ms. Anna Edwards-Stuart has a degree in Natural Sciences from the University of Cambridge 
and a doctorate in molecular biology from the University of Oxford. She was called to the Bar of 
England and Wales in 2002 and has practiced in intellectual property law in chambers at 11 South 
Square, Gray’s Inn, London since then. In 2019 she was appointed standing counsel to the U.K. 
Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs and Trade Marks.

Ms. Alice Hart was called to the Bar of England and Wales by the Inner Temple in 2018 and has 
practiced at Three New Square Chambers since 2019. Her practice spans all areas of intellectual 
property law, with a focus on patents. She has a First class degree in Biochemistry from the 
University of Oxford, and legal qualifications from City University London.

Ms. Roisin Higgins KC is a U.K. advocate, member of the Scottish Faculty of Advocates and a door 
tenant of 8 New Square, barristers’ chambers in London. She is a specialist in intellectual property 
and commercial law.

Ms. Morag Macdonald has been a partner in the Intellectual Property group of International 
law firm Bird & Bird since 1989. In that role she has conducted patent litigation in the UK and 
coordinated multi-jurisdictional patent litigation for over 30 years. She was co-head of the 
international IP group of Bird & Bird from 1995 to the end of 2022. She has a Master’s degree in 
Mathematics, Physics and Law from Newnham College Cambridge.

Madam Justice Denise McBride is a member of the Judiciary of Northern Ireland and a High 
Court Judge, dealing with civil, commercial and chancery matters, amongst other things.

Mr. Michael Tappin KC was awarded a first class degree in chemistry and a doctorate in 
biochemistry from the University of Oxford. He was called to the Bar of England and Wales in 
1991 and has practiced in intellectual property law in chambers at 8 New Square, Lincoln’s Inn, 
London since 1992. Between 2003 and 2008, he was standing counsel to the U.K. Comptroller-
General of Patents, Designs and Trade Marks. He took silk in 2009. In 2018, he was called to 
the Bar of Ireland and in 2021, was appointed as a Deputy Judge of the High Court of England 
and Wales.

United States of America (Chapter 10)

Professor Peter S. Menell is the Koret Professor of Law at University of California Berkeley 
School of Law, co-founder and Director of the Berkeley Center for Law & Technology, and co-
founder and Faculty Director of the Berkeley Judicial Institute. Professor Menell earned his SB 
from MIT, his PhD (economics) from Stanford University, and his JD from Harvard Law School. 
Professor Menell joined the law faculty at the University of California at Berkeley in 1990, where 
his research and teaching have focused on intellectual property law. Professor Menell has 
authored more than 100 articles and 15 books, including leading casebooks and intellectual 
property treatises.

Ms. Allison A. Schmitt is a Fellow at the University of California, Berkeley School of Law and the 
inaugural Director of the Berkeley Center for Law and Technology’s Life Sciences Project. After 
graduating with a JD from Berkeley Law in 2015, Ms. Schmitt clerked for Judge Stanley R. Chesler 
at the United States District Court for the District of New Jersey, and Judge Kathleen M. O’Malley 
at the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. She spent several years in private 
practice, focused on life science patent litigation, counseling and policy matters. Ms. Schmitt 
holds a PhD in chemistry from Duke University.
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lxviii The Boards of Appeal of the European Patent Office (Chapter 11)

Mr. Frédéric Bostedt is a legally qualified member of the Boards of Appeal of the European 
Patent Office. Previously, he was the Head of the Legal Research Service of the Boards of Appeal. 
Before joining the Boards of Appeal, he worked as a lawyer for the European Court of Human 
Rights in Strasbourg, France, and for the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia 
in The Hague, Netherlands. He obtained law degrees in Germany (Ludwig-Maximilians-University 
of Munich), New Zealand (LLM, Wellington Victoria University) and France (Master 2 Droits de 
l’homme, Université de Strasbourg), and a doctorate degree in Germany (Dr. jur.).

Mr. Nikolaus Obrovski was appointed as a legally qualified member of the European Patent 
Office Boards of Appeal in 2020. He entered the Austrian judiciary in 2003, working at various 
courts, including the Intellectual Property Division of the Commercial Court of Vienna, and 
received a lifetime appointment as a federal Austrian judge in 2008. Mr. Obrovski also worked 
as an Intellectual Property Attaché at the Permanent Representation of Austria to the European 
Union, as a legal adviser on intellectual property at the European Commission in Brussels, and 
as a lawyer in the Legal Services of the European Patent Office Boards of Appeal. Mr. Obrovski 
earned Master’s degrees in law and applied economics.



 lxixAbout the World Intellectual 
Property Organization (WIPO)

World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) is the global forum for intellectual property (IP) 
services, policy, information and cooperation. It is a self-funding agency of the United Nations 
with 193 Member States.

WIPO’s mission is to lead the development of a balanced and effective international IP system 
that enables innovation and creativity for the benefit of all. WIPO’s mandate, governing bodies 
and procedures are set out in the WIPO Convention, which established WIPO in 1967.

WIPO helps governments, businesses and society realize the benefits of IP. WIPO provides:

• a policy forum to shape balanced international IP rules for a changing world;
• global services to protect IP across borders and to resolve disputes;
• technical infrastructure to connect IP systems and share knowledge;
• cooperation and capacity- building programs to enable all countries to use IP for economic, 

social and cultural development; and
• a world reference source of IP information.

https://www.wipo.int/portal/en/


lxx About the WIPO Judicial 
Institute and the WIPO IP and 
Innovation Ecosystems Sector

The WIPO Judicial Institute works to strengthen judiciaries as part of the IP and innovation 
ecosystems in Member States. It fosters transnational dialogue on IP for the judicial community; 
conducts targeted studies to promote in-depth understanding of topics of relevance to the global 
IP judiciary; provides education and resources for IP judges, and through WIPO Lex, contributes 
to the wider availability of legal knowledge on IP-related treaties, laws, and judicial decisions.

The WIPO Judicial Institute is part of WIPO’s IP and Innovation Ecosystems Sector, which supports 
Member States in developing their IP and innovation ecosystems to drive economic growth.

The IP and Innovation Ecosystems Sector’s work also includes:

• support for researchers, innovators, and enterprises, including small and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs);

• IP commercialization for business growth;
• emergence of IP as an asset class;
• development of advisory expertise on national IP strategies;
• economic analysis on the role IP plays in promoting innovation and creativity; and
• strengthening alternative dispute resolution and the services provided by the Arbitration and 

Mediation Center.

https://www.wipo.int/about-ip/en/judiciaries/
https://www.wipo.int/wipolex/
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lxxii Foreword by WIPO

Patents tell the story of innovation today and the technologies of tomorrow. As well as serving as 
powerful catalysts for technology dissemination, business growth and economic development, 
their dynamic nature means that patent laws and jurisprudence must keep pace with ever-
changing circumstances.

Given this, patent disputes often take on a larger significance, requiring courts to be the final 
arbiters of issues with far-reaching legal, social and economic implications. Countries are 
therefore exploring new ways of enhancing the judicial administration of patent disputes, 
particularly through the introduction or amendment of specialized rules and practices.

Despite this, few publications address the procedural aspects of patent case management 
from a judge’s perspective. An International Guide to Patent Case Management for Judges aims 
to fill this gap. This is a comprehensive, accessible and practical guide, organized around the 
different stages of patent litigation in ten patent-heavy jurisdictions, but with applicability around 
the world

We are grateful to our esteemed group of authors comprising renowned judges, practitioners 
and academics for their outstanding contributions. We would also like to thank the 360 judges 
from almost 90 countries and six regional courts who participated in the 2021 WIPO Intellectual 
Property Judges Forum, under the special theme of judicial patent case management and which 
greatly informed the evolution of this Guide.

In particular, Judge Jeremy Fogel, Executive Director of the Berkeley Judicial Institute and 
Professor Peter Menell at Berkeley Law, have been formidable partners in conceiving and 
steering this document to publication. Their expertise and insight into judicial education and 
research have ensured that this is a meaningful and functional resource for judges worldwide.

WIPO’s vision is for a balanced and effective approach to intellectual property that works for 
everyone, everywhere. This requires that the judicial structures around IP respond effectively to 
the needs of each Member State while, at the same time, working harmoniously across territorial 
boundaries to engage with the demands of an interconnected and increasingly digital world. We 
hope that the Guide will promote greater knowledge, as well as the cross-pollination of judicial 
approaches and best practices as we work towards this important global goal.

Daren Tang
Director General
World Intellectual Property Organization



 lxxiiiForeword by Berkeley 
Judicial Institute

Since 2018, the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) has convened leading jurists 
representing more than eighty countries to discuss trends and developments in the law resulting 
from the increasingly global reach of innovation. WIPO’s annual IP Judges Forum has provided 
invaluable opportunities both for the exchange of views and for the development of collaborative 
relationships across countries and legal systems.

An International Guide to Patent Case Management for Judges, which owes its existence directly 
to dialogues that began at the WIPO IP Judges Forum, is the culmination of a remarkable effort 
on the part of prominent judges, noted practitioners, and leading legal academics representing 
ten dynamic and unique legal systems. Each national team has worked diligently to make the 
infrastructure and inner workings of its system for adjudication of patent cases transparent 
and understandable to those who otherwise might not be familiar with them. My University 
of California at Berkeley School of Law colleague, Professor Peter Menell, played a key role 
in framing the project. He and Berkeley Center for Law & Technology Fellow Allison Schmitt 
produced the U.S. chapter and supported the overall effort. Eun-Joo Min and her colleagues at 
WIPO have done a masterful job of editing the final product and organizing it in a way that makes 
it easily accessible to users.

Technological innovation is vital to economic and social progress, public health, and 
environmental protection. Patent protection plays a central role in promoting innovation, and 
as the impacts of innovation have increasingly transcended international boundaries, the need 
for a working familiarity with different national and sub-national patent systems has increased. 
Although their work often is the subject of international treaties and cooperation agreements, 
national patent systems, judicial institutions, and enforcement regimes vary significantly across 
jurisdictions. The overarching goals of this project are to enhance understanding of international 
patent protection, share best practices for improving patent case management, and promote 
international comity.

Among other things, the Guide explores, catalogs, and compares how major industrial nations 
structure their patent enforcement regimes: whether and to what extent judicial officers who 
adjudicate patent cases are required or expected to have relevant subject matter or technical 
expertise; whether determinations of patent validity and infringement are the subject of 
bifurcated or unified proceedings; the process and legal effect of judicial claim construction; 
and each system’s approach to pre-hearing investigation, including the role of the parties in 
presenting and arguing the significance of references to prior art. Each country has its own way 
of addressing these questions, and each has a wealth of experience and perspective as to which 
this Guide is intended to provide substantive and procedural details.

Each constituency within the scope of WIPO’s broader mandate will find value in these 
pages. Judges who preside over cases involving parallel proceedings in different countries 
will have access to more specific and practical information about how matters are handled in 
other jurisdictions and may bear upon their own adjudicative process. Lawyers and litigants 
considering the strategic interplay among cases in multiple countries involving the same 
technology will gain additional insight into the frameworks of the legal systems involved. And 
scholars who study patent litigation and its impact on technology and innovation generally will 
find experience-based detail not readily apparent in the language of statutes and treatises.



An
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l G

ui
de

 to
 P

at
en

t C
as

e 
M

an
ag

em
en

t f
or

 Ju
dg

es

lxxiv The Guide is also intended as a source of good ideas as nations and the global community 
struggle to address many of the greatest challenges, from climate change to pandemics. Even 
as each country has chosen to promote innovation in a manner that reflects its own history, 
culture and values, the success of WIPO’s annual IP Judges Forum has shown that judges truly 
value learning from each other. The wisdom and insights shared by the national teams that have 
contributed to this publication are likely to affect their international colleagues in subtle yet 
important ways.

Jeremy Fogel
Executive Director, Berkeley Judicial Institute
Former Judge and Director of the Federal Judicial Center  
in the United States of America




