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Editorial

s Japanese businesses continue to expand their global
presence, understanding how to protect and enforce
intellectual property (IP) rights across borders has never
been more essential. Managing IP’s Japanese Buyers’
Guide 2025 brings together insights from leading IP professionals
around the world, offering practical guidance to help Japanese
companies strengthen their IP strategies in key jurisdictions.

This year’s edition highlights how globalisation, technological
advances, and legal reforms are reshaping IP systems in Asia,
Europe, and Latin America. The guide is complemented by firm
and author profiles from regional experts, along with the latest IP
STARS rankings for selected markets, offering strategic insight and a
snapshot of the global IP landscape.

The guide’s coverage kicks off in Brazil, with Licks Attorneys
analysing reforms to the country’s patent procedures, including
new appeal and re-examination mechanisms. These changes aim to
increase transparency and accelerate examination timelines, creating
a more predictable system for patent holders — a key development
for Japanese innovators active in Latin America’s largest economy.

Cross-border collaboration and dispute resolution are gaining
in importance. The article from IP Work explores how Europe and
Asia are aligning their approaches to IP and alternative dispute
resolution (ADR). The author shows how ADR mechanisms such
as mediation and arbitration can provide Japanese businesses with
more efficient and flexible ways to resolve international IP disputes.

Two contributions from India focus on key issues for
technology-driven companies. Anand and Anand’s contributors
discuss how courts are balancing disclosure obligations and
confidentiality in standard-essential patent litigation, while the
Remfry & Sagar author considers how India’s strengthening trade
secrets regime is helping companies protect proprietary know-how.

In South Korea, the evolving doctrine of patent sovereignty
is testing how courts balance national innovation goals with
international cooperation. The article from FirstLaw PC examines
how globalisation is influencing judicial approaches, with recent
cases showing a growing willingness to interpret patent rights
through an international lens. The author outlines the implications
for Japanese companies operating in Korea’s competitive and
innovation-focused market.

Moving farther east to Thailand, the Satyapon & Partners
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From appeal to
re-examination:
impacts of new
Brazilian patent
rules

Two key patent ordinances are aimed
at reducing appeal backlog but risk
extending timelines for applicants,
say , ,
and of

n March 8 2024, the Brazilian Patent and Trade-

mark Office (BRPTO) published Ordinance

No. 10/2024, which outlines the guidelines for

processing appeals and other procedures. One key
change in the appeal process is that if the Board of Appeals
determines that the first instance failed to conduct a complete
or thorough technical analysis, the case must be remanded to
the first instance for further examination — referred to herein
as re-examination.

Following this, on May 27 2025, the BRPTO published
Ordinance No. 4/2025, which details the procedures for
handling patent applications remanded to the first-instance
re-examination. Relevant provisions of this new ordinance
include:

«  The grounds of the decision of the Board of Appeals
annulling the rejection decision are binding on the
first-instance examiners;

o  The first-instance examiners may raise new or different
objections and conduct new prior art searches;

o The application may not be directly rejected at first in-
stance; i.e., the applicant will still have at least one other
opportunity to respond to a new office action; and

. If a rejection decision is issued after an office action, the
applicant will have the opportunity to file a new appeal.
Analysis of the ordinances’ implementation
Since the publication of the BRPTO’s Ordinance No.

10/2024, the Board of Appeals has remanded 98 cases to the

first instance for re-examination (data collected until August

262025 based on the BRPTO’s Official Gazette).

In terms of technological areas, most remanded cases
fall within the life sciences art units. Specifically, over 65% of
these cases are concentrated in the following art units:

. DIALP (food, plants, and related fields), with approxi-
mately 37%;

«  DIFAR-Tand DIFAR-II (pharmacy), with approximate-
ly 17% of the cases; and

«  DIMOL (molecular biology and related fields), with
around 12%, as can be seen from the graph below.

The main grounds for remand include:

. Formal errors, such as the examination of an incorrect
set of claims or lack of clarity in the office action;

. Substantive examination errors, including misappli-
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Eduardo Hallak

Founding partner, Licks Attorneys
eduardo.hallak@lickslegal.com

Eduardo is a founding partner at Licks Attorneys and
head of the firm’s Sdo Paulo office. With over two
decades of experience, he is recognised as a leading
authority in complex litigation, particularly in patent,
competition, and regulatory matters within Brazil's
life sciences sector. Eduardo advises multinational
corporations on high-stakes disputes and strategic
issues involving intellectual property, technology
transfer, and market access.

Renowned for his expertise in patent litigation,
Eduardo has represented global innovators in
significant precedent-setting cases in Brazil,
shaping the legal landscape for pharmaceuticals,
biotechnology, and agriculture. His work combines
deep technical knowledge with a strategic approach
to enforcement and compliance, ensuring robust
protection of clients’ intellectual property rights in a
regulated environment.

Eduardo is actively engaged in advocacy efforts
aimed at strengthening Brazil's intellectual property
framework. He collaborates with organisations such
as CropLife Brazil and ICC Brazil, working to promote
palicies that foster innovation, fair competition, and
sustainable economic growth.

cation of patentability criteria or insufficient technical

reasoning; and
«  Lack of mature cause, meaning the case was not ready

for a final decision; for instance, if the set of claims

rejected contains subject matter that was not addressed

during the first-instance examination, or if the appellant
submitted a new set of claims with the appeal that intro-
duces subject matter not previously examined.

So far, 38% have already received a technical opinion
from the first instance during re-examination, as can be seen
from the graph below.

Upon return to the first instance, 95% of the cases were
re-examined by the same examiner who conducted the first
examination. This practice aligns with the new ordinance,
which recommends maintaining examiner continuity unless
impediments arise.

During re-examination, the examiners have resumed
the technical analysis focusing on the aspects identified by
the Board of Appeals in its decision. In several cases, this has
involved an assessment of the patentability requirements
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Rafaella Oliveira

Head of the Chemical and Life Sciences Patent Acquisition Practice, Licks Attorneys
rafaella.oliveira@lickslegal.com

Rafaella is the head of the chemical and life sciences
patent acquisition practice at Licks Attorneys. With
over 15 years of experience in intellectual property, she
specialises in the prosecution of patent applications at
the Brazilian Patent and Trademark Office (BRPTO),
particularly in the chemical field.

Rafaella handles the analysis and reporting of technical
opinions issued by the BRPTO, drafts responses to
comply with or contest these opinions, and prepares
third-party observations. She conducts prior art and
equivalent searches for Brazilian applications, as well
as freedom-to-operate searches. Additionally, Rafaella
prepares patent landscaping and technical opinions to
support case law.

She possesses extensive knowledge of Brazilian

intellectual property law, BRPTO normative
instructions, examination guidelines, and key
international intellectual property treaties.

in light of impeditive prior art documents that were not
previously considered, or that were identified after a new
search — carried out due to a recommendation by the Board
of Appeals. When necessary, new technical opinions have
been issued to address previously unexamined matter or
insufficiently reasoned aspects of the previous examination,
giving the applicant the right to submit its reply. In cases
where no further issues were identified, the application was
directly allowed.

On average, the first instance has taken approximately
five months to issue a new opinion or decision after receiving
aremanded case. Among these, DIALP is responsible for
the majority of reassessed cases that have already received a
technical opinion, accounting for approximately 55%.

Considering the past couple of years, patent applica-
tions falling within DIALP, DIFAR I/1I, or DIMOL receive a
first decision (first instance) about four to five years after the
examination request, and a final decision (second instance)
about four to five years after lodging the appeal against the
rejection decision.
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Bruna Luna

Patent Specialist, Licks Attorneus
bruna.luna®lickslegal.com

Bruna is a biology specialist at Licks Attorneys with

over 10 years of experience in plant biology and
biotechnologuy, including the study, analysis, and

research of technologies related to plant cell biology,

agronomy, and crop science.

Her intellectual property practice covers a wide

range of matters, focusing on the preparation and
prosecution of patent applications in Brazil. Bruna
works in accordance with the Brazilian Patent Statute,
the Brazilian Patent and Trademark Office’s normative

instructions, examination guidelines, and various
international intellectual property treaties.

Comment on the new ordinances

While ordinances No. 10/2024 and No. 4/2025 were re-
leased with the aim of reducing the BRPTO’s backlog, mainly
at the appellate level, in fact, they introduce new procedural
layers that may extend the overall timeline for obtaining a
patent in Brazil with all the back and forth of the application
from first and second instances.

Given that the average time from examination request
to final decision can reach up to 10 years in key technological
areas such as life sciences, the additional delay introduced by
the re-examination being carried out by the first instance may
undermine the applicants’ rights. This is particularly critical
concerning cases with limited remaining term, as nearly 40%
of remanded applications have less than five years left until
the patent expiry date, if granted, considering the limitation
of 20 years from the filing date.

8

Brunald. Licks AttorneysEHFE AR 1) X T
WEMEMZENAA T/ 00 —ICEVWTI0FEMU LD
BREBZHR5. EYMREYE. BZE. (EYRZICEETY
BRI D ABEZEFIELTVET,

MM EEFICEWVWTIE. TSDIIICH TS5 HES
BOERS SUCHBEFHEIZHROIC. BLEVEGHZED
W|oOTWVWET, TTVILEERA. TS VILESFEIERD
HESIETR. BEH MRS 1. SEERABNEESZNIC
ERLTEREZFITLTVED,

HESICOVLWTOOX R

AREL0S (20245FhRk) X VHE4S (20255 hk)
I& EICRAREPFILERPEICH T BBRPTOD R G HZ
BOHT2ENTRARINEILICH, RRICIZIE—F
CE_EBOB THENMERICITERTZ LT 7
STINICHITBHEFERISEE TO2 AN LR Z RS
LT EBFIBFHREIZEMLTLEOTVET,

SATHAIVRABREDETER M AT TIIEATSS
W ERIKREE TEHYIOEICRITREENH I
HEEZDE. B—BICLIZBEETELS TSRS
EIEE. HEADEFZEI LHIBEEA. CNUE
REFHRD RSN EZHICEVWTRIORZ A RBET
o HEEEAMS520F WS HRIGIREZE T 5. =
LERINT-HEO40%3. RICEFIMTE SN
CLTH. BFETHETSERBLIERINTLA
VIR T,

WWW.MANAGINGIP.COM



Your |P Is
~more than
- protected

7

iy A
- o W,
24 “H 4 -
o > TR s V2 -

I o
I . &

Excellence in Patent Prosecution

,;%

Top 1 lop 4 9%

THE LARGEST GROUP OF PATENT PROSECUTION FIRM IN ALLOWANCE RATE OF PATENT
PATENT SPECIALIST IN BRAZIL NUMBER OF PCT FILLINGS APPLICATIONS PROSECUTED BY US
Licks Attorneys boasts one of the “Licks sets a very high standard when it

|II

| . eie d comes to patent work in Brazi
argest patent aquisition an 'AM PATENT 1000
adjudication teams in Brazil. ) _
When we call on Licks Attorneys, we feel

that our satisfaction is their priority.”
Licks Attorneys is at the forefront P STARS

of Brazil’s most significant cases “The firm stands out for its efficiency, agility,
organisation and cost-effectiveness.”

across diverse industries, including
THE LEGAL 500

biopharmaceuticals,
“Licks Attorneys boasts significant strength in

innovative patent prosecution and enforcement.”

electronics, and automotive. CHAMBERS & PARTNERS

AT @R INE NS

agrochemicals, ICT telecom,

www.lickslegal.com WeChat: Licks Patent Firm



GREECE ¥Ui¥

Bridging IP and
ADR between
Europe and
Asia: insights
for Japanese
businesses

of explains how
Japanese companies can protect
intellectual property and resolve
disputes in Europe, with insights
on alternative dispute resolution,
patents, trademarks, and the
challenges of Al and cross-border
regulation

apanese companies have long been global leaders in

technology, innovation, and brand development. As

their businesses expand into new regions, safe-

guarding intellectual property (IP) and resolving
disputes efficiently become critical. Europe — home to diverse
markets, sophisticated consumers, and evolving legal systems
— has emerged as a key destination for Japanese firms. From
automotive and electronics to fashion, pharmaceuticals, and
digital platforms, Japanese enterprises increasingly seek to
protect and enforce their IP across the EU.

Yet the European IP landscape is complex. It combines
harmonised EU-wide rights with national systems, while dis-
pute resolution can take place in courts or through alternative
methods such as arbitration and mediation. For Japanese in-
house counsel, this dual complexity — both legal and cultural
— creates challenges but also opportunities.

This article explores practical considerations for Japa-
nese businesses when navigating IP and alternative dispute
resolution (ADR) in Europe. Drawing on the experience of
IP Work, a boutique practice based in Greece with a strong
cross-border focus, it highlights the systems, strategies, and
trends that matter most to Japanese stakeholders.

The EU IP landscape

The EU is unique in offering both supranational IP rights and
national protections. For Japanese businesses, understanding
this duality is essential.

The EU is the world’s largest single-market economy in
terms of population, with a massive consumer base totalling
450 million inhabitants (110 million more than the US),
offering across-the-board freedom of movement, standardi-
sation on laws and regulations, and a powerhouse for growth
and innovation. As the EU is home to 26 million businesses,
and has a GDP of €18 trillion, it is a safe and rewarding
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Eleni Lappa

Founder, IP Work
eleni@ipwork.gr

Eleniis an expert on intellectual property law in
Greece and the EU, and has a strong background

in international arbitration from her years in New
York, with a particular focus on the legal framewaorks
governing franchising, distribution, and commercial
agreements of international scope. She completed
her legal studies and training in London and North
Carolina, and has built her career at the intersection of
law, innovation, and international business.

Eleni’s professional background includes advising clients
on trademark prosecution, enforcement, and brand
protection strategies, as well as representing parties in
complex domain name disputes. She has also worked
on commercial contracts and corporate structuring, with
a growing specialisation in franchise models and the
challenges they present under Greek and EU law.

Fluent in Greek and English, and with professional
experience across multiple jurisdictions, Eleni
combines local expertise with an international outlook.
She is particularly interested in how new technologies,
arbitration mechanisms, and cross-border investment
trends shape the future of franchising and brand
development.

option for investing in a stable and open market with growth
potential for Japanese businesses both on B2C and B2B
levels.

Trademarks and designs

The EUIPO grants EU trademarks and designs, providing
protection across all 27 member states through a single
application. This system is attractive for launching products
or franchises in multiple local markets within the EU and
coexists with national trademark systems. Notably, local
systems may be strategically preferable in certain cases (for
example, to safeguard local brand variations or block compet-
ing filings).

It is noteworthy that rulings on EU trademarks within
the EUIPO framework are decisive on all 27 member states’
national trademark courts. As such, it is worth keeping track
of developments; including the following (from 2024-25),
with practitioner points on each one:

Morality/scandalous marks (‘Covidiot, EUIPO Grand

Board of Appeal (GBoA), Case R-260/2021-G, May

2024) - the GBoA upheld refusal under Article 7(1)

(f) of the EU Trademark Regulation (morality/public
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policy). The decision frames how freedom of expression
is weighed in trademark proceedings post-Fack Ju Gohte
and confirms that widespread debate does not neutral-
ise offence for a substantial part of the relevant public.
Practitioner point: expect closer scrutiny of neologisms
tied to sensitive public events.

«  Conversion and finality of decisions (EUIPO GBoA
reasoned opinion, Case R-497/2024-G, October 2024)
— this opinion clarifies that an EUIPO decision is not
final until the appeal period expires, which impacts
conversion timing and strategy when moving from EU
trademark to national filings. Practitioner point: docket-
ing and conversion playbooks may need updating.

«  Faceasatrademark (EUIPO GBoA interim decision
after a referral by the Second Board of Appeal, Case
R-50/2024-2, October 2024) — ongoing reference on
the registrability of a person’s facial depiction raises
fresh guidance on personality rights, distinctiveness,
and public interest. Practitioner point: watch for new
criteria on face marks (consent, scope, and conflict with
personality rights).

«  City symbols and bad faith (Verona iconic emblem,
EUIPO Board of Appeal, Case R-2061/2023-2, De-
cember 2024) — registration of a well-known municipal
symbol invalidated for bad faith. No monopolising of
civic emblems to free-ride on goodwill. Practitioner
point: expect quicker invalidity for public emblems and
heritage signs even without registered prior rights.

. Bad faith trendline (‘La Irlandesa), ‘Sandokan), EUTPO
Board of Appeal, Case R-1499/2016-G and T-47/24,
respectively) - EUIPO summaries (e.g., La Irlandesa,
Sandokan) emphasise objective circumstances (prior
dealings, blockage intent) over subjective motive.
Practitioner point: gather contemporaneous documents
(emails, orders, distributor agreements) to prove/de-
fend against bad faith.

Patents

Unlike trademarks, patents have traditionally remained

fragmented, generally requiring filings in individual

countries or via the EPO designating multiple states. The
recent launch of the unitary patent and the Unified Patent

Court (UPC) marks a turning point that promises to

change the patent landscape in Europe. Japanese com-

panies in pharmaceuticals, biotechnology, and high-tech
industries should closely monitor the UPC’s evolving

case law, as it will set precedents for cross-border patent

enforcement and revocation.

While currently in a seven-year transitional period,
still sharing jurisdiction in some cases with national courts
until the opt-in or opt-out time limit kicks in, the UPC has
already offered some very interesting case law. The cases
have highlighting the importance of having a centralised
and specialised patent court for unique IP rights such as
patents, which, unlike trademarks, always have a visible
expiry date.

The following are highlights from UPC patent case law
from 2024-25, with practitioner points on each one:

«  10x Genomics v NanoString (UPC Court of Appeal
(CoA), February 2024) - the first major CoA merits
ruling on preliminary injunctions (PIs). The Munich
Lower Division’s injunction was overturned, meaning
an applicant must show a “sufficient degree of certainty”
on validity and infringement. The decision underscores
Article 69 of the European Patent Convention on the
centrality of claim construction. Practitioner point:
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bring robust validity evidence at the PI stage; expert
testimony will not be sufficient to substitute clear claim
analysis.

«  Ortovox v Mammut (UPC CoA, September 2024) — the
CoA affirmed an ex parte PI from the Diisseldorf Lower
Division and signalled it will uphold swift injunctive
relief where urgency and the prima facie case are strong
(despite protective letter practice). Practitioner point:
protective letters must be substantive and timely to
avoid ex parte measures.

«  DPublic access to pleadings (Rule 262.1(b)) of the
Rules of Procedure of the Unified Patent Court;
Stadapharm GMBH v Accord Healthcare S.L.U.,, Accord
Healthcare Limited, Novartis AG, Accord Healthcare
BV, April 2025) - the CoA set criteria for third-party
access. The purpose of the request matters more than
the requester’s identity, with transparency balanced
against confidentiality. Practitioner point: plan
redactions early and expect more successful targeted
access requests.

«  Language of proceedings orders (UPC CoA orders,
Apple Inc. et al. v Ona Patents SL, August 2024) — courts
increasingly favour switching to the patent language
(often English), especially to avoid unfairness to SMEs.
Practitioner point: defendants should actively seek
language change under Article 49(5) of the Agreement
on a Unified Patent Court and Rule 323 of the Rules of
Procedure of the Unified Patent Court.

«  Edwards Lifesciences v Meril (UPC local division and
CoA, 2024-25) - a string of wins for the patentee, with
injunctions granted and the CoA addressing suspensive
effect and third-party/public health interests. Practi-
tioner point: public interest defences face a high bar;
settlements can be court-enforceable and equivalently
powerful to an injunction.

«  Claim construction is the court’s job (UPC CoA, Insulet
Corporation v EOFlow Co., Ltd., April 2025) — the UPC
stresses independent judicial claim interpretation. Ex-
perts assist but do not control scope. Practitioner point:
centre your briefs on intrinsic evidence and treat expert
reports as supporting actors.

Copuright and related rights

Copyright in the EU is governed by directives ensuring a
baseline of harmonisation. This is relevant for Japanese me-
dia, gaming, and technology firms distributing digital content
in Europe. The Digital Single Market Directive, for instance,
reshapes platform liability for copyright infringement — an
area that Japanese digital platforms must address.

Trade secrets and know-how

The EU Trade Secrets Directive, implemented into nation-
al laws, provides harmonised protection for confidential
business information. For Japanese companies entering joint
ventures, R&D collaborations, or technology licensing in
Europe, safeguarding know-how through trade secrets law is
as important as formal IP registrations.

Franchising and related IP rights

Many Japanese consumer brands, particularly in food and re-
tail, expand into Europe via franchising. This model depends
on trademarks, know-how, advertising rights, and contractual
safeguards. Understanding EU and national rules on unfair
competition and advertising is crucial to maintaining brand
reputation.
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Emerging technologies and Al

The EU is at the forefront of regulating AL The AT Act,
adopted in 2024, introduces obligations for developers and
deployers of high-risk Al systems. Japanese technology
companies offering Al solutions in Europe should prepare
for compliance requirements and consider how Al-generated
works fit into existing IP frameworks.

ADRin IP disputes

Litigation in Europe can be lengthy, expensive, and jurisdic-
tionally fragmented. For Japanese businesses accustomed
to efficiency and predictability, ADR mechanisms offer
significant advantages.

Arbitration

Arbitration allows parties to choose neutral venues, expert
arbitrators, and confidential proceedings. There are several
ADR administration organisations that manage cross-border
IP arbitrations. For disputes involving licensing, R&D collab-
orations, or franchising, arbitration clauses provide flexibility
and enforceability under the New York Convention.

Mediation

Mediation is increasingly encouraged by European courts
and institutions. It allows parties to preserve business
relationships while resolving disputes creatively. Japanese
companies, which often value long-term partnerships, may
find mediation especially suitable. Institutions such as the
EUIPO and WIPO actively promote mediation in trademark
and domain name disputes.

Domain name disputes

Cybersquatting remains a concern for Japanese brands ex-
panding internationally. The Uniform Domain Name Dispute
Resolution Policy (UDRP) and similar ADR mechanisms
provide fast, low-cost remedies for abusive registrations.
Having experienced counsel familiar with the UDRP and
European domain name extensions (.eu, national country
code top-level domains) is essential.

The ADR advantage

For Japanese businesses, ADR minimises the unpredictabil-
ity of navigating multiple court systems, reduces cost, and
secures neutrality. It also ensures confidentiality — vital for
protecting trade secrets or sensitive negotiations.

Greece as a gateway

Although Japan and Greece are geographically distant,
Greece offers a strategic bridge to the European legal and
commercial landscape.

Geographic and legal positioning

Located at the crossroads of Europe, Asia, and the Middle
East, Greece is an EU and eurozone member, subject to EU
IP legislation and harmonised rules. This makes it a reliable
jurisdiction for Japanese companies entering the wider
European market.

Cross-border expertise

Boutique practices such as IP Work are accustomed to
handling multi-jurisdictional issues — whether coordinating
EU trademark filings, enforcing rights across several states, or
representing clients in ADR and litigation with international
dimensions.
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New frontiers: Al, digital, and cross-border IP
The intersection of technology and IP law is particularly
relevant to Japanese innovators.

AlandIP

Europe is pioneering legal debates around Al-generated
works, inventorship, and accountability. Japanese companies
exporting Al solutions to Europe must prepare for regulatory
obligations under the AT Act and uncertainty about the IP
protection of Al-created assets.

Data protection and privacy

The General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) remains
abenchmark in global data protection. Japanese companies
collecting or processing personal data in Europe must comply
with the GDPR - particularly in the digital health, fintech,
and e-commerce sectors — to avoid penalties and fines.

Digital enforcement

Online marketplaces in Europe are under increased scrutiny
for counterfeits and unfair competition. Japanese luxury and
technology brands should leverage notice-and-takedown
systems, customs enforcement, and specialised litigation to
protect brand integrity.

Franchise and advertising trends

EU consumer law, unfair commercial practices directives,

and advertising rules affect how Japanese franchises market
themselves in Europe. Aligning brand messages with EU rules
ensures compliance and consumer trust.

Practical recommendations for Japanese

companies

Japanese enterprises that intend to protect and enforce their

IP across the EU should adopt the following practices:

1. Register early and broadly - secure EU trademarks and
designs at the outset. Consider supplementary national
filings in key markets. Monitor competitors’ filings to
prevent conflicts.

2. Integrate ADR clauses — include arbitration or me-
diation clauses in all cross-border IP, licensing, and
franchise agreements. Choose neutral venues and insti-
tutions with international credibility and recognition.

3. DProtect trade secrets proactively — use non-disclosure
agreements, technical safeguards, and contractual claus-
es to reinforce trade secret protection in collaborations
and joint ventures.

4. Anticipate digital and Al regulation — stay ahead of EU
developments in Al, digital markets, and data protec-
tion. Japanese innovators should adapt compliance
strategies early to avoid regulatory friction.

5. Choose the right advisers — engage boutique firms
with cross-border experience for tailored, practical
guidance. Large firms may offer scale, but boutiques
often provide efficiency, flexibility, and direct senior
involvement.

6.  Cultural awareness — recognise that European dispute
resolution can differ significantly from Japanese prac-
tice. Local expertise helps bridge cultural and procedur-
al gaps.

Key takeawaus

The European IP and ADR landscape is both challenging and
full of opportunity. For Japanese businesses, understanding
the interplay between EU-wide rights, national systems, and
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ADR mechanisms is key to protecting innovation and resolv-
ing disputes effectively.

Greece, through its strategic position and cross-border
expertise, offers a valuable entry point into this complex
landscape. Boutique firms such as IP Work demonstrate
how a client-focused, results-driven approach can deliver
practical solutions in even the most complex cross-border
matters.

By anticipating regulatory changes, safeguarding IP
assets, and leveraging ADR, Japanese companies can confi-
dently expand into Europe — turning potential challenges into
pathways for growth and innovation.
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The need
to balance
disclosure and

confidentiality
in Indian SEP
litigation
, ,and
of

examine a recent High Court
of Delhi decision that sheds light on
India’s evolving standard-essential

patent disclosure rules, with potential
implications for Japanese stakeholders

he High Court of Delhi has shaped the confidenti-

ality framework for standard essential patent (SEP)

litigation in an order dated September 22 2025. In

Nokia v Asustek, Nokia v Acer, and Nokia v Hisense
(CS(COMM) 643-645/2025), the court directed the patent
owner to disclose all its patent licence agreements (PLAs)
and allowed the defendants’ employees in the licensing team
to review those PLAs within a confidentiality club.

The court reasoned that the arrangement was necessary
for transparency and to ensure consistency in the disclosure
regime between the parties in the Indian litigation and in
foreign proceedings in Germany.

This article examines two key aspects of the decision:

o Whether a direction to file all the PLAs, instead of
comparable PLAs, is appropriate; and

«  Whether including licensing employees in the confiden-
tiality club sufficiently protects third parties’ commer-
cial information.

Disclosure of all PLAs is not required for
a comparability assessment

Requiring disclosure of every PLA risks diluting the focus of
a fair, reasonable, and non discriminatory (FRAND) analysis.
Courts usually determine a FRAND rate by examining com-
parable licences, not every licence in a portfolio. A compa-
rable agreement involves a licensee that is similarly situated
to the defendant in market position, geographical presence,
product type, and scope. One need not see the detailed terms
of each agreement to decide if it is comparable; the identity of
the licensee, its market position, and the scope of the licence
often suffice.

Assessment of a PLA's relevance must
precede a disclosure order

By compelling disclosure first and deciding relevance later,
the order reverses the normal sequence of assessing relevance

INDIA 1> F
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Pravin Anand

Managing partner and head of litigation, Anand and Anand
pravin(®anandandanand.com

Mr. Anand has earned the AIPPI Award of Merit and

INTA’s President’s Award, and has been recognised by

the Financial Times as one of the 20 most innovative

practitioners of the past two decades. He has appeared
in over 5,000 cases during 46 years of practice as an

intellectual property (IP) lawyer.

To his credit are patent lawsuits that transformed

India’s pharmaceutical and biotechnology enforcement
regime, including Merck v Glenmark, Roche v Cipla, and

the Monsanto case.

Mr. Anand has also broken new ground in Indian

IP jurisprudence with the country’s first anti-anti-
suit injunction (InterDigital v Xiaomi); a landmark
judgment on a product-by-process patent (Vifor

v MSN Laboratories); India’s first pro tem security
order, in favour of Nokia; the Nokia—Lenovo multi-
year, multi-technology agreement; a software
patent lawsuit conferring protection (the Ferid Allani
case); the development of a damages culture in
cases recognising punitive as well as compensatory,
exemplary, and aggravated damages (Philips v
AmazeStore); and India’s first post-trial standard-
essential patent judgment (Philips v Bhagirathi).

and materiality of a document first, before it is ordered to be
produced for inspection by the opposite party. One ought
not place the cart before the horse, by disclosing everything
under confidentiality and only then deciding what was perti-
nent. This could burden the court and parties with reviewing
many irrelevant contracts and slow the case.

Need for consistency in PLA disclosure
between Indian and%oreign courts

It is clear that one of the core rationales for the court to pass
this order was to ensure parity with the arrangement existing
in the German litigation between parties. However, if the
plaintiff was not ordered to disclose all its PLAs in Germany,
then it would appear uneven and asymmetrical for the plain-
tiff to be compelled to produce all its PLAs in India, and only
relevant comparable PLAs in Germany.

Procedural burden and delay

The disclosure of all PLAs opens up the possibility of
tactical misuse and delay by implementers. SEP litigation

is usually filed after some delay in licence negotiations and
after a certain degree of frustration on being unable to reach

JAPANESE BUYERS’

19

Pravin AnandEi&. AIPPITHHE. INTARREZSEH
Ly 712 2%)l s BRALZIRICED TRLEFHHAF
L L LTEFSN. EIAM IPOBREAD ZRT-LT1=4)
DAVRATHHDF T, HINEBYFELE L T46
FUULEDF ) 7 HEIEXZHRT. 50005 %BRE2EHEZF
BT HEHDORGOBRICEINLI-EEZFZ>TW
£ WIdFe. T T2 vil - BALZHEICKD @
E20FMICH T2 TRODEFNLEAELT Y T20A1 O
—ATHBZEFTFINTVET, ROEBEE LT, Merckxt
GlenmarkaFsi. RochexdCipladFsi. MonsantoaFaAL
WoTlo, 1V RICBITRHES S UNIATo/00—5
FOHITHEI OREAE —ES B TAFEFRRNHD. &
5(ZPfizer. BMS. AstraZenecaX\W\o>7cfb¥=#RIELT
ZLDFRABBHFHITTVET,

Hid1 > R TOMPIFAEEAICELTEZ OB %]
DF#EJ:Ei Lo EDRERHELT, 1Y RYIDKREFERZELE
4 (InterDigital®tXiaomizgksl) . 7O4 Y b\ 70O
T ZREFICH T EHA AR (ViforstMSN LabsEk
"‘) NokialcBF|E 531 Y RIIDEENREREM
. NokiaZ Lenovol#E] TOD#EEI T H L U EEES ,‘F’J
fR3& %fif%ié‘/7 b 7H5EFEREL (Ferid Allanik
) BEIMIEERER T TAHEEN. BRN. nE
FIEERELTROHZDOFNETELIIBEREEX
{EDIEA (PhilipstAmazeStoreskah) « 1 > RHIE %3
HHBDSEPHR (PhilipsidBhagirathisizn) % hizs
IFoNET,

BENDOREZFMICHERIIBERIDHDI A

. B S DOFIICPLADBEHEMFHEA N E

FICHARSE TETHEEYZHIMT2DIEIEREL
TELLHBOFEHA, BEO—EDRNIZ. RAICE
ROBEMCEEHZTELTH S BFHEEE
ICLBBEICEIT TSN TINE T, AKRZEHA
TERV. THaHE. H5PIHRISIETFREDT T
TIHN. CNUCE>TOHZHMENHIIND TS
MELWIER TIThnaiinidah £tA.

LDL. ENTIZHEHIFAIPEHEEICEoTEIBICR
D, FIMDECBD T, MZ OEBRBEZHZHE
BIBLICHRBD 5T,

o TETEBBHFTHE—HFERBOFINDITO

Nn356. BRENBPLAICIZ—BMENKE
HHFAN DB D%ZHTRANZIEHDO—DIFAR

T FMYDOHEEMEFRICHITBBFOEDRDHE
DG ERIRT B7cHTI, LA L. REDRFAYT

GUIDE 2025



INDIA 1> F

Vaishali Mittal

Senior partner, Anand and Anand
vaishalimittal@anandandanand.com

Vaishali is a senior partner at Anand and Anand with over
22 years’ experience advising and representing clients as
an intellectual property (IP) litigator and strategist.

Atrusted and well-recognised name in IP in general,

and standard-essential patents in particular, she has

to her credit several landmark matters, such as India’s
first judgment on a product-by-process patent (Vifor v
MSN Laboratories), India’s first pro tem security order
(Nokia v Oppo), and India’s first anti-anti-suit injunction
(InterDigital v Xiaomi), as well as key decisions equating

a species patent with a selection patent (AstraZeneca v
Natco) and addressing claim construction (ITW v Dabico).

Vaishali was also the strategic mind behind the Nokia—
Lenovo multi-year, multi-technology patent cross-
licence agreement.

an agreement. Litigation is meant to help the parties arrive
quickly at a decision on FRAND issues.

Instead of this, a calibrated approach, requiring disclo-
sure of licences that the court or experts deem comparable,
would better align with FRAND principles. Analysing
numerous PLAs will add time and expense. A determined
defendant will now demand access to all PLAs, and will seek
more time to analyse all PLAs before being ready to go to
trial on FRAND issues.

Usually, a request for discovery of all documents, and
not the relevant or material ones, is denied by courts as
constituting a fishing expedition, which will burden the court
and consume precious judicial time, which could be utilised
elsewhere.

Finally, broad disclosure hands the implementer sensi-
tive information beyond what is needed for the case. Licence
agreements can reveal pricing structures, projected volumes,
and technology plans of unrelated licensees. If a smartphone
maker learns through litigation that a rival will soon launch
avirtual reality (VR) headset, it could pre empt that launch.
Such knowledge goes beyond the narrow question of deter-
mining a FRAND rate.

Composition of the confidentiality club
The court allowed a defendant’s licensing executive to view
confidential PLAs, subject to informing each third party
licensee of Nokia. Under the scheme devised by the court,
if the third party agrees to proceed with licence negotiations
with the defendant after being informed that a certain em-
ployee of the defendant’s licensing team has already accessed
its PLA with Nokia, then it does so willingly.

However, this scheme may not fully address the
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Associate partner, Anand and Anand
siddhant@anandandanand.com

Siddhant is an associate partner at Anand
and Anand. He has been extensively
involved in some of the most complex and
globally watched matters before Indian
courts, which have returned landmark
orders, especially in the patent field
involving standard-essential patents and
fair, reasonable, and non-discriminatory
(FRAND) issues.
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prejudice caused to a third-party licensee as a result of the
disclosure of its information to individuals who have the
capability of causing significant changes through possessing
such information.

The third-party licensee stands to lose
market advantage

Licensing employees negotiate commercial terms and set
royalty strategies. Licence agreements contain detailed infor-
mation about royalties, payment structures, and sometimes
future product plans, launch dates, and/or anticipated sales
volumes. When licensing employees access these secrets, the
knowledge can unconsciously influence negotiations with
competitors.

Courts have recognised that information once known
cannot be unlearned. Even with undertakings, there is a risk
that the recipient will act upon knowledge of competitors’
rates or future projects, even if this is done without a con-
scious desire to do so, or without disclosing the terms of the
PLA that it has accessed.

How can this happen? In one hypothetical example,
imagine Licensee X’s agreement reveals it is preparing to
launch a VR headset or an autonomous vehicle next year,
which required a licence for certain SEPs. If Company Y
(the defendant) learns this through the confidentiality club,
Company Y could accelerate its own plans to launch a similar
product first, or adjust its pricing strategy, thereby stealing a
march on Licensee X — all based on information that Licensee
X assumed would remain sealed. This undermines the level
playing field in the market. This can be done without actively
discussing the terms of the PLA that Company Y’s licensing
employee has accessed.
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Global practices favour at least a narrow
restriction

Global practice tends to limit access to non licensing individ-
uals. In the UK, the courts debated the appropriateness of a
narrow versus wide form of an undertaking in InterDigital v
Oppo and, subsequently, in Nokia v Oppo.

A wide-form undertaking is the traditional undertaking
from a person who accesses third-party PLAs, confirming
that the person would refrain from any licensing activities
for, say, two or more years. A narrow undertaking requires a
commitment that the person would refrain from negotiating
with only the specific counterparties whose agreements that
person saw.

Based on the unique circumstances of each case, the
court may require a wide-form undertaking or a narrow-form
undertaking. However, at the very least, courts have rec-
ognised that persons who access PLAs must refrain from
engaging in licence negotiations with a counterparty whose
PLA they have seen. This way, at least the counterparty does
not go into negotiations with a handicap.

Is the ‘paragraph 32 scheme’ the perfect

balance of interests?

The ‘paragraph 32 scheme), as detailed in the above ruling,

attempts to mitigate risks by requiring that if the defendant’s

licensing representative accesses a third party’s PLA, that
third party must be informed of this fact.

In practice, this condition may offer cold comfort to the
affected third parties. Unlike a stricter ‘two-year embargo’
(which some confidentiality club orders have imposed) that
temporarily bars the viewing individual from engaging in
negotiations with certain counterparties, the court’s solution
here imposes no actual restraint on the defendant’s employ-
ee; it merely notifies the third party (counterparty) and leaves
the ball in their court.

The idea is that the third party, forewarned that the
negotiator knows their secrets, might choose whether to en-
gage with that person in licensing discussions. This, however,
could lead to problematic outcomes:

o  Ifthe third-party licensee is uncomfortable negotiating
with the defendant’s representative who has seen its
confidential licence terms, it will lead to a stalemate in
licensing discussions, and will stall the conclusion of a
FRAND licence agreement.

«  Evenif the third party does proceed with negotiations
after being notified, it does so at a distinct disadvantage.
The defendant’s negotiator comes to the table armed
with intimate knowledge of what that third party paid,
what terms it accepted, and possibly strategic intelli-
gence (such as the third party’s product plans or pricing
sensitivities) gleaned from the earlier agreement. The
third party’s bargaining power is undermined from the
outset. This kind of one-sided transparency can skew
outcomes in future licensing talks.

A more balanced standard of confidentiality should
exclude licensing personnel from accessing confidential PLAs
unless the patent owner voluntarily consents. If inclusion
of licensing personnel is necessary, the narrow form of
undertaking is appropriate to balance all parties’ interests
sufficiently.
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Guarding the
invisible: trade
secrets law in

India

of
outlines how Indian courts and
policymakers are shaping trade
secret protection through case law,
equitable principles, and proposed
legislation, as businesses face rising
digital threats and cross-border
confidentiality challenges

Contours of protection

As economies steadily shift towards knowledge-driven
industries in the digital age, the protection of intangible assets
— particularly information — assumes greater importance.

Unlike physical assets — which can be identified, public-
ly recognised, and registered — intangible knowledge-based
assets such as formulae, algorithms, chemical processes,
secret recipes, manufacturing blueprints, clinical trial data,
business strategies, cost and pricing models, projected capital
investments, inventory marketing strategies, and client data-
bases derive their worth specifically from being kept secret. A
famous example is that of Coca-Cola’s secret recipe, which is
very valuable and actively safeguarded through strong efforts
to maintain confidentiality.

India became the fourth-largest global economy in 2025
and is the world’s fastest growing major economy, with real
GDP growing at 6.5%. As the nation pushes forward with
programmes such as Make in India and Digital India, the abil-
ity to safeguard proprietary know-how has become closely
tied to innovation and long-term competitiveness.

Though India does not have a codified statute on
trade secrets, courts in the country have gradually evolved
a common law framework grounded in principles of equity,
contract, and breach of confidence to safeguard proprietary
information.

The primary foundation lies in private contracts.
Employers and businesses rely on non-disclosure agree-
ments, confidentiality clauses in employment contracts, and
restrictive covenants that limit the post-employment misuse
of sensitive information. Complementing this, Indian courts
have articulated equitable duties of good faith, recognising
that even without express contracts, confidentiality arises
where information is shared under circumstances implying
trust and confidence.

In Zee Telefilms v Sundial Communications (2003),
the High Court of Bombay clarified that the obligation of
confidence applies not only to the original recipient but also
to third parties who knowingly receive such information,
thereby extending protection against broader misuse. In this
case, the court held that protection under law is strengthened
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and settlement negatiations.

Mohini’s deep understanding of the Indian judicial

system and the complexities of trial comes from

first-hand involvement in a large number of cases
litigated before the Supreme Court of India, various
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High Courts, and the erstwhile Intellectual Property
Appellate Board. She understands the needs of clients’
businesses and crafts customised strategies for the

protection, maximisation, and enforcement of IP

when there is evidence that the original idea or concept was
disclosed in confidence to the defendants, who thereupon
developed and used it for their own commercial exploitation.

What constitutes a trade secret?

Whether certain information constitutes a trade secret de-
pends on the facts of each case. However, three elements are
critical for protection:

The information must be secret and not publicly

available;

« It must carry commercial value because of its secrecy;
and

It must be actively safeguarded by its owner.

Courts have also held that “routine day-to-day affairs of
[an] employer which are in the knowledge of many and are
commonly known to others cannot be called trade secrets”.

The Supreme Court of India, in the case of Niranjan
Shankar Golikari v Century Spinning & Manufacturing (1967),
has upheld the enforceability of post-employment confiden-
tiality obligations, clarifying that they remain valid so long as
they are designed to protect trade secrets rather than unduly
restrict professional freedom.

Subsequent cases have expanded on the ambit of what
counts as protectable information. In Bombay Dyeing and
Manufacturing v Mehar Karan Singh (2010), the plaintiff had
purchased software at a cost of INR 10 million and shared
a manual of customised software with several employees,
including the defendants. The defendant’s act of forwarding

rights.
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the software to a competitor of the plaintiff was held to be

trade secret theft. In this instance, the High Court of Bombay

outlined the following factors as relevant for classifying infor-

mation as a trade secret:

«  The extent to which the information is known outside
the business;

«  The extent to which it is known to those inside the
business; that is, by employees;

. The precautions taken by the holder of the trade secret
to guard its secrecy;

«  The economic advantage and the value to the holder in
having the information against competitors;

«  The amount of effort or money expended in obtaining
and developing the information; and

«  The amount of time and expense it would take others to
acquire and duplicate the information.

Furthermore, the court held that the absence of a spe-
cific clause on confidentiality in the agreement between the
plaintiff and defendant was not relevant as the latter’s conduct
was dishonest.

Trade secret protection provides a set of unique
benefits. In industries where innovation cycles are short and
technology evolves rapidly, companies rely on trade secrets
as a dynamic form of protection. Compared with other
intellectual property rights such as copyright, patent, or
design protection, one of its strongest advantages is that trade
secrets never expire. Protection depends primarily on internal
compliance mechanisms such as non-disclosure agreements
and robust data security systems.

High burden of proof

In India, trade secret litigation demands pleadings that clearly

and succinctly establish critical elements. The claimant must:

«  Identify the information or data that is intended to be
protected;

. Show its confidential nature;

o Assert proprietorship;

o Provide evidence of misappropriation; and

«  Demonstrate the resulting harm or damage suffered.

The burden of prooflies firmly on the claimant to
make out a prima facie case. In the case of Ambiance India v
Shri Naveen Jain (2005 ), the High Court of Delhi denied an
injunction to the plaintiff as the plaint did not specify the
information that was sought to be protected as a trade secret.
However, the dilemma of how much to disclose is a real one.
If the trade secret or confidential information is disclosed
with a considerable degree of detail in the plaint, then the
lawsuit itself can compromise its secrecy and confidentiality,
rendering the suit counterproductive to the objective of
protecting the trade secret.

That said, here the court clarified that in a company,
employees discharging their duties come across several pieces
of information and not all information is a trade secret. For
instance, if an employee has acquired business acumen or
learnt ways of dealing with customers or clients, the same
may not be regarded as secret. Furthermore, employment
contracts prohibiting an employee from taking up employ-
ment with any past, present, or prospective customer of the
employer for the next two years are an ‘arm-twisting tactic)
and such contracts are against public policy and void.

Misappropriation of a trade secret is understood
broadly as the unauthorised acquisition, use, or disclosure of
confidential information. Notably, Indian courts do not auto-
matically presume that former employees will misuse propri-
etary information after leaving a company. The High Court of
Delhi has recently clarified this position in two rulings.
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Key cases and judicial clarifications

In a significant case involving trade secrets in a client
database and copyright in artistic works, Arjan Dugal &
Anr. v Shubham Gandhi & Anr. (2025), the High Court of
Delhi granted an ex parte ad interim injunction restraining
the defendants from manufacturing, selling, or marketing
garments alleged to have infringed the plaintiffs’ works. The
plaintiffs contended that a former employee misappropri-
ated proprietary design techniques, confidential method-
ologies, and a database of nearly 6,000 clients to set up a
competing label. Recognising the sensitivity of the client
database as a trade secret, the court allowed it to be filed un-
der a sealed cover, and, subsequently, prohibited its misuse.
Additionally, a local commissioner was appointed to inspect
and seize infringing goods, lookbooks, fabrics, packaging,
and digital records.

In Varun Tyagi v Daffodil Software (2025), the High
Court of Delhi evaluated post-employment restrictions.
Emphasising the balance between protecting proprietary
interests and the fundamental right of an employee to work,
the court held that non-compete clauses are unenforceable
when they are unreasonable. It clarified that an employee
cannot be confronted with the situation where they have to
work for the previous employer or remain idle. In employ-
er—employee contracts, the restrictive or negative covenant
should be viewed strictly, as the employer has an advantage
over the employee, and it is quite often the case that the
employee must sign a standard-form contract or not be
employed at all.

Meanwhile, in October 2023, a Division Bench of the
High Court for the State of Telangana, in Venkateshwarlu Gu-
duru v Siddhardha De Bathula, set aside an order of injunction
granted by the Commercial Court, finding it overly broad and
unsupported by evidence. The plaintiffs, engaged in oil seal
manufacturing, alleged misuse of customer lists, purchase
orders, and manuals by former associates but failed to iden-
tify any specific trade secrets or show steps taken to protect
them. The court held that the single judge’s blanket restraint,
based only on a commissioner’s inventory of documents,
lacked specificity and unfairly restricted the defendants’ right
to trade.

Reliefs and procedural mechanisms

In terms of reliefs that may be sought in a lawsuit involving

trade secrets, courts can grant:

- Injunctive relief (both interim and final);

- Compensatory damages (which may include actual loss-
es), as well as punitive or exemplary damages in cases
of particularly egregious conduct; or accounts of profits
wrongfully earned through misuse of trade secrets;

- Orders directing the return, destruction, or sequestra-
tion of misappropriated confidential information; and

- The appointment of local commissioners to seize evi-
dence, facilitating swift action to prevent further misuse
and to gather proof.

Since India does not have courts dedicated exclusively
to trade secret matters, such disputes are commonly handled
by Commercial Courts constituted under the Commercial
Courts Act, 2018. To safeguard sensitive information during
litigation, courts often employ procedural mechanisms such
as:

- Sealed covers;

- Confidentiality clubs limiting access to protected
materials; and

- Incamera hearings that prevent public disclosure.
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Furthermore, though India lacks a dedicated penal
offence for trade secret theft, prosecutors and complainants
typically proceed under general criminal laws for theft,
dishonest misappropriation, criminal breach of trust, and
cheating, as well as under the Information Technology
Act, 2000 for receiving stolen computer data, impersona-
tion-based cheating using computer resources, and breaches
of confidentiality or privacy. Where software or creative code
is involved, copyright provisions may also be invoked.

Civil and criminal proceedings can run in parallel,
allowing courts to grant swift interim injunctions and pres-
ervation orders on the civil side while criminal complaints
move forward.

Trade secrets and brand equity

The May 2025 antitrust litigation decision by the Paris Court
of Appeal involving Swiss watchmaker Rolex demonstrates
how trade secrets can play a crucial role in the retail sector to
sustain competitive advantage and brand equity. Here, the
court upheld the confidentiality of Rolex’s production, sales,
and availability data from 2018 onwards, recognising such
information as vital trade secrets underpinning the brand’s
strategic market positioning.

However, the court rejected Rolex’s claim to indefinite
confidentiality for data older than five years, invoking the
‘five-year presumption’ increasingly prominent in European
jurisprudence. Under this principle, business information
older than five years is presumed to have lost its confidential
status unless the claimant proves its ongoing commercial
sensitivity.

A related facet is that of repelling cyber-attacks. Taking
another example from the luxury goods world, Cartier’s June
2025 breach compromised customer names and contact de-
tails across several jurisdictions. Attackers deploy ever-evolv-
ing techniques, and stolen customer data can be used to im-
personate legitimate companies and trick victims into giving
away more sensitive data in the future, with cyber-criminals
often content to play the long game.

Data indicates that India was the second most targeted
nation for cyber-attacks in 2024. In the face of such threats,
responding effectively is a sine qua non to preserve brand
reputation. This demands a multipronged approach. Busi-
nesses must implement rigorous internal controls, including
sensitive data classification, strict enforcement of non-disclo-
sure agreements, zero-trust network architectures, and robust
encryption in storage and transmission. Continuous em-
ployee training is critical to reduce human error — the most
commonly exploited vulnerability. Complementing this,
robust incident response plans and cyber resilience exercises
ensure swift breach detection, containment, and remediation,
minimising financial loss and brand damage.

This growing awareness is driving increased investment
in Al-enabled cybersecurity solutions and specialised exper-
tise tailored to the relevant sector’s distinctive vulnerabilities.

Trade secret protection in India: the path ahead

India’s trade secret regime is maturing through case law
and procedural tools, but key gaps persist. Chief among them
is the absence of a dedicated statute, which leaves outcomes
to judicial discretion, produces inconsistent damages awards,
and means the regime struggles with cross-border misappro-
priation in a digital, global economy.

The 22nd Law Commission of India issued a report
titled Trade Secrets and Economic Espionage (along with a
draft bill - Protection of Trade Secrets Bill, 2024) on March $
2024 to recommend a sui generis legal framework to adjudi-
cate claims related to trade secret disclosure. Commentators
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observe that such a law would offer companies clarity on the
protection of confidential information; increase industry con-
fidence and enable technology transfer to India; and facilitate
negotiation of free trade agreements, where the absence of a
clear law on trade secrets is often a point of concern.

Though still under refinement and not yet enacted, such
a piece of legislation — paired with robust internal controls
and evidence-ready secrecy measures — will shape how Indian
enterprises innovate, collaborate, and compete in the years
ahead.

INDIA 1> F
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The sovereignty
doctrine for
patent protection:
globalisation
drives Korean
courts’ evolution

of draws
on three cases to explain how South
Korean courts are reinterpreting the
territoriality principle in patent law in
response to the increasingly important
realities of global commerce

atent rights are inherently governed by the territori-
ality principle, confining the reach and effect of such
rights within the territorial boundaries of the coun-
try granting the patents. As a matter of principle,
therefore, a patent granted in South Korea is protected only
within that country, and acts of working, such as making or
using, carried out outside Korea are generally not considered
subject to patent protection under the Korean Patent Act.

In the case of a product invention, for instance, the
Patent Act stipulates that an act of making or assigning an
article used exclusively for producing the product may be
deemed to infringe a patent right. However, under the territo-
riality principle, the ‘producing’ of such article refers only to
production conducted within Korea. As a result, where all the
components or parts of a patented invention are produced
domestically but subsequently assembled into the final prod-
uct abroad, Korean courts have consistently held that this
practice of production (domestic production of components
followed by overseas assembly) does not constitute direct or
indirect infringement (see Supreme Court Case No. 2014 Da
42110, rendered on July 23 2015).

This strict application of the territoriality principle is
being challenged, however, in light of the rapid growth of
global e-commerce platforms, with cross-border sales and
marketing becoming increasingly prevalent.

To cope with the changing environment, Korean courts
have begun to establish a substance-based, function-oriented
framework to complement this traditional interpretation
of territoriality. The following three decisions illustrate this
shift and may offer insight into how the Korean judiciary is
responding to the changing spectrum of the global innova-
tion ecosystem.

Case 1: Simple overseas assembly of
domestically manufactured components
deemed domestic working

In the first case, the plaintiff held a Korean patent relating to

31

T REICHITS
FiEDRA:JO—
IAVIR (&R P g ES
DEFIFRDEE

FirstLaw PCODSejeong SonEKh'30D#
flzEbLEF. JO—-NILBENE 0EE
ML FI|MEICH L. BEORKHIFRIHLIE
FFEICEII3RIERZVHICEBRERLT
WED EREHRLET

P AR, BMERFRICESVLWTED. £D
R DEBEE N IIRFF 2 5 LICEDOELRICIR
EEINET, CORAICED, BETHEGEINIAFEF
IFBEERNTOHMRESN., BEPEREV IS
SFORBITAVBENTITONIISE. BEISEE
FEPAICKBREDH RN LD E T,

TR ZIEHEREBPOZE. FFEATIIUEZERESR
S8ETROIFERINIYImOEIE EISEE
TADISEFIERELARINEBIEEDTVED,
7=72L. Bt EERDRA L. HEMGD TEE) Cid
BEERTITONIEEDAZIELET, TOER.
BHEFRBOIRTORSR - BRERNBERNTRIE
SNFRICEANTREERE LTREAII TONTZS
& BEOHHIFIIE—ELT. COEERE EaD
EREECEBATOHEIL) TERFREICHDEERE
ICHRELBVWEDHIEZRLTEEL (2015F7
B238¥R, K&FE2014 Da 421102 88) ,

LH L. ZJO0-—NIWBREFEERE I v I+ —LD
SHEERICED. EETER REeY—T T
HERICERTZH. COBERBMESZDOEAIL
REB\EINO>OHNET,

T BRIRICHIG T BT BEDEFIFRIF. IE
ROBMERMIREMTT D, REER - HAEER
DT RHEH ZBRLIAD TVE o LUTICES
B3DDHIRIF. COEBETITHDOTHD. BED
BEMNTO—NILGA/R—=2 a3 VREBEOZEICE
SHIHLTVWBHZERTFHILRBTL LD,

=1 BN TRESN SR E BN TE
MICHAITH1THIE. BN TORFOR
1t & ¥ R

CORINDEFICHEWVT, BEIFAERICHARIE
BERZEA-BEIIEEEIRICET2BESH
ERBELTWVWEL . COEFFOFEKRIE6ICIE. b
REEEADEBARRBEEI-OOEEL. 2%
HATREBHNBEHINTED BFHFOBEESEE
LT BEREEE T 3-ODIIFLLN—ImICRIT
SNTVWAIEHIRESNTVET (2019F10817
B¥R, A5EFT2019 Da 22278228 £ 102019 Da
2227995 (&) BH) .

JAPANESE BUYERS’ GUIDE 2025



SOUTH KOREA #[H

Sejeong Son

Partner, FirstLaw PC
sjson@firstlaw.co.kr

Sejeong is a Korean patent attorney and partner at
FirstLaw. She graduated from Seoul National University,
College of Pharmacy, and received her LLM degree from

the University of Southern California, Gould School of Law.

Sejeong has been actively involved in patent
prosecution, intellectual property trials, and litigation
and opinion work in the fields of pharmaceuticals,
biotechnology, and chemicals. She has worked on
several landmark patent cases, including invalidation
trials and scope confirmation trials, on behalf of

multinational and domestic pharmaceutical companies.

Sejeong has also successfully handled matters related
to the patent-approval linkage system.

Through the firm’s overseas education programme,
she gained fluency in the language, culture, and
intellectual property system of Japan. As the leader

of FirstLaw’s team dedicated to serving the firm’s
Japanese bio/pharma clients, Sejeong has shared

her expertise in the relevant fields through numerous

lectures throughout Japan, and has established
close and trusted working relationships to provide
customised service for Japanese clients.

amedical device used for inserting and fixing surgical sutures
inside a human body. Claim 6 of the patent recites a means
for forming an insertion path of a surgical suture and a device
for inserting it, with the limitation that a surgical suture
support is formed at one end to fix the surgical suture (see
Supreme Court Case Nos. 2019 Da 222782 and 2019 Da
222799 (merged), decision rendered on October 17 2019).

The defendants manufactured all the components
constituting the patented invention in Korea, including a
catheter, hub, suture, and suture support, which respectively
correspond to the means for forming an insertion path, the
device for inserting the suture, the surgical suture, and the
suture support recited in claim 6. These components were
exported to Singapore for final processing and assembly, and
the finished products were sold to hospitals in Japan.

The Intellectual Property High Court (the IP High
Court) dismissed the infringement claim for the reason that
the final assembly occurred outside Korea.

On appeal, however, the Supreme Court reversed the
lower court’s decision and set forth the following criteria for
recognising certain overseas acts as being tantamount to do-
mestic working — an exception to the territoriality principle
of patent rights:
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i.  Allthe parts or components for making the patented
product are produced in Korea;
ii. ~ The components or parts so produced are already in

a state capable of essentially achieving the intended

purpose or effect of the invention;

ili. The components or parts are exported to an overseas
entity for final processing or assembly; and

iv.  The final processing or assembly is so technically
insignificant or simple that one skilled in the art may
accomplish it without technical difficulty.

In the case at hand, the Supreme Court found that:

- The components manufactured in Korea were exported
to Singapore for final processing or assembly, under

a preconceived plan of supplying the final product to

Japan; and
- Inview of the teachings given in the specification and

the common knowledge prevalent in the industry, a

skilled person in the art would have had no technical

difficulty in connecting the suture and the support to
assemble the patented device.

Based on the finding, the apex court ruled that the
components manufactured in Korea were already in a state
capable of achieving the intended purpose or effect of the
patented invention (i.e., the insertion and fixation of sutures
in the human body), and the defendants’ acts therefore con-
stituted direct infringement of the subject patent.

Case 2: Overseas vaccine formulation
not deemed domestic working

In this case, the plaintiff owned a Korean patent pertaining to
a 13-valent immunogenic composition comprising polysac-
charide-protein conjugates in which capsular polysaccharides
of 13 pneumococcal serotypes are respectively conjugated

to a carrier protein (see Supreme Court Case No. 2025 Da
202970, rendered on May 15 2025).

The defendant manufactured 13 individual stock
solutions, each of which contained individually packaged
polysaccharide-protein conjugates of each of the 13 pneumo-
coccal serotypes, in Korea, and provided them to a Russian
pharmaceutical company. The Russian company conducted
clinical trials using a finished product and subsequently
obtained market approval for the vaccine in Russia.

The plaintiff filed a patent infringement action with the
Seoul Central District Court against the defendant, asserting
that the defendant’s act constituted direct or indirect infringe-
ment of the patent.

In this regard, the Seoul Central District Court found
that since each of the 13 individual conjugate stock solutions
would have been manufactured to ensure immunogenicity,
the 13-valent immunogenicity would naturally be exhibited
upon their combination, and the process of mixing these
solutions would not have presented any technical difficulty to
a person skilled in the art. On that basis, the court deter-
mined that the defendant’s act constituted direct infringe-
ment of the subject patent.

On appeal, however, the IP High Court overturned the
lower court’s decision. The court reasoned that the mixing
process could not be considered insignificant or simple and
it could therefore not be concluded that merely mixing the
13 individual conjugate stock solutions would result in the
realisation of 13-valent immunogenicity. Therefore, the court
determined that the defendant’s act did not constitute direct
infringement of the subject patent. Also, the court held that
since all 13 individual conjugate stock solutions were export-
ed to Russia and the final product was manufactured abroad,
indirect infringement of the patent could not be established.
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The Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the IP
High Court and dismissed the plaintiff’s appeal.

In particular, the Supreme Court found that unless the
mixing process in Russia was performed with carefully con-
trolled input quantities, mixing ratios, order and conditions,
the immunogenic effect of the 13-valent composition could
not be guaranteed. Therefore, it could not be considered that
the production of the 13 individual conjugate stock solutions
in Korea would result, without undue technical difficulty, in
a state capable of implementing the functional effect of the
patented invention; namely, the 13-valent immunogenicity.
As such, the court determined that the defendant’s act did
not constitute direct or indirect infringement of the patent.

Case 3: Overseas online advertising tar-
eting Korea constitutes domestic offer
or sale

The plaintiff, an Italian company holding a Korean patent

for a sock knitting machine, initiated a patent infringement

action against a Chinese manufacturer for advertising allegedly

infringing products on its own website and global e-commerce
platforms, including Alibaba. The plaintiff argued that these
advertisements, although posted outside Korea, were effectively
targeted at Korean consumers and thus constituted infringement

of its patent rights in Korea (see IP High Court Case No. 2023

Na 10693 rendered on May 22 2025; final and conclusive).

The Seoul Central District Court dismissed the claim,
stating that the offer for sale was made outside Korea. The
court reasoned that a foreign company posted its product for
sale on a foreign e-commerce site, and all key transactional el-
ements — such as the seller, product, and price — were foreign.

However, the IP High Court reversed the lower court’s
decision. The court noted that when online advertisements
actively target Korean consumers (i.e., domestic offerees),
they may be deemed a domestic offer for sale under the Kore-
an Patent Act, even if the offeror’s acts took place abroad.

Specifically, the court took note of the following facts:

i.  The websites and platforms supported the Korean lan-
guage and allowed transactions in Korean won, enabling
Korean consumers to easily access and place orders;

iil.  Active marketing messages such as “100% on-time
delivery to Korea” were posted to emphasise the avail-
ability of domestic shipping, and real-time Korean-lan-
guage customer service, including live chat and inquiry
submission, was readily available; and

iii.  There were no geo-blocking or language restrictions for
Korean users, and it can be assessed that the defendant
intended the offer to sell the machines to have effect
within Korea.

Based on these facts, the court concluded that the de-
fendant’s advertising activities, although conducted abroad,
constituted an offer for sale within Korea, thereby infringing
Korean patent rights.

The above decision, seemingly devoid of executability
owing to the overseas location of the defendants, may never-
theless be gainfully utilised against importation of infringing
goods through border enforcement measures at customs,
without having to institute further legal action.

Practical implications

As can be garnered from the above rulings, Korean courts are
now embracing a functional and context-sensitive, expansive
interpretation of the territoriality principle. This judicial evolu-
tion aligns with broader global trends, where courts are seeking
to balance the legal framework of jurisdictional constraints
with the economic reality of today’s commercial environment.
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Shaping rights:
registration,
protection, and
enforcement of
3D trademarks in
Thailand

As 3D branding gains importance,
and
of
explain how Thailand’s
trademark framework addresses
the protection and enforcement of
product shapes

hree-dimensional (3D) trademarks occupy an
evolving space within Thai trademark law, reflecting
the tension between protecting brand identity and
keeping product shapes free for competition.

Under the Thai Trademark Act, 3D marks are registra-
ble, provided they are distinctive, non-functional, and not
customary in trade. In practice, however, distinctiveness
is often the greatest hurdle, as consumers tend to perceive
product shapes as purely ornamental or functional rather
than as source identifiers. As a result, many applications
for 3D marks are initially refused unless the applicant can
demonstrate acquired distinctiveness through extensive use,
advertising, or consumer recognition.

Once registered, challenges may arise in safeguarding
3D trademarks. These include defending against non-use
cancellation actions and enforcing rights against infringers
that may replicate or imitate the protected shape. A further
complication occurs when infringers alter the form altogeth-
er; for instance, by reproducing a 3D mark in two-dimen-
sional form, thereby raising complex questions before the In-
tellectual Property and International Trade Court (the IPIT
Court) regarding what constitutes ‘use’ of the trademark.

Regulations on inherent registrability of
3D trademarks in Thailand

The Thai Department of Intellectual Property examines 3D
marks under the same substantive standards as tradition-

al word or device marks but with particular attention to
whether the shape is dictated by technical function or trade
norms. The Thai Trademark Office requires views that clearly
show the mark’s depth, length, and width. Views may include
front view, back view, left side view, right side view, top view,
bottom view, and perspective view. If deemed necessary, the
registrar may also instruct the applicant to submit a statement
to explain or illustrate the actual or intended manner of use of
the 3D mark.
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Kritsana Mingtongkhum

Partner, Satyapon & Partners
satyapon(@satyapon.com

Kritsana is a partner at Satyapon & Partners,

heading the extremely busy trademark and litigation
departments at the firm. He is one of the most
recognised intellectual property (IP) lawyers in
Thailand. Kritsana has been elected to a third term on
the ASEAN IPA Thailand Committee, and currently
also serves as the general secretary of the Intellectual
Property Association of Thailand.

He is also directly involved in most of the firm'’s
enforcement matters, directly coordinating with the
law enforcement agencies, including the Customs
Department, the Department of Special Investigation,
and the Royal Thai Palice. In an exemplary career of
nearly 15 years, Kritsana has built an outstanding
reputation as a knowledgeable, trustworthy, and
reliable IP lawyer in Thailand.

Section 7, paragraph 2(10) of the Thai Trademark Act
serves as the primary piece of legislation on the inherent
distinctiveness of a “shape”, providing the following: “A trade-
mark having or comprising of any of the following character-
istics shall be deemed distinctive [ ... ]

“(10) A shape which is not the natural form of the
goods or a shape which is not necessary to obtain a technical
result of the goods or a shape which does not give value to
the goods.”

While the statute does not clearly define a 3D trade-
mark, the Department of Intellectual Property Regulations
on the Criteria and Methods for Registering Marks in the
Shape of Objects, issued on May 13 2002, and the Thai
Trademark Office Examination Guidelines, issued on January
17 2022, attempt to provide more clarity pertaining to the
registration of 3D trademarks.

As per the guidelines, a “mark that is in the form of the
shape or form of an object means a mark in which charac-
teristics are the shape or form that show the width, length,
depth, which may be the product itself (Product Design) or
the product packaging (Product Packaging).

“It has the following characteristics: (1) Shape or form
that is not the natural characteristic of the product itself, such
as the shape of vegetables or fruits for [the] selling vegetables
or fruits. (2) Not the shape or form that is necessary for the
technical functioning of the product, such as the shape of a
gooseneck toilet used with sanitary ware, the shape of a gear
for gear products, or a circle used with other ball products
that require rolling movement, or the shape of spare parts
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Shantanu Ajit Tambe

Managing associate, Satyapon & Partners
satyapon(@satyapon.com

Shantanu is a managing associate at Satyapon

& Partners, with over a decade of experience in
intellectual property (IP) law. He advises clients on
brand creation and protection strategies, manages
brand portfolios, and handles complex IP transactions,
franchising, and licensing issues.

Shantanu mainly oversees the firm’s outgoing
trademark and copuright prosecution, litigation, and
enforcement matters abroad, including in India, China,
and the ASEAN region. An integral part of the firm's
business development group, he brings extensive
hands-on expertise in trademark and copyright issues,
and works closely with international clients to provide
strateqic, practical solutions to diverse IP challenges.

that need to be in that shape so that the spare parts can work,
etc. (3) Not the shape or form that increases the value of the
product, such as decorating gold or diamonds on ordinary
containers, or a shape that relies on design to create beauty
or significantly add value to the product, such as jewellery,
furniture such as sofas, lamps, tables, chairs, clothing, etc”

Despite the existence of guidelines, the interpretation
of the law and corresponding examination practice regarding
the inherent distinctiveness of 3D trademark applications
remain highly stringent. As a result, the majority of 3D mark
applications encounter distinctiveness objections at the
Trademark Office level, unless the marks are obviously dis-
tinctive. Applicants may, however, seek relief through appeals
against decisions of the registrar and the Trademark Board. In
practice, the IPIT Court and, on further appeal, the Court of
Appeals for Specialised Cases have generally adopted a more
progressive approach, frequently overturning conservative
administrative decisions and recognising inherent distinctive-
ness as a valid basis for registration.

Proving acquired distinctiveness or
secondary meaning for 3D trademarks

In cases where the marks are deemed not sufficiently distinc-
tive on inherent grounds, the Thai Trademark Act also allows
registration of 3D trademarks on the ground of acquired dis-
tinctiveness, with Section 7, paragraph 3 of the act providing
that a “trademark having no characteristics under paragraph
two (1) to (11), if used on goods which have been widely
sold or advertised in accordance with the rules prescribed in
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a notification by the Minister and if it is proved that the rules

have been duly met, shall be deemed distinctive”.

Applicants must strictly follow the Announcement of
the Ministry of Commerce Re: Criteria to Prove Acquired
Distinctiveness and meet the criteria provided under the
guidelines should they wish to prove acquired distinctive-
ness. Based on the provisions in the announcement, to prove
acquired distinctiveness, the following criteria must be met:
1. The mark has been used in Thailand continuously for a

reasonably long period such that consumers to whom

the goods or services are targeted would know that

the goods or services are distinguished from those of

others;

2. The mark may be regarded as distinctive only for those
goods or services of which such use is proven; and

3. The trademark shown in the evidence submitted to
prove use of the mark must be identical to the mark
shown in the trademark application.

To fulfil the criteria, applicants must also collect
and submit evidence of extensive use of their 3D mark in
Thailand before the filing date. Subject to individual matter
requirements, some of the generally acceptable evidence
includes the following:

1. Abriefhistory of the origin and creation of the mark;

2.  Photos of the mark available for sale in commerce;

3. Revenue or sales figures, licence fees, and advertising
expenses worldwide and in Thailand;

4. Evidence of sales in Thailand, including catalogues,
brochures, receipts, invoices, import and export bills,
and/or tax receipts;

S.  Evidence of advertising or promotion in Thailand, such
as copies of advertisements, magazines, and promotion-
al materials, and/or social media presence, if any;

6. News articles or any other documents by third parties
showing use and recognition of the mark;

7. Surveys, sales ranking, brand valuation, awards, and
certifications from established organisations;

8.  Printouts from the applicant’s website, if any, showing
use of the mark; and

9.  Printouts from other websites, blogs, or online newspa-
pers mentioning the mark to show consumer recogni-
tion by the Thai public.

The Trademark Office places a very high burden of
proof on the applicant in terms of the volume of evidence,
requiring, at the very minimum, a period of two to three
years of extensive use before the applicant files a trademark
application for the 3D mark. Also, the evidence of use of the
mark that is submitted must feature exactly the same mark as

that intended to be filed.

Registration and exclusive rights in 3D
trademarks

Upon registration, a 3D trademark is afforded the same level
of protection as a standard word mark or a device mark.
Section 44 of the Trademark Act governs the exclusive rights
in a registered trademark, with the law stating that subject to
“Sections 27 and 68, a person who is registered as the owner
of a trademark shall have the exclusive right to use it for the
goods for which it is registered”

To preserve the validity of a registered trademark and
maintain the exclusivity it confers, the registrant must ensure
that the mark is used in the precise form in which it was reg-
istered with the Trademark Office. For 3D trademarks, this
requires that the version employed in commerce corresponds
exactly to the registered specimen in all dimensions, includ-
ing width, length, and depth.
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Although judicial precedents addressing non-use
cancellation of 3D marks in Thailand remain scarce, existing
case law concerning traditional marks demonstrates a strict
interpretation of ‘use’, where even minor deviations from
the registered form have been deemed sufficient to justify
cancellation. It follows that the evidentiary threshold for 3D
marks is unlikely to differ substantially, leaving registrants
vulnerable if the commercial version of the 3D mark departs
materially in its dimensions from the registered version.

Enforcement of registered rights in 3D
trademarks

Extending the exclusivity principle in terms of enforcement
of rights, the registered owner of a 3D trademark can bring a
lawsuit on the ground of trademark infringement against any
third party using an identical or confusingly similar mark in
respect of exactly the same registered goods or services.

While the unauthorised use of an identical shape or
a confusingly similar shape for the same goods or services
grants the registered owner the right to initiate a legal action
on the ground of trademark infringement under sections 108
and/or 109 of the Trademark Act, the Thai courts have yet
to adjudicate case laws where the infringers alter the form of
the registered mark, particularly for non-traditional marks,
such as converting a registered 2D mark into a 3D shape, or
vice versa.

Particularly in instances where an infringer takes a
registered 2D trademark and converts it into a 3D shape for
use, the court may look at whether the use of the 3D shape
is intended to be a trademark use in order to constitute the
offence of infringement, and if so, whether there is an intent
to mislead by the infringer. Again, in the absence of judicial
precedents in Thailand providing clarity on this issue, one
may look at jurisprudence on traditional trademarks and
argue that when a 2D trademark is used in a 3D manner on
certain goods, it essentially presents the 2D shape, main
elements, and combinations contained in the trademark on
the goods, without changing the trademark itself.

The functional value of a 2D trademark being a source
identifier extends to the goods covered by the trademark,
so that consumers can naturally associate the source of the
goods or services when purchasing related goods or enjoying
related services, thus realising the purpose of “the use of the
trademark”.

The same principle may apply when a registered 3D
trademark is converted by an infringer to a 2D mark, in
that the essence of the trademark being a source identifier
remains, and by making an unauthorised use, the infringer
violates the registrant’s exclusive right over the registered
trademark.

Considering that Thai law provides for a remedy against
trademark imitation, it can be argued that, despite alterations
in form, the marks as essentially presented to the public —
the main elements and their combinations — remain similar.
Therefore, even an alteration in form may fall within the
ambit of a trademark imitation offence.

Key takeaways on 3D trademarks in
Thailand
While examination standards for 3D trademarks at the
Trademark Office remain conservative, rendering registration
on the ground of inherent distinctiveness difficult, the Thai
courts have adopted a more progressive and liberal approach,
overturning administrative refusals and allowing applicants
to register their 3D trademarks.

Therefore, proprietors seeking protection for novel
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product shapes are well advised to obtain specialised legal
guidance from local intellectual property experts and pursue
registration on inherent distinctiveness where possible.
Alternatively, applicants able to compile sufficient evidence
of use to establish acquired distinctiveness at the time of
filing may find this route a more practical and effective basis
for registration.

Ultimately, the successful protection of 3D marks re-
quires strategic navigation of both administrative and judicial
processes. As jurisprudence continues to develop, greater
clarity and consistency may emerge, both in terms of protec-
tion and enforcement of rights in 3D marks, reinforcing the
role of 3D trademarks in safeguarding brand identity
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Top firms for patent work

Managing Intellectual Property is delighted to publish the

IP STARS 2025 rankings of the leading firms for selected
jurisdictions. These are the results from the research for IP
STARS 2025, which started in September 2024. The rankings
over the following pages cover 16 selected jurisdictions. For
the full list covering over 70 jurisdictions, please visit ipstars.
com.

Ipstars.com is a searchable website with news and analysis on
firms and individuals practising IP. Bookmark it and check
back regularly for the latest updates on the ranked firms and
this year’s research.

IPSTARS is not a directory of all firms offering IP services
and therefore many firms, including those that participated in
research, have not been listed.

Congratulations to all the firms listed this year.

Methodology

These rankings are based on information available at the time
the research was completed ( January 2025). The research
was conducted rigorously and impartially by our team of
researchers in London, New York and Hong Kong. No firm
can pay to be included or to influence the results, and there is
no fee to pay to participate in the research.

Each year our research analysts obtain information from
thousands of firms, IP practitioners and their clients through
interviews, emails and online surveys. Before compiling the
rankings, our research analysts also conducted their own in-

dependent research, including an analysis of publicly available
information (such as court or IP office data) and existing data

we hold on firms. The aspects assessed for the firm rankings
include expertise, workload, market reputation/ record,

outcomes achieved for clients, and unique strengths in a given

practice area. Judgments about which firms to include in the
rankings, and which tier and practice area they should be in,
take account of all this information. This makes IP STARS
the most comprehensive and authoritative survey of the IP
legal market yet published. Firms are ranked alphabetically in
tiers, or as highly reccommended or recommended. The total
number of firms listed varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.
For most jurisdictions, the rankings are split into prosecution
and contentious work. However, in smaller jurisdictions we
evaluated and ranked firms for their IP practice as a whole.

Except for name changes, any subsequent developments or
information that could influence our rankings will be con-si-
dered during the research for the 2026 edition of IP STARS,
which starts in September 2025. For the avoidance of doubt,
the tables do not suggest or indicate that the IP ex-pertise or
services of the listed firms are limited to the prac-tice area in
question. Managing IP does not recommend or endorse any
particular firm for IP work. IP STARS rankings are subject to
change each year. Visit ipstars.com to learn more about our
research.
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CHINA DOMESTIC FIRMS

PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION

TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS

King & Wood Mallesons AFD China CCPIT Patent and Trademark Chang Tsi & Partners

Lifang & Partners An Tian Zhang & Partners Law Office IP March

TR Chang Tsi & Partners China Patent Agent (HK) Jeekai & Partners

CCPIT Patent and Trademark Jingtian & Gongcheng King & Wood Mallesons Pa_tentSjno IP Firm

L @ JunHe TR China Sinda
Lusheng Law Firm Junhe

China Patent Agent (HK)

Fangda Partners

Han Kun Law Offices

LexField Law Offices

Liu Shen & Associates

Unitalen Attorneuys at Law

Wanhuida Intellectual Property

TIER3

Global Law Office

Kangxin Partners

Lung Tin IP Attorneys

NTD Intellectual Property
Attorneus

Zhong Lun Law Firm

N T AAFD China

Utility Model

Litigation
& Other Services

Copyright

Liu Shen & Associates
NTD Intellectual Property
Attorneus

Unitalen Attorneuys at Law

Zhongzhi Law Offices

TIER3
Advance China IP Law Office
AFD China

Beijing Sanyou Intellectual
Property Agency

China Science Patent &
Trademark Agent

East IP

Han Kun Law Offices

Kangxin Partners

Lung Tin IP Attorneys
Shanghai Patent & Trademark
Law Office

Wanhuida Intellectual Property

PATENTS = TRADEMARKS = COPYRIGHTS

AFD China Intellectual Property Law Office
TEREEFZEZARCFRKEFTR2A

AFD China Intellectual Property is a top-tier
privately-owned IP firm in China. We have
over 250 people working in our Beijing Office.
Two third of them are IP practitioners including
patent attorneys, trademark attorneys, and
attorneys-at-law. We also have a client-sup-
porting team including several U.S. patent
agents located in Washington, U.S.A.

We provide services to clients worldwide in all
areas of intellectual property law, including
patents, trademarks, copyrights, unfair
competition, trade secrets, domain names,
licensing, and other legal areas dealing with
technology and IP.

Head Office: Golden Towers, Tower B, 21st Fl.,
38 Xueqing Road, Beijing 100083, China

Tel: +86 10 8273 0790

Fax: +86 10 8273 0820
Email: afdbj@afdip.com
Website: www.afdip.com

WWW.MANAGINGIP.COM
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CHINA FOREIGN FIRMS

PATENT DISPUTES

TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS

Bird & Bird A&QO Shearman

TIER2 Finnegan Henderson Farabow
Baker McKenzie Garrett & Dunner

DLA Piper Jones Day

Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe

Rouse

TIER3

AWA

Deacons

Gowling WLG

Hogan Lovells

Spruson & Ferguson

FRANCE

What keeps in-house
counsel awake at night?

Find out more
www.managingip.com

Trusted in-house intelligence
foroverthree decades.

Law firms need practical information when
advising their clients; not reactionary or news-
focused, but informed and actionable.

Get unlimited seven-day access - simply visit

www.managingip.com or contact Prin Shasiharan,
prin.shasiharan@managingip.com or +44 20 4632 8945

PATENT DISPUTES

LAW FIRMS

TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS

A&Q Shearman Amar Goussu Staub

August Debouzy Clifford Chance

Bird & Bird Cousin & Associes

Hoyng Rokh Monegier de Marcellus & Disser Avocats
TR DentF)ns

DTMV Avocats Gowling WLG

Gide Louyrette Nouel

Hogan Lovells

Linklaters

Schertenleib Avocats

TIER3

Armengaud Guerlain

Jones Day

Simmons & Simmons

Szleper Henry Naumann
Avocats

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer

Pinsent Masons

Taulor Wessing

PATENT PROSECUTION PATENT PROSECUTION
PATENT & TRADE MARK
ATTORNEY FIRMS UERT
Beau de Lomeénie
ERL Casalonga
Bardehle Pagenberg Levon
Ll g Plasseraud IP
TIER 2 Regimbeau
abello IP TR
TIER3 Germain Maureau
Lavoix Santarelli
Plasseraud IP Vidon Group
OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS TIER3
Beau de Lomeénie Gevers
Ipsilon
Novagraaf
OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
abello IP
Bandpay & Greuter
ICOSA

JAPANESE BUYERS’ GUIDE 2025
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GERMANY

RANKINGS S>%>4

PATENT DISPUTES

LAW FIRMS

TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
Bird & Bird Ampersand

Hogan Lovells CBH

Houng Rokh Monegier DLA Piper

Quinn Emanuel Urquhart &
Sullivan

Finnegan Henderson Farabow

Garrett & Dunner

TIER2

Arnold Ruess

Freshfields

Kather Augenstein

rospatt

Taulor Wessing

Wildanger Kehrwald Graf von
Schwerin & Partner

TIER3

A&O Shearman

(Clifford Chance

Klaka

Krieger Mes & Graf von der
Groeben

Preu Bohlig & Partner

Simmons & Simmons

GERMANY

Gleiss Lutz

GvW Graf von Westphalen

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer

Heuking

Jones Day

Linklaters

McDermott Will & Schulte

Noerr

Taliens

PATENT DISPUTES
(PATENT & TRADEMARK
ATTORNEY FIRMS)

TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS

Bardehle Pagenberg EIP

Cohausz & Florack Isenbruck Bosl Horschler

df-mp Michalski Huttermann & Partner

Hoffrmann Eitle

Ter Meer Steinmeister & Partner

Vossius & Partner

Thum & Partner

TIER2

Eisenflihr Speiser

Grunecker

Maikowski & Ninnemann

Maiwald

Samson & Partner

TIER3

Boehmert & Boehmert

Braun-Dullaeus Pannen
Emmerling

Meissner Bolte

Peterreins Schley

Wuesthoff & Wuesthoff

Wallinger Ricker Schiotter
Tostmann (WRST)

WBH Wachenhausen
Weickmann

Konig Szunka

PATENT PROSECUTION PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION
TIER1 OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS TIER1 TIER1

Boehmert & Boehmert df-mp Anand and Anand Anand and Anand

Grinecker Dreiss Remfry & Sagar K& S Partners

Hoffrmann Eitle Culde & Partner Singh & Singh Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan
Maiwald Kraus & Lederer TIErD Attorneys

Vossius & Partner Manitz Finsterwald K& S BRrnEs Remfry & Sagar

ere MaucherJenk'ms ' S Majumdar & Co RK Dewan & Co

Bardehle Pagenberg MERH-IP Matias Erny Reichl Saikrishna & Associates TIER 2

Cohausz & Florack

Eisenflihr Speiser

Meissner Bolte

Wuesthoff & Wuesthoff

TIER3

Dompatent von Kreisler

Epping Hermann Fischer

Isenbruck Bosl Horschler

Maikowski & Ninnemann

Michalski Hittermann &
Partner

Samson & Partner

Uexkdill & Stolberg

Viering Jentschura & Partner

Weickmann

Hoffmann

Mdller Schupfner & Partner

Prifer & Partner

Ter Meer Steinmeister &

TIER3

Inttl Advocare

Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan

De Penning & De Penning
Krishna & Saurastri Associates
Rahul Chaudhry & Partners

BErimEr Attorneys S Majumdar & Co
Wallinger Ricker Schiotter Lall & Sethi TIER3

Tostmann (WRST) RK Dewan & Co Chadha & Chadha
Winter Brandi OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS Kan & Krishme
WITTE WELLER Khaitan & Co LexQrbis

WSL Obhan & Associates Obhan & Associates

Rahul Chaudhry & Partners

WWW.MANAGINGIP.COM

Subramaniam & Associates

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
Ediplis Counsels
Khurana & Khurana
LS Davar & Co




INDONESIA

RANKINGS S>%>4

MALAYSIA

PATENTS PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION
TIER1 TIER1 TIER1

Hadiputranto Hadinoto & Partners Shearn Delamore & Co. Henry Goh & Co

Rouse (in association with Suryomurcito & Co) Skrine Marks & Clerk

e Wong & Partners Shearn Delamore & Co.
Am Badar & Am Badar (Baker McKenzie) Skrine

Januar Jahja & Partners TIER2 TIER2

K&K Advocates LindaWang Su & Boo DCC Advanz

Tilleke & Gibbins

(@ member of ZICO IP)

KASS International

LindaWang Su & Boo

TIER3 TIER3
SKC Law Cheang & Ariff (@ member of ZICO IP)
; Wong & Partners

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS Rahmat Lim & Partners —

Tay & Partners aker McKenzie)
Acemark :
Iman Sjahputra & Partners Wong Jin Nee & Teo T'FRB -
Spruson & Ferguson OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS M|randah Asia

Adnan Sundra & Low Pintas

Shook Lin & Bok Rahmat Lim & Partners

MEXICO

Tay & Partners

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
Adipven
Tee Intellectual Property

NETHERLANDS

PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION
TIER1 TIER1 TIER1 TIER1
Arochi & Lindner Becerril, Coca & Becerril (BC&B) Brinkhof Arnold & Siedsma

Basham Ringe y Carrea

OLIVARES

Hogan Lovells

De Vries & Metman

OLIVARES Uhthoff Gomez Vega & Hoyng Rokh Monegier NLO

Uhthoff Gomez Vega & Uhthoff TTRE VO

Unthoff TIER2 Bird & Bird TIER2

TIER2 Arochi & Lindner Freshfields EP&C

Becerril, Coca & Becerril (BC&B)  Basham Ringe y Correa Taylor Wessing TTRE

Calderén & De La Sierra Calderon & De La Sierra \Vondst AOMB

Dumont Dumont TIER3 Patentwerk

TIER3 TIER3 De Brauw Blackstone O THERNOTABIEEIRMS
Baker McKenzie ClarkeModet \Westbroek HGE

Goodrich Riquelme y Asociados

Goadrich Riguelme y Asociados

Pinsent Masons

Iberbrand

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
AVA iende  Geies AGO Shearman
Muggenburg Gorches y Panamericana de Patentes y BarentsKrans
Peralosa Marcas DLA Piper
Santamarina y Steta OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS Houthoff
Tsuru Abogados AVA La Gro

Baker McKenzie NautaDutilh

C&L Attorneys

Santamarina y Steta

Tsuru Abogados

Vila Abogados

49

JAPANESE BUYERS’ GUIDE 2025

Kilburn & Strode




RANKINGS S>%>4

PHILIPPINES

SINGAPORE

PATENTS PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION
TIER1 TIER1 TIER1

ACCRALAW Allen & Gledhill Marks & Clerk

Quisumbing Torres Bird & Bird ATMD Spruson & Ferguson
Sapalo VVelez Bundang & Bulilan Dentons Roduk & Davidson Viering Jentschura & Partner
SyCip Salazar Hernandez & Gatmaitan Drew & Napier A

TIER 2 TIER2 Allen & Gledhill

Baranda & Associates Amica Law Amica Law

Cruz Marcelo & Tenefrancia Shook Lin & Bok Donaldson & Burkinshaw
Hechanova Group R Drew & Napier

TIER3 Baker McKenzie Wong & Leow  TIER3

Federis & Associates

Ravindran Associates

Baker McKenzie Wong & Leow

Romulo Mabanta Buenaventura Sayoc & De Los Angeles

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS Mirandah Law
Bengzon Negre Untalan Rajah & Tann

Castillo Laman Tan Pantaleon & San Jose
Cerilles & Fernan Intellectual Property Law
EB Astudillo & Associates

Villaraza & Angangco

SOUTH KOREA

THAILAND

Bird & Bird ATMD

Davies Collison Cave
Dentons Roduk & Davidson
McLaughlin IP

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
Cantab IP
Mirandah Asia

PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION PATENTS
TIER1 TIER1 TIERL
Bae Kim & Lee FirstLaw PC Baker McKenzie
Kim & Chang Kim & Chang Domnern Somgiat & Boonma
Lee & Ko YP Lee Mock & Partners Tilleke & Gibbins
TIER 2 TIER 2 TIER2
Shin & Kim Lee International Rouse
Yoon & Yang NAM IP Group Satyapon & Partners
Yuichon TIER3 TIER3
TIER3 Bae Kim & Lee Ananda Intellectual Property
FirstLaw PC Kareana Patent Firm LawPlus
Lee International Lee &Ko ZICO IP
Muhann Patent & Law Firm TR RIS
You Me Patent & Law Firm ILCT

OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS

S&l International Bangkok

Hanol IP & Law

SCL Nishimura & Asahi

PIP LAW (Lee Park &
Associates)

SEUM

Yoon & Lee International

Patent & Law Firm
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UNITED KINGDOM ENGLAND

PATENT DISPUTES

LAW FIRMS

TIER1 TIER3

A&O Shearman Freshfields

Bird & Bird Mishcon de Reua
Bristows Morgan Lewis & Bockius
Hogan Lovells OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
Kirkland & Ellis cMS

Pinsent Masons Jones Day

Powell Gilbert Linklaters

Taylor Wessing Shoosmiths

TIER2 Wiggin

Gowling WLG

Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer

Osborne Clarke

Simmons & Simmons

WilmerHale

UNITED KINGDOM ENGLAND

PATENT DISPUTES
PATENT & TRADE MARK
ATTORNEY FIRMS

TIER1
Carpmaels & Ransford
EIP

TIER 2
HGF Law

Marks & Clerk Law
Potter Clarkson

TIER3

Haseltine Lake Kempner (HLK)
Venner Shipley

Other Notable Firms

Dehns

J A Kemp

PATENT PROSECUTION
LAW FIRMS

HIGHLY RECOMMENDED

CMS

RECOMMENDED

Cooley

Dentons

Finnegan Henderson Farabow Garrett &
Dunner

Lewis Silkin

Simmons & Simmons

PATENT PROSECUTION

PATENT & TRADE MARK

ATTORNEY FIRMS

TIER1 TIER3

Boult Wade Tennant Appleyard Lees
Carpmaels & Ransford EIP

D Young & Co Elkington + Fife
Dehns Keltie

Haseltine Lake Kempner (HLK) Murgitroud
HGF OTHER NOTABLE FIRMS
J AKemp Abel & Imray

Kilburn & Strode

Mewburn Ellis

Potter Clarkson

Venner Shipley

TIER2

Beck Greener
Greaves Brewster
Schlich

Slingsby Partners
Wilson Gunn

Barker Brettell

Gill Jennings & Every

Marks & Clerk

Mathus & Squire

Maucher Jenkins

Reddie & Grose

Withers & Rogers

JAPANESE BUYERS’ GUIDE 2025
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UNITED KINGDOM ENGLAND

PATENT DISPUTES PATENT PROSECUTION PTAB LITIGATION
TIER1 TIER1 TIER1
Desmarais Finmegan Henderson Farabow Garrett & Finnegan Henderson Farabow Garrett &

Finnegan Henderson Farabow Garrett &
Dunner

Dunner

Dunner

Fish & Richardson

Fish & Richardson

Fish & Richardson Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton Haynes and Boone

Gibson Dunn & Crutcher Knobbe Martens Paul Hastings

Kirkland & Ellis Sterne Kessler Goldstein & Fox Sterne Kessler Goldstein & Fox
Latham & Watkins e WilmerHale

Paul Hastings Bookoff McAndrews TIER 2

Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan Cooley Cooley

Williams & Connolly Fenwick & West Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton
WilmerHale Foley & Lardner Kirkland & Ellis

TIER 2 Morrison Foerster Knobbe Martens

Arnold & Porter Perkins Caie Perkins Caie

Cooley Schwegman Lundberg & \Woessner Quinn Emanuel Urguhart & Sullivan
Covington & Burling Venable Ropes & Gray

Goodwin Practer

Irell & Manella

Jones Day

McKool Smith

Morrison Foerster

Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe

Sidley Austin

Susman Godfrey

Winston & Strawn

Wolf Greenfield & Sacks

TIER3

ArentFox Schiff TIER3

Banner Witcoff Alston & Bird
Choate Hall & Stewart Baker Botts
Harness IP Banner Witcoff
Haynes and Boone Desmarais
Holland & Hart Erise IP

Hunton Andrews Kurth Foley & Lardner

Leydig Voit & Mauer Irell & Manella
TIER3 Marshall Gerstein & Borun Mauyer Brown
Alston & Bird Merchant & Gould McAndrews Held & Malloy
DLA Piper Oblon McClelland Maier & Neustadt Morgan Lewis & Bockius

Groombridge Wu Baughman & Stone

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman

Robins Kaplan

Keker Van Nest & Peters

Rothwell Figg Ernst & Manbeck

Sidley Austin

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton

Shook Hardy & Bacon

VVenable

King & Spalding

Wolf Greenfield & Sacks

Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati

Knobbe Martens

\Womble Bond Dickinson

McDermott Will & Schulte

MDermott Will & Emery

Morgan Lewis & Bockius

O'Melveny & Myers

Perkins Coie

Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg

Ropes & Gray

\Venable

Weil Gotshal & Manges

VIETNAM

PATENTS

TIER1 TIER2 TIER3

Pham & Associates D&N International BMVN International (Baker McKenzie)
Tilleke & Gibbins INVESTIP Other Notable Firms

Vision & Associates Rouse Winco

WWW.MANAGINGIP.COM
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CHINA

_A~_AFD China

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAW OFFICE
tRZEFAZEMEFRKEERLF

AFD China Intellectual Property Law Office

Address: Golden Towers, Tower B, 21st Fl., 38 Xueqing Road, Haidian, Beijing, 100083, China
Tel: +86 10 8273 0790

Fax: +86 10 8273 0820

Email: info@afdip.com

Website: www.afdip.com

Contact: Xia Zheng

Total number of lawyers: 150

Languages spoken: English, Japanese, Korean, German, Chinese

Main area of practice: patents, trademarks, copyrights, domain names, integrated circuit layouts, trade secrets, unfair competition,
IP litigation, plant varieties, technology and legal translation

AFD China Intellectual Property Law Office was founded by Ms. Xia Zheng in Beijing in 2002 upon the commitment of high-level IP
services. Our growth has led us to establish a US office, BHTD law firm, and consulting and services firms, which have allowed us to expand
our reach and offer comprehensive IP services to clients worldwide. While AFD China focuses on IP prosecution, BHTD handles IP litigation
and broader legal affairs. The two brands operate under one group and share common management teams, main partners and core
professionals. Together, we offer one-stop solutions and comprehensive range of intellectual property services in China to individuals and
corporate clients all over the world - including IP strategy, patent mining, patent drafting, IP filing and prosecution, free-to operating analuysis,
validity or invalidity analysis, portfolio management, investigation, IP due diligence, dispute solutions and IP litigation - to strengthen and
protect clients’ IP rights in China.

Over the years, we have grown from a boutique firm into a firm with nearly 300 employees. The professionals at AFD China are well-versed
in IP laws and some of them won titles such as “National IP talent”, “Outstanding Patent Attorney of year, “IP Star”, “Leading Individual” and
“IP Attorney to Watch”.

Our practice is distinguished by creative mindsets and effective approaches. Our working manner was described as “in the best spirit of the
law, rather than advising clients to sidestep regulations based on technicalities”. We provide forward-thinking advice at each step of the
prosecution or litigation process and utilize every possible opportunity during a prosecution process to advance clients’ cases. We have
implemented and maintained a mandatory quality control policy that applies to all filings, opinion letters and litigation filings. We enforce

a two-step at every key point of prosecutions to ensure consistency, accuracy, reliability and compliance. Our quality control includes a
complete set of control procedures of problem finding, training, watching, auditing, retraining, re-watching and re-auditing.

We stay up to date with the latest changes in their respective areas of IP practices. We provide prompt communications with clients on
changes on governmental, statutory, regulatory laws and regulations, examination guidelines and specific handlings.

Because of the commitment to good practice and high professionalism over the years, we are constantly recommended and recognized

by clients, industrial associations, local authorities and professional rankings. We are a director firm of the Beijing Patent Attorneys
Assaciations, a committee member firm of the China Intellectual Property Development Alliance, and a council member firm of the China
Trademark Association. We were accredited to local patent agency service standards as an AAAAA-level (top tier) Patent Agency in Beijing,
awarded with the titles of Outstanding Patent Agency and Preferred IP Service Providers for Medium Small and Micro Enterprises. We were
also included in the first batch of Five-Star (top tier) Intellectual Property Firms rated by Capital Intellectual Property Services Association
and the first batch of Patent Agencies to be Included in the Accurate Service Guarantee List by All-China Patent Attorneys Association. Our
litigation case was selected as an exemplary IPR protection case by the Beijing Higher Court.
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IR E A AR AR AR A S A~ AFD China

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAW OFFICE
LtRZEFEMEFRREERLQF

FR{EHD: Golden Towers, Tower B, 21st FL., 38 Xueqing Road, Haidian, Beijing, 100083, China
EEES: +86 108273 0790

7YY 2R:+86 10 8273 0820

EX—JL: info@afdip.com

7%k www.afdip.com

Ei&%: Xia Zheng

N—hF—FELTH

fasreEH 150

WS EFE: R HAGE BEE MV PEE

ELSE: T IR E R RX VR ERBER L7 b BEWER R AT S M ER BYE. Kilis L EEER,

EBFROBE

AFDHREBIE R R EFFFTIE. 2002F (CIERICTMs. Xia ZhenglC ko TNA LNV ORI —EX 2RI I ZEMTRISNE Lfco D
BRICHEVCKEA 74 R BHTDEREHA. ATV EL VT —EXRHZRIU L FXEE LA TR L DI HMRPDIS1T b
ICEEN BRI Y — EXZRME LTV E T AFDHRE SR E B R RS ICE R 2B < —7 T BHTDISKMIM SRS S MBA VAR ZE DR
STVWETCD2DDTFVRIFIDDIIL—TFTEESNTED HBOVRIAVMF—LERE EBN— b —BLUHROEMREHE
LTVWE T FIcBIE— R T HERRNTI 17 FOMNMEEZRL LIRET 21 DICERDBEAB LVREI T TV ERRIC
IR AFET <7 =20 SR R RN A RS SO MR S ER O B H 2 VI EWE ST BEEE AR MM Ta—T
VDTV R RBERE L UL ZE O FEOMNAEY —EXD T by TV ) a—2 3> BLVLEE B D FFICHO AR —
ERZRMLET

COBEICOIo TR BIR T Ty VB EHEMD 5300 EK DR EE TR D BHAANCHR LTI E LI AFDFREOHFMIRISHMEHER
ICFEBLTULET, £/o.—7BIE ‘National IP Talent, ‘Outstanding Patent Attorney of year’, ‘IP Star’, ‘Leading Individual’, ‘IP Attorney to
Watch’ R EDRA ML EERLTVWET,

I EDEBISBNEMNEE EHRNL 7 TO—FICLoTEINLZR>TVE T EDMERIF DEOREOREMICA S IcB E 21TV AR
DIRNEDVWTER GBI S BB IIITHRVIZEY = ELTOWE IS FREPHFATO T ADERME T Rz RIBR B S 2R Mt L.
FETOERDHS5WEHREZEMITERLTCITA TV NDOEHZED T EBATIE INTORFER ARLOERESLUVHFAXE
IOV HADMBEEAHERELTVET. _REREZINTOEMRTREL. — BN ERE EEES SV TS TUVRZRELT
VWETmBEBRICIE FERER . FL— V) BER EE S BRR . BEEOR2RBEREFIRLIENTVED

IIBISHMFEB T —ERCE TR D FORMOEERCIHERZBEL TV E T B GER RHESLUVRAREAIR 1 VELURE
DI EDEBHHoTIHE RRICT STV MBI ZToTVED,

REICOID. EB LB VERMEIROSNFEIF. 7517V MNEERS A BBRES SU—ROZEMARICED. —BLTHELRHEEZS
ITTCEELT A B LR AR T RO EEBRERATH O FENNMERFEESS LUPEBZERRDA N — B> TV E T Fhfc b
ISHIHDAIETH — EXBEICEIE AR TAAAAALRIL (RE LRIV OARBLTERFRICT > 3. Outstanding Patent Agency (BB FIE
T ZEFEFR) « Preferred IP Service Providers for Medium Small and Micro Enterprises (\HEES K OB X DM —E X TONAH

=)ICH/IR—PENTVET, F A BI3 BN EY — EXH 2 (Capital Intellectual Property Services Association) A'5Fifig %5
D8 (RS0 MMM ESHEAOE—MEIOEHINTVSIEN PELEAELHS (All-China Patent Attorneys Association) D NEREH —E

Z{REE R I (Accurate Service Guarantee List) 1 IC & FN BT BHOE—EISBH TN TOWE T AN B Y LIEREREHIF AR LR
BHIFRIC LS TIPRIREEEH EHIEBIENTVET,
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L. S. DAVAR & CO.

COMMITTED TO PROTECTING INNOVATIONS

LS Davar & Co

Address: Globsyn Crystals, Tower 1, 2nd Floor, Block EP, Plot No. 11 & 12, Salt Lake, Sector V, Kolkata- 700 091, India
Tel: +91 033 23571015/ 1012 | 1020

Email: csd®@lsdavar.in

Website: www.Isdavar.com

Contact: Dr. Joshita Davar Khemani

No of partners: 2

Total no of lawyers: 125

Languages spoken: English, Hindi, Other Regional Vernaculars, French and German.

Main area of practice: Patent, Trademark, Design & Copyright

L.S. Davar & Co. has been a pioneer in the field of Intellectual Property Laws in India much before India gained Independence in 1947.
Our history dates back to 1932 and we have been instrumental in shaping the Intellectual Property Laws in India as they exist today with
amendments. We have been recognized as one of the oldest, largest and most innovative law firms in India.

With over Q0 years of legal service, the firm has formed relationships with top-tier innovative companies, start-ups, educational institutions,
Fortune 500 companies, and individual private clients. Today, we have full-fledged offices in New Delhi, Kolkata, Bangalore, Mumbai,
Chennai and Hyderabad. We work with excellent and trusted associates across the globe who assist our esteemed clients to ensure IP
protection and enforcement globally.

Our prosecution and litigation services are particularly recognized as top-of-the-line in India. Since 1932, we have been representing
various national and international clients from various industry sectors, such as automobile, mechanical and machinery, software and IT,
electronics and telecommunications, finance and banking, media and entertainment, pharmaceuticals and healthcare, biotechnology, food
and beverages, liquor, fashion and luxury, garments, accessories, textile, FMCGs, as well as academic and research institutions. We also
represent many Indian Government undertakings and entities.

Our experienced attorneys holding both Engineering and Law degrees from top universities across the globe and regularly participate in
the most significant IP conferences and workshops around the world. They also write regularly on a myriad of topics related to IP laws in
India with a special focus on aligning the Indian IP practice with global standards. Our Attorneys have had the distinction of advising clients
on complex IP issues. They also regularly advise the concerned government departments on IP policies. L.S. Davar & Co. also contributes
substantially as part of various committees and other governmental departments.

Under the leadership of our Managing Partner, Dr. Joshita Davar Khemani, the firm has received several accolades, awards, and recognitions
from prestigious and globally recognized organizations on various international platforms.

o Top Law Firm of India in IP Law for the fourth consecutive year 2020, 2021, 2022 & 2023 by Forbes India.

e L.S.Davar & Co. has been recognized with the prestigious WTR1000 Award 2024, under the categories - Enforcement and Litigation;
Prosecution and Strategu.

 |IAM 1000 has recognized L. S. Davar & Co. as” Recommended: Patent Prosecution Firm of the Year 2024".

e “|P Star - Ranked Firm” for the years 2018, 2019, 2020 and 2024 by the most prestigious IP Stars.

- Recognized as The IP Boutique of the Year in the year 2020 by the Asia IP.

« Recognized as The Most Trusted IP Law Firm for the last four consecutive years i.e. 2018, 2019, 2020 & 2021 by The Economic Times (ET).
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LS Davar & Co

COMMITTED TO PROTECTING INNOVATIONS

FRTEME: Globsyn Crystals, Tower 1, 2nd Floor, Block EP, Plot No. 11 & 12, Salt Lake, Sector V, Kolkata- 700 091., India
BEEEES: +91 033 2357 1015/ 1012 | 1020

EX—JL: csd@lsdavar.in

7Y k: www.lsdavar.com

E#&%: Dr. Joshita Davar Khemani

IN—bF—7ELH:2

g LE: 125

ISR BB L X—B. eoMMg A S 75V RFE R1VEE

ERDH: T BIE BRESSUEFE

L.S. Davar & Co. [Z.1947TE D1 > RIRILIUFI DS 1 > RICE T BN EEED D EF THERE L8> TEI X LTc. HEHADEE 1319324
ICETEHDIFDFET A VRICE TN EE I BEOHEEZR TS HICESTWEIT A B ZDBETEERREZR:L
TEELIHEHFAR A VP TRDELNEORENKERLEFNREREEBROIDELTEROSNTUVET,

FEYULICO T2 EAREEOREZR CHERFIT—ROEFNEE. XZ2— 7y HEEM. Fortune 500t %#. 2L TELZ DY
FAR—=FISATUNEDBEBREREVTCEELARE HEBRIEST )= JIAXNAO=ILLYNA FTo A INT

SIN—RICEIE R A T AZ BRI TVWETABIF HRPICEETIZENGNE CEHE L. AV BT 7> OB ERE
CEHITEIO—NILICHR—RLTVWETD,

HEFRORSFEESLUFLT —ERFFBICA VR Ty T ISR ELTEROSNTVE T, 1932F UK. BB E BRE L UORE.
VIEIIT7ELUIT. BEFELVRE. ERMELVRIT ATATEIVI VI —TAI VAV N ERESIUVER N4 T70/02—
ERBIUHEGEE. 77y arEL NS Va7 ) — KR 7o) — i HE R (FMCG) . T5ICIFF MR E &
UMRHELE CESEREEDNFOERNND I ST bORIBEHFD TEX LT, e HEBIZ Z<LOIVFBFBEES &
UBAHEORIEZHOHTVET,

HEFRORREELAELRI HATHLIEIDORFTIFE LIV EFZORUZIE L TED MARDFELNNSEICEET T
FLYZART =023y FICEBICBIMLTOWE S & e 1 OB EEICEE S 32 IRICH e 2 Y ZICRY B E 2 E N
ICERLTED IS Y ROMNMERF ZERBEEICEDESUITENLTVE T, HEHBOAE LIS AEH LAY A R = (IS
LTOSATUMIBE I 3EBICBVTEBLIcEBZH>TVEY £/ BIE I ZEATEFIICH L TH BV EBERIC DWW TEH
BICBNE 21ToTWETLL.S. Davar & Co.id TETFREBRP ZOMOBAEFIO—B L TH AMNBESF TAICEMLTVE
g-o

YUEHFRIZ. I R—I VT IN—hF—TH3Joshita Davar KhemanitE L DIEED . XS FHRERESICE VT HEMNICERMINT:
R H BB\ S L DRE REFHEEZZ T TLWET,

o 2020520215, 202245, 2023F D4FEHT T Forbes Indiah 5 Top Law Firm of IndialiS#EH I E L7z,

« L.S.Davar & Co.|&. ¥Ei4% 2 TWTR1000 Award 2024 ICEWT. NERITH L UREL. B E S LUEERI O TRESN £ LT
« IAM 1000H*5. L. S. Davar & Co.l&Recommended: Patent Prosecution Firm of the Year 2024 ICERE SN E LT,

« BRHEEDSHBIP StarsHh5. 2018420194, 20204, € L T20244E(ZTIP Star - Ranked Firm & LCEREINE L7

« Asia IPH'5.20204E(_The IP Boutique of the Year ¥ LTRE S LT,

« The Economic Times (ET) h*5. 20185, 20194, 20205 2021 F D45 &K T The Most Trusted IP Law Firm1 & LTRE I £ L7
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KRISHNA & SAURASTRI ASSOCIATES LLP

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAW OFFICES | PATENT & TRADE MARK ATTORNEYS

Address: New Excelsior Building, 7th Floor, Wallace Street, A.K. Nayak Marg, Fort, Mumbai - 400001 INDIA
Tel: +91 22 2200 6322 | Ext: 227

Fax: +91 22 2200 6326

Email: info(@krishnaandsaurastri.com

Website: www .krishnaandsaurastri.com

Contact: Mr. Anshul Sunil Saurastri

No of partners: 14

Total no of lawyers: 115

Languages spoken: English

Main area of practice: Intellectual Property

With offices in Mumbai, New Delhi, Bangalore, Pune, Chennai and Ahmedabad, Krishna & Saurastri Associates LLP is an award-winning
pan-India law firm. The firm comprises of more than 200 members having diverse backgrounds who focus on rendering business friendly
legal services. We represent clients from all major industries and sectors. Our team includes specialists with niche expertise and industry
experience which are leveraged to provide clients maximum value from legal counseling. Most of the firm’s professionals have formative
degrees in natural sciences, engineering, arts, or business, prior to qualifying as lawyers, which is helpful while navigating complex legal
waters.

The firm was formed in the year 1992 as a boutique intellectual property and technology law firm. In the year 1995, the firm merged with

a law practice which was set up in 1956. This was followed by a period of tremendous growth, and consequently in the year 2016, the firm
was converted into a limited liability partnership firm. Since 2016, the firm slowly began to expand its offerings in other areas of law and has
become a full-service law firm. The firm offers a variety oflegal services from its two major divisions, which are the intellectual property &
technology division and the general practice division.

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY & TECHNOLOGY DIVISION GENERAL PRACTICE DIVISION

. Patents - Arbitration

- Trademarks & Geographical Indications - Competition Law

- Designs - Employment Law

- Copurights - Corporate

«  Trade Secrets - Commercial Litigation

- Data Protection & Privacy «  Mergers & Acquisitions (M&As) and Joint \Ventures (JVs)
« IP&Technology Litigation - Private Client - Family Disputes & Arrangements,
. IP Assignments Succession Planning, Estates, Wills and Trusts

- Licensing & Franchising Insolvency & Bankruptcy

- Technology Transfers - Real Estate and Property

«  Media & Entertainment

< Advertising

- Fashion Law and Merchandising
- Anti-Counterfeiting

- Information Technology & E-Commerce
- Cyber Security

«  Customs & Border Enforcement
- Plant Varieties Protection

- Biological Diversity Law

- Sports Law

«  ArtLaw

Learn more about us at www.krishnaandsaurastri.com
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KRISHNA & SAURASTRI ASSOCIATES LLP

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAW OFFICES | PATENT & TRADE MARK ATTORNEYS

FRTEME: New Excelsior Building, 7th Floor, Wallace Street, A.K.Nayak Marg, Fort, Mumbai - 400001 INDIA
BEEE S +91 222200 6322 | Ext: 227

T7vPIRX:+91 22 2200 6326

EX—JL: info@krishnaandsaurastri.com

7Y k: www.krishnaandsaurastri.com

¥ Mr. Anshul Sunil Saurastri

N—=brF—FELH: 14

gL 115

WG SR =53

EBE: FNE

LN Za—FT )= NYHO=ITZ—=F T A T—=AEN—=RIZA T+ 2= X BKrishna & Saurastri Associates LLPIE. 1 R+
ICEBHT 3 AREHATI BN LV ER %2 3REHFTIE2008DZRR/N\YIITSUVREZFDOXAN—TIEBRINTED ESRRICE
BLIEU—HIL T —ERORBICERZBVTVE S, HEHEFII. HOWIETEEES SV IZ—DIFTA TV OREBEHEHTVWET, /.
LHEFROF—LAICIF FEDEFIMBMEERBREIFI OARIYIZIMIEENTED. FNZNOEBESHFEER L TIS1 7 hOEERH
IR L IRARDMEEEZIRE L TWE T Z<OTOT7Tya LG AETERZERET 25iIcBARE TE =M. £REREODHFTE
MIEEBLTED B AANREE RS BRI TTVET,

HEBAIE 192F ICHNAES LM EPIDERERATE LTI SN E LTz, 19955, 1956 F ISR SN EARERFICAHLE LT
Z0% BREZTEIF 20165 (CIELimited Liability Partnership (BFREEEEES) NCERIRLF L7, 2016 F U HEHIE R LICMHD
EDBFICHY —ERELALMKEEREBFRCAD £ L. SEHIE AMNEE - MBI e —MEBEBFIE WS2D0E BEHMHLS. TFEE
FR)—HLY—ERZRHELTVED,

HYBAE - B ATERPT —RREFEERPI
o fhE

. B =N
o ERRBSLUHIENRTR o HENE
. ER o RER
. EFME o PEEHRAN
. EENE o RINEH (M&A) BLUT a1V bRV Fv— (V)
. TFT—RRESLV TSI — . TIAR—=RIZAT N - REFE - HEBHETEL.
o HIMBIES S OEHNICEEY 2R BEJESHELVER
o HINBIEDEE o THE-FIEL
o TAEVIVIBLIVTIUFAX o TEESIOYIMEL
o FfiifgEn
o XFATBELUVIVER—FAIUXAIE
. N

TrviayO—8LUON—Fv 41200
. RERLE
o BEREMEIUOEFEHEGI
. HAN—tFaUTy
o BB LUEEEED
. iBYImIERE
. EYIBHEME
.« RR—VE
o EfiE

YEFHFROFMIZTE5 :www.krishnaandsaurastri.com
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