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frtEfl . SEPSFRAND N 5254 K5F Cinjunctive relief)
- EELRTE ORI R A
= FRAND Jii U B i e s v A0 H B & R B 455 I 1) Bl 4/ FH AE
- SEPsYIIER = A K 4l

o [H R SR B E AN B 5 IEYF2E 4 (anti-suit injunction)
- LR JE
- C“ERERGTEENT 5 GEERT BHF

o g [B VL B B AR L 5 B o HERGEE (declarative relief)
- & [F] BEIL AR BEFRAND J5R U

BN G5 FRANDZR K, BN AN S N SIGEFR], Bt &8 SR Z) 7554 FRAND Ji5 |

- e [R5 E AR
[ B A E D9 AR LA ) B SR 1)






P AL

o COREIL B — TN AG EEREZEERT . b EFIEYLN (SDO ) FEHE T HFIK,
CZZFIMERI T, (I 7 GEE L FE [ TR & A i — . X Pl g X
X IF B FEHN ARG W TR An FR S A TR E I P T & AL HERTI
o 7 —WIPO “ =R LR bR B L I G IE 2024-20264F”
- WRI A PR HEAIWI-Fi. USB. H52F . FIAIARES . 15 MZHoR (4G, 56) 5§
- PRERI EH 2] (Standard Setting Organisations/“SSO”, i Standards Developing
Organization/ “SDO” ) &l Ebs#E. Flan “RRM B Gs#E<”  (ETSD , HEIE(E sHEL
2" (CCSA) o ABRMERIUNTU-T. IEEE. I1SO%%,
- Z 5hnER LR, SARELREAR. #4011, GHEETSIZE N 25 A [FSSO/SDOsHil
SERIARE T, R T35 LR . ARG R AR o] 5 i a7 b it

BUH| N\ (Holder / Patentee) 53Zji A (Implementer) HJME




“PrdfE A7 (STANDARD ESSENTIAL
PATENTSTGiFX “SEPS” )

SEPs/& 3Lt “HRiE” BT “FR7 BIEA|

*J8 ' SSO/SDOIPR Policy T W ERACH AAE A i, 1A 2 A BAR SR 1A XK
Mo WAEKT B E

AR N — 7 o {0 ) e PR

- HR P& Darts-ip P B R ZE o, TEA SR B AE ) B, B 29%5 5 M S A A, 29% % 1N ,
A2% K% W\ 58 B3 AL

- PEHRIESGAE R A, mEISE S B T BN, Al EE 2 10%-20%
BRI AR, WENISHER], “EREFHEZRS. TRREHFMN LA E AN E S S
IR, HR7TH W RGO E R e B

EVFRT MR, JUT A TR BT A A BT e




OR3P AR AR A ZE S (INJUNCTION)

TR N FIE R “RURN” BOBUR. 3 RORI AT R 2 (AT IR . AR
WA USFIRR [0k, R T MR R E 434 2k, A A
e 2 bV ] B A T BB IR, AR BRI VT o, HEA S
EEHR, B RERENRLTA.

T BRI N, BRI RER “564 7 Gnjunction) HO5F, (FEHLIE
AL i s A

= Unwired Planet v Huawei (2020) UKSC 37:  “In English law, once a patent owner has established that a
patent is valid and has been infringed, it is prima facie entitled to prevent further infringement of its
property rights by injunction... ”

= eBay Inc v Mercexchange LLC 547 US 388 (2006) : “From at least the early 19th century, courts have
granted injunctive relief upon a finding of infringement in the vast majority of patent cases. This ‘long
tradition of equity practice’ ... is not surprising, given the difficulty of protecting a right to exclude through
monetary remedies that allow an infringer to use an invention against the patentee’s wishes.”
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T G FAIE—RPGA T, IR £ 2 2 g M FE A (monetary

damages) . {HHEAFESEIMF IR Z M EIFA LW, K

Iy

Sk H

“HTRGF 7 (equitable remedies/reliefs) o IXALHE FITR A S48 0w A5
2L KGF Cinjunctive relief) 5B 7R R05F (declaratory relief) 5.

o % [ 2= i 38 & ] #R 4 % [E Senior Courts Act 19812 S.37(1) 345

AR A
23

- 22 N5 518" (just and convenient) “The High Court may by order (whether interlocutory
or final) grant an injunction or appoint a receiver in all cases in which it appears to the court to be

just and convenient to do so.”

VEGAT R =R ORE N, EFH RN RA/MPEESE S Y EANMEES CHirKIE X7
(ends of justice) MIFFE. R EN 72, WE LICEIR WA A 9# M,
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V25 58 AT 2354 Rl 0 3 5K

o [E VLB B FE A
HIE N “DIAZIFTF”  (he who comes to equity must come with clean hands)

« HIE N DB, g5 A5 812 (dilatoriness) Hulr)yERe/E H 15,
Bl “delay defeats equities”

«tH1[A]Z£4 (interim relief)
« E AT T BE S S U AR, — T BRI AR 7 R RRUR], S BB 7 IR
S R 1 1 R gt (B R
- “balance of convenience test” 5American Cyanamid Co v Ethicon Ltd (1975) AC 396: (a) HH1E A
AR H B (serious issue to be tried) ;5 (b) 6B J7 I B30 R B2 /2 15 208 7R 4D FH
NAE B I B2 B 5 B S50 H U IS R0 K;  (c) P BT R A7 35 . SEPs X
AR AR B R G E P RS R E 2 1, JUTHEA G H SRR AN 35

ANE
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5 i 58 A HERR T 3 i e R U )

- ROCRSRNE P EENERT IR S ZRLIEAE, R [EHELY L H T B AR
Bz, ZZif & IR PR E T IR PRI A, FE PR HR R R AT A FIAT B 1T s
B, #HRIFAFERR 07

- Nokia v Oppo &', Nokiaft2023 4 H 6 H L [E i yE bt FRiE 2254 J5, Oppok i i B {5
PR EEE T IRENHENEH. 2RI aHRRBESRSIRA, FFHEF202491H20H
Oppo E i -5 Nokiaik Al 4= Bk L& F A2 XAF AT il

S MERE (contempt of court)
* Independiente Ltd & Ors v Music Trading On-Line (HK) Ltd & Ors [2007] EWHC 533 (Ch)

- AR A Rl R IE S ak . WAZ%E (Imprisonment) B{FE AP (Sequestration) 2™ & J5 5




FRAND J& I
LR FES 2R AL/ I [A] B 7

HREFE R B 2N 7 VB SEMYME. BEEIERRWHAT, B

it “LRBFE” (hold-up) 5 “LHRIHIE” / “xmBIFF” (hold-out)

- LRI F R RN BRI & PN A ] e A B ABUE LA, SNEH “2847 ias+T
o S A

- LR BH SE & 8 STt NAE ARGV R] 5o B TR oK, JUHE S0 5K B 6 1E B R [m] 8 52 A5
FRAND & |7 n] 3%

K| L SDOHJIPR Policy H i % 5| AFRAND/RAND & U
« F (Fair) « &3 (Reasonable) . 5 (And) . TCHEAM (Non-Discriminatory) 455

- B N A&VE (undertaking) JE & 552 NZS VT 57 & FRAND SR N B AT Wil o 2 AR A AN F
FOVFICEGEEFRAND S M A AT B o St A\ 9 A [l S AT I A 2 4 284 FH 1L

- LSRR BB HAE, JoibZs N HEREIE




FRANDJ& NI
PLETSI IPR POLICY 14

*6.1 When an ESSENTIAL IPR relating to a particular STANDARD or TECHNICAL
SPECIFICATION is brought to the attention of ETSI, the Director-General of ETSI shall
immediately request the owner to give within three months an irrevocable
undertaking in writing that it is prepared to grant irrevocable licences on fair,
reasonable and non-discriminatory (‘FRAND’) terms and conditions under such IPR...

*6.2 An undertaking pursuant to Clause 6.1 with regard to a specified member of a
PATENT FAMILY shall apply to all existing and future ESSENTIAL IPRs of that PATENT
FAMILY unless there is an explicit written exclusion of specified IPRs at the time the

undertaking is made. The extent of any such exclusion shall be limited to those
explicitly specified IPRs.



ﬁMn B FRAND Ji JU]
| VEBEXTETSI IPR POLICY [F) il &

*ETSI IPR Policy {')i& FIVE 2 vE EVE .

FEVEEVET, NFANFIEE (undertaking) #EAERE NEEEF I E = AF Z 4 [E
(stipulation pour autrui) o EIPUA AF%ETSWEEH??(% B2 = \/SEjt A\ n] T DA v
FER T 2R KRR S22 [ [ 22

n] DLl AT AR E N L, TR B E A = E S AR IE BT T PR S it AR 1 R
N: Optis v Apple (2021) EWHC 2564 (Pat)

-ﬂm%i% je RN AR B 26 B 2R T i R R HLA o AR AASE BUE 3 R
FRIRVABC 25 2 BObT IR L A, @Eﬂwﬁ,%mﬁﬁﬂﬁkkﬁﬁawﬂﬁﬁﬁm
FRAND JE W B A B3, e BOR N A B A BRI 254 K55 . Unwired Planet v
Huawei (2020) UKSC 37

AN & BEAR L B S G . B TANE A S A LR e T
5] — L FjZE (patent family) HJFTHE L F]. (Clause 6.2)




G 22 A FRAND J5L ]
HoAth %= B A B

o 36 [E v B 2 2L R 14 i X 455« Microsoft Corp. v Motorola, Inc., 795 F.3d 1024
(9th Cir. 2015):  “When that contract is enforced by a US court, the US court is not
enforcing German patent law but, rather, the private law of the contract between
the parties. Although patents themselves are not extraterritorial, there is no reason a
party may not freely agree to reservations or limitations on rights that it would have
under foreign patent law (or any other rights that it may have under foreign law) in a
contract enforceable in US courts.”

EEVERERISEATE S, FRFRAIEZTZEFE (Art 102 TFEU) bR 2
1’5&%95’]1‘@!—@: Huawei/ZTE(C-170/13, 2015) o« A ABFINAE T 1Y x%z'%%}'%
it “invitation to offer” , TEH £ Huawei/ZTEZR M40 IRIE B A2z H B 2038
WE, HIEEBZES AT A IE Y 55409
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STt N 2 TR A 7 58 211

7, AL E SR A

- B IERCRANBHRE: S N 38 =R AT 5 5 FRAND JiR U'JEWFTTJM KR N GRASGE F 315244
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B RRIBIN, 7780 KEcmAL .

B WREBRAMECE L, TCFHRFIME L EES T,
HIREEBR S, = 25 E A G AR HF AR R A R E.

XK, ERCFINRIAE T, BUF AANBE BB FIZA it I, 38 18 St A\ SOA B8

ZVFAI SR SEh N B ARE

1545 ERAUR N FT VAR A B S AL 22 B R A 7 AT 52 55
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FRAND JEL I {73 4R 47 15k 61X
1785 Mﬁhm/\ﬁﬁ/\lﬁi

FEAR LR E RN S BEMEA T HAEE (technical review )

SRR NAFAEIL R it AREE B AN A Sebpife N iea 4o, GIanseifiaG/TERRHE H FIM2MIE
st A2 F BTG AGhRHEKISEPs; %5

- AWV ERIIE TR 10/ 53,6 708K . SSO/SDO AN [ 78 i1l 7 L 1 By gt B 4

& FRAND JE U I AT Dl 51 9 in EA BT : EGNKEHE ( commercial/FRAND review )
» SDO IPR Policy # X FRAND A HH s & X

- VB @'Z—:?ﬁ —%ﬁﬁﬁ‘%ﬂﬂ%,‘ {EDGS T ZE T B L) %a‘%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ WIS i — A . Optis v AppleZE— 8 1A € 5643
JIgEE VR B, LUREAF TN E 50200 S B5 VRl 3, MZEIE106% .

- “HBEET . Z2F 5RO E S FRAND I HAR YR AT PN SR R AE BANE B

C KREGMNZ I, W2 w i ), 2 & S I BHEBR YRR N “injunction risk”™ + “willingness
and ability to litigate” . : Samsung v. ZTE (2026) EWHC 999 (Pat)

L RMFERIFEM (patent exhaustion doctrine) SHEINZERFIARF), FEORFIN REB=NAR: Fed.
Trade Comm’n v Qualcomm, 969 F.3d 974 (9th Cir. 2020)

RKEMPFABAIERFHRE, n “LANEE " (Patent Troll) .
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= (TERRITORIALITY)

LRER (EAHXD) =T NEREAMEECN, AR, YRR AR S ROGE

FEARZ A E K H SR E

“The grant of a patent for an invention is the grant to the patentee for a limited period of a
monopoly right in respect of that invention, i.e. the right to exclude others from using that invention”
-- Terrell on the Law of Patents (20th edn, 2024) 1-01

- FEHRFAR; EEUS Patent and Trademark Office; BRIP4 KX BH f{JEuropean Patent Office

(EPO) , £ HH BIBUFM LIS W1%E E Deutsches Patent - und Markenamt (DPMA) , VEH
Institut National de la Propriété Industrielle (INP1) ; JZ[E UK Intellectual Property Office (UKIPO)

LR R AERAR T 1 E 8

3

NSRS

BRI RNEZ %ﬂ&ﬂZﬁL%&yﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁ&%%ﬁ%%%h$m,

IRGER AT R BAURBOFR R AR R IR T B B EFEuE .
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SEPsABHEE
- e R A

- W A aR K. R EE 8 B KA Y <<éﬂ?56ﬁ/ﬁz LR LRI ZT AR (20264F) ) Baa2FRHEL T
M AT REE A S R R S 4 T S = 167.03%, EEF%%E% 1A N B R R R ECE 5 EEiA11.7%,
e T HER S E A 8.05%. ﬁF%ﬁUﬂLEPEI’JJi@EPJLLﬁEP (6.82%) . /NK (4.84%) FIOPPO (4.52%) .
FrEIXER], HERE AT H SGhRHE RS2 it N AR PR Y Lﬁﬁgﬁ%jﬁzﬁ%ﬂ o AiE w&/\’%ﬁmo
FICTFHL, ERAR T 7R B ST 1 &R 3121203 76 .

s MU FFFFB, B EER “Tik” FB. Bl FRTRERAChE, HIEEUFIATEORE,
HETERE a2 B T HERR B 55 nik, MR ER TSN F AT ELZHAH, F2IELNFREESE.
WEEET, #HT19Us.C. §1337, EEHEFRE %%ﬁiA (ch> A] LA X TR AT RTE Y “337/E& 7 ,
JEaEfE R AR R k. ke it NSEE e, BHE

K SEPsZE A HI AL HL ZHRFHEIBINAIERFER

-SEPs #FEI’J%E'@ S REXRFAERSRERAAIEF . Interdigital v Lenovo [2023] EWHC 1578 (Pat)
Z, YR 123,150 77 588 .
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% PRESIDENTIAL ACTIONS

Winning the 6G Race

Presidential Memoranda December19, 2025

“It is the policy of the United
States to lead the world in 6G
development. Certain steps are
necessary to achieve the goal
of this policy, including
steadfastly advancing
American interests in the
international standards bodies
that will play a crucial role in
6G development, and
identifying a significant volume
of radiofrequency spectrum
that can be harmonized for 6G
networks internationally.”
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ARRRLIRG , (BEHRER. KA ENR

AN FEAELENARER EHXD) BIEEH, G HERIGE LR
- BRNE T R RIBURA UL, SREETAIRB R, #EE 2GS ER (HdhX) K5
RRGF
VRG-S A B B BN AR R W62 1IN 75 AR 2RI RS et

B R IE A FE AR, e T BAERE AN A [ S Bl XA RosT

M ANENE I EAR B ROE R S E . WBEANE],  XTFRAND [ WA A [F] A 132
X R G5 NFEHATUR (forum shopping) 5% i < 4T YR 1A (parallel
litigation) LAk B e KA 2t )46 )







“AEEERTT E L7 (JURISDICTION
IMPERIALISM) 15 1E 1§25 4/ 11 725 4

o i [B] v B A LEVREESS ( Anti-Suit Injunctions, ASI ) , 2B 2 2.
Airbus Industries GIE v Patel (1999) 1 AC 11945 H B B A fu, 5
- SNEFE P R B “vexatious” BY “oppressive”

- AR (1) REERA SEEERNER, UL (2) 2 MAMERE BN iz 1k

. |3Tﬁi1'>($bt (international comity)
£ [EVERE: E & J. Gallo Winery v Andina Licores S.A. 446 F.3d 984 (9th Cir. 2006);

re Unterweser Reederei GmbH, 428 F.2d 888 (5th Cir 1970)
- ME N 28] “functionally equivalent” , SEEVERBEYFA T LL “dispositive of the foreign action”

- — R E RN &, 1§Jﬁﬂ[5ﬂ£ﬂ7/£ﬁm[§l’]ﬂ , ANEYFA “vexatious” / “oppressive” , 5ZHE [k
SERIH B FERL, M VR A
RES NG N IR

In
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20208 A B b [E f = B (2019) FEvEFIERZX 732, 733, 734 52 — Y 5

* 20174F FESCARE S [FVE B AR VR AN o FE Y E?E?F%‘mﬁ#, {H1£202048 H 26 H 9= [E Unwired Planet
v Huawei (2020) UKSC 37 8¢ =5 Bt Se B B2 [l o AR50 2k 22 AE v [E HEZ))

* 20185 F1 H HONFE R R B SIR IR IR, ZORIABEE RN N RIZEL, IFH RN %5 A EFRAND
JEU R VR R] 2R3 . 202048 H i R [ R 5 B L 0T RT 2R ERAE A E, (R IEAE A d e b R )
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SR IR VR ZE 2 ROR Bt — 20 %

TEVER 2 Al B AHE 2 A IEIREE S, RIEIFEES ( Anti-anti-suit injunction ) 1%,

VERT A B K SR AT A R

s SRS ENAERT, 202091277 H =2 A E R RN RIABEE REGE AT A FRAND JEUN By P ]
PRBRE, 120209212 A 11 H R AR R E B g2 A B R F = 2« IX 3 EUR R = EAERDUA
B g B BR1EREE S (2020) SRO1ENRWI7435, 92 SOAE M AEFE I 25 B i e 1B R 254
Ericsson Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., No. 2:20-CV-00380-JRG (E.D. Tex. 2021)
- [ b YREE AT DL ELR A A1l N M H1E N R i I b R2E 4 T 7 B SOAS 151 4
- BEG “FEMVERE” BIAETT: BHP Group (UK) Ltd v Municipio de Mariana (2026) EWCA Civ 294

SEFREFE X N 1254 1) B 7T
- EEF T RENFAN. LN, EREHETE. XFHPEER S REER S
I8 T) KR

*WTO DS611 R IR . AT ABUORMEMGE, MERENEEE., W ENREE?




Al\/IAZON V INTERDIGITALZE
o [ B VA F5e 5 kR /4 [V BE AR R 6F BT

*HDRE; AR FrifE, InterDigitalZEfE[E . EE. EPH. UPCE T IGEAIFA. MiAmazon
M AE20258:8 H, {EHEVEFEHIGEE/R B ORI H i E/R¥ITU R InterDigital F R i

BEATINE . MR BRSSO AT A B 55

= (1) 20254F9H, TiHIAmazonfE e [EyEPr nl e iG] “ImEF ¥ n]” , InterDigital 7F 2 [F % Je S X
Vb (21 012112/25) LA UPC (UPC_CFl_936/2025) HIiE I I YF2E4, 2% 1k Amazon ) 9% [E V2 5 H
T IEEFAR], R IX 22445 FR N “Anti-Interim-Licence Injunctlon”(AILI) Z JE{E2025412H, UPC
VEBERAAILIFAE 2t (UPC_CFI_936/2025) , Ffuiidi [ i & nl Be 4% 4b LAST- /3 KR T AR 51

= (2) 2025410 H Amazon 5 [E 7L R 5.7 1 FH 1 2 RRIEIREESS ( Anti-Anti-Suit Injunctions ) :
Amazon v InterDigital [2025] EWHC 2708 (Pat). £ XU 4+t )5, 1ERBEINZ I IEVFRZES IR -
Amazon v InterDigital [2025] EWHC 3170 (Pat). 1% 1L YF2E AR [ vk B 1EAE 34T H B FE AU RE
FRAND JG VR AT 2 SO\ @ SR 7, T AN IR FF— g B IR VA B R Al k. 20254F12 H ,
Amazon v InterDigital [2025] EWHC 3334 (Pat) /5 i — D A

FPREIRAE R IR “XTPL” 5 RN A EINAIAE “AlFT 287 TR E R ?




Injunction

5. Until after the return date or further order of the Court, the Respondents (and each

A m a ZO n V of them), whether by their directors, officers, partners, employees or agents, or in

any other way, must not take any steps in any court or tribunal (wherever situated)

I n te r D I g I ta I to seek any orders, measures or other relief (including, without limitation, anti-suit

relief) which would, directly or indirectly:
N

i

a. restrain, prevent or prohibit the Applicants or any of them from pursuing the

Final Relief (or any part of it), the AASI Application, the Continuation
Application, and/or the Expedition Application;

b. require the Applicants or any of them to withdraw any claims for the Final
Relief (or any part of it), the AASI Application, the Continuation Application,
and/or the Expedition Application;

c. seek to penalise the Applicants or any of them for the pursuit of the Final
Relief (or any part of it), the AASI Application, the Continuation Application,
and/or the Expedition Application.
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o+ AR B 5 FRAND &
- YRR, AT RIE R, BEME. RS IEREELREENE,
© “FRANDEFH” , %FtHH4 VEATHhill & ?kz”f%\FRANDJ?WJ

ARG 5@ FROZSE SRR AR, TR TFRAND R B . (H B [V e A5 AL 2 FRAND B S AT -
RS ETE, BN SR, (A T LA FRAND G AT

ATAERE IR R S A FRISERBATRER, TR L U S A 3 S RAND i
 SRBSBRONIRE, K LR ENIEIE . TR

WL BB BB B ERL, AJF RTINS AR e B A Wb 5 0, ;UJ‘@)\
HUBC AL EE R AT AR o FRANDJEUU A i (P17, [FIRE S DR S N S T B M NEREF . Br 254
ISR, TR RENTE S5, XS N E et 2R3 a.

°%E@Aﬂ%$@m%ﬂiﬂﬁﬁlﬁﬂ’] “PURAUN” 5 1 AT L AR 55K 57 3 A 1R e FR R B s TR
T 0 P /B2 e H R 1 - S B A A 1 T B R
- TR EVRBE R b n] LU SRR S T
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B R
DL o [& ngjujiﬁ :

Eg%er;&Act 1977 S.71 ;F{i%"%ﬂ*ﬂ ( declaration of non-infringement, “DNI” ) . B /~$FEAT N AN R LA L)

= Niche Generics Ltd v Lundbeck A/S (2004) FSR 20 “The declaration merely tells the defendant that if the claimants can
demonstrate that the manufacture is according to the process description which forms the subject matter of the
declaration, then there is no infringement of the patent. It neither involves a warrant by the claimants that the product
sold within the United Kingdom will be manufactured according to that process description, nor does it provide the
claimants with an immunity based upon the claimants’ own assertion of the manner in which the product is made. It is
merely a manner of clearing out of the way issues of construction and substantive law relating to infringement so that
the only issue in the future which should arise between the parties is the process used for the manufacture of the
defendant’s product.”

kIR —: LB EIRIFI (inherent power )

= Senior Courts Act 19812.S.195CPR r.40.20. “The court may make binding declarations whether or not any other
remedy is claimed.”

- ﬂ%/)?ﬂ: “KIEBEERE”  (Court of Chancery) I T-R5F (equitable remedy) o VERENT T& GEH BEaRHIRE

“unfettered discretion” .

TR IR

H




B T ROGF
DL [ ngﬂzjiﬁ

<KL 55E (pragmatic) R,

2 A

JG —T.

[J/\\

il

SNESA=O

EXHH .zl s 2 G AR

( useful purpose ) : I\/IeSSIer—Dowty Ltd v Sabena Ltd (2000) 1 WLR 2040

X7 HH NARE A
AL 1L Ccomity)

- ARy CREIVERE T W E R AN EVE B AR AN EVE N BA: Teva UK Ltd v Novartis AG (2022)

EWCA Civ 1617

- RV e g [ 3s, A HOE KA MN EF) R R W

Group Ltd (2012) EWCA Civ 1624

Howden North America Inc v ACE European



ERN LR Se .
u%?bhﬁ$‘:#§ﬂF%T%%W

-jizDNlFl%JrXﬂ‘%%%U, BN MERGE A IR H] . Actavis v Lilly (2015) EWCA Civ 555

LI AP R B R EL T 5. 2 RO AT B R R AR it B kB4
5 5 Al E TEHj EI/J % H 15 (submarine divisional application) : Arrow Declaration
- P e S AL i i b T TR S X L) 5 I R A

I ERRGE, VABESR AT ERAMZAL . Al AT DLARZEAE SR IN 18] 5 SR . B AL S BO80 b 2T
Yy, BT NRREREAES AR AR

= Arrow Generics Ltd v Merck & Co Inc (2007) EWHC 1900 (Pat); Fujifilm Kyowa Kirin Biologics Co Ltd v
AbbVie Biotechnology Ltd (2017) EWCA Civ 1; Glaxo Group Ltd v Vectura (2018) EWCA Civ 1496; Pfizer
Ltd v F Hoffmann-La Roche AG Roche Products Ltd (2019) EWHC 1520 (Pat); Mexichem v Honeywell (2020)

EWCA Civ473; Teva UK Ltd v Novartis AG (2022) EWCA Civ 1617; Philip Morris v Nicoventures (2023)
EWHC 2616 (Pat)

- 1B NOIZ U A RO HE R B R RLZGE R B . T BAR B A R A A s
b i SO B A7 e R B A S b 7 LUK R
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*Crypto Open Patent Alliance v Wright (2024) EWHC 1198 (Ch)/#, “MAHRE” Craig

David# = F 7k H & P AR 5 LR e SUE, FikHE ARZEAERM. Crypto
Open Patent Alliance F1if o [E 72 Bt B 7~ 1 KOG

g [E VAR A o B A E 5 B~ WrightfH - - AN & 2008FE 8 K HIER, JFAEEEL
AR RSN 1, HIFIEAE200831)201 14F (8] 4k, 44 v A BE Bicdas i AH e ik 5 1 A
14

- 26 RE, 5 1 RIT400 0T AT, N E REWrightl B LIRAETIESE . ST AAAE NG
WrightE LA NEN T E 2P ARIE, |25 RKREMEEREREGL:  “Dr Wright lied

to the Court extensively and repeatedly... his biggest lie: his claim to be Satoshi Nakamoto.”



ERN R
CRYPTO OPEN PATENT ALLIANCE V WRIGHT

o AEH?

+ Wright 75 % 2 COPA%E (2 MR FE ORISR, P LA T 04 XU 525547 B T “ i 7

‘mmmyﬁ>m&ﬂ ELEK%W%%EU&%¢$W%@%E£ﬂ1ﬁﬂ&ﬂm%Xi

R AR R IEIR . B AR BE BE U6 R Vet Sa ) i wright 8 £ ) UF K 5 &R,  tREERT IEWright
R R HABRI SRR, & A~ 3R 2 43 )

5 A et T AN AN 72 2 [ R B

VABORUESE B S UE N B RS BT AR A RE 10 HAEXS Pl i /i e b 42 Py 4T
HISCAE I e T i v J AR 28 XA ) St i VE RIS S A2 AR Fe e, B D& AR 3 3@ % o By
B, IXEEIRIA 2 B R X J AR S ORI .

- PR R R IEAFR TR, (HE € Wightfl £ AP ARIEAR N, Wrightfi L AR REA L&
FEARA I B BIASC LA, S5 N b mAr b SR 2 1 .




ﬁ%‘@ RUGF o
D) o [ Llimjj/‘f 1. SEPF I H v NV

ERREEET LB

EREIRME (globe) . &4 & (portfolio) HIFRIVMNTTE “FRANDJENM” .
Unwired Planet v Huawei (2020) UKSC 37

BNV LG ] Cinterim license) B T ABRE/AEME Cunwilling) A1
Panasonic v Xiaomi (2024) EWCA Civ 1143; Lenovo v Ericsson (2025) EWCA Civ 182

B AL SR 3 2 B IR B R BT AT S FRANDJE I . Acer v. Nokia (2026) EWCA
Civ 564

- HoAth
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*Unwired Planet v Huawei (2020) UKSC 37
= UP&“HF|#45524K” (intellectual property licensing companiesi¥Patent Assertion Entities)

20134 3RV E S KR EICTER G, 2014F MR A N2 %2 57 N 7] E kAU,
- JLEVEBEURIA Y, RN L E R T E ) e A EFRAE . UPHIE N E EBRVEVF T ML .
s B M NFRIRAEFOT, S EVERATI IR BN B A B SRS FRAND R U, i SRS AN

52, BiamiAnZi At Bhup.

W\ EEERM AT ST S FRAND RN, ARG | AER — VA R H 4G VR i
B A L B IR IEAT S C “madness” )

AH )@ e — N [ SR B A4 m] A 4 BRI A FRAND JER U F AT IS0 € 2
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EHoNEERTE, 4
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*ETSIBUH] N 1243 %&I&T%%—Aﬂ S oA 9t EE R 2 X SR T ESehEA SHF
AZEHRFINSHITERE, X228 T RmEVEREERTuRE .
*ﬁm}\ﬁfﬂfﬁuﬁﬁjﬁﬁﬁmm DYF A P
- ] Z ML RERT S FRANDJE N, FIAZYNRITFINY R ERSHEHP—MEELEEIT T NS -
- AFINFRE “AaERME” VPl P By, LB TR BRI AN E L B i REE S FRANDET
- XEMEAF, A2 ER"EmABRBZITHNY.
- QR U RS NIE Az, TR BEAUAG 2 A RObE AN B RS

T ENABE UL A S AR, JCHGEA XS TR LA R T o an RS
) | K Bt X B A R R B e, S NPT RAOR BE RO -5 R BB LA AT 3
CONFEZ EIRBE e 2D o WRFRTHABAR, TN KA 275, Bl
BB IRIEHR I O ST HIVFA] 2555
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Ei%ﬁk\é? H R PR ) 3
BRI 2 \FRAND?

o “LBRME” ETSFRAND?

-|CT1leFLﬁlkL_1TEI’J$§&;%3§* , N AEBRER VR R R CEAR LI AN E N Ay, 1A
e P E S T BRI RS 2 ”Afﬂjk'ﬁél$k?ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ;kl3T1ﬁﬁfz§ o H AL

VRN E EERLFRAND B 3R B A5 A N J T BOREk 3= it ARG
- AR BEAE R AT P A%

K H & Rl ERAR fR R S8 225 R ) oAt n) it
WJﬁnPAEzj:ﬁX%%WFR HALF] N JFZXTSDOHI A VE A& 15— FE FHPAEZR K ? 51l (assign) & [RIVE
Wil a?

et “HH” BSERR R
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BT “AEE” N5
(INTERIM LICENSE)

“« l/ﬁﬁj‘ié:ﬂ ””

-/;Lg‘[ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ o R HEFFFRAND B B, BUFEAE TR S F AT S FRAND & 2, (A58 T5

i (]
o BUFI N ER S b AT DSk S0 78 AN AS [ [ 3Rk AL X [ 25 4 FR i, o szt A3 i B /. 38
F A5 N AT Bk R R 2 B, TS 2 SRl e 45 O

« St N AT AR ZE4E SE SO VF AT 5%, ;EﬁTJi?UBﬂLE/J):ﬁE% S [F B = e Eon —AMm i VF AT,
FE LA ERUOR A4 B2 R A B A2, ﬁ'v?)jy%l/ﬂm[:‘l’ﬁaz}?% AT FrAtERE

*FRANDJE T, XA HFBASBEET"IRA. S AN Z “IBE”  (willing) 1E
FFE FRAND G U B ] B0 S S AT RT3, AR A “ TR A TEP%%"?/%J
S N B P2 AR T

JHIJE T “AREBE/AEBIE (unwilling ) AL CE, L& ExRMERG, REE
B HEL “IEATiFR] 7 Cinterim license) [l



PANSONIC V. XIAOM|
(2024) EWCA CIV 1143

3G/AGIFELE L], Fa T REBCRIN, /K& A
- P N AE DL [EEBE R RN KRARI S G 2E 4, /N K II DLFRAND Ji DU 4H R AR NPT .
A TERN “SGt—ER)iERBE”  (Unified Patent Court) 5T UG UFUAFE B iH 254,

- JEAR N TT A #R A2 t IEE VR E -5 FRAND J&E N (- /] i, (BN T 3G 5 1 F {5 [
UPCHIJFIA o

INKHIEEBEE N, FHAE L URIER S
= (1) FEREP TR Z/ENFRANDIEN T “BEAEHFRT AL (willing licensor) , S
LN AZIR RS MBIV A7 FESEAF g [ VE B 5 A FRAND Ji T R 170w $0 30 2% SR HE A E 5

- (2) WRAR R4z, B ars FRIN M E 7 )& T FRANDJE I ) “ANEAE ) AL

Cunwilling licensor) .



EITE%—: _\/:r\ﬁE \ L5 RN 4 o]
VLR 52N “AR Mﬁ%?

fEPansonic v Xiaomi%, ImAf3FREZE i M FEK. 2G5 N5/ KF#E

Z A RKERHFHMNH: Lenovo v Ericsson (2025) EWCA Civ 182 , Samsung v
ZTE (2025) EWCA Civ 1383; Acer v Nokia (2025) EWHC 3331 (Pat)

o ((ﬁ}zﬁ b3 ?

- fEIEEE Ui f5E, WRAR BRI T ST, A B2 R IR A TW T [E] VA e A]
DLHIZA A, HoAth [ S alisth X VL Be th 2 S BRI N2 NIAT N, B RS,

= 5 B VF AT AR G BB IR R, i HLE RS 807 EoRE Sk %15FEP$I$/\%|3;&|3TQ/\Q/\5FH%

- g [E LR BRER A N AR “feF 7, TR A RSN U, HANERE A RS
GIEM LR T AT 225, NI AFAERESGLLE (comity) HRIE. {HFE RRKE
B AEEVE: Amazon v InterDigital % . (BB, ffs— HANE R R, 4% A5k
0 7] = 26 A0 5 38 G A RV R VR,
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AEROCR GRS, BRI E O BN, Rk P VAR, R
1] 5 e e 7 41 ] P

= “In the present case, China is the only candidate which the appellants have put forward... After
hearing extensive expert evidence, the judge found that the Chinese courts do not, at present, have
jurisdiction to determine the terms of a global FRAND licence, at least in the absence of agreement
by all parties that they should do so. Even in the event of such an agreement, he described the
prospect that the Chinese courts would embark on the exercise as no more than speculative... In
sharp contrast, we have decided, for the reasons set out above, that the English court does have such
a jurisdiction, even in the absence of consent by the parties, and it has of course exercised that
jurisdiction in the Unwired case. ”

KGR R R EVARBE A CAERRYE” AE, TEAELEH I
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V25 Bt U AR

«OPPO5 B Wi LB LR i 24y &t 22 (2020) HEnEa REE%&517 5 Z4bdr, F[E &=k
@%Eﬁaiﬁﬁ “ é/%Aﬁézéﬂjé‘ffﬁﬂngﬁ S i [ H A B A RITER AL
B A, T EIELE TP O] LU SE Fp 1 L 2 TR T [ Y Y EF ] S H

-OPEO—%WEHHAEM BRI VR AT A 2y S o N GRBe (2022) JR il IR 241675 ZE AL,
Eé%)\ﬁ/\%%u U1 T L i %%%U Hy S A 3 B 25 U
S AEVF R RS 1R A P CE b gl AE 0 [ Mﬂz}\ (OPPO) =™ it 7£ by
9 ] B A 0T FRAND iR U R 3R PV o] S Sk G T I E . “ KK R
»92/7_&/%% VRS Ehr L R IR T A 1B PEIE LB, B e
777 wﬁ Eméﬁfw@z& KRB E VL Bl B TR [F Y EF ] (& S 1 FESE R
JTH 77!% TSR RN, R i b 2L o [ 2 g T 4, fab@zg///f%ﬁ/ﬁw
E?f/ﬁ?fﬁ;éﬁﬂfﬁ/fﬁfg EWORITHE . X7 25 FN 2 ]2 555 R HF 1 (/1 4 T BE [ 4,

22 G B 13K 77 BIOPPO 2\ 7 77 A (I 7 (R 2l 2 i) (A (T 0 77 A=t i, zlvﬁ%ﬁ/ﬁwﬁ
CRY TG T AR BBV S o HT Lo 0 PR R i 2 kT[] 1
HIEF B (/A (T3, AN G F T2 HJOPPO 23 7] Iy SE Uil 4 K bt b L FURTIE N,
(EF)ZE A HIAA T

¢_H
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Hm
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i att =
&>é
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%H,
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[T

L5

o TR HELAR B B R =LY, Wl

- (D) FEABREHFIAN. i, WEHA BRI NAEZH, PEiiiE. fEhr —. nf
e RN T AR XV 24, X7 4N — e faEF EBE 7 KETHHE.

- () SRWATLIR R EER R O AR TS NAEK, 200 ENER H AT A R A
b EVE I A E S B, B R R A RE KRN E bR R 0L S R S

= (3) MLLIEENERE, B E RV A TR B ERA 2, R 2 F AT & A A AR
o, BT EER R EVRIA S 3031005 AR M.

- () FEHEBENESERKEXHS5IEAN. S KREUEEBREE HE5E A EERES .

= (5) PEEBE S Bl e e ES AT, ST VEE S 5 E D55 RS B R
B G AH bE o B 7B Be B #E R Ve R, TP VAR a2 R ST E I £

(K] k. £ Nokia Technologies Oy v OnePlus Technology (Shenzhen) Co Ltd (2022) EWCA Civ
947, Samsung v ZTE (2025) EWCA Civ 13835GHI25 & 2, i “E#ERG E F X7 3
& 325 B AN W 5w AR r= AR PR



SAMSUNG V ZTE
(2025) EWCA CIV 1383

S HAEZHITRERIAEFR, ®E. FE. EE. upc. EEH. B, =
E%Eﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ,%ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%m%%ﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁg,ﬁ$%%%ﬁ
ERMEVFRT P . R SRR RV, HHE B PRVEBE A B BRIV AT s o

202543 H11H, =2 1F 75 E vk b R X Il i i Eox. =25

Anﬁﬂh$7§%E%Mé%f é@AHﬁmu%%,ﬁ%$%$&~
L 7‘5/\ Et SWHhERFER FEERE =FRANDEE
ME hERE MR 42 FRANDEMIIEEE




SAMSUNG V ZTE
rh WS S R | [

/b |

1) VRIS

= BRI E HHOAE 2 MRIEIT AT S, HINZ181E = B 5252 3 POL BN & R R VF
AIPMN SR “it was ZTE’s aim to try to force Samsung into accepting that global FRAND
terms would be decided in Chongqing, the threat being that if Samsung did not agree, it
faced possible injunctive relief excluding them from major markets.”

TRt E \Y3 Sy i £ FETSI IPR Policy FRY=E
BWE, MeE R MY EANEERN L.

FIREESXF, JANZFRIER A IS Y 5LhrB X (legitimate and substantiated

objection) , & NIFIABILARISER SHERAEFRBEEFRIINNGEN . 1M 2R AEH
EVEEEH B RAANEE . RETREPATIRA A — 0 ITE 235 AR UERS CFr
IS, (EABEEA L) Ap 4 IR e e i B Py e B B ids J2 7 ETSIIPR Policy | 135 & 2k

174




SAMSUNG V ZTE
5Ufjgﬁw»%§ %%71

- FERHE NP R B B B AR R R 2=

KFW%mTé%A%Tﬂ&%%@ 2 F At = B B T A2 S JE ] (45 Ak o BAd AR AR v
BE &5 0] AL BEAT B AR, TE 24 5E N BT M e B B R BT AN R AR DS

- H [ BRI N N AZ A BAE H R B YR
.. FRANDJENI T B BRI — € 2 e 2 BEVL P (first seised forum) AbFE
— . EHAMVERE G2 R H AR 2N T &35 -1 ] Wil

= X7 Eb Panasonic v Xiaomi 5 Lenovo v Ericsson

T3 RS S AR EUE N ) 5 2
VY. R A TR AR AR A 25 s
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*Samsung v. ZTERMAE FIRERK R —® 5, =BG KL FRANDH B, JfH
7£20265F5 H 315 3¢ [F LR AE H — 55 Al ([2026] EWHC 999 (Pat)) , A E YA N
N =B N N AF3.92/0 K o1 AT 7R .

-2026$SH ] EPVE R AR HE AR [2024]7101 FGA4J905 5, VAR HIVF AJ i N = B N [A]
HR M S A 7.3142.38 TG IEF AT B

202645 H T [H & FE Ak Meade KIEE Ui:  “this profusion of litigation is a symptom of
a dysfunctional system, whose critical problem is the lack of a dispute resolution mechanism
within the ETSI rules. It is especially unfortunate that all this litigation has been seen by the
parties as necessary when they have been in a previous consensual licence relationship,
agree that there should be a renewal, and agree on almost everything but price.”

o T R A 8 A T DA AR AR 3 2

LI







1 i e R ARG 35 5 R X

VAR 36 0195

TR, PR/ 2 A 8 S DA TN S5 4, RAREE AT DB R L R E A
F A A e T2 A

R R 2 A KL A i N
CHMETRR AL FBIT 5T E, IR KRR MAZE 2 BR B3 W 52 S5 07 L 00 P

AR ] 5

- JAERVEINE . Kigen v Thales (2022) EWHC 2846 (Pat), Fancourtl: “... while clearly correct, is not on point
because mediation is facilitated negotiation and not a way for getting a binding decision.”

CEIEE] (ALAALY BURJLHERR R F ik b e AR B ST 1307

- B F 5k FRIA Z 9. “mediation insufficient as the mediator has no authority to request information and no
authority to make a price recommendation... The confidentiality of voluntary alternative dispute settlement has been
identified as particularly detrimental to providing more clarity and transparency to the FRAND concept.” -- Commission
Staff Working Document: Impact Assessment Report, SWD (2023) 124 final, 27 April 2023

- HHENEE W WMER, BRERRINAER R AR
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*Proposal for a Regulation on Standard Essential Patents, COM (2023) 232 final (27

April 2023):55 FIEVFRTLEX T 5 S

= NBEAT B 19 A Y il i

(mandatory conciliation) . M HAIRXN T HHEANBAES R, L n] e
—AMEE AT S FRAND R U B 53 5 (94T o B R N R ITTA R
SIS P RIEE, AR RSN E “AEE”  (unwilling) AN

— RSN SEN, (HEREZL 202592 H # [P European Commission,
Commission Work Programme 2025: Annexes, COM(2025) 45 final (11 February

2025).,

RN T

AR R AN EE Yy, WEIN A BmEHISEAIN, A2 T P AU A 2 A RER T
(74730, ABSEHEA 58 4 n] LARBEA SO AR AR 5% F TR 7~ S AE T 380 0T R RIE TR 174 REK

B L TR LI UPCHI T RE

- HAR A Z, BlanshilSEPsEiC, HAE PR N s 3 FIBCH NI SR



b e LS BRI S A5

oA ) IR

C (D 15 CAIZIALY) LA TR AR IAT S R, Bl 4 R A
FRAND SN F ¥ T B 46 S i FE 4 b A A R A Hl ] L

C () AT R R AR E S, SR IR, AR
S HAIX 515 A 12 P R B G i et 2 T A B I 240 e R )
SECM AT TS M I HE

©(3) IR E R AT LU — AR T T — A AT R S, e RS A 4T
(AL N AR FIAR Y i, I FLARAR 42 ) ) R R SRR S e, 1A 7 B
AR R R 1

o ANZD 2k 5 il ] m 4 BT B A A AR SR ] L s U TS
- Unwired Planet v Huawei , Amazon v InterDigital [2025] EWHC 3334 (Pat), Oppo v. Nokia“%s
* Intellectual Ventures | LLC v Symantec Corp., No. 13- 00009 (D. Del. 2013)%¢
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KRRV AR ISR S5 B S

There is a substantial potential for ADR in SEP disputes, which currently seems to be underexploited. It
offers certain advantages that are particularly beneficial for settling SEP disputes. First, specialised
neutrals can be selected which might have experience and profound knowledge of FRAND licensing.
The process itself can be designed flexibly to meet the needs of the parties, e.qg. by only focusing on
certain claims and defences, or conducting proceedings in several stages. ADR procedures usually offer
full confidentiality to protect sensitive information that is needed to reach a settlement, e.qg.
comparable licenses to determine a FRAND rate. Moreover, a typical global FRAND dispute can be
settled in a single procedure, avoiding potentially divergent national judgements. ADR proceedings can
thus save time and cost. If requested by the parties, the UPC can confirm by decision the terms of any
settlement or arbitral award by consent. In addition, arbitral awards are internationally enforceable
under the New York Convention. Finally, by subjecting themselves to a FRAND determination in ADR,
parties can demonstrate their willingness to grant/take a FRAND licence in accordance with the legal
framework set out by the CJEU in Huawei v ZTE.

-- European Patent Office. Standards and the European Patent System: Insights from a New EPO
Dataset Linking Patents and Standards, with Early Perspectives into SEP Litigation under the Unified

Patent Court. May 2025.



b % A R SEPS S LI IR
EIRGEs 4 ks

I S K SEPs H HJFRAND S UUAR R NG IR i, LR REAUR] N2 ETSIF A N = N &
5] o AR AP R A R G AT AE AT AP e ME ) @, A5 001 S5 n) AT DAy T A

B ESREMARNEAEADE K5 M X AT AR

- VPR, EBIRTHFEANZE: wEE, wEl., PEFE. FrmiEsE. FER XM EE
201742 Je MG MPart 11A, FE103D(1)5%k:  “ AR/ "I F i BEFE T8, 1725+ XK 577 Z JHIRE o
M E SRS L % BSH Hausgerite GmbH v Electrolux AB (Case C-339/22), BGH Case

no. X ZR 124/22, GRUR 2025, 30572 [E I H & i 1= bt 244

- RVFP R, 1 H AT PR T35 N 2 8] 5 anFm -k so v S RIAE Rk, T Hoan Sk B Ak
IWSHATEHRTRE, B2 T AFEMEIC: LSwiss Private International Law ActZ Article
177(1), i&n] WL ELFE) Belgian Patent Law.Z Articles 51(1) 573

- LRIAEBAEA TP, BlunEgdE:  WSouth African Patents ActZ Section 18(1).

- HERASE? FRRALEIRAFLE, B0 2 A 1F XOE A VA b st i o 2 R 2 4y




I 3 20 AT A B I
ffr R B L AR

Ewwmw¢L%&ﬁ@%$

il

AE{’J/'@WJ? BB 7% (DVB) . R shELE (OMA) %%, DBV MOU (2014)
— 2R A [E] 7 22 AR ICCAP R S 3K

L%EETSI\ ITU-TESV A 3252 ETSI Guide on Intellectual Property Rights, 10 June 2021 4.3
2%%:  “in the absence of an agreement between the parties involved, the national courts of law have
the sole authority to resolve IPR disputes.”

SN EA MR G %
s VRERIE R HEN RS SR, AMEGREEEAB R IR
- A NEEA A FER . BlanreR b T A4 20 f%ﬁ%\ SRR IR I ERILZ -

- H 5 ER AP E G E AR — 7 B[FENE “AFREE” , AL T DA 43 B A
IR Ia) @ _EJGEIA R —EX: Samsung v ZTE
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flan. SEEMrEAY (GHAAA) - SREMPEZTH ARG MiESEEZHEN . WIPOTZZ BN
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- DL EFE BRI AMER . BRI ZEA—PENSEZNEFFRFY, EF—1 8
=AY EFBCBE MXE ARBE". HILrl DRSNS “Har” gL

MRS WITHARIEEE, ZOEEER

- HUREI fE 15 Fe v 25 NF% H Cf KT 200 . IR P ERE e . 38k . L 3AEANIGIA
gk i) H IR E. ~ITEWE.
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* GNRAEIPR Policy H RN, R BARE = N/EREN, 2 BLAREHBOR 321k NE
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AR EE %, /DB EE Rt e P 7 e iy 77 (58 S it A\ SRR S A e Tm) B 475 2
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*ANFHF|EE (publicinterest) T SEPs/FRANDS W 1% A FFffE 1R
s VAT BCR A CEAIVER]. PRI, PRI SRR SE) AN B & T EFRAND S BGHOR R E
- BFERETRITNSARES “ANEE” NHH

AL

- WL ENLE M. -Mab (K554 4) v Tracon Pharmaceuticals Inc (ICC Case No. 25372/MK)

» BLEVE T ARG e L fi Ali Shipping Corporation v Shipyard Togir (1998) 1 Lloyd’s Rep 643 - 1FEES:HI. 1HH 4,
filan=43E N FEE . b S T SREcE.

- P E AR X ﬁL_L/jE%AXE’ Wi 2% 9 55 18 5%

- ANAATEIR PRI ER R HLEME, R KV Esso Australia Resources Ltd v Plowman (1995) HCA 19, Wright Prospecting Pty
Ltd v Hancock Prospecting Pty Ltd [No 21] (2023) WASC 169; =& [EIndustrotech Contructors, Inc v Duke Univ., 314 SE 2d 272
(NC App 1984); Caringal v Karteria Shipping, Ltd 2001 WL 874705 (ED La 2001); Contship Container Lines Ltd v PPG Indus. Inc.,
2003 WL 1948807 (SDNY 2002).

- BE AR S 2 ITE W

LLL'

*DISLAPRALEALIEE r] vd e, SRl Bl il 5 o A 295 A BRIR I A G T e e . SRR L
R TR, Rl w EE AP BN RN 5 06A e v 582 nl LA THE .



{354 A TR SEPS S+ LI IR
AT )M F M

fFAE R R SEPs T+ LI Z= 451

- NI R FENokia v. Samsung, Nokia v. LGE, InterDigital v. Huawei, Ericsson v. Huawei%s

X 2 HNAGE SO AETE T AT A s e O o
FRHRAEFRHNR , EBRNTERHINS

[ A FUCR AE IR, H AT Ao o i) — 80K R IRBEsail /15
PGSR 25 NP8 5 BT o B K PRI SR e 2 M AR T 2R 2
B R EGR, M RSE BT B R B i
* MRRSR SCL AR XUTT 2 NARTE BT 5L

L[ BE: INFUAIRINALO ( Adjustable License Offer ) S{PF R RCEEIT S
FRANDXSS , ELEARNEZRBHETRET AER"




ACER V. NOKIA
(2026) EWCA CIV 564

ITU-T NH.264/H.265 FLfERD AR HE . Acer. ASUSESNokia#i & B G HA LR, & HHZ 2N .

*H20253 H JT4A, Nokia fEZ X4k (FE[E. uPC. SCH. EPU. EIED X Acer. ASUSZEIZAC L
ARALFVL . Acer 5 ASUSIA] e [ T HERE FTE I\ E A BRVEVF AT BN SE ST, DA K FRE X I IR ]
VEH SR XA IRV T ke . SRIUBUTT 325K A (8] f i 2 38 S 0 4o R T-HER
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