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二零二一年四月二日 
 
100088 
北京市海淀区蓟门桥西土城路 6 号 
中国国家知识产权局 
 
电子邮件信箱: zhifa@cnipa.gov.cn 
 
主题: 《重大专利侵权纠纷行政裁决办法（征求意见稿）》 

2021 年 3 月 2 日 
 
致中国国家知识产权局： 
 

美国知识产权所有人协会（下称“IPO 协会”）感谢有机会对 2021 年 3
月 2 日发布的《重大专利侵权纠纷行政裁决办法（征求意见稿）》（下称

“《修改草案》”）提交意见。 
 
IPO 协会是一家代表各行业、各技术领域内拥有知识产权或相关权益

的公司、律师事务所和个人的国际性行业协会。IPO 成员包括超过 125 家

公司，遍及 30 多个国家。 IPO 提倡有效和实惠的知识产权，并为会员提

供广泛的服务：包括支持会员在立法和国际事务有关的利益； 分析当前的

知识产权问题； 提供信息和教育服务； 以及向公众传播有关知识产权重

要性的信息。 
 

IPO 协会的使命是为所有行业和技术推动高质量和可执行的知识产权

以及可预测的法律体系。 我们的愿景是，这将导致改善生活所必需的创

新、创造和投资在全球范围内的加速发展。 
 

IPO 协会注意到《修改草案》旨在加强知识产权保护，维护公平的市

场竞争秩序，以及保障专利权人和社会公众的合法权益。IPO 协会希望我

们的下述意见对《修改草案》的最终定稿有所帮助。 
 
总体意见 

 
IPO 协会认可中国国家知识产权局（下称“CNIPA”）在《修改草案》陈

述的关于重大专利纠纷的各方面内容，并为解决这些纠纷提供更加统一的方

法。 特别是在考虑到中国存在大量行政知识产权执法活动，这是一个重要的

问题。 
 

我们尊敬地指出，与人民法院相比，在促进当事人采用和信任行政机关

去解决专利纠纷时，需要为当事人提供与司法程序能够提供的、程度相同的

统一性、可预测性、透明性、监督和程序保障。在这一方面，我们认为审理
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期限在《修改草案》中被极大的压缩，这会产生由于被告在给定期限内无法完成不

侵权的调查，从而导致可能的不公平。 
 

更加一般地说，IPO 也认为专利侵权纠纷主要是当事人之间的民事纠纷，行政

机关在裁决纠纷时依然应当接受法院的监督。为此，我们关注到一些条款（包括第

12, 13 条）似乎授予了 CNIPA 超越司法权限的调查和执法权。 
 
此外， IPO倾向于将此类行政案件由 CNIPA 负责在国家层面进行处理，而不是

委托给地方一级的行政机关。 CNIPA 直接监督和负责专利案件将有助于法律和证据

规则的更加统一适用，并提供更大的一致性和可预测性。 
 

第三条 
  

我们注意到，将案件认定为“重大专利侵权纠纷”的标准似乎相对广泛。为了

使得《中华人民共和国专利法》有效地促进整个国家的创新，将专利法一致且明确

地适用于各个级别的所有专利纠纷，这一点很重要。否则，案件之间的不一致或不

明确的专利法适用可能会破坏鼓励创新的进展。  
 
因此，IPO 支持采取广义解释，将专利侵权案件宽泛认定为“重大专利侵权纠

纷”，并且宽松地适用第 3 条，从而鼓励更多的行政专利案件由 CNIPA 进行裁决。

这将使 CNIPA 在专利侵权纠纷中适用《专利法》时具有更大的一致性和明确性。 
 
第四条和第十七条 
 

根据第四条第四款，重大专利侵权纠纷的任何一方（即：请求人或被请求人）

提出的行政裁决请求均应符合第三条所述的情形以及另外的四个条件，包括有关当

事人没有就专利侵权纠纷向人民法院提起诉讼。 我们尊敬地请求澄清：人民法院的

诉讼是否需要在请求时尚未审结，或者过去任何时候提起的诉讼都禁止之后的行政

裁决请求。更一般而言，我们尊敬地请求澄清：在何种情形下先前诉讼会禁止提起

后续行政案件。  
 
在第十七条第七款的相关说明中，提到了其他情形（未列举）可能要求

CNIPA 中止案件的处理。需要澄清的是：在行政案件开始处理后，向人民法院提起

诉讼是否会导致行政案件的中止。此外，如果在人民法院提起诉讼可能需要中止行

政案件，请求提供关于必须提起讼诉的期限从而中止行政案件的指引。  
 
第五条  

 
第五条规定了请求裁决的程序，包括提交证据，要求“被请求人所在地或者侵

权行为地省、自治区、直辖市管理专利工作的部门出具的符合第三条所述情形的相

关证明材料”（强调后以粗体显示）。对本地程序的这种依赖可能会给在全国范围

内应用法律时带来不一致和不可预测的风险，我们认为 CNIPA期望通过集中处理重

大专利纠纷来减轻这种情况。 我们建议将一套统一的证据规则，而不是本地证据规

则，应用于所有行政专利纠纷。 因此，IPO 建议进行以下修订： 
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重大侵犯专利权纠纷的行政裁定请求时，申请人应当按照《专利行

政执法办法》的有关规定提出书面请求和有关证据材料，并提交符

合下列条件第三条所述情形或侵权行为的有关证据材料： 被申请人

所在的省，自治区，直辖市专利行政部门发布的第三条所述情形或

侵权行为。 
 
第六条  

 
根据第六条第二款，“请求不符合本办法第四条规定条件的，国家知识产权局

应当在收到请求书之日起 15 个工作日内通知请求人不予受理，并说明理由”， IPO
谨建议，如果该案特别复杂，或有其他特殊情形时，经批准后不予受理该案的时限

可以再延长 15 个工作日。 
 
根据第六条第三款，“对于未达到在全国有重大影响的情形，国家知识产权局

可以移交有管辖权的地方管理专利工作的部门处理”， 鉴于请求人只有在 CNIPA 可

以对案件进行审理的情况下，才可能选择解决侵权纠纷，因此谨提出，请求人应可

以选择：（i）将案件移交给 CNIPA 选定的地方专利行政部门，（ii）撤回其行政裁

决请求，或（iii）向其自行选择的地方专利行政部门重新提出其请求。 
 
鉴于上述情况，我们建议对第六条第二款和第三款进行如下修改： 

 
请求不符合本办法第四条规定条件的，国家知识产权局应当在收到

请求书之日起 15 个工作日内通知请求人不予受理，并说明理由。如

果案件特别复杂或存在其他特殊情况，经批准后，可以将通知和驳

回依据延长 15 个工作日。 
 
对于未达到在全国有重大影响的情形，国家知识产权局可以移交有

管辖权的地方管理专利工作的部门处理应为申请人提供以下选择：

（i）允许将案件移交给中国国家知识产权局选择的地方专利管理部

门，（ii）撤回其行政裁决请求，或（iii）向其自行选择的地方专利

管理部门重新提出请求。 
 

第七条  
 
根据第七条第一款，“根据工作需要，国家知识产权局可以委托有关省、自治

区、直辖市管理专利工作的部门办理案件”，鉴于请求人只在可以由 CNIPA 审理案

件时才会选择其解决侵权纠纷，因此谨此提出，请求人应可以选择：（i）允许

CNIPA 将案件委托给中央政府下较低级别的专利行政部门，或者（ii）撤回其行政

裁决请求。 鉴于上述情况，我们建议将第七条第一款修改如下： 
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根据工作需要，中国国家知识产权局希望可以委托中央直属省，自治

区，直辖市的专利行政管理部门处理案件，国家知识产权局应向请求

人提供以下选择：（i）允许将案件委托给上述较低级别的专利行政管

理部门，或（ii）撤回其行政裁决请求。 
 
第九条  
 

第九条涉及因利益冲突而取消办案人员的资格。 具体来说，取消资格要求建立

“直接利害关系”。 IPO 完全同意，处理专利侵权纠纷的人员如果具有直接利害关系，

则应取消办理该案件的资格。重要的是要确保专利侵权纠纷的当事人确保处理其纠

纷的裁判者是公正和公平的。  
 
但是，很难确定个人是否具有“直接利害关系”的问题，并且不清楚“直接”一词

如何修饰“利害”。 通常，“直接利害关系”一词可能会导致歧义，因此在第九条中列

出一些被视为“直接利害关系”的示例将很有帮助。 例如，处理纠纷的人员与一方有

家庭关系或业务关系，在一方或其关联公司中拥有重大财务利益，过去曾为一方工

作，或有其他安排或关系。     
 
此外，即使在没有“直接” 利害关系的情况下，个人也可能会受到不适当的偏见

——其他间接利益可能是产生偏见的根源。 我们建议扩大取消资格的标准，以规定

任何一方提供可以合理质疑公正性的基础。 例如，美国对其裁判人员采用以下标准：

“美国的任何裁判官、法官或推事官均应在可能合理质疑其公正性的任何程序中取

消其资格。” （《美国法典》第 28 条第 455 条）。 
 
因此，IPO 建议修改本条，如下所示： 

 
办案人员的公正性可能被合理的质疑时，与当事人有直接利害关

系的，应当回避。当事人有权申请办案人员回避。当事人申请回避的，

应当说明理由。办案人员的回避，由案件办理部门主要负责人决定。 
 
此外，我们建议 CNIPA考虑复议程序，以便申请取消某人资格的一方可以要求

CNIPA 内部进行更高级别的复议。 这将确保问题在一个案件到下一个案件中始终得

到一致性的判断。 
 
第十条  
 

根据第十条第一款，CNIPA 应当要求被申请人“要求其在收到之日起 15 日内提

交答辩书并按照请求人的数量提供答辩书副本” 。 谨此提出答复时间过短，特别是

对于外国被申请人而言。 在这方面，谨建议外国被申请人最多有 30 日的时间提出

书面答辩书，复杂案件可以延长到 45 日。 
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根据第十条第二款，“国家知识产权局应专利权人或者利害关系人请求进行专

利侵权纠纷行政裁决的，对侵犯其同一专利权的案件可以合并处理” 。 谨此请求， 
在涉及同一专利和不同被申请人的不同案件合并处理时，被申请人有机会反对这种

合并。通常，被申请人在如何解释专利权利要求和/或在争辩专利有效性中应使用哪

个现有技术以及应如何使用现有技术方面彼此意见不一致。 因此，如涉及不同被申

请人的异议所解释的那样，在某些情况下不应合并涉及同一专利的案件。  
 
鉴于上述情况，我们建议将第 10 条的第一和第二款修改如下： 

 
国家知识产权局应当在立案之日起 5 个工作日内向被请求人发出请求

书及其附件的副本，要求其在收到之日起 15 日内提交答辩书并按照

请求人的数量提供答辩书副本。被请求人逾期不提交答辩书的，不影

响案件处理。对于居住在中华人民共和国境外的被申请人，应在（i）

30 日内提交答辩书；对于复杂的案件，应在（ii）45 日之内提交答辩

书。 
 

在决定是否授予专利权人或利害关系人关于侵犯其同一专利权的不同

案件合并审理请求时，国家知识产权局应考虑被请求人的异议。 
 
第十一条： 
 

第十一条提供了一种在“如果满足共同被申请人的条件”的情况下将新的被申

请人加入案件的程序。 但是，该条款未指明条件。 我们建议详细说明这些条件，或

参考其他的条件来源。第十一条还部分地根据申请人的酌情决定权，将当事方添加

为新的被申请人还是作为第三人添加（“如果请求人同意添加，则应作出批准添加

的裁决。如果请求人不同意…… 。”）。 我们建议由 CNIPA 单独确定是将一方添加

为新的被申请人，还是添加为第三人。 因此，IPO 提议修改第十一条，如下所示： 
 
案件办理过程中，请求人提出申请追加被请求人的，如果符合共同被

请求人条件，国家知识产权局应当裁定追加并通知其他当事人，不符

合必要共同被请求人条件但符合请求条件的，应当驳回追加申请，告

知请求人另案提出请求。共同被请求人的条件是：[由 CNIPA 提供的

指导]。对于被请求人提出追加其他当事人为被请求人的，应告知请求

人，由国家知识产权局作出准予增加的裁定。请求人同意追加的，裁

定准许追加。请求人不同意的，可以追加其他当事人为第三人。追加

被请求人或第三人的请求应当在口头审理前提出，否则不予支持。 
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第十二和十三条： 
 

第十二和第十三条涉及为支持行政案件而收集的证据。 第十二条规定，当事人

由于客观原因不能收集有关证据的，可以书面要求 CNIPA 进行调查和收集证据。 
第十三条列举了处理案件的人员在调查或检查过程中的权力。  

 
考虑到行政机关收集证据的广泛权力，IPO 建议 CNIPA 发布更详细、统一的指

南，以帮助指导行政机关的执行。例如，为了使司法程序中的证据保全方法标准

化，最高人民法院发布了“最高人民法院关于民事知识产权诉讼证据的若干规定”
（“最高人民法院规定”），于 2020 年 11 月 18 日生效，其中包括也将适用于行政案

件的考虑因素。 
 
例如，《最高人民法院规定》第十一条列举了在决定证据保全申请时应考虑的

因素，第十二条涉及制定保护措施的几项指导原则：包括有效地固定证据，保留证

据的证明力，对保全标的物的价值造成的损害最小化，以及对证据持有人正常生产

和运营的影响最小化。  
 
IPO 建议，在 CNIPA 确定证据收集措施时，还应考虑以下因素： 
-收集的证据与任何一方的主张或抗辩的相关程度； 
-要收集的证据与案件需要的比例关系； 
-案件中所涉问题的重要性； 
-争议金额； 
-当事人相对寻求收集证据的相对途径； 
-各方的资源； 
-解决问题时要收集的证据的重要性； 和 
-拟议证据收集措施的负担或费用是否超过其可能带来的好处。 

 
证据可以采用多种形式的，其中某些形式比其它形式更容易保全。本条所列举

的因素应考虑这些差异，以平衡当事人和法院的利益，并促进有效的证据保全。更

具体地说，法院决定的指导原则应包括证据的识别、收集和储存，以及根据所涉媒

介类型而采用的适当收集方法。因此，IPO 协会建议增加以下内容： 
 
拟保全的证据类型（例如：证据是文件或是实物，例如机器）； 

证据的格式（例如：证据是否包括元数据）； 

证据可进行保全的难易程度（例如：是否可以复制或以其它方式记

录在可移动介质中，是否需要特殊的储存条件）； 

记录证据的媒介（例如：纸张、电子存储、生物材料）； 

如果有请求，保全证据的方法（例如：拍照、录像或录音采集；适

用于司法的声音电子数据复制）。 
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IPO 还建议增加一条允许当事人或者律师接触 CNIPA 收集的证据（依照任何保护令

的要求），并且在事实被最终认定前，向当事人提供机会对于这些证据和相关的事

实进行答辩。  
 
第十四条： 
 

第十四条规定了进行技术检查和鉴定的程序。由于技术检查和评估意见对于专

利侵权纠纷中的问题通常至关重要，因此，这些检查和评估应具有高度的权威性和

可靠性。在实践中，可以看到不同的检查和评估单位对同一技术问题发表完全不同

的意见。根据最高人民法院发布的《最高人民法院民事诉讼鉴定若干规定》，自

2020 年 9 月 1 日起生效，要求法院对鉴定单位的资格进行审查。出于同样的原因和

关注，IPO 建议对检查和评估单位的资格进行更严格的审查。对于重大的专利侵权

纠纷，CNIPA 应该主动提出请求并进行复杂的技术检查和评估，而不要依靠任何一

方提出请求，这将使检查和鉴定意见更加权威和可靠。因此，IPO 建议修改第十四

条，如下所示： 
 

专利侵权纠纷涉及复杂技术问题，需要进行检验鉴定的，

国家知识产权局可以应当事人请求委托有关有资质的单位进行

检验鉴定。当事人请求检验鉴定的，检验鉴定单位可以由双方

当事人协商确定，协商不成的，由国家知识产权局指定。检验

鉴定意见需经当事人质证方能作为定案的依据。 
 

第十五条： 
 

第十五条规定了 CNIPA可以任命技术调查官参与处理提供技术调查意见和其他

信息的案件，以使和议组能够确定专利侵权纠纷中的技术事实。为了提高处理给定

专利侵权纠纷的公平性，技术调查官必须独立于各方，并且标的物是争议中心。 例
如，如果有争议的专利已由同一审查员作为申请进行审查，则不应选择专利审查员

作为专利侵权纠纷的技术调查官。 而且，技术调查官不应与专利侵权纠纷的任何一

方有任何利益或有任何关系。 因此，IPO 建议增加以下内容： 
 

技术调查官应独立于案件，并且不得表现出任何偏见、成见、利益

或其他可能影响此类技术调查官提供的意见和证词的可信度的情形。 

特别是，技术调查官在专利侵权纠纷中应独立于当事方，并且与专

利侵权诉讼所涉及的专利没有任何关系。 
 

第十六条： 
 

第十六条提供了至少三个工作日前告知争议的当事方口头审理的时间和地点。 
我们感到关切的是，三个工作日过短，特别是考虑到非本地请求人或被请求人的差
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旅时间。 IPO 尊敬地提出，至少有五个工作日的时间更为合适，以便为当事人准备

和参加口头审理提供足够的时间。 
 
第二十一条： 

 
IPO 认为，该条非常重要，因为它可以解决行政裁决后请求人和被请求人的权

利，特别是在向人民法院起诉方面。15 天的起诉期限过短（特别是对于外国请求人

或被请求人而言），因为考虑到一项重要的实质性权利（即起诉权）可能会失去。 
因此，IPO 建议将期限延长至 3 个月，这与《专利法》第四十一条相一致。 

 
IPO 建议从第 21 条中删除“行政诉讼期间，除非法律规定的情况，否则不得中

止审判”的规定。 IPO认为有必要确保对行政执法进行司法审查，并且在被请求人用

尽上诉权之前，不得对被请求人执行行政决定。 IPO 尊敬地提出，行政机关对于的

任何裁决的执行应等待上诉程序的结果，包括司法程序。 这样可以避免在法院撤销

或改变行政裁决的情况下浪费行政资源。 因此，IPO 建议进行以下修订： 
 

当事人不服的，可以自收到行政裁决书之日起十五日三个月内，依照

《中华人民共和国行政诉讼法》向人民法院起诉，除法律规定的情形

外，诉讼期间不停止行政裁决的执行，直到当事人穷尽司法诉讼程

序。被请求人期满不起诉又不停止侵权行为的，可以向人民法院申请

强制执行。 
 

感谢中国国家知识产权局对我们提交的意见的关注，我们欢迎进一步的交流和

其他提供意见的机会。  
 
随信附上本意见的翻译版本。 

 
此致 

 
Daniel J. Staudt 
 
美国知识产权所有人协会主席 
 
附件: 《重大专利侵权纠纷行政裁决办法（征求意见稿）》2021 年 3 月 2 日 (英文版) 
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2 April 2021 

China National Intellectual Property Administration 
No. 6, Xitucheng Lu 
Jimenqiao Haidian District 
Beijing, People’s Republic of China 
100088 
 
Via Email: zhifa@cnipa.gov.cn 
 
Re: Draft Measures for Administrative Adjudication of Major Patent 
Infringement Disputes (Draft for Solicitation of Comments)(2 March 2021) 
  
Dear China National Intellectual Property Administration: 
 

Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO) appreciates the 
opportunity to respond to the request for comments on the Draft Measures for 
Administrative Adjudication of Major Patent Infringement Disputes (Draft for 
Solicitation of Comments) (“Draft Measures”) published on 2 March 2021. 

IPO is an international trade association representing a “big tent” of diverse 
companies, law firms, service providers and individuals in all industries and fields 
of technology that own, or are interested in, intellectual property (IP) rights.  IPO 
membership includes over 125 companies and spans over 30 countries.  IPO 
advocates for effective and affordable IP ownership rights and offers a wide array 
of services, including supporting member interests relating to legislative and 
international issues; analyzing current IP issues; providing information and 
educational services; and disseminating information to the public on the importance 
of IP rights. 
 

IPO’s mission is to promote high quality and enforceable intellectual 
property rights and predictable legal systems for all industries and technologies.  
Our vision is that this will result in the global acceleration of innovation, creativity, 
and investment necessary to improve lives.  

IPO appreciates that the Draft Amendment aims to strengthen the protection 
of intellectual property rights, support fair market competition, and protect the 
legitimate rights and interests of patentees and the public.  IPO hopes that our 
comments below will be helpful during the process of finalizing the Draft 
Measures.  
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General Comment 

IPO recognizes the efforts undertaken by CNIPA in the Draft Measures to delineate 
aspects of major patent disputes and provide a more uniform approach towards their 
resolution.  This is an important issue particularly in view of the significant administrative 
IP enforcement activity in China.   

 
IPO respectfully notes that promoting use of and confidence in administrative 

agencies for patent dispute resolution, as compared with the people’s court, requires the 
same degree of uniformity, predictability, transparency, oversight, and procedural 
protections that are provided to the litigants through the judicial process. In that regard, we 
note that the time frame for adjudication is significantly compressed in the Draft Measures, 
leading to the possibility of unfairness due to a defendant’s inability to conclude a non-
infringement investigation in the time allotted.   

 
More generally, IPO also believes that patent infringement disputes are primarily 

civil disputes between litigants, and administrative agencies should remain subject to the 
oversight of courts when they adjudicate disputes. To that end, we are concerned about 
certain provisions (including Articles 12 and 13) that appear to grant CNIPA investigatory 
and enforcement powers that elevate CNIPA above the judicial authority. 

 
In addition, IPO prefers that administrative actions be handled at the national level 

under CNIPA’s responsibility rather than be delegated to local-level agencies.  Direct 
oversight and responsibility for patent cases under CNIPA will contribute to more uniform 
application of the laws and evidentiary procedures, and provide greater consistency and 
predictability.  

 
Article 3 
 

We note that the criteria to designate a case as a “major patent infringement dispute” 
appears relatively broad.  For the Patent Law of the People’s Republic of China to be 
effective in fostering innovation throughout China, it is important that the Patent Laws are 
consistently and clearly applied to all disputes at all levels.  Otherwise, inconsistent or 
unclear application of Patent Laws from one case to the next could undermine progress 
encouraging innovation.   

 
 Therefore, IPO supports a broad interpretation for designating a patent infringement 

case as a “major patent infringement dispute” and liberal application of Article 3, and 
encourages more administrative patent cases to be subject to adjudication by the CNIPA.   
This will enable the CNIPA to achieve greater consistency and clarity in the application of 
the Patent Laws in patent infringement disputes.  
  
Articles 4 and 17 

 
Under Article 4, fourth paragraph, requests for administrative adjudication by either 

party (i.e., the claimant or respondent) of a major patent infringement dispute shall comply 
with the circumstances described in Article 3, as well as with four additional conditions 
including that the party concerned did not already file a lawsuit with the people’s court over 
the patent infringement dispute.  Clarification is respectfully sought as to whether the 
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lawsuit before the people’s court needs to be pending at the time of the request or whether 
a lawsuit filed at any time in the past bars a subsequent request for administrative 
adjudication.  More generally, clarification is respectfully sought as to the circumstances, if 
any, under which a prior lawsuit bars the filing of a subsequent administrative action.    

 
In a related note under Article 17, seventh paragraph, other circumstances (not 

enumerated) may require the suspension of a case being handled by CNIPA.  Clarification 
is respectfully sought as to whether filing of a lawsuit before the people’s court subsequent 
to the beginning of an administrative action will warrant suspension of the administrative 
action.  Furthermore, if the filing of a lawsuit before the people’s court may warrant 
suspension of an administrative action, guidance is requested as to any time limit within 
which such lawsuit must be filed in order for the administrative action to be suspended.  
 
Article 5 
  

Article 5 specifies the process for requesting adjudication, including evidence 
submission.  It requires that the claimant submit evidence that is “in conformity with any of 
the circumstances mentioned in Article 3 issued by the patent administrative department 
of the province, autonomous region or municipality where the respondent is located or 
where the infringement is committed” (emphasis added in bold text).  This dependence on 
local procedures risks inconsistency and unpredictability in the nationwide application of 
the law, which we believe CNIPA intended to reduce by the centralization of the 
adjudication of major patent disputes.  We propose that one uniform set of evidence rules 
instead of local evidence rules be applied to all administrative patent disputes.  Accordingly, 
IPO recommends the following revision: 
 

When making a request for administrative adjudication of a major 
patent  infringement dispute, the claimant shall submit a written request and 
relevant evidentiary materials in accordance with relevant provisions of the 
Measures for  Administrative Enforcement of Patent, and submit relevant 
evidentiary materials that are in conformity with any of the circumstances 
mentioned in Article 3 issued by the patent administrative department of the 
province, autonomous region or municipality where  the respondent is 
located or where the infringement is committed.   

 
Article 6 
 

Under Article 6, second paragraph, “[i]f the request does not meet the conditions 
specified in Article 4 of these Measures, the China National Intellectual Property 
Administration shall, within 15 working days from the date of receiving the request, notify 
the claimant of refusing to accept the case and explain the reasons to the claimant.”   It is 
respectfully suggested that if the case is particularly complicated, or there are other special 
circumstances, that the time limit for refusing to accept the case, upon approval, could be 
extended by 15 working days. 

 
Under Article 6, third paragraph, “[f]or cases that do not reach the degree of exerting 

a significant influence throughout the whole country, the China National Intellectual 
Property Administration may transfer them to [a] local patent administrative department 
with jurisdiction for handling.”   Given that a claimant may have chosen to resolve its 
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infringement dispute only if and when the case could be tried before CNIPA, it is 
respectfully submitted that the claimant should have the option to (i) allow the case to be 
transferred to a local patent administration department chosen by CNIPA, (ii) withdraw its 
request for administrative adjudication, or (iii) refile its request with a local patent 
administrative department of its own choosing.       

 
In view of the foregoing, we propose amending Article 6, second and third 

paragraphs, as follows: 
 
If the request does not meet the conditions specified in Article 4 of these 
Measures, the China National Intellectual Property Administration 
shall notify the requester of the rejection within 15 working days from the 
date of receipt of the request, and explain the reasons to the 
claimant.  Where the case is particularly complicated or any other special 
circumstance exists, notification and basis for rejection may, upon 
approval, be extended by 15 working days.  
 
For situations that have not reached a significant national impact, the 
China National Intellectual Property Administration shall provide the 
claimant with the option to (i) allow the case to be transferred to a local 
patent administration department chosen by the China National 
Intellectual Property Administration, (ii) withdraw its request for 
administrative adjudication or (iii) refile its request with a local patent 
administrative department of its own choosing  may transfer to the local 
administrative department of patent work with jurisdiction for handling. 
 

Article 7 
 

Under Article 7, first paragraph, CNIPA may entrust cases to patent administrative 
departments at lower levels (i.e., provinces, autonomous regions, and municipalities) to 
handle cases, as required by CNIPA’s workload.  Given that a claimant may have chosen to 
resolve its infringement dispute only if and when the case could be adjudicated under 
CNIPA, it is respectfully submitted that the claimant should have the option to (i) allow 
CNIPA to entrust the case to a lower level patent administration department under the 
Central Government, or (ii) withdraw its request for administrative adjudication.  In view 
of the foregoing, we propose amending Article 7, first paragraph as follows: 

 
In the event that according to the needs of work, the China National 
Intellectual Property Administration wishes to may entrust the patent 
administration departments of relevant provinces, autonomous regions, and 
municipalities) directly under the Central Government to handle cases, the 
China National Intellectual Property Administration shall provide the 
claimant with the option to (i) allow the case to be entrusted to said lower 
levels or (ii) withdraw its request for administrative adjudication. 
 

Article 9 
 

Article 9 concerns disqualification of personnel handling the adjudication due to a 
conflict of interest.  Specifically, disqualification requires a “direct interest 
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relationship.”  IPO agrees that a person handling a patent infringement dispute should be 
disqualified from the case if they have a direct interest relationship.  It is important that 
parties to a patent infringement dispute are assured that the adjudicators handling their 
dispute are fair and impartial.   

 
However, the question of whether an individual has a “direct interest relationship” 

can be difficult to ascertain, and it is unclear how the term “direct” modifies “interest.”  The 
term “direct interest relationship” could result in ambiguity and, thus, it would be helpful to 
include in Article 9 a list of some examples of the types of relationships that would be 
considered to be a “direct interest relationship.”  Examples may include the fact that 
personnel handling the dispute have a family or business relationship with a party, hold a 
material financial interest in a party or its affiliates, have worked for a party in the past, or 
have some other arrangement or relationship.  

 
Moreover, an individual may be unduly biased even where there is not a “direct” 

interest relationship – other indirect interests may be the source of bias.  We suggest that 
the standard for disqualification be broadened to provide for disqualification where either 
party provides a basis where impartiality might reasonably be questioned.  For example, the 
United States applies the following standard to its adjudicators: “Any justice, judge, or 
magistrate judge of the United States shall disqualify himself in any proceeding in which 
his impartiality might reasonably be questioned.” (28 U.S. Code § 455).   
 

IPO therefore proposes revising this article as shown below: 
 

Where the impartiality of any personnel handling a case might reasonably 
be questioned has a direct interest relationship with a party concerned, the 
personnel shall disqualify himself and the party concerned has the right to 
apply for the personnel to disqualify from the case. Where the party 
concerned applies for such disqualifying the personnel from the case, he 
shall explain relevant reasons. The person chiefly in charge of the authority 
handling the case shall determine whether the personnel is disqualified 
from the case or not.   

 
In addition, we recommend that an CNIPA consider a review process so that a party 

that applies to disqualify a person from the case may request elevated reviews within the 
CNIPA.  This will ensure that the question is determined consistently from one case to the 
next. 
 
Article 10 
 

Under Article 10, first paragraph, CNIPA shall request the respondent “to submit a 
written pleading within 15 days from the date of receipt and to provide copies of the written 
pleading within 15 days from the date of receipt and to provide copies of the written 
pleading in accordance with the number of claimants.”  It is respectfully submitted that the 
time for response is too short, especially for foreign respondents.  In this regard, it is 
respectfully suggested that foreign defendants have up to 30 days to submit a written 
pleading and up to 45 days for complex cases.   
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Under Article 10, second paragraph, “[w]here the China National Intellectual 

Property Administration makes an administrative adjudication of a patent infringement 
dispute upon the request by a patentee or an interested party, the cases infringing upon the 
same patent right may be dealt with together.”  It is respectfully requested that where 
different cases involving the same patent and different respondents are to be dealt with 
together that the respondents have an opportunity to object to such consolidation.   Often 
respondents do not agree with each other regarding how the patent claims are to be construed 
‒and/or regarding which prior art is relevant and how the prior art should be used in 
contesting validity.   Accordingly, there may be circumstances, as explained through the 
objections of different respondents, when cases involving the same patent should not be 
consolidated.   

 
In view of the foregoing, we propose amending Article 10, first and second 

paragraphs, as follows: 
 
The China National Intellectual Property Administration shall send a copy 
of the request and its attachments to the respondent within 5 working 
days from the date of filing the case, and request it to submit a statement of 
defense within 15 days from the date of receipt and provide it in 
accordance with the number of requesters A copy of the defense. If the 
respondent fails to submit a statement of defense within the time limit, the 
handling of the case will not be affected. For defendants residing outside 
of the People’s Republic of China, submission of a statement of defense 
shall be within (i) 30 days and (ii) 45 days for complex cases.   

 
In deciding whether to grant a request of consolidation by a patentee or 
an interested party regarding  Where the China National Intellectual 
Property Administration conducts administrative rulings on different 
patent infringement disputes concerning at the request of the patentee or 
interested parties, the cases of infringement of the same patent right, may 
be dealt with together the China National Intellectual Property 
Administration shall take into consideration the objections of the 
respondents. 

 
Article 11 
 

Article 11 provides a process for adding new respondents to a case “if the conditions 
for joint respondent are met.”  However, this Article does not specify what the conditions 
are.  We recommend detailing those conditions, or referencing another source for the 
conditions.  Article 11 also defers in part to the claimant’s discretion regarding whether a 
party is added as a new respondent or instead as a third party (“If the claimant agrees with 
such addition, a ruling shall be made on approving such addition. If the claimant 
disagrees….”).  We recommend that whether a party is added as a new respondent, or 
instead, as a third party, be determined solely by CNIPA.  IPO therefore proposes revising 
Article 11 as shown below: 
 

Where the claimant applies for adding new respondents in the process of 
handling a case, China National Intellectual Property Administration shall 
make a ruling on approving such addition and notify the other parties if the 
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conditions for joint respondent are met, or refuse the application for such 
addition and notify the claimant to make such request in a separate case if 
the conditions for joint respondent are not met while the conditions for the 
request are met. The conditions for joint respondent are: [Guidance to be 
provided by CNIPA].  Where the respondent proposes to add any other 
party as new respondent, such proposal shall be notified to the claimant, 
and the China National Intellectual Property Administration shall make 
a ruling on approving such addition.. The request for adding a respondent 
or a third party shall be made before the oral hearing, otherwise such 
request will not be supported.  

Articles 12 and 13 

 Articles 12 and 13 relate to evidence collection to support an administrative action.  
Article 12 provides that where a party cannot collect relevant evidences due to objective 
reasons, they may request CNIPA in writing to carry out investigation and collect evidence.  
Article 13 enumerates the powers of the personnel handling a case in the course of their 
investigation or inspection. 

 In view of the broad powers of administrative agencies to collect evidence, IPO 
recommends more detailed and uniform guidelines issued by CNIPA to help guide 
execution by administrative agencies.  For example, in an effort to standardize the approach 
to evidence preservation in the judicial process, the Supreme People’s Court issued “Certain 
Provisions of the Supreme People’s Court on Evidences in Civil Intellectual Property 
Litigation” (the “SPC Provisions”), effective 18 November 2020, which includes 
considerations that would also be applicable in administrative actions. 

 For example, Article 11 of the SPC Provisions enumerates factors to consider when 
making decisions on applications for evidence preservation.  Article 12 of the SPC 
Provisions addresses several guiding principles in crafting protective measures, including 
effective fixation of the evidence, preservation of the probative force of the evidence, 
minimizing damage to the value of the preserved subject matter, and minimizing impact on 
the normal production and operation of the evidence holder.   

IPO recommends that in CNIPA’s determination of evidence collection measures, 
the following factors also be considered: 

- How relevant the evidence to be collected is to any party's claim or 
defense; 

- That the evidence to be collected is proportional to the needs of the case; 
- The importance of the issues at stake in the case; 
- The amount in controversy; 
- The parties’ relative access to the evidence sought to be collected; 
- The parties’ resources; 
- The importance of the evidence to be collected in resolving the issues; and  
- Whether the burden or expense of the proposed collection measures 

outweigh its likely benefit.   
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In addition, because evidence can take many forms, some of which are easier to 

preserve than others, IPO further recommends that guiding principles should include the 
identification, collection, and storage of evidence, and appropriate methods for collection 
based on the type of media involved, such as: 

-  The type of evidence to be preserved (for example, whether the 
evidence is a document or an article, such as a machine); 

-  The format of the evidence (for example, does the evidence include 
metadata); 

- The ease or difficulty with which the evidence may be preserved (for 
example, can it be copied or otherwise recorded in a transportable 
medium, does it require special storage conditions); 

-  The medium on which the evidence is recorded (for example, paper, 
electronic storage, biological material); 

- Where requested, the method for preserving the evidence (for example, 
photographic, videographic, or audiographic capture; forensically 
sound electronic data replication). 

 
IPO also recommends addition of a provision allowing the parties or their attorneys access 
to any evidence collected by CNIPA (subject to the provisions of any protective order) and 
providing that the parties will have an opportunity to respond to the evidence and any related 
findings before those findings are made final. 
 
Article 14 

 
Article 14 provides the procedures for conducting technical inspection and appraisal. 

As the technical inspection and appraisal opinion is often critical to issues in patent 
infringement disputes, these inspections and appraisals should be highly authoritative and 
reliable.  In practice, different inspection and appraisal units can be seen issuing completely 
different opinions on the same technical issue.  According to the “Certain Provisions of the 
Supreme People’s Court on Appraisals in Civil Litigation” issued by the Supreme People’s 
Court (effective since 1 September 2020), a court is required to examine the qualification 
of appraisal units.  For the same reason and concern, IPO recommends greater scrutiny of 
the qualification of inspection and appraisal units.  For major patent infringement disputes, 
complex technical inspections and appraisals should be requested and handled by CNIPA 
on its own initiative, rather than depending on either party to make a request.  This would 
make the inspection and appraisal opinions more authoritative and reliable.  IPO therefore 
proposes revising Article 14 as shown below: 
 

Where patent infringement disputes involve complex technical issues and 
require inspection and appraisal, the China National Intellectual Property 
Administration may, at the request of the party concerned, entrust relevant 
qualified units to conduct inspection and appraisal. Where the parties 
either party requests inspection and appraisal, the inspection and appraisal 
unit may be determined by both parties through consultation, and if the 
negotiation fails, it shall be designated by the China National Intellectual 
Property Administration. The inspection and appraisal opinions need to be 
cross-examined by the parties before they can be used as the basis for 
finalization. 
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Article 15 
 
This article provides that technical investigators may be appointed by the CNIPA to 

participate in the handling of a case providing technical investigation opinions and perhaps 
other information to allow a collegial panel to determine the technical facts in a patent 
infringement dispute.  In order to promote fairness in the handling of a given patent 
infringement dispute, the technical investigators must be independent of the parties and the 
subject matter at the center of the dispute.  For example, a patent Examiner should not be 
selected as a technical investigator in a patent infringement dispute if the patent at issue had 
been examined as an application by the same Examiner.  Also, technical investigators should 
not hold an interest in, or have a relationship with, any of the parties to the patent 
infringement dispute.  IPO therefore proposes the following addition: 
 

Technical investigators may be selected from the technical personnel in 
relevant fields such as patent examination and reexamination invalidity 
hearing departments, industrial associations, colleges and universities, 
scientific research institutions, enterprises and institutions, etc., and 
specific management measures will be stipulated separately.  The technical 
investigators shall be independent of the case and shall not exhibit any 
bias, prejudice, interest, or other quality that may affect the credibility of 
the opinions and testimony provided by such technical investigators. In 
particular, a technical investigator shall be independent of the parties in 
a patent infringement dispute, and shall not have any connection to the 
patent that is the subject of the patent infringement proceeding. 
 

Article 16 
  

IPO notes that a time period of at least three working days is specified by which the 
parties concerned in a dispute are informed of the time and place of the oral hearing.  We 
are concerned that three working days is very short, particularly considering travel time for 
non-local claimants or respondents.  We believe that a time period of at least five working 
days would be more appropriate to provide adequate time for parties to prepare for and 
attend an oral hearing. 
 
Article 21 

IPO believes this Article is of great importance as it addresses claimants’ and 
respondents’ rights after an administrative adjudication, particularly with regard to appeals 
to the people’s court.  IPO respectfully submits that a 15-day deadline to bring suit before 
the people’s court is too short (especially for foreign claimants or respondents) considering 
that a critical substantive right (i.e., to appeal) could be lost. Thus, IPO suggests that the 
period be lengthened to 3 months, which is consistent with Article 41 of the Patent Laws.   

IPO also recommends deleting from Article 21 the provision that administrative 
“adjudication shall not be suspended during the litigation period except for the 
circumstances prescribed by law.” IPO believes it is necessary to ensure that administrative 
enforcement is subject to judicial review, and that administrative decisions should not be 
enforced against a respondent until after a respondent has exhausted its rights to appeal.   It 
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is respectfully submitted that enforcement of any judgment imposed by administrative 
agencies should await the outcome of the appeal process, including before the 
judiciary.  This avoids the potential waste of administrative resources in the event that the 
administrative adjudication is reversed or modified by the courts.  IPO therefore 
recommends the following revision: 

 
If the party concerned refuses to accept the adjudication, he may, within 15 
days three months from the date of receiving the adjudication, bring a suit 
to the people’s court in accordance with the Administrative Procedure Law 
of the People’s Republic of China. The enforcement of the administrative 
adjudication shall not be suspended and shall not be enforced during the 
litigation period until and unless the appeal process before the judiciary, 
has been exhausted by the parties, except for the circumstances prescribed 
by law. If the respondent neither brings a suit nor stops the infringement 
within the time limit, the claimant may apply to the people’s court for 
compulsory enforcement. 

We thank the China National Intellectual Property Administration for its attention to IPO’s 
comments submitted herein, and we welcome further dialogue and opportunity to provide 
additional comments.   

We have enclosed this letter as translated herewith. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Daniel J. Staudt 
President 
 
Attachment 
 

 


