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2021 年 6 月 5 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 
 
电子邮箱: tiaofasi@cnipa.gov.cn 
 
主题:《关于规范申请专利行为的若干规定修改草案 （征求意见稿）》 (2021 年 5
月 7 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 2020
年 5 月 7 日发布的《关于规范申请专利行为的若干规定修改草案  （征求
意见稿）》（下称“《修改草案》”）提交意见。 

IPO 协会是一家国际性行业协会。它是一个代表了各技术领域内拥有

知识产权或对知识产权有兴趣的广泛行业的形形色色的公司，及个人。 
IPO 的成员包括遍布 30 多个国家 的 125 家公司。 

 
IPO 协会倡导有效且负担得起的知识产权所有权，并提供广泛的服

务，包括：支持与立法和国际问题相关的成员利益； 分析当前的知识产权

问题； 提供信息和教育服务； 向公众传播有关知识产权重要性的信息。 
 
IPO 的目的是，为所有工业和技术，提倡高质量和可行使的知识产，

权，和可预测的法律系统。我们的愿景是这样会达致创新、创造力，和投

资的全球加速，以改善生活。  
 
IPO 协会认识到《修改草案》中所述目标对于提高向 CNIPA 提交的

专利申请质量的重要性。IPO 希望下面的评论在最终确定《修改草案》的

过程中有所帮助。 
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总评 
 
IPO 对 CNIPA 推动中国知识产权工作从追求数量向提高质量转变表示赞赏。

在这方面，《修改草案》提供了一系列措施来遏制非正常申请（即不促进高质量知

识产权发展的申请）的提交。IPO 还注意到，对中国专利申请的财政和其他激励措

施仍然是一个强大的推动因素，例如：地方层面的直接补贴或财政资助、中国企业

所得税税率降低的资格（例如通过高新技术企业资格）、 在证券交易所上市，和/
或城市户口福利。这些激励措施主要基于中国实体提交和/或授予的专利申请数量。 
通过本次《修改草案》，预计随着中国申请人停止提交低质量申请并放弃低质量申

请，提交的非正常申请可能会大幅减少。 
 
关于本草案，我们的初步意见涉及《修改草案》中的规定过于宽泛，无意中

涵盖了不应被视为非正常申请的合法（即正常）专利申请。非正常申请的提交主要

是由那些寻求相关财务或其他激励措施的申请人驱动的，IPO 谨建议修改财政补贴 1

和其他激励措施，并且《修改草案》仅适用于在提交申请时（例如在申请数据表中）

表明自己有资格并有意根据专利申请在中国寻求财政补贴或相关奖励的申请人。将

草案限定在有资格并有意在中国寻求财政补贴或相关激励措施的人，将可以重点关

注并针对对非正常专利申请保持一致。 
 
IPO 协会还建议这些规则仅适用于实用新型和外观设计专利（当适用时），

而不适用于发明专利。 IPO 注意到，非正常申请所识别的行为类型通常与实用新型，

和可能与外观设计专利有关。由于成本较低且缺乏实质审查，此类专利似乎是最有

可能被滥用的申请，因此最需要本规定。进一步地，将这些规定应用于发明创造专

利也存在覆盖正常申请的风险。 与实用新型和外观设计专利不同，发明创造专利是

经过详细审查的，审查会发现任何非正常的申请。 

 

我们进一步建议，在决定一个专利申请是否“非正常”和“不以保护创新为目的，

为牟取不正当利益或者虚构创新业绩”而提交，中国知识产权局还会考虑（例如由

提出异议的一方）与该申请有关的违反约定、或违反保密原则的证据。 
 

第二条 
 

为避免混淆预期立法目的，IPO 协会建议根据第二条澄清预期立法目的符合

专利法第 一条：:  
 
第二条 提交或者代理提交专利申请的，应当遵照法律、法规和规章
的有关规定，维护专利法立法宗旨（专利法第一条）、恪守诚实信
用原则，不得从事非正常申请专利的行为。 

第三条 
 
 第三条讨论了“非正常申请”，限定了构成非正常申请的场景类型。 

 
 

1 IPO 明白专利申请的补贴将于 2021 年 6 月结束，而专利授权的补贴将于 2025 年结束。 
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第一款限定（七） 
 
第一款的条款不仅适用于提交申请的行为，还适用于专利和专利申请中所有

权的转让。目前尚不清楚为什么需要对所有权转让进行监管以提高专利申请的质量

——专利申请的监管应该解决对非正常专利申请的担忧。此外，已授权的发明专利

本就符合国家知识产权局的所有要求，因此不清楚已授权的发明专利如何会非正常，

以及为什么需要以这种方式对其转让进行监管。此外，专利通常是批量转让的，成

百上千的专利易手，因此审查所有转让中的所有专利是否符合这些规定是不切实际

的。因此，IPO 建议删除“专利申请权或专利权的转让”，并删除第三条中（七）

的第一部分，具体如下： 
 
第三条 本规定所称非正常申请专利行为是指任何单位或者个人，不
以保护创新为目的，为牟取不正当利益或者虚构创新业绩、服务绩效，
单独或者共同提交各类专利申请、代理专利申请、转让专利申请权
或者专利权等行为。 
... 
 
（七）出于非正当目的转让或受让专利申请权或专利权，或者虚假变
更发明人、设计人的； 
 
定义（一） 
定义（一）针对具有多项发明申请和特征或要素的简单组合的申请。 专利法

已经以驳回重复授权的形式处理了对同一发明的多项专利申请的问题。关于“不同

发明创造特征或要素简单组合变化”，这是一个创造性的问题。合法的发明经常来

自现有技术中元素的组合或替换。只要该发明符合包括创造性在内的可专利性标准，

该要素不应成为认定一项发明为非正常申请的唯一依据。因此，IPO 建议进行以下

修订： 
 
（一）所提交的多件专利申请的发明创造内容明显相同、或者实质上

由不同发明创造特征或要素简单组合变化而形成，并且国家知识产权

局有理由相信申请人故意提出多项申请，意图谋取不正当利益或伪造

创新或服务绩效； 
 
定义（二） 
 
定义(二) 涵盖在提交的专利申请中具有“编造”材料的申请。 然而，申请中通

常包括尚未完全付诸实践的内容，或者需要将发明抽象到更高的一般性水平，以便

为申请人提供他有权获得的全部保护范围。建议修改该定义以区分无意编造和恶意

编造，并将其申请限制在专利的权利要求而非其余内容。  
 
此外，合法发明源于现有技术或设计中某些元素的组合或替换。 只要发明符

合包括创造性在内的可专利性标准，“简单替换、现有技术或现有设计的拼凑”不应

成为认定一项发明为非正常申请的依据。 因此，IPO建议将定义（二）修改如下： 
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（二）所提交专利申请的发明创造存在没有合法目的的编造材料
（例如形成建设性还原实践的基础）、伪造或变造发明创造内容、
实验数据或技术效果，或者抄袭、简单替换、拼凑现有技术或现有设
计等类似情况的； 
 
定义（三） 
 
另一个被列为非正常申请行为的因素是针对多项专利申请的发明创造内容

“主要利用计算机技术等随机生成的”。 IPO 谨此建议将该因素从第三条的因素列

表中删除。更具体地说，该因素不能识别寻求不正当利益或伪造创新或服务绩效的

申请人。 例如，未来的人工智能可能会以定义（三） 中描述的方式很好地发挥作用，

其目的是产生与核心发明概念相关或从其发展而来的新的重要发明，而这不应该在

此为了抑制非正常申请的草稿内被排除。识别非正常申请的因素列表不应该关注、

也不应理会发明是如何创造的。 因此，我们建议将定义（三）全部删除： 
 
（三）所提交多件专利申请的发明创造内容系主要利用计算机技术等

随机生成的； 
 
定义（四） 
 
根据定义（四），如果一项发明“明显不符合技术改进或设计常理，或者变

劣、堆砌、非必要缩限保护范围”，则该发明有被视为非正常申请的风险。然而，

IPO 注意到预料不到的结果作为对发明的创造性的支持被广泛接受，。 根据限定，

预料不到的结果与设计常识不一致——因此它们是预料不到的，表现出预料不到的

效果的发明不应被视为非正常申请。此外，申请人可以自由做出合理的选择来追求

更窄的权利要求，即限制保护范围，使这些权利要求更难被无效。事实上，专利审

查员通常会要求缩窄权利要求。 获得更窄专利范围的决定不应成为认定一项发明为

非正常申请的依据。 这一提议的定义（四）似乎与现有专利法相悖，因此建议将其

全部删除： 
 
（四）所提交专利申请的发明创造系明显不符合技术改进或设计常理，

或者变劣、堆砌、非必要缩限保护范围的； 
  
定义（五） 
 
如果一项发明“与申请人、发明人实际研发能力及资源条件明显不符”，本

限定则将这一发明视为非正常专利申请。IPO 协会担心实体或发明人的实际研发能

力难以确定，如果申请人有责任证明这种能力，可能会要求申请人公开有关其运营

和未来计划的专有和敏感信息。创新精神包括在组织的传统业务和研发范围之外产

生概念和发明的潜力，不应将其视为非正常专利申请。 因此，IPO 建议将定义（五）

全部删除： 
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（五）所提交专利申请的发明创造与申请人、发明人实际研发能力及

资源条件明显不符的； 
 
定义（六） 
 
IPO 协会建议澄清“在中国境内”的多项申请可能构成非正常专利申请的基

础。 这是为了避免无意中影响了申请人在全球范围内提交相应同族专利申请的活动： 
 
（六）将实质上与特定单位、个人或地址关联的多件专利申请在中
国境内恶意分散、先后或异地提交的； 
 

第 四条 
 
 第四条规定了国家知识产权局对非正常专利申请的处理措施。目前尚不清楚

国家知识产权局如何发现非正常申请的行为。 IPO 协会建议澄清，任何人都可以通

过说明原因和支持证据向国家知识产权局报告此类行为。至于处理措施，IPO 协会

建议对每一个个案进行调查。 虽然国家知识产权局可以通过多种方式（如“成立专

门审查工作组或授权审查员启动专门审查程序”）进行更有效的调查，但调查仍然

需要，因为调查结果可能会对申请人产生影响。IPO 协会还建议删除“批量集中处

理”，这可能会导致对逐案调查以及非正常专利申请数量的混淆。 
 
第 四条 任何人可就非正常申请行为向国家知识产权局报告，并说

明理由和证明材料。国家知识产权局在专利申请受理、初审、实审、

复审程序或者国际申请的国际阶段程序中发现或者根据举报得知，并

初步认定存在本规定所称非正常申请专利行为的，应进行调查，并可

以组成专门审查工作组或者授权审查员依据本规定启动专门审查程序，

批量集中处理，通知申请人在指定的期限内主动撤回相关专利申请或

法律手续办理请求，或者陈述意见。 
 

第八条 
 

  本规定第八条的生效日期为“2007 年 10 月 1 日”。 IPO 协会指出，这可能是

一个需要更新的笔误。 否则，这些规则的追溯适用超过 13 年将对今天的申请人和

专利所有人造成不公平的损害。 
 
 
 
 
IPO 协会感谢中国国家知识产权局对我们在此提交的意见的关注，并欢迎进

一步交流及提供进一步意见的机会。 
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随函附上本信的译文。 
 

此致 
敬礼！ 

 
Daniel J. Staudt 
美国只是产权所有人协会主席 
 
附件 
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June 5, 2021 
 
China National Intellectual Property Administration 
No. 6, Xitucheng Lu 
Jimenqiao Haidian District 
Beijing, People’s Republic of China 
100088 
 
Via Email: tiaofasi@cnipa.gov.cn 
 
Re: Draft Amendments to Several Stipulations Regarding Regulating the Act of Applying 
for a Patent (Draft for Comments) (7 May 2021) 
  
Dear China National Intellectual Property Administration: 
 

The Intellectual Property Owners Association (IPO) appreciates the 
opportunity to respond to the request for comments on the Draft Amendments to 
Several Stipulations Regarding Regulating the Act of Applying for a Patent 
(Draft for Comments) (“Draft Amendment”) published on 7 May 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 recognizes the importance of the objective stated in the Draft 
Amendment to improve the quality of patent applications filed at the China 
National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA). IPO hopes that our 
comments below will be helpful during the process of finalizing the Draft 
Amendment.  
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General Comments 

 
IPO commends CNIPA in promoting the improvement of quality through this Draft 

Amendment.  In this regard, the Draft Amendment provides a series of measures to curb the 
filing of abnormal applications (i.e., applications which do not promote development of high 
quality intellectual property).  IPO also notes that financial and other incentives for Chinese 
patent filings remain a strong motivator, for example: direct subsidies or financial grants at 
the local levels, eligibility for reduced Chinese corporate income tax rates (such as via the 
High New Technology Enterprise qualification), listing on stock exchanges, and/or city 
hukou benefits.  These incentives are based largely on the number of patent applications 
filed by and/or granted to a Chinese entity.  Through this Draft Amendment, it is expected 
that the filing of abnormal Chinese applications may be substantially reduced as Chinese 
applicants cease filing, and/or abandon, low-quality applications. 

 
Turning now to the Draft, our preliminary comments are concerned with the 

stipulations within the Draft Amendment being overly broad and inadvertently capturing 
legitimate (i.e., normal) patent filings that are not intended to be viewed as abnormal 
applications.  Keeping in mind that the filing of abnormal applications is primarily driven 
by those applicants seeking the associated financial or other incentives, IPO respectfully 
recommends that the financial subsidies2 and other incentives be amended, and that the 
Draft Amendment apply to only those applicants who identify themselves, at the time of 
application filing (such as in an Application Data Form), as eligible for and intending to 
seek financial subsidies or related incentives in China based on the patent application 
filing.   Limiting the Draft to those who are eligible for and intending to seek financial 
subsidies or related incentives in China focuses on and aligns well with addressing the 
abnormal patent filings.   

 
IPO also proposes that these rules be made to apply only to utility model and design 

patents (where applicable), not invention patents.  IPO respectfully notes that the types of 
acts identified with an abnormal application are typically associated with utility models and 
potentially design patents.  Such patents appear to be the applications most likely to be 
misused given their lower cost and lack of substantive examination, and so are most in need 
of this regulation.  Further, applying these stipulations to invention-creation patents also 
risks capturing normal applications.  Unlike utility model and design patents, invention-
creation patents are examined in detail, and that examination will reveal any applications 
that happen to be abnormal. 

 
We further recommend that, in determining whether a patent application is 

“abnormal” and filed “for the purpose of seeking illegitimate interests or falsifying 
innovation performance or service performance,” CNIPA also take into consideration 
evidence (e.g., as provided by a challenging party) relating to breach of contract or breach 
of confidentiality in connection with a patent filing.   

 
 

 
2 IPO understands that financial subsidies for patent applications will be ceased by June 2021, and that financial 
subsidies for granted patents will be ceased by 2025. 
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Article 2 
 

To avoid any confusion on what the intended legislative purpose is, IPO 
recommends clarifying under Article 2 that the intended legislative purpose is in accordance 
with Article 1 of the Patent Law:  

 
Article 2  Anyone who files an application for a patent  or files an 
application for a patent on an agency shall abide by the relevant 
stipulations of laws, regulations and rules, maintain the legislative purpose 
to conform with Art. 1 of the patent law, abide by the principle of good 
faith, and shall not engage in the act of abnormal applications for patent. 
 

Article 3 
 
 Article 3 discusses “abnormal applications” and defines the types of scenarios that 
constitute abnormal applications.   

 
Paragraph 1 and Definition (7) 
 
Paragraph 1 by its terms applies these provisions not just to the act of filing an 

application, but also to transfers of ownership rights in patents and patent applications.  It is 
unclear why transfers of ownership rights need to be regulated to improve the quality of 
patent applications – regulation of patent application filing should resolve the concerns 
about abnormal patent filings.  Moreover, issued invention patents would have met all of 
CNIPA’s requirements, thus it is unclear how issued invention patents could be abnormal, 
and why their transfer would need to be regulated this way.  Also, patents are often 
transferred in bulk, with hundreds or thousands of patents changing hands; thus, review of 
all patents in all transfers for compliance with these provisions would be impractical.  IPO 
therefore recommends deleting “transferring a patent application right or patent right” and 
deleting the first part of the definition (7) from Article 3, as follows: 

 
Article 3   The act of abnormal applications for a patent referred to in 
these stipulations means any unit or individual who, not for the purpose of 
protecting innovation, files various kinds of patent applications, 
representation for patent applications as an agent, transfers patent 
application rights or patent rights, etc., individually or jointly for the 
purpose of seeking illegitimate interests or falsifying innovation 
performance or service performance. 
... 
 
(7) Transfer or transfer of the right to apply for a patent or patent right for 
an improper purpose, or f Falsely alter the inventor or designer; 
 
Definition 1 
 
Definition (1) targets applications with multiple invention filings and simple 

combinations of features or elements.  The concern with multiple patent applications on the 
same invention is already dealt with under the Patent Law in the form of double patenting 
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rejections.  With respect to “simple combination of different invention-creation features or 
elements,” that is an issue of inventive step.  Legitimate inventions often arise out of 
combinations or substitution of elements in existing technology.  So long as the invention 
meets patentability standards including inventive step, this element should not be the sole 
basis for deeming an invention to be an abnormal application.  Therefore, IPO recommends 
the following revision:  

 
(1) The invention-creation contents of multiple patent applications filed 
are apparently the same, or is essentially formed by a simple combination 
of different invention-creation features or elements, and CNIPA has 
reason to believe that the applicant knowingly filed the multiple 
applications with the intent to seek illegitimate interests or falsify 
innovation or service performance; 
 
Definition (2) 
 
Definition (2) covers applications that have “fabricated” material in the filed patent 

application.  However, it is customary for applications to include matter that has not yet 
been put fully into actual practice, or that is required to abstract the invention to a higher 
level of generality in order to give the applicant the full scope of protection he is entitled 
to.  This definition should be revised to distinguish innocent fabrication from malicious 
fabrication, and to limit its application to the claims of the patent and not the rest of the 
content.  

 
In addition, legitimate inventions arise out of combinations or substitution of certain 

elements in existing technology or designs.  So long as the invention meets patentability 
standards including inventive step, “simple replacement, patchwork of existing technology 
or existing designs” should not be a basis for deeming an invention to be an abnormal 
application.  IPO therefore proposes amending Definition 2 as follows: 

 
(2) The invention-creation of the filed patent application contains 
fabricated material for which there is not a legitimate purpose (such as 
forming a basis for constructive reduction to practice), forged or altered 
inventions and creations, experimental data or technical effects, or 
plagiarism, simple replacement, patchwork of existing technology or 
existing designs, etc.; 
 
Definition 3 
 
Another factor listed as belonging to the act of an abnormal application is directed 

to the invention-creation contents of multiple patent applications being “mainly generated 
randomly by computer technology and the like.”  IPO respectfully submits that this factor 
be deleted from the list of factors under Article 3.  More particularly, this factor does not 
identify those applicants seeking illegitimate interests — or to falsify innovation or service 
performance.  For example, artificial intelligence in the future may very well work in the 
way described under Definition 3 for the purpose of generating new and important 
inventions associated with or developed from a core inventive concept, and this should not 
be excluded under these amendments which aim to curb abnormal applications.  The list of 
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factors identifying an abnormal application should not be focused on, and it should not 
matter how an invention is created.  Therefore, IPO recommends deleting Definition 3 in its 
entirety:  

 
(3) The invention-creation contents of multiple patent applications 
submitted are mainly generated randomly by computer technology and the 
like; 
 
Definition 4 
 
Under Definition 4, an invention is at risk of being deemed an abnormal application 

if it “apparently does not conform to the technical improvement or design common sense, 
or is deteriorating, padding, or unnecessarily restricting the scope of protection.”  However, 
IPO notes that unexpected results are well-accepted as support for a finding of inventive 
step.  By definition, unexpected results are inconsistent with design common sense – thus 
they are unexpected, and inventions that demonstrate unexpected results should not be 
deemed to be an abnormal application.  In addition, Applicants are free to make a reasoned 
choice to pursue narrower claims, i.e. restrict the scope of protection, to make those claims 
more difficult to invalidate.  In fact, narrowing of claims is usually requested by patent 
examiners. The decision to obtain narrower patent scope should not be the basis for deeming 
an invention an abnormal application.  This proposed Definition (4) seems to run contrary 
to the existing Patent Law, and thus we recommend it be deleted in its entirety:  

 
(4) The invention-creation of the filed patent application apparently does 
not conform to the technical improvement or design common sense, or 
deteriorating, padding, or unnecessarily restricting the scope of protection; 
  
Definition 5 
 
This Definition deems an invention to be an abnormal patent filing if it is “obviously 

inconsistent with the actual research and development capabilities and resource conditions 
of the applicant and the inventor.”  IPO is concerned that the actual R&D capabilities of an 
entity or inventor is difficult to ascertain, and if the applicant has the burden to prove this 
capability, applicants could be required to disclose proprietary and sensitive information 
regarding their operations and future plans. The spirit of innovation includes the potential 
to generate concepts and inventions outside of an organization’s traditional business and 
R&D scope, which should not be used to deem an invention an abnormal patent filing.  
Therefore, IPO recommends deleting Definition 5 in its entirety:  

 
(5) The invention-creation of the filed patent application is obviously 
inconsistent with the actual research and development capabilities and 
resource conditions of the applicant and the inventor; 
 
Definition 6 
 
IPO recommends a clarification that multiple filings “in China” may form the basis 

of an abnormal patent filing.  This is to avoid inadvertently sweeping in an applicant’s 
activities of filing corresponding applications worldwide:  
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(6) Multiple patent applications substantially associated with a specific 
entity, individual or address that are filed in maliciously scattered manner, 
submitted one after the other or in different places within China;  
 

Article 4  
 
 Article 4 stipulates the processing procedures of the CNIPA for abnormal patent 
applications. It is not clear how CNIPA can discover the act of abnormal applications.  IPO 
recommends a clarification that any person can report such act to CNIPA by stating the 
reasons and supporting evidence.  As for the processing procedures, IPO recommends an 
investigation in each case. Although CNIPA may conduct the investigation more efficiently 
via various approaches (e.g. “form a special examination working group or authorize 
examiners to initiate special examination procedures”), an investigation is still needed, as 
the result may have consequence on the applicant.  IPO also recommends deleting “process 
them in batches,” which may cause confusion about the investigation on case-by-case basis 
as well as the number of abnormal patent applications. 

 
Article 4 Any person may report to CNIPA pertaining to act of abnormal 
applications and state the reasons and supporting evidence. If the CNIPA 
discovers or learns from a report during the procedures of patent 
application acceptance, preliminary examination, substantive examination, 
reexamination or international phase procedures of international 
applications, and preliminarily determines that there is an act of abnormal 
applications for a patent referred to in these stipulations, it shall conduct 
investigation , and may form a special examination working group or 
authorize examiners to initiate special examination procedures in 
accordance with these stipulations, and process them in batches, and notify 
the applicants to withdraw relevant patent applications or legal procedures, 
or to state their opinions within a specified time limit. 
 

 Article 8 
 

The effective date of these regulations is given in Article 8 as “October 1, 
2007.”  IPO respectfully notes that this may be an error in need of updating.  Otherwise, the 
retroactive application of these rules by more than thirteen years would unfairly prejudice 
applicants and patent owners today.   
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IPO thanks the China National Intellectual Property Administration for its 

attention to IPO’s comments submitted herein, and welcomes further dialogue and 
opportunity to provide additional comments.  IPO has enclosed this letter as 
translated herewith. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Daniel J. Staudt 
President 
 
Attachment 
 

 


