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A Glance at Beijing High Court Guideline of Infringement 

In late 2013, the Beijing High People’s Court issued new Patent Infringement Establishment 
Guidelines.  The 2013 Guidelines provide official guidance for the handling of patent litigation 
by all Beijing courts.  Moreover, given the importance of the Beijing courts in the Chinese 
legal system, the 2013 Guidelines will be influential for all courts in China. 

Highlights of the 2013 Guidelines include: 

 
• Articles 1-29 and 61-69 provide guidance on claim construction.  The Guidelines 

provide that patents should be presumed valid, and the scope of patent protection 
should be determined at the beginning of trial proceedings.  The Guidelines also 
provide guidelines for claim construction with reference to the claims themselves, the 
specification, the prosecution history, and extrinsic evidence. 

• Articles 16 and 17 of the Guidelines provide guidance on determining infringement in 
the case of means-plus-function limitations, clarify the definition of functional features 
and identify circumstances where certain features should not be deemed functional.  

• Articles 41-60 of the Guidelines explicitly lay out a detailed set of rules on the 
application of the Doctrine of Equivalents.  The Guidelines clarify the application of 
the function-way-result, and define the assessment of basically identical means, 
functions, and results for the purpose of determining equivalents. 

• Articles 70-86 of the Guidelines clarify the determination of design patent 
infringement.  In this regard, Chinese courts have used inconsistent standards for 
determining design patent infringement, and court decisions have been criticized as 
being arbitrary.  The Guidelines attempt to remedy this situation, and provide that the 
courts follow a “comprehensive observation and holistic determination” standard 
applying the knowledge level and cognitive ability of an average consumer, and 
further provide guidance on the definition of the cognitive level and cognitive ability 
of an average consumer.  

• Articles 111-133 of the Guidelines provide guidance on defenses against patent 
infringement, including patent abuse, patent validity challenges, and prior user rights. 

We have prepared an English translation of the 2013 Guidelines for reference.  The English 
translation can be obtained from our website:  
http://synclaw.cafe24.com/?page_id=606 
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SYNC’s Notes: 

The Patent Reexamination Board (PRB) annually releases a review and 
commentary on its “top ten cases”, generally focusing on cases that 
have powerful social influence and/or high media attention, cases that 
have produced or will produce a significant influence on industry, cases 
that involve complex legal issues, and cases that are instructive for the 
formulation and implementation of patent examination standards. 

The PRB’s top ten cases for 2013 include an invalidation action filed by 
Apple with respect to the “Xiao i Robot” patent (the case is related to 
infringement litigation accusing Apple’s  “Siri” program of infringing a 
Chinese patent), an invalidation action concerning “On-line Yellow Pages” 
that may influence millions of WeChat users, an invalidation action 
concerning a patent related to a “Method of Preparing Lysine” that was 
also being litigated in other countries, and an invalidation action related 
to a patent involving swiss-use claims defined by dosage and dosage 
interval, wherein the Supreme Court finally upheld the SIPO and PRB’s 
refusal to recognize dosage and dosage interval, holding that as to the 
features involving merely administering a medicament (such as dosage 
amount, dosage interval, etc.), if they have no direct relation with the 
preparation of the medicament, they are actually a particular method 
for application of the medicament, and not features of the preparation 
of the medicament and have no limiting effect on the use of the 
medicament for the manufacture of a pharmaceutical. 

The top ten cases released by the PRB cover areas of machinery, 
electronics, communications, pharmaceuticals, materials, etc.  These 
major cases provide an excellent reference point for developments in 
Chinese practice. 

A brief review of the PRB’s commentary on the top ten cases for 2013 
is provided below.  More detailed information on these cases can be 
found at the website of the Patent Reexamination Board (chinese only).  
(http://www.sipo-reexam.gov.cn). 

2013 Top Ten Cases from PRB 
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Related Professional  

TANG Xiaowei 
Patent Engineer 

[Case One]  A Chinese corporation won the first battle in 
the case of Xiao i Robot patent invalidation 
Patentee: Shanghai Zhizhen Network Technology Co., LTD 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation: Apple Computer Trading (Shanghai) 
Co., LTD 

Details of the Case 

A patent application for invention entitled “Chat Robot System” with an 
Application No. 200410053749.9 was granted in 2009.  After being patented, 
the patentee Shanghai Zhizhen Network Technology Co., LTD filed a litigation 
with the Shanghai Municipal First Intermediate People's Court, claiming that the 
Siri program used in iPhone from Apple Co. LTD has infringed its patent right.  
In response to this litigation, Apple Co. LTD filed a request for invalidation 
with the Patent Reexamination Board. 

The Patent Reexamination Board has made the decision No.21307 after 
examination that the patent right involved is upheld as valid.  At the end of 
2013, Apple Co. LTD filed an administrative litigation against this decision.  In 
February 2014, the Beijing First Intermediate People's Court set up a collegial 
panel of five persons to conduct a public trial on this case. 

Review 

For this case, the Patent Reexamination Board set up a collegial panel of five 
people to examine comprehensively the issues on whether the disclosure of the 
description is sufficient, whether the claims are supported by the description, 
whether the scope of protection is clear, whether it is inventive and novel, etc. 
and ultimately upheld that this patent right as valid.  Although the involved Xiao 
i Robot is not so famous as the Siri program from Apple Co. LTD, it provides 
technical support for all sorts of intelligent chatting functions provided by China 
Mobile, China Telecom, CCB, QQ, WeChat, etc.  This technology serves 
customers in many modes such as voice, vision, and somatosensory control, and 
thus has an enormous potential in the market of future intelligent network 
robots.  Currently, all walks of life have been concerned about the development 
of this case. 

 

[Case Two]  This case of request for invalidation fired the 
first shot of patent battles in the field of telematics.  

Patentee: Chinese individual 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation: Chongqing UDIC Gold Card Traffic 
Information Industry Co., LTD, ZTE Corporation 

Details of the Case   

Telematics refers to the interaction between vehicle and vehicle, vehicle and 
road, vehicle and people, vehicle and sensing equipment, etc, which realizes the 
extraction and effective utilization of attribute information, static and dynamic 
information of all vehicles in an information network platform, and conducts 
effective supervision on the running status of all vehicles and provides 
comprehensive service according to different functional requirements. 

The patentee filed an infringement litigation against several corporations 

The PRB's Top Ten 
cases provide valuable 
insight into what the 
PRB thinks is 
important, be it areas of 
law or hot topics in 
industry" 

For More Info 

Contact Tang at 
docket@synclaw.com 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Telematics is one of 
the hottest areas in 
Chinese industry, 
and I am sure there 
will be more litigation 
in this area. 

Related Professional  

Zhang Hua 
Attorney-at-Law, Patent 
Attorney 

including the above-mentioned petitioner in February 2013, asserting that 
relevant products of the latter have infringed the patent right of its patent 
application No. CN01140246.6 entitled “Electronic Intelligent Integrated 
Management System and Management Methods of Motor vehicles”, and 
claimed for a compensation amount of as high as 60 million yuan.  In March of 
2013, the above-mentioned petitioner filed invalidation requests with the Patent 
Reexamination Board.  The Patent Reexamination Board made the decision No. 
21469 upon examination, declaring the patent rights involved all invalid.  The 
patentee did not file an administrative litigation within the time limit and 
withdrew the relevant infringement litigation. 

Review 

The popularization and application of telematics is regarded as one of the 
developing trends for the current automotive technology, whilst our Chinese 
corporations also join in its R&D & Layout successively.  Pursuant to relevant 
prediction, the market size of popularization and application of telematics is 
expected to break through 150 billion yuan.  This case as the first patent right 
dispute case in the area of telematics in China is also understood to “have 
started the patent battle of telematics”.  It also receives much concern from the 
industry for its high compensation amount. 

The Patent Reexamination Board examined this case objectively and impartially 
in strict accordance with relevant provisions of the Patent Law, and the 
examination conclusion has a significant influence on the future development of 
the domestic telematics industry.  Meanwhile, in view of the common 
representative feature of telematic patents that computer software and hardware 
are combined, the above-mentioned decision is also instructive for the consistent 
execution of examination standard of relevant cases in the field of telematics 
and even Web of Things in the future. 

 

[Case Three]  A patent upholding facilitates opening of a 
vast market for improvement patents 

Patentee: Chinese individual 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation: Beijing CCPIT Business Advising 
Center 

Details of the Case 

Patent Application No. 200810045235.7 (the involved patent) was granted in 
2010.  Its background art, an invention patent publication No. CN1020589C, 
uses yttrium oxide and cerium oxide as stabilizers to manufacture ceramic balls 
and therefore has its limits in the field of sand blast because of high expense.  
The involved patent has made improvement based on the above-mentioned 
background art, by using aluminum oxide and calcium oxide instead of yttrium 
oxide and cerium oxide as stabilizers, thus remarkably reducing the cost and 
obtaining similar technical effects. In 2013, Beijing CCPIT Business Advising  

Center filed a request for invalidation against the involved patent, submitting a 
civil judgment involving infringement disputes of invention patent publication 
No. CN1050589C that has already come into effect, claiming that the judgement

For More Info 
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was evidence that the infringing product affirmed in the judgement constituted 
the public disclosure by use of this patent. Upon examination, the Patent 
Reexamination Board made the decision No. 21569 to uphold the patent right 
involved valid. 
Review 

Ceramic beads for sand blasting can be used in surface treatment for metal and 
plastic workpieces, and are widely used in fields of like metal processing, 
surface strengthening treatment of aerospace special equipment artifacts, etc.  
The patent involved manufactured products whose physical and chemical 
parameters all conform to relevant standards with low-cost raw materials, thus 
obtaining significant economic benefits, and thus belongs to a typical improved 
patent. 

The Patent Reexamination Board made the examination decision based on the 
technical problem solved by the technical solution, technical means adopted and 
technical effects obtained, precisely grasped the substance of the invention and 
reasonably defined the scope of protection of claims, and therefore came to a 
comprehensive judgment, which is instructive for the consistent execution to the 
patent examination standards in relevant fields.  Meanwhile, since zirconium 
silicate ceramic beads for sand blasting are inexpensive and can be recycled, the 
Patent Reexamination Board’s upholding of this involved patent will contribute 
to the promotion and application of said beads in such fields as surface 
treatment for metal and plastic workpieces. 

 

[Case Four]  The resolute counterattack of a domestic 
biotech company ultimately resulted in invalidation of a 
patent related to lysine             

Patentee: AJINOMOTO Company 

Biological Technology Development Co., LTD 

Details of the Case 

The involved patent application No. 94194707.6 relates to a method of 
preparing lysine with microbial fermentation.  In September 2008, Changchun 
Dahe Biological Technology Development Co., LTD filed a request for 
invalidation of this patent with the Patent Reexamination Board. 

The collegial panel of this case, upon examination, declared all patent rights 
involved invalid for the reason that the claims of the patent involved lacked 
support from the description and determined in the decision the scope and extent 
to make rational summarization according to the content sufficiently disclosed 
by the description in the field of microorganisms.  After the first trial, second 
trial and retrial of this case, the decision No. 13841 by the Patent Reexamination 
Board is sustained.  

Review 

The patentee involved is a tycoon in the international food manufacturing 
industry that has successively filed several litigations against Changchun Dahe 
Biological Technology Development Co., LTD for infringing its patent rights in 
the USA, Germany and China since 2006, and set heavy barriers in the 
development path of Chinese biotech corporations. What’s more, many 

Related Professional  

Felicia Fan 
Deputy Director, Chief 
Patent Attorney 

The Ajinimoto case 
clearly reflects the 
PRB's awareness of 
corresponding 
litigation in foreign 
countries. 
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domestic corporations including the petitioner of this case are involved in the 
lysine “337 Survey” case in America for up to three years, but Chinese 
corporations won the lawsuit in the end. 

The examination decision of this case defines the idea and method of 
examination on whether preserved strains can be reasonably summarized as 
strains of special species or genus or strains of special classification, which is 
highly instructive for examination practices of the functional definition for 
claims about microorganisms. 

 

[Case Five]  New invention patents about methods for 
administration of drugs are difficult to be granted  

Patentee: Cubist Pharmaceuticals, Inc 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation:  Chinese individual 

Details of the Case 

The patent involved is the patent application No. 99812498.2, entitled “Methods 
for Administration of Antibiotics”.  The granted claims relate to the use of 
daptomycin for preparing a medicine for treating bacterial infection of patients 
without causing toxicity to skeletal muscles and define the dosage and 
frequency of repeated dosing.  The petitioner filed a request for invalidation 
with the Patent Reexamination Board on the ground that the treatment dosage 
and time for repeated dosing has no defining function on pharmaceutical use 
claims.   

Upon examination, the Patent Reexamination Board held that information on 
treatment solutions like the dosage and the dosing time interval cannot 
distinguish the use for preparing a medicament claimed by the patent involved 
from the known use in the prior art and thus made the decision No. 13188, 
declaring all patent rights involved invalid.  After first trail, second trial and 
retrial of this case, the above-mentioned decision of the Patent Reexamination 
Board is sustained. 

Review 

Daptomycin, a known antibiotic, is administered at high doses by the prior art, 
which easily causes toxicity toskeletal muscles and thus cannot be applied in 
clinic.  Drug research companies therefore gave up further research on this drug.  
Cubist Pharmaceuticals, Inc discovered that appropriate dosing intervals and 
appropriate dosage would not cause toxicity to skeletal muscles, which made an 
important progress in clinical application of daptomycin.  

The Patent Reexamination Board held that the dosage and the frequency of 
repeated dosing defined in the patent involved  are only reflected in the process 
of drug administration but do not change the pharmaceutical manufacturing 
process.  The Supreme People’s Court supported the opinion of the Patent 
Reexamination Board in retrial verdict and clarified its attitude for the first time 
with respect to the issue of defining function of drug administration features in 
second medical use claims, which has guiding significance in examination on 
future  similar cases. 

 

Related Professional  

Qiu Xiaomin 
Patent Attorney 

The Cubist case has 
effectively settled the 
issue of whether Swiss-
use claims defined by a 
dosage amount or 
dosage regimen can be 
patented in China, and 
the answer is no, they 
cannot be patented. 
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[Case Six]  Equal Protection of Patent rights of a 
Bladeless Fan by a Foreign Enterprise     

Patentee: Dongguan Xuermei Electronics Technology Co., LTD 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation: Dyson LIMITED 

Details of the Case 

The design patent application no. 201130243517.0 by Xuermei Electronics 
Technology Co., LTD entitled “Floor Type Electric Fan (2)” was granted in 
June 2012.  Dyson LIMITED filed a request for invalidation with the Patent 
Reexamination Board in October 2012, and this case is one of the several cases 
in which Dyson LIMITED filed requests for invalidation against relevant patent 
rights related to bladeless fans of many domestic corporations or individuals. 

Upon examination, the Patent Reexamination Board held that for the fan recited 
in the patent involved, design features such as the groove in the edge of nozzle, 
the nut in the support and diameter ratio of the nozzle to substrate or other parts 
not prone to visual attention belong to the common design or subtle partial 
changes that have no significant influence on the overall visual effect of the 
product, and have no obvious difference compared to the combination of prior 
design features.  Therefore, the Patent Reexamination Board made the decision 
No. 21625, declaring all patent rights involved invalid. 

Review 

As a technology front-runner in the field of bladeless fans, Dyson LIMITED has 
filed a series of patent applications in China with regard to bladeless fans since 
2008.  At the same time, some domestic enterprises and individuals also started 
researching relevant products and filed patent applications therefor.  The market 
competition is pretty intense. 

Dyson LIMITED, who is conscious of safeguarding rights, continuously carried 
out actions to safeguard its patent rights in exhibitions such as CIEF, and filed 
infringement litigations and requests for invalidation against enterprises that 
have infringed its patent rights of relevant fan products.  A series of 
safeguarding rights cases by Dyson LIMITED has aroused wide concern in and 
out of the industry.  The former general director of the SIPO TIAN Lipu 
indicated in an interview from “The Times” that China supported intellectual 
property right holders to file litigations to protect their patent rights when 
infringed in China.  The collegial panel of this case adhered to the principle of 
seeking truth from facts and equal treatment, legally declared the patents 
involved invalid, and thus protected the lawful rights of a foreign enterprise in 
China. 

 

[Case Seven]  The upholding of the patent of “On-line 
Yellow Pages” may affect hundreds of millions of WeChat 
users 
Patentee:  Chinese individuals 

Petitioner ofRequest for Invalidation: Tencent Technology (Shenzhen) Co., 
LTD 

Details of the Case 

The Dyson limited 
cases are an indication 
that the PRB will 
generally ignore 
claimed features of a 
design that are not 
visible during use. 
Many registered 
design patents may be 
vulnerable to 
invalidation on this 
ground. 

For More Info 

Contact Zhang at 
docket@synclaw.com 
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The patentee filed a lawsuit against Tencent Co., LTD with Jinan Intermediate 
People's Court in Shandong province in 2013 on the ground that certain 
functions in WeChat applications had infringed the patent right of patent 
application No. 200910084756.8, entitled “System and Method for providing 
Online Phone Directory Yellow Pages in association with  location 
information”.  In the same year, Tencent Co., LTD filed two successive requests 
for invalidation with the Patent Reexamination Board with respect to the patent 
involved, on the grounds that the disclosure of description is not sufficient and 
the claims cannot be supported by the description, the scope of protection is not 
clear, essential technical features are lacking, inventiveness or novelty is not 
possessed, etc.  The Patent Reexamination Board set up a collegial panel of five 
people to jointly examined the above-mentioned two invalidation cases and 
made the decision No. 21763 and upheld validity of the patent right involved. 

Review 

Wechat is a free smart phone APP from Tencent Co., LTD that came to market 
in 2011, which has functions such as writing, photo transmission, circle of 
friends, people nearby, search for public accounts, etc.  Up till November 2013, 
the number of registered WeChat users exceeded 600 million, and WeChat 
became the instant messaging software that has the largest user group in Asia. 

Since the claim of the patentee in the infringement litigation that the Tencent 
CO., LTD should cease using the functions of “People nearby” and “WeChat 
public accounts” might influence hundreds of millions of WeChat users, this 
case aroused wide concern from the industry and many media.  The Patent 
Reexamination Board judged from the details of this case, sufficiently listened 
to the both sides, comprehensively sorted out the details of this case, and 
therefore made the examination decision after many panel discussions. 

 

[Case Eight]  A patent of replacing medical ingredients 
was invalidated for lack of inventiveness.  

Patentee: Bai Yunshang Hutchison Whampoa Guangzhou Chinese Medicine 
Co., LTD 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation: Yan'an Changtai Pharmaceutical Co., 
Ltd 

Details of the Case 

Yan'an Changtai Pharmaceutical Co., Ltd filed a request for invalidation with 
the Patent Reexamination Board against the patent application NO. 
200710151989.6, entitled “Traditional Chinese Medicament for Treating Buccal 
Inflammation and Method for Preparation thereof” in November 2011. 

The patent involved replaced honeysuckle in prior art with lonicera confusa DC 
in a traditional Chinese medicament for treating stomatitis and claimed that such 
replacement had a better unexpected technical effect.  Therefore, the judgment 
of this obviousness and unexpected technical effect became the focus of whether 
the patent involved is inventive.  Both the examination decision of the Patent 
Reexamination Board and the second trial held that it is obvious to replace 
honeysuckle with lonicera confusa DC for a person of ordinary skill in the art 
based on the prior art.  Additionally, experimental data, with some being highly 
statistically significant and some being not statistically significant after 
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Patent Attorney 
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statistical analysis cannot prove that use of lonicera confusa DC achieved an 
unexpected technical effect.  Therefore, the Patent Reexamination Board made 
the decision No. 18566 declaring all patent rights involved invalid for lack of 
inventiveness.  At present, the above-mentioned decision has come into effect. 
Review 

This case relates to a common traditional Chinese medicament for oral 
inflammation named “kouyanqing granules”, which is widely used.  The 2005 
version of China Pharmacopeia makes clear definition on honeysuckle and 
lonicera confusa DC. 
The examination of this case makes the general public further understand the 
difference in actual effects produced after replacement of honeysuckle with 
lonicera confusa DC, which is of positive significance for the public to 
rationally choose the appropriate medicine.  In addition, this case has a high 
reference value for determining the inventiveness of common inventions that 
replace medical ingredients in the patent examination practice in the field of 
traditional Chinese medicine. 
 

[Case Nine]  The invalidation case of “electric coupler” 
defined the USB standard patent boundary 

Patentee: Foxconn Connectors (Kunshan) Computer Co., LTD, Hon Hai 
Precision Industry Co., LTD 

Petitioner of Request for Invalidation: Deyi Precision Electronics (Suzhou) 
Co., LTD, Jiang Honghan trade center in Xuanwu District, Nanjing City 

Details of the Case 

The port of Universal Serial Bus (USB) as a standard input/output interface is 
widely used in designs of many electronic devices.  The involved patent 
application No. 200810128623.1 is one important patent in USB3.0 standard.  
One of the petitioners is a subsidiary corporation of Taiwan Jiaze Company.  
Taiwan Jiaze Company and the patentee Hon Hai Precision Industry Co., LTD 
are both leading enterprises for the design and manufacture of electric couplers 
for worldwide IT devices and are both signatories of USB3.0 Contributor 
Agreement. 

In July 2012, Foxconn Connectors (Kunshan) Computer Co., LTD, an affiliated 
company of Hon Hai Precision Industry Co., LTD, applied with the Jiangsu 
Intellectual Property Office to ban the subsidiary corporation of Jiaze Company 
from manufacturing and selling two Chinese patented products associated with 
the USB3.0 technical standard.  The relevant infringement dispute handling 
decided that the actions of a subsidiary corporation of Jiaze Company 
constituted infringement.  Then the subsidiary corporation of Jiaze Comopany 
filed a request for invalidation.  After examination, the Patent Reexamination 
Board made the decision No. 20052 and upheld validity of the patent right 
involved. 

Review 

The patent battle of USB3.0 between Hon Hai Precision Industry Co., LTD and 
Taiwan Jiaze Company lasted several years, the warfare of which has been 
spread from China to America.  The results of requests for invalidation and 
infringement disputes of the patents involved have influenced the industrial
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LI Jinlong 
Patent Attorney 
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distribution of USB3.0 electric couplers.  Therefore, several media in mainland 
and Taiwan made relevant reports. 

The integration of intellectual property and technical standard is a double-edged 
sword for a corporation which brings both challenges and opportunities.  The 
collegial panel of this case well handled the patent license in technical standard, 
which has positive meaning to clarify the patent  

disputes between the Hon Hai Precision Industry Co., LTD and Taiwan Jiaze 
Company.  In the meantime, the examination of this case corresponds to the 
spirit of Standards Relating to the Patent Management Regulations of the State 
(provisional) issued by the SAC and SIPO, and thus is of typical significance. 

 
 
[Case Ten] Patent application of a method for improving 
tensile strength of “stainless steel tubes” is finally 
rejected  
Applicant: Sumitomo Metal Industries Co., LTD 

Details of the Case 
The applicant filed a patent application involving a method for improving 
tensile strength of two-phase stainless steel tubes in 2008, the application No. of 
which is 200880002300.6.  In August 2011, upon substantive examination, the 
primary examination department of the SIPO rejected the application involved 
on the ground that it did not comply with the provision concerning 
inventiveness of paragraph 3,  Article 22 of the Chinese Patent Law.  Sumitomo 
Metal Industries Co., LTD was not satisfied with the rejection decision and filed 
a request for reexamination with the Patent Reexamination Board.  The collegial 
panel indicated this application lacked inventiveness by using a document 
closest in the prior art in conjunction with sufficient comments.  The applicant 
did not respond within the time limit, and thus the application involved is 
deemed to be withdrawn. 

Review 

The applicant is a large Japanese steel line production manufacturer, which 
mainly focuses on the steel melting and processing.  Two-phase stainless steel 
materials have high strength and wide application fields, and their machining 
correction program is highly concerned. Prior art usually adjusts the mechanical 
two-phase stainless steel materials with methods such as adjusting chemical 
components or solution heat treatment conditions, while the application 
involved adjusts the mechanical strength via adjusting the rolling amount of a 
straightener. 
In the examination phase of the request for reexamination, the collegial panel 
used one reference document in conjunction with sufficient comments so as to 
clearly and precisely determine facts and adequately comment, which reflected 
that the Patent Reexamination Board would execute patent examination ipso 
jure in accordance with the requirements of being “objective, impartial, precise 
and prompt”. 
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LI Weigang 
Patent Attorney 
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Through this meeting, SYNC met 
with its valued network of associates 
around the world, enhanced the 
mutual understanding and trust 
between the international peers, and 
also established relationships with 
new representatives worldwide.  The 
fruitful outcome thereof will further 
facilitate the international business 
cooperation and expand the 
development space of SYNC. 

Meet Our Partners at 
AIPPI 2014 in Toronto 

 

SYNC and INVENTUS will co-
host a booth at the AIPPI annual 
meeting in Toronto from 
September 14-17, 2014, and we 
invite you to meet with our 
representatives and learn more 
about us.  A number of our 
partners will also be attending the 
meeting, including Mr. Paul 
Stevens, Ms. Felicia Fan, and Mr. 
Steve Oh.  Please feel free to 
contact us if you would like to set 
an appointment in advance. 

 

 

 

SYNC and INVENTUS will 
continue to work in close 
cooperation and full coordination 
with each other and provide unique 
insights for clients with interests in 
China and Korea. 
 
Please feel free to contact us with 
any questions related to China or 
Korea. 
 
 

 

Our Partners Attended 
INTA 2014, in Hong Kong 

 

Mr. Paul Stevens, Ms. Felicia Fan, 
and Mr. Steve Oh attended the 2014 
INTA annual meeting in Hong Kong.  
2014 is the first time INTA brought 
its Annual Meeting to Asia, featuring 
five days of international trademark 
and intellectual property education 
sessions led by the most acclaimed 
IP professionals in the world.   
 

 

Mr. Steve Oh joins SYNC 
as a Partner 

 

We are pleased to announce that in 
furtherance of our cooperation with 
INVENTUS IP GROUP of Seoul, 
Korea, Mr. Steve Oh has joined 
SYNC as a partner.  Our growing 
cooperation will allow SYNC and 
INVENTUS to enhance our one-
stop service for both China and 
Korea. 
 
INVENTUS was founded in 2011 
and has grown into one of the most 
experienced and highly regarded 
law firms in the field of IP related 
practice in Korea.  Located in the 
thriving zone of Gangnam-gu, 
INVENTUS provides a full range 
of service in IP-related matters to 
optimally fit the need of clients and 
delivers highly targeted and 
sophisticated analyses of IP assets 
to clients. 
 
Steve Oh, the managing partner of 
INVENTUS, has been engaged in 
intellectual property practice in 
Korea for over 10 years.  Before 
founding INVENTUS, Mr. Oh 
worked with the Korean Invention 
Promotion Association, where he 
assisted small and medium sized 
Korean enterprises with their IP 
needs.  Mr. Oh also has experience 
in large Korean patent firms, where 
he gained in-depth knowledge and 
experience in patent prosecution 
and litigation in Korea.   

 

 

 

 
 

 

2014 Copyright SYNC All Rights Reserved                                                                  

                                                                                                                                   TECHNOLOGY LAW GROUP 
USST National Science Park Office | Address: Suites D314-316, Bldg 1#, 128 Xiangyin Road, Shanghai 200433, P.R. China 

|Tel:+86 21 5127-4699 | Fax:+86 21 5127-4698 | Email:docket@synclaw.com | Website: www.synclaw.com 


