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Apple’s Lawsuit against Qualcomm’s
Standard Essential Patents in China
Apple has filed a claim against Qualcomm at the Beijing IP Court alleging that Qualcomm has abused its dominant market
position, claiming damages of RMB 1 billion (US$150 million). Simultaneously, Apple also filed a claim relating to the
licensing terms of Qualcomm’s standard essential patents (“SEP”). This follows a change in licensing policy by Qualcomm
in 2015 after Chinese regulators fined the company RMB 6 billion (US$975 million) in 2015 on charges that it abused its
control over technology to charge excessive fees.
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Pointers on Mastering 11th Nice Classification Changes in China
Details of the introduction of the 11th Nice Classification to China (“Introduction”) can be found in our last Issue here.
This time we will dive into several issues brought forth by the Introduction and in particular its impact on trademark
practice in China:

1. Impact on PRC Trademark Filing
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As previously discussed, one of the most significant changes
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2. Impact on Trademark License Agreements and

Class 3 to Class 5. The impact of reclassification is significant

Co-Existence Agreements

as the CTMO adopts a very stringent approach in
considering whether the goods/ services concerned are
similar according to the classification table. As the status of
cross-class protection is generally uncertain, it is advisable
for trademark owners to review their portfolios and consider
refiling their mark in the new class after the reclassification to
prevent new filings by trademark squatters from purposely
taking advantage of a trademark owner’s oversight.
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legal effect may be in doubt as these goods have now been
transferred to Class 5. Hence, it may be prudent for parties to
review all relevant contracts and possibly amend those
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