
DECISION
of the Court of Appeal of the Unified Patent Court

 of 22 July 2025
concerning application for determination of costs, R. 151 RoP 

here: Withdrawal pursuant to R. 265 RoP

APPLICANT AND RESPONDENT AND CROSS-APPELLANT

Koninklijke Philips N.V., Eindhoven, Netherlands 
('Philips')

represented by: Lawyer Dr Tilmann Müller and other lawyers from the law firm Bardehle 
Pagenberg, Hamburg, Germany

RESPONDENTS AND APPELLANTS AND CROSS-APPELLEES

1. Belkin International, Inc., El Segundo, California, United States of America
2. Belkin GmbH, Aschheim, Germany
3. Belkin Limited, Wellingborough, Northamptonshire, United
Kingdom (hereinafter for all together in the singular: "Belkin")

represented by: Dr Philipp Cepl, lawyer, and other lawyers from the law firm DLA PIPER UK 
LLP Rechtsanwälte, Munich, Germany

LANGUAGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS

German language

DECIDING JUDGE

This order was issued by Patricia Rombach, Judge-Rapporteur and legally qualified judge

IMPUGNED ORDER OF THE COURT OF FIRST INSTANCE

Date: 17 December 2024, Local Division Munich
File number of the court first instance: ORD_60616/2024, ACT_583273/2023, 
App_60589/2024, UPC_CFI_390/2023
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PATENT IN SUIT 

EP 2867997

FACTS OF THE CASE

1. On 30 May 2025, the Court of Appeal of the Unified Patent Court ordered Belkin to
pay 65% of the costs of the litigation and other costs on appeal in the penalty
payment proceedings and Philips to pay 35%.

2. On 2 July 2025, Philips applied to the Court of Appeal for an order for costs pursuant
to R. 151 of the Rules of Procedure. On the same day, Philips withdrew the
application for costs and stated that the filing with the Court of Appeal was due to an
oversight and that the application for costs had been filed with the Munich Local
Division on 2 July 2025.

REASONS

3. The withdrawal of the application for the determination of costs is to be permitted by
analogy with R. 265 Para. 1 of the Rules of Procedure without the need to hear
Belkin. The following reasons speak in favour of this:

4. Any interest Belkin may have in a decision on the merits is not impaired by the
admission of the withdrawal. This is because no decision on the merits would have
been issued even without the withdrawal, as the court of first instance has jurisdiction
for applications for the determination of costs (Court of Appeal, order of 29 July 2025
(EPG Court of Appeal, UPC_CoA_1/2024, App_36394/2024, Hanshow et   al.
v. VusionGroup).

5. No decision on costs is required here. As a rule, the successful party itself bears the
costs of the cost assessment proceedings (UPC Court of Appeal, decision of 6 June
2025, UPC_CoA_618/2024, APL_57918/2024, para. 54 - Hanshow et al.
/VusionGroup).

ORDER

The Court of Appeal

I. allows the withdrawal of the application;
II. declares the proceedings terminated;
III. orders that the decision be entered in the register.

Patricia Rombach
Rapporteur and legally qualified judge
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