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Claimant:

Dai Nippon Printing Co., Ltd., represented by its management, the latter represented by its
Chairman, Mr Yoshinari Kitajima, 1-1-1, Ichigaya-Kagacho, Shinjuku-ku, Tokyo 162-8001,
Japan

represented by: Dr Soenke Fock, Attorney-at-law; Thorben Strich,
Attorney-at-law; Jan-Caspar Maiers, Attorney-at-
law;  Alex-Christian Lesch,  Attorney-at-law,
Wildanger Kehrwald Graf von Schwerin & Partner
mbB Attorney-at-law firm, Couvenstralle 8, 40211
Disseldorf, Germany

Patent Attorney Dr Jochen Kapfenberger, Patent
Attorney Georg Tully, Patent Attorney Dr Frederik
Tenholt, Cohausz & Florack Patent and Attorney-at-
law PartG mbB, BleichstraRe 14, 40211 Diisseldorf,
Germany

Electronic service address: DNP-Zapp-EP415@wildanger.eu
defendant:

1. Zapp AG, represented by the Executive Board, Dr Stefan Seng (Chairman of the
Executive Board) and Daniela Scheidsteger, Letmather StraRe 69, 58239 Schwerte,
Germany

2.  Zapp Precision Metals GmbH, represented by the managing directors Malte Edward
Dotzel, Edo Ollermann, Dr Evelin Ratte and Britta Van Beurden, Letmather Strafle 69,
58239 Schwerte, Germany

Defendants 1) and 2) represented by: Holger Stratmann, Attorney-at-law; Dr
Henrik Vocke, and Attorney-at-law Philipp Zambelli,
HOFFMANN EITLE Patent-and Law Firm mbB,
ArabellastraBe 30, 81925 Munich, Germany
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PATENT AT ISSUE:

European Patent No. 3 805 415 B1

Panel/CHAMBER:

Panel 1 of the Dusseldorf local division JUDGES

SEATING ON THE CASE:

This order was issued by Presiding Judge Thomas, acting on behalf of the judge-rapporteur, Dr
Zhilova.

LANGUAGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS: German

SUBJECT: Rule 109(1) of the RoP — Simultaneous interpreting during an oral hearing

BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE FACTS:

1.  The claimant, who is domiciled in Japan, brought a patent infringement action against
the defendants before the Disseldorf local division in the German language. The
defendants are domiciled in Germany.

2.  On 17 August 2026, the claimant submitted an application for simultaneous
interpretation from German into Japanese at the oral hearing scheduled for 17
September 2026.

3. In support of its application, the claimant stated that representatives on its behalf who
were not proficient in German were expected to attend the oral hearing and would
therefore only be able to follow the proceedings if simultaneous interpretation into
Japanese were provided. The present proceedings were a high priority for the
claimant, as the company’s core business was at stake. There is therefore a significant
interest in the conduct of the oral hearing, in which several of the Claimant’s
employees, as well as patent and Attorney-at-law advisers from Japan commissioned
by the Claimant, intend to participate in person or via video conference.

4. The present case differs from previously decided cases in that the defendants, through
their acts of infringement in Germany and France, had given rise to the patent
infringement action. Furthermore, the defendants had additionally brought a
counterclaim for revocation before the local division here. The claimant had therefore
not expanded its business into Germany and France, thereby subjecting itself to the
UPC’s language regime, but had rather taken the actions to which it was legally
entitled in order to respond to the infringing acts of the defendants, who manufacture
in Germany and subsequently operate internationally.

5. In addition to simultaneous interpreting, the Claimant requests permission to
participate via video conference. In addition to the Claimant’s staff who will be
attending the oral hearing in the courtroom, a number of other internal and external
individuals on the Claimant’s side are involved in the proceedings in Japan, including
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Japanese solicitors and patent attorneys from the law firm Kyowa Patent and Law Office,
who are assisting with the handling of the case.

6. The defendants have objected to the applications in so far as the claimant seeks an
order for simultaneous interpretation, with the consequence that the costs of the
simultaneous interpretation would constitute costs of the proceedings.

7. Reference is also made to the parties’ further documents.

APPLICATIONS OF THE PARTIES:

8.  The claimant requests that

1.  that the oral hearing on 17 September 2026 be simultaneously interpreted
from German into Japanese;

2. that (i) the Claimant’s Japanese employees and (ii) the Japanese solicitors
and patent attorneys advising the Claimant from the law firm Kyowa
Patent and Law Office be permitted to participate in the oral hearing via
video conference.

9. The defendants request that

1.  that the Claimant’s first application be dismissed in so far as the Claimant
seeks an order for simultaneous interpretation to be arranged by the court
pursuant to Rule 109.1, Rule 109.2, p. 1 of the RoP, with the consequence
that the costs of the interpretation constitute procedural costs within the
meaning of Rule 109.5 and Rule 150 of the RoP;

2.  to permit the Claimant, pursuant to Rule 109.4 of the RoP, to engage, at its
own expense, interpreters for the interpretation of the oral hearing from
German into Japanese, who — in so far as practicable — may use the
simultaneous interpreting equipment available in the courtroom, provided
that the costs incurred thereby are to be borne solely by the Claimant in
accordance with
Rule 109.5 of the RoP, at the end of the paragraph, are to be borne solely by the
Claimant.

REASONS FOR THE ORDER:

10. The claimant’s application is admissible. It was lodged within the time limit specified in
Rule 109.1 of the RoP and meets the formal requirements set out in Rules 109(a) to (d)
of the RoP.

11. Pursuant to Article 51(2) of the UPC Agreement, all chambers of the Court of First
Instance shall, where appropriate, provide for interpretation at the request of a party
in order to assist that party during the oral hearing. This general principle is further
specified in Rule 109.2, first sentence, of the RoP to the effect that, upon a timely
application, the judge-rapporteur shall decide whether and to what extent
simultaneous interpretation is appropriate. If he considers such interpretation to be
appropriate, he shall instruct the Registry to make all necessary arrangements. In such
a case, the costs of simultaneous interpreting form part of the costs of the proceedings
(Rule 150 of the RoP). If the judge-rapporteur refuses to order simultaneous
interpreting, a party may, at its own expense, engage a simultaneous interpreter and
request that, to the extent
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as far as practically possible, arrangements for simultaneous interpreting be made at
their expense (Rule 109.2, para. 2 of the RoP in conjunction with Rule 109.4 of the
RoP). If a party makes use of this option, the costs incurred as a result are not,
pursuant to Rule 109.5 of the RoP, at the end of the provision, costs of the
proceedings; they are to be borne solely by the party engaging the interpreter.

12. On this basis, the Hague local division has highlighted the need for a two-stage
assessment under Rule 109 of the RoP: A decision must be made as to: (1.) whether it
is appropriate to allow simultaneous interpreting during the oral hearing, and (2.)
whether it is reasonable for the costs of such simultaneous interpreting to be treated
as costs of the proceedings (see UPC_CFI_195/2024 (LD The Hague), Order of 25 June
2024, para. 5 — Szymon Spyra v Amycel). The Diisseldorf Local Chamber has concurred
with this (UPC_CFI_355/2023 (LD), Order of 29 November 2024 — Fujifilm v Kodak;
UPC_CFI_135/2024 (LD), Order of
15 September 2025, para. 7 — Dolby v. Beko).

13. At the first stage of the assessment outlined above, it appears appropriate in the
present case to authorise simultaneous interpreting during the oral hearing.

14. The aim of simultaneous interpretation is to enable parties who do not have a
command of the language of the proceedings, or whose command is insufficient, to
participate actively in the oral hearing (see UPC_CFI_463/2023 (LD), Order of 22 March
2023 — 10x Genomics v Curio; UPC_CFI_195/2024 (LD The Hague), Order of 25 June
2024 — Szymon Spyra v Amycel; UPC_CFl_363/2023 (LD Disseldorf), order of 12 July
2024 - Seoul Viosys v expert; UPC_CFl_135/2024 (LD Dusseldorf), order of 15
September 2025, para. 8 — Dolby v Beko). According to the Claimant’s submissions,
representatives on its behalf who do not speak German are expected to attend the
oral hearing in person. They will therefore only be able to follow the oral hearing,
which is conducted in German, adequately and, where necessary, contribute to the
discussion of the facts and the issues in dispute if they are assisted by interpreters. The
claimant is therefore granted the opportunity to engage, at her own expense, one or
more interpreters (see Rule 109.4 of the RoP), who may, where necessary, make use of
the equipment available in the courtroom for simultaneous interpreting.

15. However, at the second instance, it does not appear appropriate for the costs of
simultaneous interpreting to be treated as costs of the proceedings.

16. The claimant is not faced with any greater challenges in pursuing her legal claims due
to the language of the proceedings than is usually the case in a multilingual
international court (see UPC_CFI 367/2023 (Paris Regional Court), Order of
10 May 2024, para. 15— CEAD v BEGO; UPC_CFI_135/2024 (LD Dusseldorf), order of
15 September 2025, para. 9 — Dolby v. Beko). Neither the defendants’ (alleged) acts of
infringement, which form the basis of the present action, nor the fact that a
counterclaim for revocation is typically raised in the majority of infringement
proceedings before the Unified Patent Court can alter this assessment. Nor is it
decisive in this context whether the claimant has expanded its business activities to
countries within the scope of the UPC Agreement or is merely the owner of an
international portfolio of intellectual property rights, on the basis of which it is now
taking action against the defendants. The Claimant’s interests are represented by its
German-speaking legal representatives (see UPC_CFI 367/2023 (Paris), order of 10
May
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2024, para. 16 — CEAD v BEGO; UPC_CFI_135/2024 (LD Dusseldorf), order of 15
September 2025, para. 9 — Dolby v Beko). The additional interest of their
representatives, who wish to attend the oral hearing, does not justify the court
ordering simultaneous interpretation and the associated burden on the costs of the
proceedings arising from the costs incurred as a result (see UPC_CFI 367/2023 (Paris
Regional Centre), Order of 10 May 2024, para. 21 — CEAD v BEGO; UPC_CFI_135/2024
(LD Disseldorf), Order of 15 September 2025, para. 9 — Dolby v Beko; see also
UPC_CoA_520/2024, Order of 11 December 2024, para. 9 — Scandit

v. Hand Held).

17. Permission to participate by videoconference is based on Rule 112.3, first sentence (a) of the
RoP.

ORDER:

1. The claimant is permitted, at her own expense, to engage one or more
interpreters who, if necessary, may use the equipment available in the
courtroom for simultaneous interpreting.

2. Should the claimant make use of this option, she is required to notify the registry
of the Disseldorf local division no later than two weeks before the oral hearing
and to clarify the technical arrangements with the registry.

3. The Claimant’s Japanese employees and the Japanese solicitors and patent
attorneys from the law firm Kyowa Patent and Law Office advising the Claimant
are permitted to participate in the oral hearing via video conference.

Issued in Diusseldorf on 21 August 2026
NAMES AND SIGNATURES
Presiding Judge Thomas

Digitally signed Uniad Petan Court

Thomas Ronny Einheitliches Patentgericht
21 August 2026 07:48:17 +0200 Juridiction unifiée du brevet
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