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LANGUAGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS: English

SUBJECT OF THE PROCEEDINGS: Patent infringement action — withdrawal (R. 265 RoP), reimbursement
of court fees (R. 370.9 RoP)

SUMMARY OF THE FACTS:

Prior to the closure of the written procedure, Claimant, having reached an out-of-court settlement
with Defendants 1 to 3 and 5 to 13 (“Verifone Defendants”) that also covers the claims against
Defendant 4 based on the Infringing Products, applies to withdraw its infringement action, with
consent of Defendants. Claimant requests that the Court does not issue a cost order. Defendant
4 consents to this request, Verifone Defendants confirm that no requests for cost reimbursement
will be submitted.

Together with its application for withdrawal, Claimant has filed an application pursuant to R. 370.9
(b) RoP.

Claimant requests:
l. to withdraw the action against the Defendants in accordance with R 265.1 RoP.
II.  that the Court issues no cost order.

. that the Claimant be reimbursed for the court costs incurred in connection with the
action pursuant to R. 370.9 lit. b) (i) RoP.

REASONS FOR THE DECISION:

1. The withdrawal is allowed on the instant facts with the consent of the Defendants. The
judge-rapporteur sees no reasons not to do so. No decision on costs is necessary because the
parties have unanimously declared that there is no need for such a decision (cf. Court of Appeal,
decision of 28 May 2025, UPC_CoA_808/2024); Verifone Defendants did so by confirming that no
requests for cost reimbursement will be submitted.

2. The reimbursement of court fees is based on R. 370.9 (b) (e), 370.11 RoP.

The regular rate of reimbursement is 50 % if the infringement action is withdrawn before the
closure of the written procedure (R. 370.9 (b) RoP).

However, taking all circumstances of the individual case into account and weighing the interests
involved, the judge-rapporteur exercises its discretion not to grant the regular reimbursement rate
but to reduce the reimbursement rate to 40 % based on the exceptional circumstances of the case
in accordance with R. 370.9 (e) RoP. The infringement action was withdrawn at an early stage,
within the extended time period for the Statement of Defence. However, the intertwined structure
of the requests in the infringement action required a deeper analysis than usual at this early stage
and a coordination between different divisions (The Hague and Mannheim). The confidentiality
regime requested was above-average complex (and even provoked a request for file inspection by
a third party concerned). However, the court had not to rule on the confidentiality regime (and
the request for file inspection) as a matter of dispute because the parties managed to reach an
agreement on confidentiality after a CMH in the parallel proceedings in The Hague. There was a
preliminary objection that, however, was decided only in part and, in all other respects, postponed
to the main proceedings. The Statement of claim from the original proceedings from which the



present proceedings were separated concerned three patents the subject-matter of which did not
appear to be sufficiently closely related to hear the respective infringement cases in joint
proceedings (cf. separation order of 8 May 2026) so that the proceedings had to be separated.
Against this backdrop, taking all circumstances into account, a moderate reduction of the
reimbursement rate to 40 % seems appropriate and sufficient in the individual case at hand.

3. In the absence of better information, the amount in dispute is set to the undisputed
amount stated in the statement of claim as value in dispute per patent.

The value of the so-called FRAND Specific Claims is exclusively accounted for in the original
proceedings UPC_CFI_661/2026 from which the present proceedings were separated und to which
the FRAND Specific Claims were allocated (cf. separation order of 8 May 2026). In particular, the
discussions about an additional value of such FRAND Specific Claims are reflected in Claimant’s
briefs of 24 July 2026 and 19 August 2026 in those original proceedings. For further details,
reference is made to the decision on the withdrawal in those original proceedings.

4, Based on the aforementioned rate of reimbursement and the aforementioned value in
dispute, the court fees to be reimbursed amount to 16.440 EUR ([fixed court fee of 14.600 EUR +
additional value-based court fee of 26.500 EUR] x 0,4).

DECISION:

1. The withdrawal of the infringement action is allowed at the application of the Claimant
and with the consent of the Defendants.

2.  The proceedings are declared closed.

3.  This decision shall be entered in the register.

4. A cost decision is not required.

5.  The value in dispute for the infringement action is set at EUR 3.000.000,00.
6. The rate of reimbursement pursuant to R. 370.9 RoP is set to 40 %.

7.  The Registrar is directed to reimburse the Claimant as soon as possible 40 % of the
Court fees paid by it in relation to the infringement action, namely EUR 16.440,00 (bank
account indicated in Claimant’s brief of 7 July 2026, para. 3).

Delivered in Mannheim on 14 September 2026
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