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Local Division Mannheim 

UPC_CFI_936/2025 

 
 

 

  

  

  

Order 

of the Court of First Instance of the Unified Patent Court 

issued on 11 February 2026 

 

Respondents:  

1.  1. Amazon.com, Inc., 410 Terry Avenue North Seattle, Washington, 

98109, USA, represented by the CEO, represented for service by its 

agent Corporation Service Company, 251 Little Falls Drive, 

Wilmington, DE 19808, USA 

 

2. Amazon Digital UK Limited, 1 Principal Place, Worship Street, 

London, EC2A 2FA, UK, represented by the CEO, 

 

3. Amazon Europe Core S.à.r.l. (Société à responsabilité limitée), 38 

Avenue John F. Kennedy, L-1855 Luxemburg, represented by the 

CEO, 

 

4. Amazon EU S.à.r.l. (Société à responsabilité limitée), 38 Avenue John 

F. Kennedy, L1855 Luxemburg, represented by the CEO 

 

5. Amazon Technologies, Inc., 410 Terry Avenue North Seattle, 

Washington 98109, USA, represented by the CEO, represented for 

service by its agent CSC – Lawyers Incorporating Service, 2710 

Gateway Oaks Drive, Sacramento, CA 95833, USA, 

 

 

 All Respondents represented by Klaus Haft of HOYNG ROKH MONEGIER, Munich 
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Address for Service on the Respondents: klaus.haft@hoyngrokh.com 

 

Applicants (of preliminary measures):  

 

1. InterDigital VC Holdings, Inc., 200 Bellevue Parkway, Suite 300, 

Wilmington, Delaware 19809, USA, represented by the CEO,  

 

2. InterDigital Patent Holdings, Inc., 200 Bellevue Parkway, Suite 300, 

Wilmington, Delaware 19809, USA, represented by the CEO, 

 

3. InterDigital Madison Patent Holdings, SAS, 20 rue Rouget de Lisle, 92130 

Issy-les-Moulineaux, France, represented by Richard J. Brezski,  

 

4. Interdigital CE Patent Holdings SAS, 20 rue Rouget de Lisle, 92130 Issy-les-

Moulineaux, France, represented by Richard J. Brezski, 

 

all Applicants represented by Cordula Schumacher of ARNOLD RUESS 

Rechtsanwälte, Düsseldorf 

Address for Service on the Applicants: IDG-AMZ@arnold-ruess.com 

 

 

EUROPEAN PATENTS AT ISSUE:  

cf. Exhibit AR10, esp. EP2548372 (UPC_CFI_1481/2025), EP3240285 (UPC_CFI_1482/2025) 

 

PANEL/DIVISION: 

Panel of the Local Division Mannheim of the Court of First Instance of the Unified Patent Court 

 

DECIDING JUDGES: 

This order is issued by the Presiding Judge and Judge Rapporteur Tochtermann after consultation 

with and upon mandate of the full panel (Judge Sender substituting for Judge Böttcher being on 

leave). 
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LANGUAGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS: 

English 

 

SUBJECT: 

Art 82(4)U UPCA, R. 354.4 RoP 

 

STATEMENT OF FACTS AND GROUNDS FOR THE ORDER 

 

The Panel has received the Replies to its Order of 6 February 2026. 

 

Attached to the reply was the Transcript of the Hearing before the UK High Court on 4 February 

2026. 

This exchange between the UK parties and the UK High Court warrants the following remarks: 

 

1. In the UPC, it is the Court, who determines the scope of its Orders and answers the question 

if such Order has been breached. 

 

2. In the UPC, any Order issued by the UPC is based on written requests and submissions and 

not based on oral requests – except for oral requests made in the course of a public hearing 

being audio-recorded in accordance to the Rules of Procedure of the UPC. 

 

3. As there may be remaining doubts of the Scope of the Order of the UPC of 30 September 

2025 as confirmed upon Review on 22 December 2025 it is again clarified that the scope of 

said order did not change over time. The Order is based on the requests submitted to the 

UPC in the briefs of Applicants of 26 September 2025. Therefore, the UK judge, when 

elaborating on a possible alteration of the scope of that UPC Order on p. 54/55 of said 

transcript, is wrong. 

 

4. The Order – and that was made abundantly clear to the parties in the hearing of 14 

November 2025 already – clearly also affects the so-called Final relief sought before the 

UK High Court under the conditions detailed in the Orders. The UK may do its Final rate 

setting. It may not attach, however, any extra-territorial effects to it as described in the 
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Order. Paras. 79 et seq. of the Order of 22 December 2025, which were discussed before 

the UK High Court during its hearing of 4 February 2026 (see Page 24) state: 

 

 

 

If – as it appears to be the case after having studied the Transcript of the hearing – it is still not 

clear, it is hereby once again reiterated and confirmed, that it is considered a breach of the Order 

of the UPC, if Amazon – after the Final rate-setting took place and finds Amazon to be entitled to 

a licence contract – initiates follow-up proceedings or continues the Final rate-setting proceeding, 

as the case may be, in order to seek damages for breach of contract (the contract being the UK 

court-determined contract as result of the Final rate setting) arguing that the continuation of the 

Patent infringement proceedings before the UPC would amount to a breach of the UK-court-

determined contract and would entitle Amazon to damages for breach of that contract, if the UPC 

proceedings still are continued. If such damages are then set, they would have the same deterrent 

effect, as a penalty imposed by a contempt of court order and intends the party concerned to 

abstain from pursuing its rights before the UPC. This is against comity and therefore unacceptable. 

It appears to be the opinion of the UK High Court, however, as becomes clear – for the first time 

in the course of these proceedings with sufficient clarity for the UPC – from the following excerpts 

of the transcript, that Amazon will be entitled to damages, if proceedings before the UPC are 

continued in such a scenario nonetheless. The breach would apparently be, that Interdigital 

continues court proceedings before the UPC. In consequence, damages would be awarded for the 

mere reason that a party seeks justice before other court than the UK courts.: 
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This is the scenario, upon which the Order of the UPC touches in Para 79: 

It prevents Amazon from pursuing any relief – be it a request for penalties for contempt of court 

or be it a request for so-called “damages” for breach of the court-determined contract – which – 

in its effects - hinders Interdigital to seek justice before the UPC in the available proceedings on its 

territory of the UPCA-Member States in the European Union. It can not be accepted as an 

argument, that Interdigital could still continue its proceedings before the UPC, as it will be sure to 

be in breach of the UK-court-ordered contract and ordered to pay considerable damages by the 

UK courts in this case.  

 

Against this backdrop, it raises concerns, if it is suggested as follows if no agreement in this sense 

is found: 
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This court welcomes the parties’ endeavours to reach a mutual agreement to settle this procedural 

and cross-jurisdictional conflict. 

However, the UPC rests firm in its position, that no foreign court should block any other court from 

rendering justice, when it is being approached by a party to do so on its territory. 
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These considerations will have to be taken into consideration by Amazon, being bound by the UPC 

Order, when agreeing on a mutual understanding to resolve this matter (R. 354.4 RoP). 

 

 

ORDER 

 

The parties are ordered to report on the result of their negotiations until 25 February 2026. If an 

extension of that time limit is needed, the Court is willing to grant it upon further request. 

 

No penalties will be set without having heard the parties again. 

 

Issued in Mannheim on 11 February 2026 

 

NAMES AND SIGNATURES 

 

 

 

 

Tochtermann 

Presiding judge and judge-rapporteur (after consultation with and upon mandate of the 

members of the Panel) 
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