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We are living in the age of innovation which means continuous drive for a change for 
transformation in our living style for comforts and improvement of social and economic system. 
Innovation drives economic growth. Joseph Schumpeter said that innovation is the product of 
new combinations and even without invention, there is possibility for a company or a country to 
achieve higher economic growth and Japan is an example as leader in automobiles and 
electronics through is innovation skill.

It is evident from history which shows that innovation had more impact than the invention or the 
“discovery.” While Benjamin Franklin discovered electricity, it was Thomas Edison who put it to 
use by creating the light bulb. While Alexander Graham Bell discovered the telephone, it was 
Motorola that came up with the first hand-held mobile cellular telephone.   The gasoline engine 
was already a reality well before Henry Ford began building Model-Ts. Similarly while Orville and 
Wilbur Wright risked life and limb with the first airplane, it was a century of development by the 
likes of Lockheed-Martin, McDonnell-Douglas, Airbus, Boeing, and Bombardier that gave us the 
luxury and convenience of the modern jetliner.
Innovation is the need of the hour for our survival and growth and the term has its relevance and 
importance in every field, be it business or industry or science and technology. One of the 
objectives is consumer's satisfaction and bringing comfort for the human life by looking deep 
into the expectation of the consumers and the people in general by looking into the problems of 
the  
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By Dr. D. R. Agarwal, ITAG Business Solutions  Ltd. (India) 
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We are living in the age of 
innovation which means 
continuous drive for a change 
for transformation in our 
living style for comforts and 
improvement of social and 
economic system. Innovation 
drives economic growth. 

Joseph Schumpeter said that innovation is the 
product of new combinations and even 
without invention, there is possibility for a 
company or a country to achieve higher 
economic growth and Japan is an example as 
leader in automobiles and electronics through 
is innovation skill.

It is evident from history which shows that 
innovation had more impact than the 
invention or the “discovery.” While Benjamin 
Franklin discovered electricity, it was Thomas 
Edison who put it to use by creating the light 
bulb. While Alexander Graham Bell discovered 
the telephone, it was Motorola that came up 
with the first hand-held mobile cellular 
telephone.   The gasoline engine was already a 
reality well before Henry Ford began building 
Model-Ts. Similarly while Orville and Wilbur 
Wright risked life and limb with the first 
airplane, it was a century of development by 
the likes of Lockheed-Martin, McDonnell-
Douglas, Airbus, Boeing, and Bombardier that 
gave us the luxury and convenience of the 
modern jetliner.

Innovation is the need of the hour for our 
survival and growth and the term has its 
relevance and importance in every field, be it 
business or industry or science and 
technology. One of the objectives is 
consumer's satisfaction and bringing comfort 
for the human life by looking deep into the 
expectation of the consumers and the people 
in general by looking into the problems of the  

Synergizing Invention, Investment and Innovation 
By Dr. D. R. Agarwal, ITAG Business Solutions  Ltd. (India) 

existing products and the services. An 
innovation can be defined as simply a better 
way of doing things or an improvement to an 
existing product or invention. Invention can be 
thought of as a new device or process made 
by human beings. An example of invention is 
the internal combustion engine invented in the 
1800's which is being used even today in 
motor cars and several other industrial devices 
with further changes from time to time by the 
innovators.

The primary goal of science is knowledge and 
not the solution to a problem. It is a pursuit of 
new knowledge about the nature. Creativity is 
to see a problem in different dimensions and 
the ability to truly understand the problem at 
hand and this creativity gives birth to 
innovation. Discovery on the other hand is the 
primary process used in science to uncover 
new knowledge. Thomas Edison invented over 
1000 patents, but only made one scientific 
discovery. This discovery was called the 
“Edison Effect”. The profession in which 
knowledge of the Mathematical and natural 
sciences is manifested is 'engineering' which; 
in the simplest sense is the deliberate, orderly 
process through which technology is created. 
Thus a proper synthesis of science and 
technology is also desired and required; one 
without the other is ineffective.

Invention can be understood in very broader 
term as the discovery or development of a 
product or process by applying previous 
knowledge in new ways. Inventions often 
begin as prototypes, in which the essential 
features are developed to see if they are 
workable. These prototypes, or basic working 
models, are then improved by adding, 
subtracting, or modifying the characteristics 
of the prototype until no other improvements 
can be made based on the prototype.
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Therefore the root of the problem-solving 
attitude is the creativity with which we try to 
identify and find the solution to a problem on a 
continuous basis in a linear and dynamic 
manner. Innovation provides the initiative for 
the change. Invention provides the tools for 
the change. Investment brings the invention 
and the innovation together. The triad of the 
three “I”s makes an organization or an 
enterprise to move forward. We can also say 
that invention comes from knowledge, 
innovation comes from enterprise to bring the 
change to meet the need of the society and 
investment or the capital is the lubrication 
which keeps the engine of knowledge and the 
industry to move on a continuous basis. This is 
the trinity of power and there is the need to 
have a cohesive interaction and coordination 
to synergies the values and potentiality of the 
three to make a dynamic society. Today there 
is a need to bring these three together. 
Venture capital fund has been playing a vital 
role to bring this trinity closer to each other by 
pooling the savings of the middle class to a 
common platform. This trinity has been 
possible at the Main Street, Wall Street and the 
Silicon Valley. According to an estimate VC 
backed companies contribute to an estimated 
amount of 16% of US GDP.

It is important to note that majority of the 
inventions belong to small inventors globally 
as a general phenomenon. In US, according to 
a report compiled by Intellectual ventures, 
while 60% of the patented inventions belong 
to small inventors, almost 90% of the patent 
revenue goes to large corporations. The role 
of the venture capital companies and the 
private equity companies in funding the 
innovations of the startups cannot be over 
emphasized. In India, the attention has been 
paid for the first time by announcement of a 
policy for the startups as a part of the national 
policy of bringing transformation in the 
economy by innovation. In the national IPR 
policy also, Government of India has 
emphasized for developing an IP eco system 
where utilization and commercialization of 

IP is the key driver to promote invention and 
innovation in the country. Technology 
development Board (TDB), under Ministry of 
Science and Technology, Govt. of India is 
playing a very active role in making the 
technology available to the innovators at a 
very low cost of capital of just 5 percent. The 
promoter or the innovator needs to bring only 
50 percent of the project cost and the 
remaining 50 per cent is provided by TDB 
without any capping. Thus the Government is 
playing the role of the catalyst between the 
inventor and the investor but there is need for 
the VCs and PEs to play more active role in this 
field in our country.

Invention is comparatively an easy task as 
compared to innovation. It is the innovation 
which makes the patent useful. It is very 
important that the organization develops a 
culture and environment for grape vine and 
group discussion rather than the routine 
individual habit and discipline of sticking to 
one's own desk and to use innovation skill as 
one of the KPI for incentivize it as part of the 
Human Resource development Policy. We 
mention below the statements from some 
renowned innovators

“It's best to work in small teams, keep them 
c rowded and  foste r  se rend ip i tous  
connections”. – Eric Schmidt and Jonathan 
Rosenberg; How Google Works

“But innovation comes from people meeting 
up in the hallways or calling each other at 10:30 
at night with a new idea, or because they 
realized something that shoots holes in how 
we've been thinking about a problem”. – Steve 
Jobs

“But how to persuade creative people to do 
so? First and foremost, there must be ease, 
relaxation, and a general sense of 
permissiveness. The world in general 
disapproves of creativity, and to be creative in 
public is particularly bad.  Even to speculate in 
public is rather worrisome. The individuals 
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The Guidelines for Examination of 
Biotechnology Application for Patent 
(Biotech Guidelines, 2013), issued on March 
25, 2013

Chapter II of the Indian Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter the “Act”) enlists Inventions not patentable. Section 3(h) of the Act 

mandates that “a method of agriculture or horticulture” as non-patentable subject matter.

Background

The seeds for the current  form of the Patents law in India ( “Act”) were sown in the form of a report on the revision of the 

Patents Law, commonly known as the Ayyangar Report, 1959. In what may be construed as an attempt to safeguard the rights 

of the average farmer, Justice Ayyangar in his  Report, 1959 clarified that the prohibition under the current Section 3(h) of 

the Act was intended to apply to “inventions in the field of plant propagation by asexual methods” (paragraph 331 of the 

Ayyangar Committee Report of 1959). The  understanding of the scope of this Section has led to inconsistencies associated 

with IPO decisions and the lack of clarity has affected the agrochemical sector, in particular.   

Table 1- Documents referring to Section 3(h) of the Act.

Relevant document Relevant portion

Report on the revision of the Patents Law, 
1959 (Ayyangar Report, 1959)

Page 121- Patents for inventions in the field of plant propagation by 
asexual methods [which would fall under para. (d)] are specifically 
permitted by the Patents Acts of the U.S.A. and of South Africa, but not 
in any other country. They have never been granted in India and the 
enactment of para (d) will remove any doubt that might exist as regards 
the patentability of such inventions.

Manual of Patent office practice and 
procedure (version 01.11 as modified on 
March 22, 2011)

Section 0.8.03.05.07- A method of agriculture or horticulture is not an 
invention. Examples of subject matters excluded from patentability 
under this provision are: (a) A method of producing a plant, even if it 
involved a modification of the conditions under which natural 
phenomena would pursue their inevitable course (for instance a 
greenhouse). (b) A method of producing improved soil from the soil 
with nematodes by treating the soil with a preparation containing 
specified phosphorathioates.  (c) A method of producing mushrooms. 
(d) A method for cultivation of algae.

Page 14- According to Section 3 (h) of the Act, a method of agriculture 
or horticulture is not considered as patentable subject matter. While 
deciding patentability under Section 3 (h), conventional methods 
performed on actual open fields should be construed as method of 
agriculture/horticulture.

Scope  of Section 3(h) of the Patents Act, 1970 - An analysis 
Scope of Section 3(h) of the Patents Act, 1970 - An analysis

Malathi.L@Lakshmisri.com 
www.Lakshmisri.com 

Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan
B6/10 Safdarjung Enclave, New Delhi
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213026 Claim 7-
A method of controlling harmful plants, which comprises applying the 
herbicide…

Considering the above, and in the absence of any other decision or guideline defining the boundaries of “agriculture” and 

“horticulture,” the following are examples considered non-patentable {as per the Section 3(h) of the Act}-

- conventional methods performed on actual open fields
- asexual methods of plant propagation
- method of producing a plant, even under modified conditions (such as a greenhouse)
- method of producing improved soil (for e.g. treating soil with nematodes or phosphorathioates)
- method of producing mushrooms
- method of cultivation of algae

Furthermore, prior to issuing the Biotech Guidelines, 2013, the Indian Patent Office (IPO) issued a Draft Guidelines For 

Examination of Biotechnology Applications dated 19th of December, 2012. The IPO in Page 14 of said Guidelines by means 

of an illustrative example stated that, "A method of spraying a phyto-sanitary composition on plants comprising peptides of 

formula....." is a method of agriculture under the Section 3(h) of the Act, and is not patentable. Thereafter, said Guidelines 

were released for public comments. However, following consideration of the public comments and the meetings conducted 

by the IPO with the various stakeholders, the IPO replaced the above-mentioned illustrative example in the final Biotech 

Guidelines, 2013, to state, “A method of growing leguminous plants as inter-cropping for improving fertility of soil by 

augmenting nitrogen content of the soil”. The replacement of the illustrative example   under Section 3(h) of the Act. 

Additionally, it is worth pointing out, that the Biotech Guidelines are silent with regard to the meaning of the words 

“agriculture,” “conventional” or “horticulture”. Accordingly,  several definitions of “agriculture” have been provided as 

exemplified in the Controller's order on the Indian Patent Application No. 2533/KOLNP/2010 that quotes various 

definitions of agriculture for establishing grounds for an objection under Section 3(h) of the Act.   

Perspective

The various cited references in the above section point to the discrepancy in interpretation of Section 3(h) of the Act. In light 

of the same, various claims have been frequently disallowed by the IPO (see Figure 1). In particular, claims pertaining to 

“method of controlling pest” are often disallowed by the IPO, even though the method is not specifically prohibited in the 

Act or in any of the supporting documents mentioned above in Table 1. However, the Table 2 below provides a list of claims 

on said subject matter that have been allowed by the IPO. 

Table 2- List of allowed “method of pest control” claims.*

INDIAN PATENT NO. CLAIM

247017 Claim 1-
Method of controlling weeds in vicinity of herbicide tolerant sunflower 
plant….

243012 Claim 1-
Method of protecting seeds and plants against attack by a pest selected 
from class Insecta,…

213177 Claim 1-
A method for controlling lepidopteran, homopteran, hemipteran, 
thysanopteran and coleopteran insect pests, comprising: 
contacting the insects or their environment with an arthropodicidally 
effective amount of a compound of Formula I,…

257076 Claim 1-
Method of reducing phytotoxicity to a crop at the locus caused by the 
application thereto of a herbicidal benzoylisoxazole of the formula I…
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228559 Claim 1-
A method of controlling pests in crops of transgenic plants 
comprising…

204978 Claim 1-
A method for controlling arthropods comprising contacting the 
arthropods or their environment with an arthropodicidally effective 
amount of a compound of Formula 1,…

218603 Claim 14-
A method for controlling an invertebrate pest comprising contacting 
the invertebrate pest or its environment with a biologically effective 
amount of a compound of any of claims 1…

223543 Claim 1-
A method of controlling harmful organisms in genetically modified 
cotton plants which contain a gene derived from…

210488 Claim 1-
Method of combating or controlling pests that are harmful to rice crops, 
characterized in that the crops are dusted or soaked or misted with...

257946 Claim 1-
A method of controlling the aquatic weed Hydrilla verticillata which 
comprises allowing an imidazolinone herbicide, which is (RS)-2-(4-
isopropyl-4-methyl-5-oxo- 2-imidazolin-2-yl)-5-methoxymethylnicotinic 
acid (imazamox) or an acceptable salt thereof to act on the aquatic weed 
and/or its aqueous habitat containing seeds or other propagating organs 
of said aquatic weed, wherein the application rate is from 25 ppb to 300 
ppb.

269443 Claim 1-
A method of treating horticultural crop plants comprising said plants 
one or more times with a liquid composition, wherein said liquid 
composition comprises one or more cyclopropenes, wherein said 
plants are bell pepper plants and wherein one or more said contacting 
steps is performed at the initiation of the first bloom period.

*Data obtained from DartsIP search engine (https://app.darts-ip.com/darts-web/login.jsf). The data is only meant to be a 

representative illustration and not to be construed as exhaustive.

Concluding remarks

The purpose of Section 3(h) of the Act is to protect what may commonly be construed as “conventional” practices followed 

by a farmer. On the other hand, it is interesting to note that a claim pertaining to “A process for preparing an exogenous 

recombinant protein wherein the protein is excreted in the digestive secretion of the trap of the carnivorous plant...” was 

refused by the IPO (2245/DELNP/2009) under Section 3(h) of the Act. The arguments by the Applicant, that cultivation of a 

carnivorous plant should not be considered as “conventional” practice of agriculture was not upheld. Another noteworthy 

example of a disallowed claim (under Section 3(h) of the Act) pertains to “a genotype independent technique for rapid 

multiplication of Chrysanthemum (Dendranthema grandiflora Tzvelev) under in vivo conditions using parts of 

Chrysanthemum...” Again, the Applicants' argument highlighting the in vivo approach for propagation as not being a 

method performed on actual open field was not accepted.. In the light of such diverse practices  a clear directive from the 

IPO or a definitive interpretation of the scope of Section 3(h) of the Act by a judicial forum would be beneficial to the various 

stakeholders and public alike. 

www.iprconference.com

Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
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licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 
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He has been working in the Indian Patent 
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post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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Head of IP & Services
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AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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HOMO FUTURIS – Artificial Intelligence, Data Privacy 
and the Uncertainty

Artificial Intelligence, Machine Learning and Deep 

Learning are the growing trends being developed across 

various magnitudes encompassing tremendous amounts of 

data. This collation of data has now made our everyday 

lives hitherto making impossible things possible, 

improbable things positive and making things available to 

every individual with few clicks. With this data growth, we 

are progressing towards a world which rests on 

mathematical probabilities. A probability that the rat might 

die if he doesn't escape vis-à-vis the possibility that the cat 

might catch him before? In order to assist himself, the Rat 

would require a lot of data to analyse the probability of 

survival chances, how to effectively extract the data to 

understand his opponent, all of this through de-codifying 

the algorithms created by its community!

The energy propelling all these probabilities is the 'Big 

Data' – often referred to as the high-volume, high-velocity 

and high-variety information and its effective analysis' 

These applications with machine learning tools are 

recording every information fed into their systems with or 

without knowledge from the users as there lies so much 

information with limited ability to utilize it to our 

advantage. We have relied our functioning on these 

applications, but aren't all of this at an expense of data 

privacy? The online form we fill for bank insurance, the 

statistical data recorded from our FitBit, even the posts we 

upload on social media, its evident that this use of 'Big 

Data' in all volumes, sizes, shapes and patterns has major 

implications for privacy, data protection, creativity, 

territoriality and related rights of individuals and its users, 

all of which need to be unlocked. 

IS ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE KILLING 

PRIVACY? 

As this big data proliferates, there arises numerous holes 

poking our existing legislations on the national as well as 

the international levels. Although privacy is not a novice 

concept, however this aggregated data growth is 

augmenting this challenge leading to moral risks 

questioning our need towards protection of human integrity 

vis-à-vis the need to foster human development. Few 

countries and organizations are moving towards Privacy 

Engineering – a specialized focus towards decreasing 

privacy risks by making effective decisions towards 

resource allocation and effective control implementation. 

Despite being aware, the status of data protection under 

various international bodies as was stated by UNHCR 

Report on Privacy in the Digital Age including World 

Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) as well as 

treaties and conventions such as Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (UDHR), International Covenant on Civil 

and Political Rights (ICCPR), ECHR etc. remains 

uncertain as none of these instruments entail the protection 

of private life including higher vulnerability to electronic 

surveillance and information interception. The UNGA 

further affirmed that the rights held by people offline must 

also be protected online, calling upon all States to respect 

and protect the right to privacy in digital communication.  

However, at this rate, the AI applications are bound to have 

major implications in the cybersecurity field with 

increasing risks to private information being made public, 

spams, data theft, phishing, lack of data monitoring, 

collection limitation etc. Although some organizations 

have introduced software such as Amazon Macie or 

OpenAI and DeepMind AI, there still lies a vast grey area 

which requires extensive maneuvering. 

THE DATA PRIVACY INTEGRATION IN INDIA
 

The Supreme Court in India in its recent judgment in the 

landmark case K.S Puttaswamy & Anr. v Union of India & 

Ors attempted to adjudicate over this constant battle 

between data privacy vis-à-vis essential data collection by 

the Government agencies. It held that the right to privacy is 

a part of right to law and is at par with preserving right to 

dignity. The Court observed the need to formulate a 

comprehensive date protection framework and has directed 

the Ministry of Electronics and Information Technology 

 United Nations General Assembly Resolution 68/167
 https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/aws/launch-amazon-macie-securing-your-s3-buckets/: It is a service powered by machine learning that can automatically discover and classify your data stored in 
Amazon and prevent it from any confidential information breach.  
 https://openai.com/ 
 https://www.theguardian.com/technology/2016/sep/28/google-facebook-amazon-ibm-microsoft-partnership-on-ai-tech-firms 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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which has constituted a committee of experts in July 2017, 

under the chairmanship of Justice B.N Srikrishna to 

identify key data protection issues in India, to recommend 

methods of addressing such issues and accordingly prepare 

a draft data protection bill to be introduced in the Indian 

Parliament. 

The SC verdict has certainly located privacy in a higher 

pedestal in democracy imbibing essential aspects of human 

integrity, freedom and dignity while attempting to 

strengthen the platform between the Individual and State. 

However on the flip side, this Right to privacy is not an 

unfettered right to be left alone. Through this it does not 

absolve the State from its responsibilities, but is 

progressive towards outlining how privacy is tangible. The 

directions passed will have a rippling effect impacting the 

interplay between privacy and transparency, free-speech 

and democracy including imperative need for data 

surveillance, data collection and protection. It is pertinent 

that a strong articulation towards privacy being recognized 

as a fundamental right is essential, as there has been a 

rampant increase in privacy infringement by various state 

and non-state actors which is the real danger in present 

times, before man-made inventions start controlling the 

man himself. 

THE GAPING UNCERTAINTY

Stephen Hawking rightly said, “Whereas the short-term 

impact of AI depends on who controls it, the long-term 

impact depends on whether it can be controlled at all.” 

We need to understand that this debate is not limited to just 

'Big Data' or 'Applications and Data', or even 'Big Data vis-

à-vis Protection of this Data'. It is beyond this limited 

scope. This growth of AI is now progressing at rapid speed 

with major shift taking place from 'Algorithm' to 'Big Data', 

with the need of hour for data privacy and the ability to 

understand and regulate it. This new form of data 

generation and transmission has resulted in innumerable 

legal complexities and uncertainties which need immediate 

intervention. It is essential that before we regulate or 

analyse, we must de-code this information without letting it 

virtually take command over our lives and our privacy. 

All of this can only occur when we understand the 'Big 

Data' out there!
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Managing Partner
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.



If a compound is known to be therapeutically effective in 

one indication there may be a new invention if this drug 

was effective also in another indication. Such a new use 

in another indication may be patentable before the 

European Patent Office provided that such new use is 

novel and inventive. Further, patentability may be 

established by reference to only a subgroup of patients, 

novel treatment regimens or new forms of administering 

the drug - provided that such regimens or administration 

routes are novel and inventive. In Europe the 

patentability and enforceability of such second medical 

use claims are heavily discussed at present. The 

challenge is to provide a justified reward for the 

originator for the development second indication to 

incentivize such developments - without hindering 

generics to sell the drug in patent-free indications and 

without blocking an entire field with a series of dubious 

2nd medical use patents.  It is important to note that it 

takes a major investment in clinical trials to get a second 

medical indication approved. What happens if a generic 

company brings the drug on the market for the first 

indication that maybe free of patent protection? Then the 

generic company may carve out the patented indication 

on the drug label to avoid direct patent infringement 

(“skinny labeling”). Of course it would be unjustified to 

hinder the generic company to market the drug in the first 

and free indication. However, it often occurs that the 

generic drug is sold at the end of the day for both 

indications – the free and the patented indication. 

Bearing in mind that the approval of the second 

indication requires clinical trials and means a major 

investment for the originator – the skinny-labeled drug 

of the generic company may prevent any return-on-

investment for the originator that invested the money to 

obtain approval for the second indication. Is this in favor 

of the patient or of the generic company if the cheap drug 

maybe sold also for the patented indication? We think – 

in the long run definitely not! Originators will just not 

invest anymore into any second medical use indications 

if skinny labeling and off-label use effectively prevent 

any return-on-investment for the originator.  What 

would that mean for patients and also for generic 

companies? Let us have a look at an example. Novartis 

held a patent on the use of zoledronic acid for the 

preparation of a medicament for the treatment of 

osteoporosis, to be administered intravenously 

according to a certain dosing regimen and interval. Sun 

applied for a Dutch marketing authorization for its 

generic zoledronic acid with reference to Novartis' 

product; the marketing authorization was granted for 

treating both the patented indication osteoporosis and a 

non-patented indication, Paget's disease. After an 

objection by Novartis, Sun carved out osteoporosis from 

the product's label. Sun won a tender from a health 

insurer for the supply of the zoledronic acid medicament. 

Due to the so-called 'preference policy', Sun's zoledronic 

acid would be supplied to insured patients even if the 

doctor prescribed Novartis's product.

Now imagine that Sun was able to “cannibalize” the 

patented indication osteoporosis and Novartis will not 

get any return on investment for the development of this 

indication. Would it not be likely that the management of 

Novartis will decide not to invest anymore into the 

development of second medical indications? 

That would ultimately mean no treatment for patients 

and no sales for generic companies in such new fields. 

Thus, also the generic company would lose business at 

the end of the day. Would it not be better for all if the 

originator had an incentive to develop such markets, gets 

return on investment as long as the second medical use 

patent runs and after expiry of said patents generics may 

sell in such indications? Thus, we think that a fair balance 

must be struck, in the end to the benefit of the day for all: 

the patients, the originators and the generic industry. 

Because if it were not – nobody will invest in the 

development of such indications to the disadvantage of 

all.

Second Medical Use Patents: Bane or Boon?
By Dr. Ute Kilger & Dr. Markus Engelhard, Boehmert & Boehmert

FEATURED ARTICLE
BOEHMERT & BOEHMERT

GIPC

17www.iprconference.com

Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 
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inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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IP in an Ever-Evolving World
Jay Erstling, Of Counsel, Patterson Thuente

[Jay Erstling recently spoke on the evolving world of IP law 

at the Dennemeyer Forum on The Future of IP Law & 

Technology. Here, he shares some of his thoughts on the 

subject.]

First, a brief look back

Some of the basic principles of IP law have stood the test of 

time—dating back to the Venetian Patent Law of 1474, in 

fact. Yet, as society has grown more sophisticated and 

complex, so have our IP laws and the technology and 

commercial practices we are trying to protect. IP protection 

has also grown in its importance as a practice, assuming a 

more central place in business, public policy and global 

trade.

The technological revolution can be credited for this shift. 

As trade and commerce became more global and 

competitive, the value of IP protection as a way to gain a 

competitive advantage in the marketplace increased 

greatly. The tech revolution brought many new 

discoveries, but at a high price. R&D costs soared to 

unprecedented levels while copying got cheaper as cost-

effective techniques for reverse engineering proliferated. 

All of this led to industry, with the support of government, 

turning to IP protection as a crucial business asset. The 

growth has been exponential. In 2015, the world filed 2.9 

million patent applications. It also filed 8.45 million 

trademark applications, a number that has doubled every 

year since 2000.

Another key catalyst for change has been increasing global 

participation. I was working at WIPO in 1978 when the 

PCT became operational.  It had 18 member countries and 

received a grand total of 459 applications that first year. 

The PCT now has 152 member countries, and in 2016, it 

received 233,000 applications, which is even more 

remarkable considering that it took the PCT 27 years to 

reach 1 million filings.

Now, the future

Advances in technology and artificial intelligence (AI) are 

going to fundamentally transform law firms and IP offices. 

Routine tasks will all be performed automatically and there 

will be a revolution in data gathering and analytics. 

Search engines won't only pull up references, but they will 

also analyze them. File and examination histories will 

become so transparent and complete that they could make 

IDS's obsolete.

Improving machine translation of patent applications and 

granted patents will make crossing language barriers easier. 

The EU, for example, is betting that in about 10 years 

machine translation will become so good that it will allow 

the production of legally valid translations into all EU 

languages.

It is also likely that AI will be at the heart of new legal 

issues, especially around patent eligible subject matter or 

the registrability of new, non-traditional trademarks. 

Questions that seem strange now will be hot issues, such as:

- Can a robot be an applicant for an IP right?

- Do robots have standing to sue for infringement?

- Can a robot be a defendant in an infringement action?

For IP offices, continued growth in filings is going to push 

worksharing efforts, and truly collaborative search and 

examination will become the standard. The EU's pending 

Unitary Patent and Unified Patent Court may become a 

model for other regional initiatives, perhaps among 

ASEAN or African countries or even the US and Canada.

Globally the IP world will continue to expand as more 

countries develop economically and adopt progressive IP 

systems. We can already see the beginnings of this among 

the BRICS and ASEAN countries. One result may be more 

consistent IP enforcement across the globe and more 

uniform IP rules and practices.

Thankfully, there will still be a lot of work for IP 

professionals to do. Automating tasks will free us to focus 

on things that can't be automated: the human side of 

lawyering. Access to data will allow us to provide deeper, 

more reflective advice to clients in a more efficient, cost-

effective manner. Automation will free us up to provide 

strategic advice, partner more effectively with clients and 

provide new, innovative services. Going forward, I think 

our profession will be more responsive, more efficient and 

more proficient.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
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litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
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products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
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corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.



Working Statement Compliance for Patents in India

Introduction: Declaration required from the patentee or 

the licensee stating if the patent has been commercially 

exploited / implemented / worked in India to meet the 

reasonable requirements of the public at a reasonable cost.
 
Governing statute: As per Section 146(2) and Rule 131, 

working statement can be submitted on Form 27, each year 

within 3 months from the end of the calendar year, i.e., by 

31 March of the subsequent year. In addition to the above, 

the Controller is empowered under Section 146(1) to ask 

the patentee/licensee to provide details as to what extent a 

patent has been commercially worked in India.

Forms and Details to be furnished in the statement: 

Following details are required on Form 27: 
The patented invention: {} Worked {} Not worked; If not 

worked: reasons for not working and steps being taken for 

working of the invention. 

If worked: Quantum and value (in Rupees), of the patented 

product: 

i) Manufactured in India 
ii) Imported from other countries (give country wise 

details) 
iii) Licenses and sub-licenses granted during the year; 
iv) State whether public requirement has been met 

partly/ adequately/ to the fullest extent at reasonable 

price.

Procedure for submission of Working Statement: 

Before preparing Form 27, it is prudent to check and 

confirm that patent details such as patentee/licensee on 

records, subsistence of patent, pending assignments, if any, 

etc. from the Patent Register records of the IPO. The Form 

27 can be prepared and filed over the e-Filing portal of the 

Patent Office and a .pdf copy of the Form shall be 

appropriately uploaded against each patent. 

There is no official fee for submission of Form 27.
Consequence of the Filing and Non-Filing of Working 

Statements: Filing of working statement discloses details 

inter alia patent being worked/ not worked, manufactured/ 

imported, licensed/ non license and/or, public requirement 

met by the Patent in India or not. 

Upon filing Working Statement in India:

Information provided in the statement is used while 

deciding on applications for compulsory license on patents. 

For example, in the case of first compulsory license in 

India, the Intellectual Property Appellate Board -IPAB 

relied substantially on the working statement information 

submitted by Bayer, while granting the compulsory license 

over the said patent to Natco.

In case of infringement, the patent owner, can seek 

injunction and damages or an account of profit under 

Section 108. The information submitted in statement of 

working can be used by the court to estimate the damages 

that may be awarded.

In case of commercial valuation of a patent and to help a 

potential licensee to negotiate the fee for obtaining a license 

over the patent, the value disclosed in working statements 

for a particular patent are of importance in such dealings.

Working statements may also prove to be of significant 

relevance from a business merger or a business takeover 

perspective. Patents can form a significant part of the 

intangible assets of a company, and a good patent portfolio 

along with the information about its commercial working in 

a country may help interested parties/companies in 

negotiations. Also, small and medium scale industries 

(SMEs) may customize resources spent in research and 

development according to the prospering technology 

pertaining to their field, based on information gathered 

from working statements filed in patents in the same 

technology domain. 

Non filing of working statement impose “penalty” on the 

licensee/ patentee. In case a patentee refuses or fails to 

furnish information required under Section 146, the 

patentee may be punished with fine of up to Ten lakh 

rupees. Further, providing wrongful information or 

statement may lead to imprisonment up to six months or 

fine or both under Section 122(2).

To know more about IPR practices of the firm, feel free 

to write to ipr@singhassociates.in.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
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Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
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research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
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Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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Dr. Stephan Wolke
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philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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President
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Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
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research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.
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Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
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research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 
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State University and The Ohio State University. 
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Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
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positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 
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Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
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patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.
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Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.



Howard B. Miller
Partner
Girardi & Keese

Howard B. Miller, of the law firm Girardi & 
Keese in Los Angeles, California, works in 
the areas of patent, copyright and other 
intellectual property litigation. He served 
in 2009-2010 as the 85th President of the 
State Bar of California and is a former 
Professor of Law at the University of 

Southern California. His intellectual property cases have included 
outstanding results in technologies and areas as different as cancer 
radiation therapy, GPS location technology, computer software, 
trademark issues in consumer products, and copyright disputes 
involving books, motions pictures and television.

Mr. Hari Subramaniam
Managing Partner
Subramaniam & Associates 

Hari Subramaniam is an attorney at law with 
a background in medical sciences. He is the 
Managing Partner of a leading New Delhi 
based IPR law firm, Subramaniam & 
Associates (SNA). He has been in practice in 
the field of patents and trade marks for 30 
years and has been involved in several 

important IPR and contentious cases in India and abroad. He has one of the 
best track records in Patent Oppositions in India. He was formerly the Head 
of the Patents department of one of the oldest IP law Firms in world and in 
that capacity was the first person to initiate Mailbox applications in India 
for pharmaceutical products. 

Prof. Dr. -Ing. Sigram Schindler
Founder & CEO
TELES Patent Rights International 

Mainly self-financed university studies in 
Berlin from 1956: applied mathematics, 
t h e o r e t i c a l  p h y s i c s  a n d  a b s t r a c t  
mathematics, with some art\'s studies. 
Dissertation on the non-relativistic 
elementary particle theory (Schrdinger 
Theory), assistant at the Berlin Technical 

University, doctoral thesis on satellite mechanics (optimal orbit transfers). 
Postdoctoral dissertation in the field of operating systems in information 
technology.

Naresh Prasad
Assistant Director General
WIPO

Mr. Prasad has had extensive management 
and administrative experience at senior 
levels both with the United Nations in WIPO 
and at state and national levels in India. Since 
2009, Mr. Prasad has served as the Executive 
Director and Chief of Staff to the Director 

General of WIPO. He also served with the United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization (UNIDO) for three years during the 1990s. As a 
member of the Indian civil service, Mr. Prasad has close to 33 years’ 
experience with the Government of India in various assignments including 
with the United Nations. He served for 15 years in the field of Industry and 
Commerce and was India’s focal point for intellectual property issues. 

Dr. D. R. Agarwal
Founder Director
ITAG Business Solutions

Dr. D. R. Agarwal is a Fellow Chartered 
Accountant by profession (FCA) since last 
36 years, a law graduate and PhD. in 
Economics. He conceived the idea behind 
the Global Intellectual Property Convention 
(GIPC) to spread IPR awareness in India, 
and began with a humble start with an 

international collaboration with the European Union in 2007. He furthered 
the cause to bring forth the largest intellectual property convention held in 
India every year (organized annually since 2009). He is also an expert in IP 
accounting, taxation, and valuation and has been providing consultancy to 
some of the Fortune 500 companies in India and abroad. He is an expert in 
IP Valuation, Licensing, Technology Transfer and Taxation matters. He is 
also the founder director and trustee of Institute of International Trade.

Mr. Mahendra Kumar Agarwal
Founder & CEO
GATI Limited 

Mahendra Agarwal is leader and pioneer in 
Express Distribution and Supply Chain 
Solutions. He established Gati in 1989 with an 
aim to redefine the logistics industry. Mr. 
Agarwal is the driving force behind Gati's 
journey to leadership position. His foresight has 
been instrumental in the company's exponential 

growth by venturing into global markets and diversifying into varied 
domains. In June 2008, he was awarded \"Best Entrepreneur of the Year\" 
by Hyderabad Management Association. In Sep 2010, he received the 
Lifetime Achievement Award at the 4th Express Logistics & Supply Chain 
Conclave held at Mumbai. 

Prof. Dr. Heinz Goddar
Partner
Boehmert & Boehmert

Heinz Goddar, has a technical background 
(as well as PhD degree) in physics, with a 
focus on polymer physics. He teaches Patent 
and Licensing Law as an Honorary Professor 
at the University of Bremen, Germany, as a 
Lecturer at the Munich Intellectual Property 
Law Center (MIPLC), Munich, Germany. He 

is also an Associate Judge at the Senate for Patent Attorney’s Matters at the 
German Federal Court of Justice and A Director at the Global Institute of 
Intellectual Property (GIIP), Delhi.

Ms. Azy S. Kokabi
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Azy Kokabi focuses her practice on patent 
infringement litigation in Federal Courts, with 
particular experience in Hatch-Waxman patent 
infringement litigations. She has also drafted and 
negotiated numerous licenses and settlement 
a g r e e m e n t s  i n v o l v i n g  u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  
biotechnology and pharmaceutical companies. 

Ms. Kokabi, a registered patent attorney, has served as counsel in multiple 
interferences and inter partes review proceedings. Ms. Kokabi also 
prosecutes patent applications covering biotechnology and medical 
devices, and has been involved in a number of reexamination proceedings 
and reissue applications before the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office. 

Dr. Juergen Dressel
Head Global Patent Litigation Strategy
Novartis Pharma AG

Dr. Jüergen Dressel is responsible for the 
global litigation strategy at Novartis Pharma 
IP with focus on patents. He started his 
chemistry studies in Germany, got a PhD in 
organic chemistry from the Ohio State 
University in Columbus, Ohio, USA, and 
did a postdoctoral in bio-organic chemistry 

at the ETH Zurich. He worked as a medicinal chemist at Bayer Pharma 
Research for nine years until 1997 before he moved to the patents 
department and qualified as a European Patent Attorney. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.



Mr. V. Lakshmikumaran
Founder and Managing Partner
Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan

Lakshmikumaran is the Founder and 
Managing Partner of the Law firm 
‘Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan’ (L&S). He 
specializes in indirect taxes such as Customs, 
Excise and Service Tax, WTO Agreements, 
International Trade laws, Intellectual 
Property laws and Corporate laws. 

Lakshmikumaran has handled several high profile litigations in the 
Supreme Court of India. His clients include many well known Fortune-500 
Companies and big Indian corporate houses. 

Mr. Narendra Sabharwal
Chairman
FICCI IPR Committee

Mr. Narendra K. Sabharwal, a national of 
India, was Deputy Director General, 
Cooperation for Development Sector, World 
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), 
Geneva, from December 1, 2006 to 
November 30, 2009. He managed and 

supervised the development cooperation, technical assistance and capacity 
building program of WIPO in the area of intellectual property in all 
developing countries, least developed countries (LDCs) and countries- in- 
transition. Mr. Sabharwal joined WIPO as Director of Asia and the Pacific 
Bureau in August 1991. 

Mr. Ganapathy Narayanan
Head - Corporate IPR Group
Tata Consultancy Services

Ganapathy Narayanan is currently the Head 
of the Corporate IPR Group at Tata 
Consultancy Services Ltd., driving the IP 
initiatives in the company He holds a 
graduate degree in Electrical Engineering, 

specializing in Computer and Control Engineering. In a career spanning 
over 30 years, he was worked in various multinational and Tata Group 
companies in development and management of a wide spectrum of 
technologies that include embedded systems, defense, industrial control 
and media technologies. He is also currently on the governing board of 
Software Freedom Law Center, India (SFLC.in), and a member of the IPR 
committee of FICCI.

Ms. Meenu Chandra
Senior Attorney
Microsoft

Meenu Chandra is Senior Attorney, India 
Region IP lead in the Corporate, External & 
Legal Affairs function of Microsoft 
Corporation (India) Pvt Ltd where she leads a 
team of IP Attorneys, Investigator and 
Analyst. She is leading the Cybersecurity 

Engagement Centre initiative of Microsoft India that showcases an 
immersive experience of Microsoft’s prowess in fighting cybercrime. 
Meenu Chandra has over 19 years of experience of advising different 
industries including IT, BPO firm, and High Tech. 

Ms. Archana Shanker
Senior Partner
Anand and Anand

Archana Shanker is a senior partner at Anand 
and Anand and heads the firm’s patent 
practice. A graduate of the faculty of law at 
Delhi University, North Campus, she went 
on to complete her postgraduate diploma in 
bioinformatics and pharmaceutical  
regulatory affairs. She is an active 

contributing member of various international bodies, such as the Asian 
Patent Attorneys Association (APAA), Association Internationale pour la 
Protection de la propriété Intellectuelle (AIPPI) and the Federation 
Internationale des Conseils en Propriete Industrielle (FICPI). 

Mr. Pravin Anand
Managing Partner
Anand and Anand

He has served on several international and 
national expert groups and committees, 
including the patent law drafting committee 
dor revising and recommending changes to 
law. He is the chairman of IPR Promotion 
Advisory Committee(IPAC) constituted by 

the Government of India and the IT Committee set up by FICCI. He was the 
director on the Board of INTA in 2008. He has appeared as an expert witness 
before parliamentary committees to give evidence on amendments to 
trademark, patent and copyright laws. 

Dr. Manoj Madhukar Haridas
Head - IP
ITC Limited

He is guest faculty at Indian Institute of 
Management Ahmedabad for 'Strategic 
Management of Intellectual Property Rights' 
and 'Harnessing Intellectual Property for 
Strategic, Competitive & Collaborative 
Advantage'. He is also Senior Advisor 

(Technology & IPR) to National Innovation Foundation (DST). Manoj 
received his Patent Agent training at General Electric's Global Intellectual 
Property & Legal Operation (GE- GIPLO). He has received the Honeywell 
Team Excellence Award for Technology Licensing and Patent 
Enforcement. 

Mr. Beat Weibel
Chief IP Counsel
Siemens

Mr. Beat Weibel is Head Siemens Corporate 
Intellectual Property (IP). Spacial 
responsibilities - corporate Intellectual 
Property. (a) 2000 - ABB Switzerland AG-
Head of IP Department. (b) 2007-ABB Ltd. - 
Chief IP Counsel, ©  Since January 2013 

Siemens - Head of Corporate Technology (CT) Corporate Intellectual 
Property. External positions lecturer for Patent Law at ETH Zurich, 
Switzerland, Lacturer for Patent Law at University of Applied Science 
Zurich, Member of the board of trustees of the Max institute for Innovation 
and Competition. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.



,
.

Dr. Shankar M Venugopal
VP - Technology Innovation 
Mahindra & Mahindra

With rich experience in visioning future 
technologies he has passion for scouting new 
technologies for potential business 
opportunities. Has excellent track record in 
Materials Innovation and New Product 
Development. Inventor with numerous 

granted patents and technical publications . He has also managed global 
cross-functional teams to deliver technologies that are critical to business 
growth.  

Mr. Tarun Khurana
Partner
Khurana And Khurana Advocates

Tarun has over 12 years of experience in a 
broad range of Intellectual Property subject 
matters. Tarun is among the top 12 Patent 
Prosecution Practitioners in India as rated by 
IAM and has  executed  numerous  
assignments related to exercises of Patent 

Portfolio Creation, Protection, Prosecution, Litigation, Valuation and 
Commercialization for over 1750 Indian and International Corporates. 
Tarun focuses on the Patent Preparation, Patent Valuation, 
Commercialization, Prosecution and Litigation opinions for Electronics, 
Computer Implemented, and Mechanical subject matters.

Ms. Aditi Chopra
Director and Legal Counsel
Microsoft

Aditi has worked with some of the finest law 
firms in the country and further enhanced her 
experience working in-house with various 
national and international blue chip 
organizations. Her over 15 years of 
experience include working with Dua 

Associates, Amarchand Mangaldas and internationally respected brands 
such as IBM,  Naspers and TV 18 (a Reliance Group Company). She 
currently pursues her endeavors with Microsoft.  At Amarchand she 
worked on diverse issues of law such as foreign investment, venture 
capitalist, private equity, strategic structuring, general corporate advisory, 
capital markets etc across varied sectors . 

Dr. Marlena Jankowska
Assistant Professor
University of Silesia

Dr. Jankowska is an assistant professor in the 
Faculty of Law and Administration at the 
University of Silesia in Katowice in Poland, 
as well as an experienced attorney 
specializing in intellectual property, new 
technologies and geoinformation law. She 

visited the University of Nebraska College of Law in June and July 2015 as 
a Visiting Researcher in order to further research legal issues concerning 
spatial data. She was also a Visiting Scholar at University of Technology 
Sydney in the period from November 2016 to March 2017. She is a 
President of the Board of Institute of Intellectual Property seated in 
Katowice (iip.edu.pl/en).

Mr. Zameer Nathani
Director-Legal
Raymond

Mr. Zameer is one of the most notable legal 
luminaries within the corporate fraternity. He 
holds a Master’s Degree in Law and 
Certifications from World Intellectual 
Property Office Academy, United Nations. 
His corporate career began when he joined 

Mallar Law Consulting right after graduation. Thereafter, he was the Digital 
Businesses Associate Vice President-Legal at Reliance Entertainment. He 
later joined Balaji Telefilms where he worked as Head-Legal. In the 
meantime he has managed to pursue an Executive MBA from NMIMS. He 
is currently the Director-Legal at Raymond Limited and is also the 
Honourable Chairman of Entertainment and Media Section at Indian 
National Bar Association.

Mr. Anubhav Kapoor
General Counsel & Company Secretary
Tata Technologies

Anubhav Kapoor is Tata Technologies 
general counsel and company secretary and is 
based in Pune. Mr Kapoor is responsible for 
Tata Technologies’ global legal, IP, 
regulatory compliance and corporate 
governance practices and policies. Mr 

Kapoor has about 21 years’ experience; before joining Tata Technologies, 
he worked with Polaris Software, Domino’s Pizza and Allied Nippon – to 
name a few – in a similar role.He has been honored as one of IAM 
Magazine’s IAM 300, The World’s Leading IP Strategists. 

Mr. Timothy H. Kratz
Partner
Kratz & Barry

Timothy is a veteran complex trial lawyer, 
with over 25 years of first-chair 
courtroom experience. He leads or has 
led litigation teams in numerous large, 
complex matters, including cases in the 
fields of patents and other forms of 

intellectual property, technology licenses and development, trade 
and competition, healthcare, securities, professional malpractice 
and all aspects of business litigation. For the past 12 years, he has 
built and led teams focused on Hatch-Waxman litigation, serving as 
lead counsel in all phases of numerous ANDA cases for leading 
generic pharmaceutical companies. 

Prof. Dr. V. C. Vivekanandan
Founder Dean
Bennett University

Prof. Dr. V. C. Vivekanandan received his 
PhD in Intellectual Property Laws and also 
holds his Masters in Corporate Law  
Securities and a Masters in Public 
Administration. He is currently founder Dean 
of Bennett University. Previously he was the 

IP Chair Professor of the Ministry of HRD at NALSAR and also the 
Director of the Institute of Global Internet Governance  Advocacy at 
NALSAR. He is Adjunct Visiting Professor of Buffalo University, SUNY, 
New York and also a visiting professor to various institutes in India and 
Abroad. He teaches IPR, Internet Law, Entertainment Law and researches 
on the interface of IP and Internet. 

Mr. Derek Richmond
Of Counsel
Harness Dickey

Derek Richmond focuses his practice on 
helping to capitalize on technology in the 
marketplace.  His practice includes 
counseling clients on how best to maneuver 
intellectual property to develop and 
strengthen business and to help reinforce and 

maintain a foothold in relevant markets.  He is experienced in conducting 
infringement, validity and state of the art studies. He is also experienced in 
intellectual property enforcement and licensing negotiations, and has been 
able to discourage potential infringers from trespassing on clients’ rights 
and promote his clients’ licensing revenue. 
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Is a “divisional of a divisional application” allowed in India?

The Patents Act, 1970 (hereinafter referred to as the Act) allows for the filing of a 
divisional application at any time before the grant of the parent application. Under 
Section 10 and 7 of the Act, a patent can relate to one invention only or group of 
inventions linked together to form a single inventive concept. In such a scenario, Section 
16(1) of the Act provides that an applicant, may on his own volition or in order to 
overcome objections relating to multiplicity of inventions in an application raised by 
Controller, file a 'further application' in respect of the invention as claimed in the first 
mentioned application that lacks unity of invention. 

In context of Section 16 of the Act, one issue that stems up is, as to whether Section 16 can 
be interpreted to allow the filing of a divisional application of a divisional application. 
That is to say, after the filing of a divisional application arising from a parent application, 
can a further divisional application arising from the first filed divisional application be 
filed before the grant of said first filed divisional application but after the grant of the 
parent application? 

Interpretation of Section 16 leaves no ambiguity that it is possible to file a divisional of a 
divisional application. This is because Explanation to Section 16 clearly states that after 
the first divisional is filed, said application is to be treated as a substantive and 
independent application which means it can become an initial application for filing of a 
further divisional application, provided the condition of plurality of invention is satisfied 
in the first divisional application. 

However, the Patent Controllers have consistently held that filing of such further 
divisional applications is not permissible under Section 16. Thus, according Patent 
Office's interpretation of Section 16, while multiple divisional applications can be filed 
from the original parent application, a divisional application arising from a previously 
filed divisional application and filed after the grant of the original parent application, is 
not permitted under the Act. 

This inconsistency in the interpretation of Section 16 was resolved, to a certain extent, by 
the order of the Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) in the case of National 
Institute of Immunology vs. The Assistant Controller of Patents & Designs.  However, to 
the extent that the further divisional application was found allowable in this case owing 
to the fact that the Controller in the FER of the further divisional application had raised a 
lack of unity of invention related objection, the order did not settle the question about 
validity of such divisional applications unambiguously. 

The recent order of the IPAB in the case of Milliken & Company vs. Union of India and 
others, has unequivocally held that filing of a divisional application arising out of a 
divisional application is allowable, subject to other conditions, such as presence of 
multiplicity of inventions and pendency of the first divisional application, being met. In 
the instant order, the IPAB noted that the patent application in question was presumably 
unallowable under Section 16 by the Controller solely on the ground that it was carved 
out of another divisional application. Holding the Controller's interpretation to amount 
to misconception of the provision under Section16, the IPAB noted that 'there is 
absolutely no ambiguity in the provision as conceived by the Assistant Controller in the 
instant case'. Thus, the present order puts to rest the long-standing ambiguity and 
clarifies that a divisional application carved from a previously filed divisional application 
filed after the grant of the original parent application but during pendency of the 
previously filed divisional application is allowable. 

Dr. David Winwood
President
Association of University Technology 
Managers

David Winwood, Ph.D., is Chief Business 
Development Officer at Pennington 
Biomedical Research Center, the first 
person appointed to this position. 
Winwood has experience in academia 
and the private sector, including basic 

research, drug delivery, business development, company formation, 
licensing and management of university intellectual property. He has 
managed intellectual property and economic development activities 
at the University of Alabama at Birmingham (UAB), North Carolina 
State University and The Ohio State University. 

Dr. K.S. Kardam
Sr. Joint Controller of Patents and 
Designs
Indian Patent Office

He has been working in the Indian Patent 
office for last 34 years and held various 
positions. Currently he is holding the 
post of Senior Joint Controller of Patents 
& Designs and Heading the Delhi Patent 
Office. He did post graduation in Organic 

Chemistry from Agra University Agra Uttar Pradesh. He has also 
studied Law from Delhi University and hold Master degree from Delhi 
University. He has also done Ph.D in the Intellectual Property Law 
also from Delhi University. He has published several papers in various 
journals on the topic related to Intellectual property. 

Chandran Iyer
Partner
Sughrue Mion

Mr. Chandran Iyer is an attorney in the 
Washington, DC office of Sughrue Mion, 
PLLC. Mr. Iyer practices in the area of 
patent law with a focus on patent 
litigation. Mr. Iyer, a registered patent 
attorney, has extensive experience 
litigating before various federal and state 

courts. His experience includes litigating patent cases relating to 
various electrical and mechanical technologies, pharmaceutical 
products, medical devices, computer software, and Internet 
technologies. Mr. Iyer’s practice also includes various ex parte and 
inter partes proceedings before the USPTO.

Pune.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at 
Bonn university and graduated in 
physics. He spent the first five years of 
his professional career at McKinsey & 
Company. After founding (and having 

sold) two own businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer 
AG as well as Danaher Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on 
corporate level responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS 
IPS) as a well as head of management board of the newly founded 
ThyssenKrupp Intellectual Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of 
three sons.



Dr. A. K. S. Bhujanga Rao
President - R&D and Technical
NATCO Pharma

Currently President, Natco Research Centre, 
and Director, Natco Pharma Limited, 
Hyde rabad  head ing :  A l l  p roces s  
technologies of Generics, New Drug 
D i s c o v e r y,  I n t e l l e c t u a l  P r o p e r t y  
management activities including technical 

support during patent prosecution and global patent litigation  International 
regulatory filings Academic back ground:  Ph. D from Indian Institute of 
Science, Bangalore  Collaborative research project Head and Post-Doctoral 
Fellow, University of Texas, USA and University of Hull, UK. 

Mr. Patrick C. Keane
Managing Partner
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney PC

Patrick C. Keane is an Executive 
Shareholder with responsibilities for firm 
wide management of Buchanan Ingersoll & 
Rooney, PC, a general practice law firm 
consisting of over 500 attorneys and 
government relations professionals in offices 
across 19 cities throughout the United States. 

Patrick is active in the Federal Circuit Bar Association, serving as Co-Chair 
of the Regional Programs Committee and as Vice-Chair of the USPTO 
Committee.

 Dr. Ute Kilger 
 Partner
 Boehmert & Boehmert

 Studied chemistry at the University of 
Merseburg. She completed her doctorate in 
biochemistry at the Freie Universität Berlin, 
with a special emphasis placed on proteins, 
structures of receptors, and signal 
transduction. Her work on investigating 
protein structures was carried out with the 

aid of FTIR spectroscopy. She has worked in the patent departments of 
large pharmaceutical companies for over 10 years. Following her doctorate, 
she embarked on her training as a European patent attorney in the patent 
department of Boehringer Mannheim GmbH. For several years, she was a 
patent attorney for Roche Diagnostics GmbH in Mannheim. 

Mr. Naresh Kilaru
Partner
Finnegan

Naresh Kilaru focuses his practice on 
trademark, unfair competition, copyright, 
trade secret, and right-ofpublicitylaw. He has 
extensive experience in all aspects of 
trademark, copyright, trade secret, and unfair 
competition litigation, including cases 

involving computer source code, traditional trademarks, product packaging 
and product configuration trade dress, false advertising, counterfeiting, 
gray-market goods, and domain names. Mr. Kilaru is also involved in 
domestic and international trademark prosecution. He counsels clients on 
brand protection and enforcement strategies in the United States and around 
the world. 

Mr. Rowan Joseph
Patent Litigator
Von Seidels

Mr. Rowan is one of the leading patent 
litigators in South Africa with extensive 
e x p e r i e n c e  i n  l i f e  s c i e n c e s  a n d  
pharmaceutical patent matters. Rowan 
Joseph’s experience in the drafting and 

prosecution of patents and litigation experience in pharmaceutical matters 
sees him leading the life sciences and patent litigation departments at Von 
Seidels.

Mr. Omesh Puri
Managing Associate
LexOrbis

Mr. Puri has over 8 years experience in 
Intellectual Property practice. He has 
undertaken a wide array of aspects in the 
areas of trademarks, copyright and designs. 
In addition, Omesh also has significant 
experience in Litigation at various Courts of 
India and the Intellectual Property Appellate 

Board. Omesh’s current focus is Trade Mark prosecution and contentious 
and transactional practice across other areas of Intellectual Property as well.

Mr. Timothy H. Kratz
Partner
Kratz & Barry

Timothy is a veteran complex trial lawyer, 
with over 25 years of first-chair courtroom 
experience. He leads or has led litigation 
teams in numerous large, complex matters, 
including cases in the fields of patents and 

other forms of intellectual property, technology licenses and development, 
trade and competition, healthcare, securities, professional malpractice and 
all aspects of business litigation. For the past 12 years, he has built and led 
teams focused on Hatch-Waxman litigation, serving as lead counsel in all 
phases of numerous ANDA cases for leading generic pharmaceutical 
companies. 

Prof. Sławomir Augustyn 
Associate Professor
Military University of Technology, Warsaw 

Sławomir Augustyn, Assoc. Prof., PhD. Eng., 
Associate Professor at Military University of 
Technology in Warsaw; graduated from 
Military University of Technology, Warsaw, 
in 1993 as Master of Science in Airplane 
Construction Engineering. He defended his 

doctoral thesis and earned the PhD degree from the Faculty of Mechanical 
Engineering at the Academy of Technology and Agriculture, Bydgoszcz, in 
2001. He was recommended for promotion to associate professor at the Air 
Force Institute of Technology, Warsaw in 2014.
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Mr. Jay A. Erstling
Of Counsel
Patterson Thuente IP

Jay Erstling is an important advisor to our 
clients who are doing business on an 
international scale, as well as those who are  
considering expanding into global 
markets. He provides a unique and valuable 
perspective gained through his career in 
international IP strategy and role in shaping 

international intellectual property law policy. Prior to joining Patterson 
Thuente IP, Jay served as Director of the Office of the Patent Cooperation 
Treaty (PCT) and Director & Advisor to the Director General of the World 
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO). Geneva, Switzerland.

Ms. Vaishali Mittal
Partner
Anand and Anand
   
Vaishali Mittal, a Partner at Anand and 
Anand, works in the Litigation Department 
of the firm. She is a law graduate from Jamia 
Millia Islamia University and BA History 
(Hons) from Delhi University where she was 
a gold medalist in her subject. She has been 
associated with the firm since 2003. She has 

over 14 years of experience with a strong background in IP laws and 
experience in litigation, prosecution, consultation and drafting. Ms. Mittal 
has a strong appreciation and valuable knowledge of critical strategies for 
litigation of IP issues in the Indian Courts having acted for several highly 
reputed international and national clients.

Mr. Clive Thorne
Special Counsel
Baker Botts LLP

Clive Thorne is a litigation and arbitration 
lawyer skilled in intellectual property, whose 
practice focuses on all aspects of IP and IT 
disputes, including patents, designs, 
copyright, trademarks and passing off, trade 
secrets and breaches of confidence. Mr. 

Thorne has particular international experience in the arbitration of disputes, 
both advising clients and sitting as an arbitrator within the UK, India and 
Asia.

Dr. Stefan Schohe
Partner
Boehmert & Boehmert

Dr. Schohe, partner of Boehmert &  
Boehmert, is a German and European patent 
attorney based in Munich. He joined the 
profession in 1992, following studies in 
physics at the University of Karlsruhe and 
Cambridge University and research activity 
in theoretical and computational physics at 

the University of Wuerzburg. Amongst other fields, such as medical 
devices, lighting technology and physical measurement technology, Dr. 
Schohe is particularly active in the field of IT and computer-related 
inventions. 

Ms. Maaike van Velzen
Head of IP Portfolio Management
Philips

Maaike van Velzen has worked in 
intellectual property at Philips IP S since 
2005. She is responsible for IP matters for the 
Personal Health, Health Informatics and 
Population Health Management businesses 
in Philips. In addition as head of IP portfolio 

management she oversees the IP process of IP creation and IP acquisition. 
At Philips she has managed the health care IP portfolio for several years and 
has been involved in licensing, acquiring intellectual property and setting 
up IP regulations for public-private partnerships.

Dr. Akshay Kant Chaturvedi
Associate VP-IP & BD 
Granules India Limited

Dr Akshay Kant Chaturvedi is known as 
hardcore scientist and inventor, there are 
over 100 publications including patents 
(several  granted patents) / journals  
/symposium etc. worldwide. After securing 
university gold medal in post-graduation in 
Organic Chemistry from Bareilly College, 

Bareilly-INDIA, he has started his career in 1992 from a chemical industry 
in Kolkata. Subsequently after a short term, he has got the opportunity to 
enter Ph.D. program on a Synthetic Medicinal Chemistry work. 

Dr. Claudia Pappas
Head - Trademark Dept.
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Claudia Pappas graduated in law from 
University of Freiburg, Germany, wrote her 
thesis at the Max Planck Institute in Freiburg 
and spent her legal clerkship in Berlin. She 
was a partner with the IP law firm of Weber 
& Sauberschwarz in Düsseldorf from 1997 

since 2015. She joined ThyssenKrupp in 2016 and is heading the Trademark 
Department. She is specialized in Intellectual Property Law.

Dr. Stephan Wolke
Head of IP & Services
Thyssenkrupp AG

Dr. Stephan Wolke studied physics, 
philosophy and macroeconomics at Bonn 
university and graduated in physics. He 
spent the first five years of his professional 
career at McKinsey & Company. After 
founding (and having sold) two own 

businesses Stephan was in several functions at Bayer AG as well as Danaher 
Corp. He joined ThyssenKrupp in 2011 and is on corporate level 
responsible for Intellectual Property & Services (TIS IPS) as a well as head 
of management board of the newly founded ThyssenKrupp Intellectual 
Property GmbH. He is 47 and father of three sons.
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Dr. Nar Subramanian
IP Navigator
Tata Consultancy Services

Dr. Subramanian is a versatile, dynamic and 
focused. Be it technology, legal or quality he 
has excelled in each of these disciplines. 
With a Ph.D. from a top tier US university 
and over a decade in a Fortune 10 company 
he has what it takes to lead and inspire. 
Trained in all aspects of intellectual property 

he bring an unique experience of leading setting IP framework for a start-
up. Knowledge in aspects of technology and patent law, helps him in 
shedding critical insights in both strategy and operational endeavors.

Dr. Nagesh Kadaba
Senior Advisor
ipCapital Group Inc.
 
Accomplished Innovation Management, 
Technology and Intellectual Property 
executive with more than 25 years of 
experience in engineering, R&D, business 
development, marketing, professional 
services and Intellectual  property 

management with demonstrated focus on total cost of ownership and 
efficient process management. Dr. Kadaba spent approximately half his 
tenure at UPS as Director of Global Innovations. His experience spans a 
wide variety of IP topics, including Strategy development at corporate and 
business unit-levels to support innovation goals. He was one of the most 
prolific inventors at UPS, receiving over 50 issued patents and over 100 
pending applications. 

Mr. Avaronnan Harish Chandran
Patent Manager
Novozymes South Asia

Harish Chandran Avaronnan is currently 
depar tment  manager-  pa ten t s  fo r  
Novozymes in India. He has a PhD in Life 
sciences from the Centre for Cellular and 
Molecular Biology (CCMB), Hyderabad. A 
registered Indian patent agent, he enjoys 

combining his strong technical background with the insight from his work 
experience as an examiner at the Indian Patent Office and in the 
biotechnology/biopharma industry to secure strong IP position for his 
company. At Novozymes, Harish leads a team that handles all aspects of 
patent portfolio development, enforcement and commercialization.

Mr. Faiz ur Rahman
Senior Manager
Wipro

Mr. Faiz works as Senior Manager-IP for 
Wipro Technologies, Bangalore. He 
independently handles all IP related issues in 
the organization including advising senior 
management, IP evangelization, risk 
management, creation &amp; litigation. Faiz 

holds a degree in Electrical engineering and has expertise in IP issues 
pertinent for software companies, especially for complicated world of 
software services. He has 360 degree IP experience by working as an 
Examiner of Patents at Indian Patent Office, Global R&D team of General 
Electric and CPA Global, an IP services company. He is also registered as 
agent to practice before Indian Patent Office.

   Ms. Doerte Schoenberg
   Inventor
   TELES Patent Rights International 
   

Professor Dr. Bernd Wegner
Mathematics Department
Technical University Berlin

Professor Dr. Bernd Wegner was born in 
Berlin in 1942. He is professor for 
mathematics at the Technical University of 
Berlin since 1974. His main research papers 
are in the areas of geometry, mathematical 
relativity, topology, convexity, discrete 

mathematics and structural foundations of mathematics. He was supervisor 
of several PhD thesis and habilitations, some of them in foreign countries 
like Spain, Poland, Portugal, Turkey, or Egypt. He was organizer of several 
international conferences in mathematics. He is member of the editorial 
board of several international journals in mathematics.

Mr. Satish Tiwary
Head - IP
Airbus India
   
Experienced professional with extensive 
knowledge and skills in Technology 
Development, IP Strategy, Competitive 
Intelligence and People Leadership.

Mr. Kanwal Rai
Vice President
Wells Fargo

Kanwal Rai, vice president, leads enterprise 
innovation initiatives for Wells Fargo in 
India by identifying and developing 
fundamentally new ways of doing business, 
by collaborating with accelerators, 
technology startups and business partners 
and building new capabilities in emerging 

focus areas: digital workplaces, process automation & machine augmented 
intelligence, open innovation, information architecture and experience 
design. Prior to joining Wells Fargo, he was heading Architecture & 
Technology Consulting at Capgemini for Big Data & Insights line of 
business. 
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Mr. Adrian Bradley
Partner
Cleveland Scott York

After training as a patent attorney in the 
pharmaceutical industry with Wyeth  Adrian 
has a detailed knowledge of product life 
cycle in the sector. He has worked 
extensively on Supplementary Protection 
Certificates and advises on regulatory data 

exclusivity. Medical devices also form an important part of his practice. 
Adrian particularly enjoys working with universities to assist them in 
commercialising their technology. He is a visiting lecturer at the University 
of Reading, and has developed a business game to help academics 
understand the commercial potential of their research.

Mr. Ravi Bhola
Partner
K & S Partners

Ravi is a patent attorney and heads the 
Bangalore office of the firm. He has  
handled filing and prosecution of several 
thousands of patent applications for clients in 
diverse areas of technology such as 
biotechnology, bioinformatics, software, 
nano techno logy,  pha rmaceu t i ca l s ,  

electronics, communication, and mechanical. He also has vast experience 
and expertise in the handling of design applications and issues related 
thereto.  

Mr. J L Anil Kumar 
Partner
LexOrbis
    
J L Anil Kumar is a B. E. (Electronics and 
Communication) and M.Tech. (Reliability 
Engineering, IIT, Kharagpur). He has over 
thirty-six years of industrial experience in 
the fields of Quality and Reliability 
Assurance of a variety of Electronic 

Equipment including power and control electronics, Engineering, and 
Research and Development (of power electronic motor controllers for 
machine tool and other industrial applications) at Kirloskar Electric, 
Mysore and over fourteen years in Intellectual Property at Philips.

Mr. Martyn Fish
Partner
HGF LAW

Martyn advises clients on all aspects of 
contentious and non-contentious intellectual 
property law with a focus on intellectual 
property litigation. He has been involved in 
numerous High Court actions in the fields of 
patents, trade marks, copyright, design right 

and misuse of confidential information. He regularly acts for clients at all 
stages of litigation from pre-action issues right through to trial and appeal. 
Martyn’s work often has an international aspect and he has considerable 
experience of co-ordinating legal teams in various jurisdictions.

Mr. Amarjit Singh
President
AIPPI (Indian Group)

Senior Partner, Amarjit & Associates. Regd. 
Patent Agent under the Indian Patents Act. 
Visiting Faculty at (1) Bureau of 
Parliamentary Studies – Lok Sabha 
Secretariat (Parliament of India), (2) 
Institute of Intellectual Property Studies, 
Mumbai (3) Academy of Intellectual 

Property, Mumbai (4) Patent Gurukul. PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 
(a) July 1976 to June 1999 - Associate Attorney with the law firm, The Acme 
Company, Patent and Trade Mark Attorneys, New Delhi, India and in 
charge of litigation department (b) January 1980 to June 1999 – Founder 
and Senior Partner of the law firm, 

Mr. Sudeendra Koushik
Partner
Prasu - Developing Smart Innovators, 
Intrapreneurs, Delivering Business relevant 
Innovation Indian Institute of Management, 
Kozhikode

Mr. Sudeendra Koushik BE,MBA,PG-
Strategy(IIM-K),PhD* in Innovation, 
SMIEE, MIE Chief Innovator & Co-
Founder Prasu, a practitioner with 24 years 

of International, multi-domain experience in more than 18 national and 
international patents. He had also received awards on India Design Mark 
Award, Sir M Visvesvaraya Engineer Award, Karnataka State Innovation 
Council Award and HCL excellence award for Patents. He was the Vice-
President and head of Innovation & Product development at TTK prestige 
and has also being an advisor to IIITB Incubation centre.

Ms.  Aditi Subramaniam
Associate Principal
Subramaniam & Associates
 
Aditi possesses a bachelor's degree in law 
from the University of Oxford and a 
bachelor’s degree in english literature from 
the University of Delhi. She has worked in a 
number of positions, ranging from that of a 
law clerk at a top-tier IP law firm in 

Melbourne, to a research assistant at a legal and economic policy think tank 
in New Delhi. She has also worked through secondments at two major 
Indian intellectual property litigating firms. With expert legal drafting and 
research skills, Aditi is on SNA's litigating and knowledge management 
teams. She routinely briefs senior lawyers for patent and trade mark 
contentious matters.

Mr. Vladimir Biriulin
Partner
Gorodissky & Partners

Mr. Biriulin counsels clients on Russian and 
foreign IP legis la t ions,  including 
international IP treaties, conventions, 
agreements and peculiarities of their 
implementation in Russia, technology 
transfer, licensing, copyrights and 

elaborating efficient strategy of company intangible assets protection. His 
particular interest covers enforcement and infringement of IP owners' 
rights, unfair competition, parallel import and also litigation. Mr Biriulin is 
a recognised litigation adviser representing a broad range of national and 
international clients in both patent- and trademark-related cases.
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Mr. Andy Camenisch
Partner
HGF LAW LLP

Andy specialises primarily in patents in the 
fields of pharmaceuticals and chemistry on 
inventions relating to new chemical entities 
(NCEs), pharmaceutical formulations, 
methods of treatment, dosing regimens, 
medical devices, methods of manufacture, 

food and beverage products, materials chemistry and cosmetics products.  

Dr. Torsten Exner
Partner
Michalski Hüttermann & Partner Patent 
Attorneys

Torsten Exner studied biochemistry at the 
Universities of Bayreuth and Hannover. 
After a research activity in the field of 
organic chemistry in a Max Planck working 
group in Rostock he received his doctorate 
in 1999 at the University Hospital Benjamin 

Franklin in Berlin in the field of pharmacology. Subsequently Dr. Exner 
faithful to science, first in lead discovery in the pharmaceutical industry in 
Sweden and then at the Bio-processing Technology Institute in 
Singapore.  

Mr. Gregory L. Maurer
Partner
Klarquist Sparkman LLP

Five years professional computer science 
experience, with particular emphasis on 
sys tem in tegra t ion  and  sof tware  
development. Senior Systems Analyst, 
1991-1993. Professional Activities: 
Volunteer, ESL Member, American 
Intellectual Property Law Association, 

Association for Computing Machinery, American Radio Relay League. Mr. 
Maurer's experience includes a wide range of software development, user 
interface, bioinformatics, and telecommunications technologies, including 
complex algorithms and numerous programming languages, such as 
assembly, C++, LISP, Java, and various visual.

Mr. Nathan C. Belzer
Partner
Belzer PC

Nathan Belzer founded his eponymous firm, 
Belzer PC, in 2004 from which he serves 
clients in a wide variety of industries and 
business arenas, including individuals and 
existing small businesses, start-up 
companies and publicly held corporations on 

the Fortune 100   Nathan has extensive experience in preparing and 
prosecuting trademark and copyright applications and manages several 
large, international trademark portfolios.  Nathan’s practice also includes 
drafting and negotiating patent, copyright and trademark licenses and 
assignments as well as transactions involving computers, software, 
information systems, and e-commerce. 

Mr. Arvind Gopal
Attorney
Microsoft

Arvind Gopal is an Attorney with the Digital 
Crimes Unit in the Corporate, External & 
Legal Affairs function of Microsoft 
Corporation (India) Private Limited. At 
Microsoft, his focus is on litigation, 
enforcement and advisory to the different 

arms of the business in the intellectual property, cyber space and 
information technology fields. He is also actively involved in training 
programmes wherein he engages with law enforcement personnel with 
respect to Anti-Piracy and Cyber Security measures employed by the 
industry. He has over a decade of experience as a litigator and has 
represented some of the leading technology, pharmaceutical, and lifestyle 
companies in contentious and non-contentious matters. 

Mr. Erik Van Der Vyver
Partner and Patent Attorney
Von Seidels

Érik van der Vyver is a patent attorney and 
partner at Von Seidels. He specialises in 
local and foreign patents, inventions in the 
electrical and IT fields and is also involved in 
generic pharmaceutical patent litigation. He 
is the head of the patent department at Von 
Seidels. Érik van der Vyver specialises in the 

preparation and filing of both local and foreign patent applications, 
particularly electronic and electrical type inventions as well as information 
technology and computer implemented inventions. 

Dr. Shantanu Basu
Director
Basu IP, PC

Shantanu Basu has provided legal and 
strategic counseling for the development of 
intellectual property portfolios in 
biotechnology, pharmaceuticals, and life 
science-related fields for start-ups, 
multinational corporations and academic 
institutions in the US, Europe and Asia. His 

practice involves prosecuting patent applications, as well as inter-partes 
and ex parte procedures in the US and globally. He has been active in 
litigation of patents involving diagnostics, therapeutics, biologics and 
medical instruments. 

Ms. Chitra K. Iyer
Director – Intellectual Property & 
Standards (IP&S)
Philips

Chitra Iyer is currently Director -Intellectual 
Property & Standards at Philips- India. 
Chitra has a technical background in 
research (medicinal chemistry and drug 
d i s c o v e r y )  w i t h  m u l t i n a t i o n a l  
pharmaceutical giants, spanning over 10 

years with experience and expertise in the area of new drug discovery 
(NCE), generics and poly herbal formulations.  She also has expertise of 
over 15 years in the area of Intellectual Property protection with experience 
in handling matters related to IP.
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Dr. Ulrich Storz
Senior Partner
Michalski Huettermann & Partner Patent 
Attorneys 
   
Ulrich Storz received his PhD from the 
University of Münster in 2002 with a thesis 
in neurobiology. He then completed his 
training to become a German patent attorney. 
He joined the list of professional 
representatives before the European Patent 

Office in 2006. Dr. Storz's main areas of practice are managing and 
enforcing patents and patent applications as well as drafting FTO analyses 
and opinions. He also provides advice on strategic patent issues, notably in 
life sciences (biotechnology, biophysics, biochemistry and microbiology), 
above all in the field of therapeutic antibodies.

Dr. Tara Prasad
Partner
Tata Consultancy Services

Dr. Tara R Prasad is a cluster lead for 
Intellectual Property & Engineering 
Connect group at Tata Consultancy Services 
Ltd.(TCS). She is responsible for 
connecting with the TCS business, research 
and innovation units and driving IP & 
Product Engineering compliance,  mining 

of inventions, IP Creation, IP usage, IP risk management, IP valuation, 
FTO, landscape and portfolio analysis. She holds a doctorate degree in 
theoretical physics. She has been with TCS for over 20 years in various 
leadership roles.   

Mr. R. Lakshminarayanan
General Manager - IPR
Samsung Electronics

Lakshminarayanan leads the Intellectual 
Property Rights (IPR) Management in 
Samsung Research India - Bangalore, 
towards systematic invention creation, 
securing enforceable protection for 
intellectual property high-quality patent 
portfolio building. He has over 16 years of 

experience in the field of IPR, with specialization in enhancing invention 
quality and patenting of mobile software. Prior to joining SRI-B in Y2011, 
Lakshmi has held various positions in the Patent Departments of Nokia, 
GE and IPVALUE and also as a Partner with a leading IP Firm in India.

Dr. Markus Engelhard
Partner
Boehmert & Boehmert

Dr. Markus Engelhard studied biology, 
chemistry and biochemistry at the 
University of Cambridge, UK, and the 
Universities of Frankfurt am Main and 
Witten-Herdecke (both in Germany). After 
graduation, he obtained his PhD from the 
Department of Biochemistry of the 

University of Cambridge on the folding and structure of proteins as well as 
highresolution NMR techniques for structure elucidation. After his P. h. D 
he was a postdoctoral worker at the Department of Biochemistry in 
Cambridge, and was involved in NMR structural research and 
undergraduate teaching.  

Joh

n M. Lunsford
Associate
Klarquist Sparkman
   
John Lunsford is an associate in the Portland 
office of Klarquist Sparkman, LLP. His 
practice focuses on the preparation and 

prosecution of software-, computer-, and electrical-
related patent applications. His areas of expertise 
include system architecture, software application 
development, web-based technologies, real-time 
data processing, mobile applications, database 
architecture, “big data” processing and analytics, 
distributed computing, machine learning, data 

 Mr. Karthik Kumar
 Associate
 Finnegan

Karthik Kumar, Ph.D., has broad experience 
in patent litigation and strategic counseling 
in the electrical arts. He has argued 
at Markman hearings, directed and cross 
examined trial witnesses, and second-
chaired Federal Circuit appeals.  He also 

manages the global patent portfolios of several multi-national technology 
companies.Karthik represents clients in both offensive and defensive 
litigation at the trial and appellate levels, with particular experience in 
investigations before the International Trade Commission (ITC) and 
standards-essential patent cases in federal district courts. 

Karthik Kumar

Prashant Phillips
Partner & Practice Head
Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan Attorneys

Mr. Prashant Phillips has been with L&S for 
more than 10 years. He is primarily involved 
in drafting and prosecuting of patent 
applications for inventions in software, 
telecommunication, electronics and 
electrical engineering, and wind energy. He 

has worked over 1 year in US on patent litigation activities. He appears 
regularly for hearings before the Patent Office. He is also involved in 
preparing and analyzing claims charts for freedom-to-operate analysis and 
patent infringement, and has assisted litigators at the firm in patent 
infringement and invalidity litigation. 

Dr. M. Lakshmikumaran
Director - IPR
Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan attorneys

Dr. Malathi Lakshmikumaran has more than 
30 years of experience in the field of 
biochemistry and Molecular Biology. She is 
an expert in plant genomics, DNA 
fingerprinting and genetic transformation. 
She has successfully supervised several 
Ph.D. students in the area of Plant Molecular 

Biology. She has more than 100 publications to her credit in various 
International and Indian journals. She heads the life science group of the IP 
division of the law firm Lakshmi Kumaran & Sridharan. She is actively 
engaged with clients in advising them on patent strategy and portfolio, 
prosecutions, oppositions etc. 

Mr. Jay A. Erstling
Of Counsel
Patterson Thuente IP

Jay Erstling is an important advisor to our 
clients who are doing business on an 
international scale, as well as those who are  
considering expanding into global 
markets. He provides a unique and valuable 
perspective gained through his career in 
international IP strategy and role in shaping 

international intellectual property law policy. Prior to joining Patterson 
Thuente IP, Jay served as Director of the Office of the Patent Cooperation 
Treaty (PCT) and Director & Advisor to the Director General of the World 
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO). Geneva, Switzerland.

Dr. Vivek Kashyap
Senior Manager
Roche

Dr. Vivek Kashyap is currently Senior 
Manager-Patents with Roche Products 
(India) Pvt. Ltd. Vivek has a Doctorate in 
Genetics, a law degree and is also a 
registered Indian Patent Agent. Vivek has 
been practicing as Patent Attorney for more 
than a decade and has extensive experience 

in Patent Analytics, FTO opinions, due diligence, Patent Drafting and 
Prosecution, contentious matters in the field of Biotechnology, 
Pharmaceutical, Biochemistry, Bioinformatics and Molecular Biology.
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Dr. Mahendra Thakre
General Manager - IPR
Mylan Laboratories

Dr. Mahendra Thakre is an Intellectual 
Property Professional working as a 
General Manager, IPR - Legal at Mylan 
Laborator ies Limited,  based at 
Hyderabad. Dr. Thakre has earned his 
doctoral degree in Pharmaceutical 
Business Management, Masters in 

Business Management, Masters in Pharmaceutical Sciences and PG 
Diploma in Patents Law NALSAR and also has completed a degree in 
Law. He has extensive experience in a wide range of Intellectual 
Property and regulatory subject matter, 

Dr. Niti Dewan
Head of Patents
R. K. Dewan & Co.

Dr. Niti Dewan, a medical graduate and a 
Patent and Trade Mark Attorney, heads 
the Patents Department at R. K. Dewan & 
Co. She is also responsible for the firm's 
Business Development, Finance and 
Administration operations. With over 15 
years of experience in the IP field, Niti’s 

areas of speciality include: patent drafting, patent searching & 
analysis, international patent filing and prosecution, and IP portfolio 
management. Niti’s primary sectors of speciality are the life sciences, 
biosciences, pharmaceuticals and chemicals.

Dr. Syed Tarique Abdullah
Assistant Director
Daiichi Sankyo India Pharma Pvt Ltd.

Dr. Syed Tarique Abdullah has 12 years of 
experience in R&D and Intellectual  
Property (IP) - New Drug Discovery and 
Generic Product. Earlier worked with 
Ranbaxy & Glenmark, and currently 
working as Assistant Director and 
Intellectual Property Leader for Daiichi 

Sankyo India Pharma Private Limited (DSIN), Gurgaon. Facilitating 
researchers for developing patentable inventions, searching, 
freedom to operate, drafting, prosecution, opposition, due diligence, 
research agreement, IP portfolio management, IP awareness, etc are 
some of the key areas of his work.

Prof. Kamal Puri
Professor of IP
Queensland University of Technology

After obtaining three university degrees 
(BA, LLB and LLM), he won a 
scholarship to study for his doctorate 
(PhD) at the Australian National 
University, Canberra, Australia. He was 
admitted as a Solicitor and Barrister in 
the New Zealand High Court in 

Wellington and was appointed as full Professor of Law at University 
of Queensland in 1995, which position he now holds at the 
Queensland University of Technology (QUT). 

Omesh Puri
Managing Associate
Lex Orbis

Mr. Puri has over 8 years experience in 
Intellectual Property practice. He has 
undertaken a wide array of aspects in 
the areas of trademarks, copyright and 
designs. In addition, Omesh also has 
significant experience in Litigation at 
various Courts of India and the 

Intellectual Property Appellate Board. Omesh’s current focus is 
Trade Mark prosecution and contentious and transactional practice 
across other areas of Intellectual Property as well.

Hironobu Hattori
Partner
Nakamura & Partners

Mr. Hironobu Hattori is a partner in  
Nakamura & Partners in Tokyo, Japan. 
He qualified as a Japanese patent 
attorney in 1998. He mainly practices 
patent prosecution and litigation, 

especially in chemical and medical fields for almost 15 years. 
Hironobu Hattori received Master's degree in Law (IP) from 
University of Washington in Seattle, WA in 2010. He also received his 
Bachelor of Science degree and Master of Science degree from 
Sophia University in Japan. He also studied medical and biotech 
related IP issues in Tokyo Medical and Dental University.

Chitra K. Iyer
Director – Intellectual Property & 
Standards (IP&S)
Philips

Chitra Iyer is currently Director -
Intellectual Property & Standards at 
Philips-India. Chitra has a technical 
background in research (medicinal 
chemistry and drug discovery) with 
multinational pharmaceutical giants, 

spanning over 10 years with experience and expertise in the area of 
new drug discovery (NCE), generics and poly herbal formulations.  
She also has expertise of over 15 years in the area of Intellectual 
Property protection with experience in handling matters related to 
IP.

Dr. Carl Richard Haarmann
Partner
Boehmert & Boehmert

Carl Richard Haarmann joined Boehmert 
& Boehmert in 1997. As a partner, his 
focus is not only on extensive national 
and international activities in all areas of 
trademark law but also on looking after 
leading trademark portfolios for 
multinational groups and for German 

medium-sized companies. An important aspect of Carl-Richard 
Haarmann's work is his specialisation in infringement proceedings in 
trademark and patent matters, including the combating of product 
piracy. In addition, he is extensively engaged in licensing law.

Bart van Wezenbeek
Patent Attorney
V.O. Patents & Trademarks

Bart van Wezenbeek started his career in 
the patent field after he had worked in 
pharmaceutical research for more than 
12 years. He had spent almost three years 
as a patent information specialist before 
he switched in 1990 to the patent 
attorney profession. From his biology 

education and pharmaceutical experience, Bart is well suited to deal 
with inventions in all biological and life science areas, from food and 
feed applications to deep sequencing and from microbiological 
diagnostics to gene therapy.

Achim Schäfers
Business Development Manager
MultiLing Germany GmbH

Achim Schaefers studied foreign 
languages and linguistics at the 
University of Giessen and Exeter 
University. He spent many years of his 
professional career in various sales and 
business development roles at IDG, the 
world's  leading provider of  IT 

information services. Since joining MultiLing in 2016, Achim has 
focused on improving the quality and efficiency of IP translations 
and related services for MultiLing clients and ultimately increase the 
value of their IP portfolio.

Biju K. Nair
Independent Legal Practitioner
Open Invention Network

Biju K. Nair is the Licensing Lead (India), 
Open Invention Network and is a 
litigator having worked in various 
jurisdictions across India. His areas of 
practice extend from Corporate and 
Commercial Law, Arbitration & Dispute 

Resolution, Property Law, Competition Law, Trademarks and 
Copyrights and Constitutional Law. He worked as a Senior Associate 
in the Litigation Departments of Luthra & Luthra Law Offices and 
Amarchand Mangaldas in New Delhi. Biju K. Nair earned his Law 
Degree (B.A LLB) from Army Institute of Law in 2004. He is a 
member of Bar Council of Delhi, licensed to appear before the 
Supreme Court of India, all the State High Courts in India.

Ashima Katara
Patent Manager
Hindustan Unilever Limited
 

Ashima holds a Law degree from Delhi 
University and a Post Graduate Master’s 
Degree in Biochemistry. She also holds a 
Post-Graduate Diploma in Intellectual 
Property Rights. She is a Registered 
Indian Patent Agent and has experience 
of working with or for the industry for 

about 12 years. She has research experience in the field of Neurology 
from India’s premium institute ‘All India institute of Medical Sciences 
(AIIMS), and has worked with a number of India’s the top tier IP law 
firms, as well as few of US companies as an ‘In-House’ Patent counsel 
before beginning her stint with HUL.

Dr. Gayatri Bhasin
Principal
Subramaniam & Associates
 

Gayatri Bhasin is a leading Patent Agent 
and Advocate with more than 15 years of 
practical and research experience. She 
has a Ph.D. in Toxicology. During her 
research she has worked in the Area of 
Cancer Chemoprevention, Oxidative 
Stress and Photodynamic Therapy and 

has published research papers in International Journals of repute. Dr. 
Bhasin has worked in Ranbaxy Laboratories Limited as a Research 
Associate and has been awarded independent fellowship of Council 
of Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), Government of India and 
women-scientist scholarship in Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) of 
Patent Facilitating Centre, TIFAC, Government of India.

Aaysu Mahla
Associate Principal
Subramaniam & Associates

She is an Attorney-at-law and a 
Registered Patent Agent with eleven 
years of experience. She has a Master’s 
degree in Biotechnology with very 
strong academic credentials with her 
undergraduate degree in Biotechnology, 
Zoology and Chemistry with Physics as 

an additional subject. She was also involved in molecular biology 
research projects at highly esteemed institutes of India, such as 
Bhabha Atomic Research Institute, Mumbai and Indian Agricultural 
Research Institute, New Delhi. Her main areas of expertise are 
drafting and prosecution of Patent Applications; filing of PCT 
applications and National Phase entries and their prosecution; 
Patent searching; drafting and filing oppositions relating to Patents.

Dominic Keating
Director - IP Attaché Program
USPTO

Dominic Keating is the Director of the 
Intellectual Property Attaché Program at 
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. He 
provides legal and policy direction to 
U.S. Intellectual Property Attaches 
based in Brazil, Russia, India, China, 
Thailand, Kuwait, Peru, Mexico and 

Switzerland. From 2010 to 2011, he was a Patent Attorney in USPTO’s 
Office of Policy and External Affairs, where he specialized in patents 
and health, biotechnology, genetic resources, traditional knowledge, 
the Convention on Biological diversity and climate change. 

Gianfranco Matteucci
Partner
Marks & Clerk Singapore LLP

Gianfranco Matteucci (Partner) is a 
Singapore Registered Patent Agent and 
European Patent Attorney. He holds a 
Laurea in Biology and specialises in the 
f i e l d s  o f  b i o t e c h n o l o g y ,  
p h a r m a c e u t i c a l s ,  c h e m i s t r y ,  
biomaterials and nanotechnology. He 

has been practising in the IP field since 1991. He has a wealth of 
knowledge in intellectual property law having had global experience 
from practising in Europe, Japan and Singapore. 

Subodh Prasad Deo
Partner and head of Competition Law 
Practice
Saikrishna & Associates

Subodh Prasad Deo, is a former 
Additional Director General of the 
Competition Commission of India and 
presently Partner & Head of Competition 
Law Practice at Saikrishna & Associates. 
He belongs to the 1990 batch of Civil 

Servants. After being with Government of India for over 22 years, 
Subodh took voluntary retirement in August 2013 to pursue his 
passion for Competition law. Subodh did his graduation and post-
graduation in history from Hansraj College, University of Delhi, and 
while being in service, also achieved a degree in law.

Santanu Mukherjee
Advocate & Founder
Ex Lege Chambers
 
Working in the areas of IPRs,  
Competition and International Trade for 
20 years,  I  have stepped into 
entrepreneurial shoes. From today, Ex 
Lege Chambers will work to address 
statutory gaps, regulatory challenges 
and provide policy analysis-backed 

pragmatic advisory to clients. The Chambers intend to enable policy, 
regulatory work Ex Lege or by sanction of law. Policy framework will 
meet statutory intent and abide by juridical guidance while 
providing practical solutions. Focused on Policy, Regulatory, ADR 
and DR, my team and I will initially work on IPR, Competition, Trade, 
Environment laws and interface issues between them. Daniel E. Altman

Partner
Knobbe, Martens, Olson & Bear

Daniel E. Altman is a partner in Orange 
County office. He specializes in patent 
protection and related licensing issues 
for the biotechnology, pharmaceutical 
and chemical industries. A particular 
specialty of Mr. Altman’s relates to 
foreign patent protection for these 

industries. Prior to joining the firm, Mr. Altman was a teacher for the 
Los Angeles Unified School District. During law school, Mr. Altman 
was an editor for the High Technology Law Journal (now the 
Berkeley Technology Law Journal). 

Prof. Dr. Prabuddha Ganguli
MHRD IP Chair Professor
Tezpur University

He is also the CEO of CEO at VISION-IPR 
offering services in management of 
Intellectual Property Rights, information 
security and knowledge management. 
He is a leading international expert on 
IPR and a Consultant to the World 
Intellectual Property Organization for 

IPR capacity building, an expert on IPR policy to several 
governments and an elected Fellow of the Maharashtra Academy of 
Sciences. After several years in academic research, he worked in 
industry for 2 decades in diverse managerial roles including R&D, 
Business Planning . 

Irene Kafeza
 
Kafeza Law office

Irene Kafeza is a Greek Advocate 
specialized in Information Technology 
and Intellectual Property Law. She is also 
faculty (online DBA program) at the 
University of Liverpool/Laureate, UK. 
She obtained her PhD in “Electronic 

Contracts in India” from National Academy of Legal studies and 
Research (NALSAR), University of Law, India, her Master of Laws in 
Information Technology and Intellectual Property Law (LLM) from 
The University of Hong Kong, China and her Master of Laws in 
Chinese and Comparative Law (LLM) from City University of Hong 
Kong, China. She has worked as an assistant professor at NALSAR 
University and her research interests are in Law of Robots, Legal 
issues in Cloud computing and Big Data and Privacy issues in 
Internet of Things. 

Rajiv Bhatnagar
Director - Technical
Anand and Anand

In house technical specialist, Mr. Rajiv 
Bhatnagar is an alma mater of IIT, Kanpur 
and is a registered patent agent at the
Indian Patent Office. With a strong 
foothold in electronics due to his 
experience spanning well over 41 years, 
he focuses on drafting quality patent 

applications, preparing effective responses in respect of litigation as 
well as prosecution matters and client counseling.
 

Dr. Deepti Tayal
Director
Ingenious e-Brain Solutions

Deepti Tayal is the director of Ingenious 
e-Brain solutions, a company that 
provides end-to-end intellectual 
property management and business 
research solutions. She has  more than 
eight years of experience in IP searching 
and maintaining client relationships with 

innovator companies, IP law firms and research organizations. She is 
expert in managing and executing different types of intellectual 
property research and analytics projects such as prior art searching, 
i n f r i n g e m e n t  s e a r c h i n g ,  w h i t e  s p a c e  a n a l y s i s ,  
biosequence/structure searching, and technology licensing & 
commercialization.

Richa Pandey
Partner
Krishna & Saurastri Associates

Richa Pandey is a Patent Attorney and a 
Partner with the Delhi branch of Krishna 
and Saurastri Associates. She is an 
advocate and a registered patent agent. 
Her core work areas include patent 
filing, patent prosecution, patent 
o p p o s i t i o n ,  p a te n t  l i t i g a t i o n ,  

patentability opinions, searches, invalidity opinions and portfolio 
management. She holds a Degree in Law and a Bachelor’s Degree in 
Science from the University of Lucknow. She has been a guest 
speaker at various national & international conferences on IP.

Dr. Shantanu Basu
Patent Attorney
Schwegman Lundberg & Woessner, 
P.A

Shantanu Basu has provided legal and 
s t r a t e g i c  c o u n s e l i n g  f o r  t h e  
development of intellectual property 
p o r t f o l i o s  i n  b i o t e c h n o l o g y,  
pharmaceuticals, and life science-
related fields for start-ups, multinational 

corporations and academic institutions in the US, Europe and Asia. 
His practice involves prosecuting patent applications, as well as 
inter-partes and ex parte procedures in the US and globally. He has 
been active in litigation of patents involving diagnostics, 
therapeutics, biologics and medical instruments. He has advised on 
life cycle management and regulatory issues for pharmaceuticals 
and biologics in the US and abroad.

Dr. D. Venkat Reddy
Managing Partner
RVR Associates

Mr. D. Venkat Reddy, an former member 
of the Indian Air Force, is the founding 
partner and the guiding force of this 
firm. He is a well known figure in the field 
of IPR, Constitutional Law, Law related 
to Mines and Geology, and other Civil 
and Criminal litigation in the Higher 

Judiciary. A guest faculty to Osmania University, Hyderabad Central 
University, NALSAR, Company Secretary Chapter Hyderabad and 
other colleges spread over India stands as evidence for his 
unremitting passion for teaching.  

Vaibhav Vutts
Founder Partner
Vutts & Associates LLP
   
Vaibhav is the Founder Partner of Vutts & 
Associates LLP. He has been actively 
practising Intellectual Property Laws for 
over 14 years including searches, filing 
and prosecution of trademarks, domains 
names, patents prosecution and 

litigation, design and copyright, assignments and licenses, portfolio 
management, IP Audits, trade mark and patent searches, drafting, 
and transactional work such as drafting, vetting and negotiating of 

Terry Ludlow
Chairman & CEO
Chipworks
   
Terry is a recognized pioneer in 
s e m i c o n d u c t o r  r e ve r s e  
engineering, and was among 
the first to realize its value for 
Intellectual Property (IP) 
groups and technology teams. 
He founded Chipworks in 1992 to offer 

semiconductor and microelectronics system reverse engineering 
services to companies seeking to build a competitive advantage, and 
protect and grow the potential of their intellectual property. 

Pooja Khemani
Senior Associate
Tata Consultancy Services

Pooja Khemani has a total of 10 years of 
experience in IP Industry with last 2 years 
in Tata Consultancy Services. She is 
Senior Associate of the IP services group 
of TCS. She focuses on strategic patent 
consulting, invention mining, IP due 
diligence, and Patent drafting and 

Prosecution. Pooja has been instrumental in defining operational 
and executional initiatives for the IP services group. She has 
practiced IP law in both LPO and corporate settings, before moving 
to TCS. Prior to her current role in TCS, Pooja was working in the 
capacity of Director for an IP services firm specialized in providing IP 
services to some of the leading companies and law firms in India, 
USA, and Europe.  

Sudha Kannan
Head –Patent Cell & Knowledge Center
Aditya Birla Science & Technology Co. 
Ltd.

Sudha Kannan is Head-Patent Cell and 
Knowledge Centre at Aditya Birla 
Science & Technology Company Private 
Limited, the corporate R&D centre for 
Aditya Birla Group, Mumbai. Beginning a 

career in the Pharmaceutical Industry, she worked with some of the 
largest libraries in Mumbai and then moved to the area of patents. 
Having gained experience on patents in the generic pharmaceutical 
industry, she moved to Aditya Birla Group about eight years ago.  she 
has been working over the last fifteen years in the field of IPR, 
especially patents. She is a registered Patent Agent with the IP 
Office, India.

Soh Kar Liang
Director
Ella Cheong LLC

He practices intellectual property and 
information technology law. He has 
represented, guided and supported key 
client accounts from diverse fields 
r a n g i n g  f r o m  h i g h - t e c h  
microprocessors to consumer food and 
beverage industries in both contentious 

and non-contentious matters along the IP value chain. As the first 
Singaporean appointed as a domain name panellist by the World 
Intellectual Property Organisation, Kar Liang regularly adjudicates 
on domain name disputes under the Uniform Dispute Resolution 
Policy. He is also a domain name panellist of the Regional Arbitration 
Centre of Kuala Lumpur and a principal mediator of the Singapore 
Mediation Centre.

Xitang Xie
Partner
Shanghai Patent & Trademark Law 
Office

Xitang Xie is a Partner of Shanghai 
Patent & Trademark Law Office, LLC.. He 
obtained a BS degree in Chemistry and 
an MS Degree in Information Science 
both from East China Normal University. 
He has practiced IP for more than 23 

years. He has extensive experience in IP management and patent 
strategy. He is recoginzed as all China Patent Information Elite and an 
Expert Consulatent Listed by Shanghai Government. He is a member 
of the All China Patent Agents Association, China Information 
Science Association and Shanghai Scientific & Technological 
Consultation Society and AIPPI etc..”

Hemant Singh
Founder and Managing Partner
INTTL Advocare

Hemant Singh, the founder member of 
the firm, joined the bar in 1984 and has 
been exclusively practicing in the field 
of Intellectual Property Rights for more 
than two and a half decades. Till 1991, he 
was a partner in an IP law firm where 
after, he established INTTL ADVOCARE, 

an IPR law firm based at New Delhi, India. His guidance has seen the 
firm grow steadily from a national to an international level. He has 
been instrumental in developing a world-wide clientele.

Nandan Pendsey
Senior Associate
AZB & Partners
    
Nandan Pendsey is currently a Senior 
Associate in the Intellectual Property 
Team at AZB & Partners , one of the most 
prominent Indian law firms. He earned 
his B.S.L. LL.B Degree at the prestigious 
ILS Law College, Pune in 2001 and 
further earned his Masters Degree 

(LL.M) in Intellectual Property from the Franklin Pierce Law Center, 
New Hampshire, USA in 2003. Mr. Pendsey is also a Registered 
Patent Agent with a technical background in Biotechnology. 

Pragya Dixit
Chief Entrepreneur & Co-Founder 
Prasu
 

Harnik Shukla
Associate
Knobbe, Martens, Olson & Bear

Mr. Shukla specializes in intellectual  
property law, with a focus on patent 
prosecution and litigation. He has worked 
 on a diverse set of technologies 
including Medical Device Technologies, 
including patient monitors such as pulse 
oximeters, depth of consciousness 

monitors, and respiration monitors. Motility Pill Technology. Signal 
Processing Technologies, including respiration rate measurements from 
acoustic sensors. Network Management and Communication Systems, 
including gateways and time-domain multiplexing technology.

Daniel J. Sherwinter
Partner
Marsh Fischmann & Breyfogle

Danny is an IP Strategist and Patent Partner 
in the Boulder, Colorado office of Marsh 
Fischmann & Breyfogle, LLP, where he 
focuses on strategic Intellectual Property 
portfolio development. He has enjoyed 
working with clients ranging from 
individuals and start-ups to some of the 

largest patent filers in the world, counseling those clients in a wide range of 
strategic and technical disciplines. Prior to becoming a patent attorney, Mr. 
Sherwinter led R&D projects at The Boeing Company, where he worked 
with a variety of military and commercial aircraft programs.

James Martin
Partner
DMH stallard

James has a broad practice area advising 
clients in all aspects of intellectual property 
including trade marks, designs and 
copyright, patents, confidential information 
and domain name disputes and has 
considerable experience of brand protection 
programmes acting for multi-national 

companies including Google and Elvis Presley Enterprises. James is a 
regular writer and speaker on IP law including contributing articles for 
Intellectual Property Magazine and lecturing on Cambridge University's 
Masters in Bioscience Enterprise (MBE) multidisciplinary biotechnology 
and business degree course. He is a member of TIPLO and INTA. 
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Shlomo Cohen
Founder
Dr. Shlomo Cohen & Co

Highlights: President, Israel Bar Association 
(1999-2007); Chairman, Justice Ministry 
Committee to Revise the Registered Designs 
Act (1985-1990); Member, Justice Ministry 
Committees to Revise the Patent and 
Copyright Acts (1985-1995); Israeli 

Representative to WIPO Convention to Draft Treaty for the Protection of 
Semiconductor Chip Design (1989); Founder and president (1998-2006), 
Licensing Executives Society Israel Chapter; Board member, International 
Trademark Association (1994-1996). Chairman, Public Committee for the 
Protection of Privacy; Board member (two terms), Israel Civil Rights 
Association; Founding member, Betselem, human rights watch 
organization.

Madhav Kulkarni
IP (Patent) Professiona
Dow Chemical
   
Madhav is Head of IP R&D at Dow 
Chemical, India. His team is responsible for 
c o l l a b o r a t i n g  w i t h  g l o b a l  
R&D/Businesses/Attorneys in IP based 
strategic decisions. Their work comprises 
influencing the whole cycle of Ideation 
, I n v e n t i o n ,  I P  P r o t e c t i o n ,  

Commercialization, through integrated technical/strategic insights based 
on IP and Competitive Intelligence, in turn enabling global Innovation and 
Business Development. Prior to joining Dow, for 2 years, Madhav was 
responsible for starting IP division and creating IP culture at Serum Institute 
of India Ltd, Pune. 

Maciej Hulicki
Research Assistant
TELES Patent Rights International 

Sanjay kumar Patel
Head, IP rights
Gowrie Research (B&S Group UK)

Sanjay kumar Patel is a patent attorney and 
head of IP rights at Gowrie Research Pvt Ltd, 
an R&D division of B&S Group, UK. He 
handles all IP rights activities including 
patents, trademarks and designs as well as IP 
c o m m e r c i a l i s a t i o n  a n d  b u s i n e s s  

development opportunities for B&S Group in the pharmaceutical sector. 
Previously, Mr Patel worked at Alembic Pharmaceuticals, Intas 
Pharmaceuticals and Torrent Pharmaceuticals. He has a postgraduate 
degree in pharmaceutics from the LM College of Pharmacy and an LLB 
from the Maharaja Sayajirao University of Baroda. He has a postgraduate 
diploma in patent law from Nalsar University.



Mr. George J. Barry III
Partner
Kratz & Barry
    
George has been a lawyer since 2003.  After 
a brief but meaningful stint with a boutique 
law firm representing a major Southeastern 
U.S. newspaper, George served as a federal 
judicial law clerk to two judges, now-retired 
Federal Magistrate Judge Vanzetta Penn 
McPherson and Eleventh Circuit U.S. Court 

of Appeals Judge Joel F. Dubina, both of Montgomery, Alabama.  As a law 
clerk, George observed dozens of hearings and oral arguments, assisted 
with several trials and mediations, reviewed countless legal briefs, and 
provided advisory opinions on a wide range of legal questions, including 
First Amendment, Fourth Amendment.

Mr. Sanjeev K. Tiwari
Partner
K & S Partners
   
Sanjeev leads the patent and design 
litigation practice at the firm. He specializes 
in enforcement, protection and dispute 
resolution in the areas of Patent, Design, 
Plant Varieties and Biological diversity 
laws. Besides he also handles transactional 
work including technology transfer and 

licensing agreements. He regularly renders opinions on the validity and 
enforcement of patents and designs, freedom to operate, infringement 
analysis and due diligence apart from managing patent portfolios of clients.

Mr. Arshad Jamil
Associate Vice President & Head - IPR
Biocon Limited

Arshad Jamil is a patent attorney with 
extensive experience in the legal and IP 
rights fields. Mr Jamil is global head of IP 
rights at Biocon Ltd, where he is responsible 
for the company’s patent and trademark 
filings and policy, abbreviated new drug 
application (ANDA) filings and US 

litigation. Arshad  is also responsible for intellectual property and IP 
litigation regarding biosimilars filings. In his previous assignment, Arshad 
was a senior patent attorney at Sun Pharma, where he handled ANDA 
litigations, including US settlements. 

Dr. Jyoti Singh
Head - IP
ACS International India Pvt Ltd

Dr. Jyoti Singh is a post graduate from 
University of Delhi and holds a PhD in 
Chemistry from Saurashtra University. She 
has worked in the areas such as Synthesis, 
Formulations & Intellectual Property Rights 
for a few years before joining ACSI India 
(Representing Chemical Abstract Service). 

She has over 14 years of experience in Research, IPR & online scientific 
databases and has received advanced training for the same in Germany and 
USA. She has also conducted technical workshops in searching scientific 
information for research decisions in Academic, Government and 
Corporate Research centers. 

Dr. Rajeev Gupta
Partner
Finnegan

Dr. Rajeev Gupta focuses his practice on 
patent litigation in the U.S. district courts 
and the U.S.  Internat ional  Trade 
Commission (ITC), strategic patent  
prosecution, and client counseling. He has 
c o n s i d e r a b l e  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  

telecommunications, optics, semiconductors, wireless technologies, 
networking, smartphones, communication protocols, cryptography, 
lithography, material properties of semiconductors and metals, biometrics, 
video game technologies, software, microprocessors, security systems, 
optical fibers, telematics, human-computer interaction, and in areas 
pertaining to fabrication and characterization of nanodevices.

Dr. Carl Richard Haarmann
Partner
Boehmert & Boehmert

Carl Richard Haarmann joined Boehmert & 
Boehmert in 1997. As a partner, his focus is 
not only on extensive national and 
international activities in all areas of 
trademark law but also on looking after 
l ead ing  t r ademark  por t fo l ios  fo r  

multinational groups and for German medium-sized companies. An 
important aspect of Carl-Richard Haarmann's work is his specialisation in 
infringement proceedings in trademark and patent matters, including the 
combating of product piracy. In addition, he is extensively engaged in 
licensing law.

Ms. Ashima Katara
Patent Manager
Hindustan Unilever Limited
 
Ashima holds a Law degree from Delhi 
University and a Post Graduate Master’s 
Degree in Biochemistry. She also holds a 
Post-Graduate Diploma in Intellectual 
Property Rights. She is a Registered Indian 
Patent Agent and has experience of working 

with or for the industry for about 12 years. She has research experience in 
the field of Neurology from India’s premium institute ‘All India institute of 
Medical Sciences (AIIMS), and has worked with a number of India’s the top 
tier IP law firms, as well as few of US companies as an ‘In-House’ Patent 
counsel before beginning her stint with HUL.

Mr. K Subodh Kumar
IP Program Head
Tata Consultancy Services
 
Mr. K Subodh Kumar is an IP Program Head 
of Corporate IPR group at Tata Consultancy 
Services (TCS). He supports internal 
business units in identification, mining of 
inventions, creation, protection and 
valuation of Intellectual Property which 
encompass inter disciplinary technology 

domains and cuts across various business verticals. He has 20+ years of 
experience serving Indian Industry which includes Intellectual property 
management, technology development, promotion, commercialization, 
policy development, external relations and in house capacity development 
and training. 
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Mr. Biju K. Nair
Licensing Lead ( India)
Open Invention Network

Biju.K.Nair, is the Licensing Lead ( India), 
Open Invention Network and is a litigator 
having worked in various jurisdictions 
across India. His areas of practice extend 
from Corporate and Commercial Law, 
Arbitration & Dispute Resolution, Property 

Law, Competition Law, Trademarks and Copyrights and Constitutional 
Law. He worked as a Senior Associate in the Litigation Departments of 
Luthra & Luthra Law Offices and Amarchand Mangaldas in New Delhi. 
Biju.K.Nair earned his Law Degree(B.A LLB) from Army Institute of Law 
in 2004.He is a member of Bar Council of Delhi, licensed to appear before 
the Supreme Court of India, all the State High Courts in India.

Ms. Karen Fraser
Senior Associate
Kilburn & Strode

Karen is a European and Chartered (UK) 
Patent Attorney at Kilburn and Strode LLP, a 
leading London based IP firm. She 
specialises in patent matters relating to 
computer software, computer hardware, and 
business methods. Much of Karen’s work is 

in at the cutting edge of computer implemented inventions, where 
inventions lie close to the border of patentability in Europe and the UK. She 
works closely with clients to identify aspects of their inventions that are 
eligible for patent protection. Karen is experienced in drafting and 
prosecuting applications across a broad range of technologies in the IT and 
electronics sectors, and advises clients on infringement and validity 
matters.

Ms. Bishakha Bhattacharya
Sr. Director and Head- Public Policy and 
Government Affairs
NASSCOM
 
Heading the Policy and Government Affairs 
function. Working closely with the Industry 
to develop and articulate the issues and 
positions on behalf of the Tech sector, 
interacting extensively with the Government 
across Ministries . Policy lead for the 

NASSCOM 10K initiative on policy and regulatory matters including 
Startup India. Leading the NASSCOM Internet and Mobile Council, where 
Industry leaders from ecommerce sector deliberate on Industry and Policy 
issues and give a direction to NASSCOM activities.

Mr. Parthasarathy R
Principal Partner & Country Head
Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan Attorneys 

Parthasarathy heads the Intellectual Property 
Division of L&S. He is responsible for 
patent procurement, patent opposition and 
pa ten t  enforcement .  In  add i t ion ,  
Parthasarathy is actively involved in WTO 
trade remedy laws and customs valuation. 

He has represented a number of exporters, importers and domestic industry 
in anti-dumping, anti-subsidy and safeguard investigations in India, EU, 
Canada, Turkey, USA, Thailand and Korea. Before entering private 
practice, Parthasarathy was with the Government of India and held various 
positions such as Accountant General, Director Railway Board and that of 
Director Ministry of Commerce (Anti-dumping). He had audited the 
accounts of UN Headquarters and had been a UNDP consultant.

Dr. Alpesh Pathak
Head Patent Cell
Intas Pharmaceuticals

Dr. Alpesh Pathak, Head Patent Cell at Intas 
Pharmaceutical, Previously he was the Head-
A P I  P a t e n t  C e l l ,  a t  A l e m b i c     
Pharmaceuticals, as leading in-house 
counsel in Alembics legal group since Oct 
2005 with a total experience more than 10 
years in the field of  IPR. Dr. Alpesh works 

on a variety of intellectual property matters at Alembic, including Para IV 
filing, Handling litigation and related activities, drafting and prosecution of 
patent applications, drafting and negotiation of intellectual property 
agreements with third parties, and due diligence analyses in support of in-
licensing and out-licensing activities.

Mr. Shinichiro Tanaka
Partner
Nakamura & Partners
  
Intellectual Property Law; Entertainment 
Media; Antimonopoly Law, Unfair 
Competition Prevention Law; International 
Transaction Law

Dr. Pinaki Ghosh
Senior Advisor
KPMG India

Dr. Pinaki has around 16+ years experience 
in technology and around 10 years 
experience in IP and innovation both for 
product industry and service industry. 
Industry Experience:- 1.Has held scientist 
position of a missile program in DRDO 
2.Has held senior scientist position in GE 

Medical Systems Defense Research (India) 3.Has held managerial position 
in IP in GE Medical, India (IP and Innovation) started the group 4.Hs held 
the position of Head of IP in Infosys Key Competencies:- 1.PhD in 
Computer Science pursuing 2nd PhD in Law 2.Have 26 patents. 

Mrinal Jain
Senior Manager
FTI Consulting

His experience in disputes includes 
quantification of damages or claims arising 
from loss of business opportunity, loss of 
future profits, wasted expenditure, 
infringement of the IPR, computation of 
royalty rates as per FRAND terms and price 
erosion damages. He specializes in carrying 

out valuation of Company, Equity and IPR for varied purposes including 
disputes, family settlement, shareholder negotiation, joint venture 
(entry/exit), merger, demerger, acquisition, restructuring, strategic sale 
/investments and evaluation of PE or VC portfolios. 
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Dr. Mahendra B. Thakre
General Manager - IPR
Mylan Laboratories

Dr. Mahendra Thakre is an Intellectual 
Property Professional working as a General 
Manager, IPR - Legal at Mylan Laboratories 
Limited, based at Hyderabad. Dr. Thakre has 
e a r n e d  h i s  d o c t o r a l  d e g r e e  i n  
Pharmaceutical Business Management, 
Masters in Business Management, and 

Masters in Pharmaceutical Sciences and PG Diploma in Patents Law 
NALSAR and also has completed a degree in Law. He has extensive 
experience in a wide range of Intellectual Property and regulatory subject 
matter, including Intellectual Property litigations in the US, Europe, India 
and other less regulated countries.

Prof. Dr. Peter Meier-Beck  
Judge
German Federal Supreme Court

Peter Meier-Beck is a Judge at the 
Bundesgerichtshof, the German Federal 
Supreme Court. He is a German national, 
born in 1955, who received his law 
education at the Universities of Bonn and 
Freiburg, taking law degrees in 1980 and 

1984 and a doctorate in law from the University of Freiburg. He practised as 
an attorney-at-law in 1984. After stages as a judge at the Düsseldorf 
Landgericht (Regional Court) and Oberlandesgericht (Higher Regional 
Court) from 1985 to 1993 he assumed the position of the Presiding Judge of 
Düsseldorf Regional Court's 4th Civil Chamber which acted as North-
Rhine Westphalia Patent Litigation State Court. 

Dr. Sheetal Chopra
India Lead - IPR Advocacy
Ericsson 

Sheetal Chopra is General Manager  India 
Lead for IPR Advocacy at Ericsson, reporting 
to Monica Magnusson who is Vice President, 
IPR Policy; Communiatiocns. In this role, 
she is responsible for establishing and driving 
Ericssons position in discussions related to 

patents and patent licensing, such as the current IPR Policy debate in 
standard development organizations, policy forums etc. She has corporate 
responsibility for advocating Ericssons views on these issues to regulators, 
policy influencers and policy makers in India. She is a Registered Patent 
Agent and author of the book on Patent Agent Examination: A book for 
Industry professionals and students published by Lexis Nexis.

Justice K. N. Basha
Former Chairman
Intellectual Property Appellate Board
  
The Hon'ble "Shri Justice K.N.Basha", is the 
Former Chairman of the Intellectual 
Property Appellate Board, Chennai. His 
Lordship was attached to the law firm of the 
Senior Advocate, Shri N.T.Vanamamalai 
and later, took over the office of Honable 
Shri Justice R. Balasubramanian, on his 

elevation to the Bench of Madras High Court. His Lordship was designated 
as Senior Advocate with effect from 9.2.2005 and elevated as the Judge of 
Madras High Court on 10.12.2005. His Lordship retired from the service on 
attaining the age of superannuation with effect from 13.5.2013.

Mr. Yogen Vaidya
Partner
Ernst & Young LLP

Yogen is a Partner with Fraud Investigation 
& Dispute Services of EY India. He has 
gathered around 18 years of professional 
experience, out of which with more than 7 
years include experience in providing 
businesses with fraud and investigative 

services. His area of focus includes dispute advisory and litigation support 
related services. He has worked on engagements involving fraud risk 
management, fraud investigations, financial statement fraud, anti-bribery 
compliance and dispute resolution. 

Dr. Prabuddha Ganguli
CEO
VISION-IPR

He is the CEO of CEO at VISION-IPR 
offering services in management of 
Intellectual Property Rights, information 
security and knowledge management.He is 
also Visiting Professor, Rajiv Gandhi School 
of IP Law, IIT Kharagpur, India. He is a 

leading international expert on IPR and a Consultant to the World 
Intellectual Property Organization for IPR capacity building, an expert on 
IPR policy to several governments and an elected Fellow of the 
Maharashtra Academy of Sciences. 

Mr. Balwant Rawat
Senior Program Manager-IP
Daimler India

Balwant has over fifteen years of rich 
experience in the Intellectual Property (IP) 
Services industry, especially in Information 
Technology, Telecommunications, mobile 
computing,  Software,  Electronics ,  
Electrical, Mechanical Engineering, 
Electrical, Automobile and Computer 

Network verticals. Balwant has already filed two patent applications as an 
inventor, developed innovative IP services, authored several research 
papers and IP articles, and participated in many IP conferences as a speaker. 
He has also taught Intellectual Property Strategy course as a visiting faculty 
to MBA students at IIM Indore and Symbiosis Institute of Business 
Management.

Mr. S. K. Murthy
Patent Counsel
Intel India

Mr. Murthy has exposure to Indian and US 
patent laws. His primary areas of focus are 
patent preparation and prosecution; training 
engineers/professionals on basics of patent 
law; providing opinion on patentability; and 
such other patent related issues. His interests 

also include developing strategies for inculcating, developing, and 
sustaining IP culture and patent management. He is presently employed 
with Intel Technologies India Private Limited as their Patent Counsel for 
India.
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Mr. Vinay Sharma 
IP and Business Consultant
Talwar Advocates

Vinay Sharma has more than nine years of 
experience in technology analytics and 
business research advisory, with expertise in 
technology strategy intellectual property 
(IPR) strategy, technology landscape, 
portfolio management, monetization, market 

entry strategies, market sizing studies, industry analysis and competitive 
intelligence. He holds a master’s degree in consultancy management and a 
bachelor’s degree in electronics and communication, and is an Oracle-
certified professional.

Mr. Irfan Modi
Senior IP Attorney
IBM India Private Limited
 
Irfan Modi is Senior IP Law Attorney at IBM 
India. He has around 12 years of experience 
working at Law Firms and MNCs. He is a 
Lawyer, Registered Indian Patent Agent and 
an Engineer. In his day to day job at IBM 
India, Irfan is involved in all IP related 

matters including evaluating invention disclosures, draft patent 
applications for first filing at USPTO, prosecute patent applications at 
Indian Patent Office (IPO), review and advise on IP related issues/clauses in 
commercial contracts involving IBM India, handle Open Source Software 
(OSS) and Certificate of originality (COO) reviews.

Mr. Suresh Chandran
Associate Principal
Subramaniam & Associates

Suresh has 19-year experience in the 
intellectual property field - analysing early 
stage inventions primarily in the life science 
and biomedical field, drafting and 
prosecuting applications through grant in 
multiple jurisdictions, as well as providing 

instruction to Counsels on opposition matters. He has worked in leading 
academic institutions internationally and has hands-on knowledge of 
leading start-ups in highly competitive technology areas. This unique 
experience in academia and industry also enables him to identify and 
resolve early any conflict areas in public and private collaborations. 

Ms. Lakshika Joshi
General Counsel and Head- IP Licensing
Nucleus Software

At Nucleus, Lakshika is responsible for 
overall legal strategy and steering the 
Company towards newer age IP models and 
licensing practices. Before Nucleus, 
Lakshika headed the content licensing and 
syndication business for The Times of India 

Group. She is a qualified lawyer specializing in copyrights. She gave up 
practice as an independent counsel with a prestigious law firm in New Delhi 
for legal advisory work at the Times Group more than a decade back.

Mr. Rahul Dubey
Innovation Leader & IP Manager
General Electric India
    
Rahul Dubey is currently Innovation Leader 
& Intellectual Property Manager with the IP 
group at GE Global Research Center, 
located in Bangalore. GE’s R&D center at 
Bangalore  works on research & innovation 
programs related to different technology 

verticals, catering to different GE businesses. Rahul Dubey has more than 9 
years of experience in innovation planning, IP (intellectual property) 
analytics, building IP strategy, and IP monetization. He holds masters in 
technology from IIT, Kanpur. 

Dr. Abiola Inniss
Founding Director
Caribbean and Americas Intellectual 
property Organization (CAAIPO)
  
Dr. Abiola A.A.Inniss  Ph.D. LLM, ACIarb, 
DTM is the Founding Director of the 
Caribbean and Americas Intellectual 
property Organization.-CAAIPO dedicated 
to research and practical development of 
intellectual property rights and policies in 

the Caribbean. She received her education at Walden University U.S.A in 
Law and Public Policy and DeMontfort University School of Law U.K. 
Abiola is the leading analyst and author on Caribbean Intellectual Property 
and the founder of the Caribbean Law Digest Online.

Mr. Rajiv Bhatnagar
Director - Technical
Anand and Anand

Mr. Rajiv Bhatnagar is an alma mater of IIT, 
Kanpur and is a registered patent agent at the 
Indian Patent Office. With a strong foothold 
in electronics due to his experience spanning 
well over 41 years, he focuses on drafting 
quality patent applications, preparing 

effective responses in respect of litigation as well as prosecution matters 
and client counseling.

Mr. Prashant Phillips
Partner & Practice Head
Lakshmikumaran & Sridharan Attorneys
  
Mr. Prashant Phillips has been with L&S for
more than 10 years. He is primarily involved
in drafting and prosecuting of patent 
applications for inventions in software, 
telecommunication, electronics and 
electrical engineering, and wind energy. He
has worked over 1 year in US on patent 

litigation activities. He appears regularly for hearings before the Patent 
Office. He is also involved in preparing and analyzing claims charts for 
freedom-to-operate analysis and patent infringement, and has assisted 
litigators at the firm in patent infringement and invalidity litigation.
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Mr. Terry Ludlow
President
TechInsights

Terry is a recognized pioneer in 
semiconductor reverse engineering, and was 
among the first to realize its value for 
Intellectual Property (IP) groups and 
technology teams. He founded Chipworks in 
1992 to offer  semiconductor and 
m i c r o e l e c t r o n i c s  s y s t e m  r e v e r s e  

engineering services to companies seeking to build a competitive 
advantage, and protect and grow the potential of their intellectual property. 

Mr. Munish Sudan
Head - IP
TATA Steel

Mr. Munish Sudan is heading Tata Steel IP 
Cell and manages patent, copyright, and 
design portfolios. He is also responsible for 
managing IP ownership, Licensing, 
confidentiali ty,  funding and other 
contractual aspects of Research and 

technology collaborations. Munish is member of Innovation council and 
works with researchers to assess and convert potential ideas to new 
products or new technologies. He has led Tata Steel to win a number of 
coveted and prestigious awards – ‘Thomson Reuters Innovation Award 
2015’ and ‘Tata Innovista Award’ in 2015 and 2016.

Mr. Gautam Bakshi
Head - IPM
Unichem Laboratories Limited
     
Mr. Gautam Bakshi, a Registered Patent & 
Trade Marks Attorney, is currently 
associated with an Indian Multinational 
Pharmaceutical Company Unichem 
Laboratories Limited. Mr. Bakshi holds a 
Masters Degree in Pharmaceutical Sciences 

(M. Pharmacy) as well as Masters Degree in Business & Corporate Laws 
(LL.M.) along with several certifications/degrees/diplomas in IP. He has a 
rich expertise in the field of IP. His main areas of interest include 
Identification, Analysis and Management of IP. He is also well versed with 
the art and skill of Patent Drafting, Filing, Prosecution, IP Litigation and 
subsequent procedures thereof.

Ms. Vanessa P. Bailey
Associate Director - Intellectual Property 
Policy
Intel Corporation

Vanessa is Senior Intellectual Property 
Policy Counsel at Intel Corporation where 
she counsels on all aspects of patent, 
copyright and trade secret policy, and 
legislative reform. She has broad intellectual 

property experience in both law firms as well as in-house having worked at 
Jones Day and Dorsey & Whitney, and over 10 years at Nokia and Nokia 
Siemens Networks where she developed litigation and licensing strategy 
including global and domestic issues on FRAND and SEPs, and managed 
various multi-jurisdictional patent litigation cases in Japan, China, 
Germany, United States, France, England, Belgium, and the Netherlands. 

Prof. Anil K. Gupta
Faculty
Indian Institute of Management
 
Professor  Anil K Gupta is a visiting faculty, 
Ind ian  Ins t i tu t e  o f  Management ,  
Ahmedabad; after retiring from  IIMA. He is 
also the founder of Honey Bee Network. He 
facilitates Festival of Innovation (FOIN) 
through NIFindia.org, hosted by the office of 

President of India  at The Presidents House ( March 4-11, 2017); pursues 
Research on Sustainable natural and institutional resource management,  
building global value chain to get the grassroots and youthful creativity its 
due; link technology youth with the problems of MSME.

Ms. Jaya Murthy
Consultant
    
In t e l l ec tua l  p roper ty,  i nnova t ion  
management and strategy Professional :- 
experienced in a variety of technologies 
including engineering, energy, catalysis, 
chemicals and polymers,;   - worked for 
multinational corporations, consulting, 
education and the research industries, and; - 

diverse global work experience in the USA, UK, the Netherlands and 
India.;Published and given invited talks, conducted seminars and work 
shops on Intellectual Property and Strategy at conferences, companies and 
universities - globally.; US Patent Agent. Pro bono:;Contributed to 
humanitarian-based agricultural technologies patent landscape projects for 
PIPRA (at UC-Davis), which helped a member win a $3 million funding to 
improve the nutritional needs 

Ms. Upasana Patel
Partner
Marks & Clerk Singapore LLP
  
Upasana specialises in the fields of chemical 
and process engineering, biopharmaceutical 
engineering, pharmaceutical and nano and 
clean technology including MEMs 
technology, fuel additives, nanofibre 
constructs, bone constructs, waste 
stabilisation and medical devices. Upasana's 

practice includes drafting and prosecuting patent applications, as well as 
advising on infringement, validity and patentability issues. In addition to 
patents, Upasana also deals with design matters. Her clients include SMEs, 
MNCs and academic institutions. Upasana graduated with an honours 
degree in Chemical Engineering with a specialisation in biopharmaceutical 
engineering from the National University of Singapore in 2003.

Dr. Raj Hirwani
Director
CSIR

Raj Hirwani received his post-graduate 
degree in Chemical Technology from 
Bombay University followed by MBA in 
Marketing Management and Ph.D in R&D 
Management from IIT, Mumbai. He is 
Fulbright Scholar and was recipient of 

prestigious Hubert Humphrey Fellowship in Technology Management. He 
has more than 30 years of techno-commercial experience in research. He 
was head of Research Planning and Business Development division at 
National Chemical Laboratory and presently heads Unit for Research and 
Development of Information Products (URDIP) at Council of Scientific 
and Industrial Research (CSIR) which is India's premier civilian research 
establishment. 
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Mr. Raghavender G.R.
Joint Secretary
Department of Justice, Ministry of Law & 
Justice, Government of India.

Mr. G. R. Raghavender is a civil servant and 
he was selected for Central Secretariat 
Service (CSS) cadre through UPSC Civil 
Services Examination in 1988. At present he 
is Joint Secretary, Department of Justice, 
Ministry of Law & Justice, Government of 

India. He is involved in policy making in copyrights and related rights and 
he is also in charge of ISBN registration and book promotion. He attends 
WIPO SCCR meetings and FTA negotiations as a member of Indian 
delegation. Recently, he significantly contributed in finalization and 
adoption of WIPO Treaties namely, Beijing Treaty on Audiovisual 
performances, 2012 and the Marrakesh Treaty to Facilitate Access to 
Published Works for Persons Who Are Blind, Visually Impaired, or 
Otherwise Print Disabled, 2013.

Mr. Elliott Simcoe
Partner
Smart & Biggar/Fetherstonhaugh
 
Mr. Elliott Simcoe has over two decades of 
wide-ranging experience in intellectual 
property law. His practice is primarily 
focussed on preparing and prosecuting 
patent applications in Canada and managing 
the filing and prosecuting of patent 

applications worldwide in the fields of electrical and computer engineering. 
He is also regularly involved with matters relating to patent litigation, 
Canadian trademark drafting and prosecution, and copyrights. He has 
significant expertise in domain name matters, including acquisition and 
licensing.

Mr. Soumik Das
Solution Consultant
Clarivate Analytics

Soumik is a seasoned IP professional and 
works as a Solution Consultant at Clarivate 
Ana ly t i c s .  Add i t i ona l l y,  Soumik  
participates actively in thought leadership 
activities. He is an active speaker at various 
IP conferences and has co-authored 
different various IP reports published by 

Thomson Reuters.During his previous stint at IPpro, Soumik was 
responsible for conducting Prior Art Searches, Invalidation Searches, 
Drafting Patent Applications, Drafting Defensive Publications, Patent 
Prosecution, Landscape Studies, Freedom-to-operate Studies and Portfolio 
Management. Portfolio Management includes filing applications of our 
clients worldwide and tracking various deadlines across the globe. 

Prof. S Sadagopan
Director
IIIT- Bangalore
  
Professor Sadagopan is currently the 
Director (President) of IIIT-Bangalore (a 
PhD granting University). IIIT's represent a 
set of new generation universities started in 
India in late 90's with special focus on IT; 
IIIT-Bangalore is one of the first such 

Institutes; as the first Director of IIIT-Bangalore he is involved in the 
visioning, planning and executing the growth of this Institute that is counted 
as one of the premier Institutes in India. He obtained his MS & PhD Degree 
from Purdue University, USA in 1979 and BE (Hon) Degree from Madras 
University, India in 1973. He had taught at IIT Kanpur (1979 to 95) and IIM 
Bangalore (1995-99).

Mr. Taranpreet Singh Lamba
Vice President - IPM
Glenmark Pharmaceuticals Ltd  

Mr. Taranpreet Singh Lamba is currently 
working as General Manager of Intellectual 
Property Management in Glenmark 
Pharmaceuticals Limited, Mumbai. He has 
more than 12 years of experience in the 
patent with specific focus in patentability 
aspect of Innovations, managing patent 

portfolios, life cycle management infringement matters and oppositions for 
various countries including India, Russia, Brazil, Mexico, Europe and US 
in the field of NCE, generics and biotechnology. Taranpreet Singh Lamba 
has written articles on important intellectual property issues and has spoken 
at various National and International conferences on IP matters. 

Mrs. Pragya Dixit 
Chief Entrepreneur & Co-Founder 
Prasu - Developing Smart Innovators, 
Intrapreneurs, Delivering Business relevant 
Innovation Indian Institute of Management, 
Kozhikode
 
Mrs. Pragya Dixit, a highly successful serial 
Entrepreneur with 16 years of overall 
experience who has under gone through a 

daring journey on design & production of personalized diamond jewellery 
for overseas customer with luxury services and also established an 
education centre for Math and English. She has also been a jewellery 
designer, and has done specialization in customized designs. She has also 
served as a professor of entrepreneurship and finance and had also been a 
researcher on Intrapreneurship, pursuing PhD in Intrapreneurship. She has 
also  some written articles for magazines like People matters, The 
Machinist etc and has also being a mentor at incubation centres.

Mr. Abhai Pandey
Partner 
LexOrbis 

Abhai Pandey is a Partner at LexOrbis with 
over 25 years of experience in Corporate, IP 
and TMT Laws. He has worked on a broad 
range of transactional, advisory and 
contentious matters in the Telecom, IT and IP 
sectors and regularly advises on legal, 

regulatory issues concerning data protection, privacy, the Web 2.0 
environment including social media, outsourcing (IT or business 
processes), mergers and acquisitions and joint ventures. His portfolio of 
cases involves data theft and advisory to various businesses on their 
complex IP matters in the context of the electronic medium. He regularly 
represents clients at the forums including Intellectual Property Appellate 
Board, the IP Offices, TDSAT
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1     Mike Legal
2     LexisNexis
3    Quantify IP
4    Agency Triya Robit
5    Darts IP
6    Syngience  Business
7    Relecura
8    Saturo Global (Minesoft)
9    Sing and Associates
10  TELES
11  XLPAT
12  TM Pilot
13  Dolcera
14  Acs Internation
16  Gridlogics
17 TATA TELE
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Terry is a recognized pioneer in semiconductor reverse engineering, and was 

among the first to realize its value for Intellectual Property (IP) groups and 

technology teams. He founded Chipworks in 1992 to offer semiconductor and 

microelectronics system reverse engineering services to companies seeking to 

build a competitive advantage, and protect and grow the potential of their 

intellectual property.

Terry Ludlow 
President

TechInsights
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HASAN AND SINGH is a highly specialized full service intellectual property law firm with its main office in Hyderabad 

and further offices in Delhi, Chennai, Mumbai and Kolkata. 

Firm specializes in all techno-legal aspects of intellectual property laws and offers end-to-end services to its clients on 

patents, trademarks, designs and copyrights which include filing, prosecution, registration, maintenance, enforcement 

and commercialization of such intellectual properties. Firm also assists its clients on patent prior art searches, 

patentability of inventions, FTOs, infringement opinions and drafting of patent applications for various jurisdictions. 

Firm has the pleasure of representing clients in all major technology verticals and from across the world and represents 

many top ranked Indian and International clients. Firm's clientele includes multinationals, large Indian corporations, 

small and medium enterprises, start-ups, Indian and foreign academic institutions and individuals. With its network of 

judicious and competent associates in more than 70 countries, Firm enjoys its Indian and international client's 

unparalleled confidence of being one of the most competent IP firm for handling contentious and non-contentious IP 

matters in India and overseas. Firm efficiently represents its clients in various Patent, Trademark, Design and Copyright 

offices, National Biodiversity Authority (NBA) Office, Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB), various District 

Courts and High Courts.

The firm believes in integrity and developing long-term relationship with its clients by offering prompt, personalized and 

unparalleled quality services. Firm's endeavor to excel is demonstrated in its continuous efforts which is endorsed by the 

appreciations and confidence of its clients.  HASAN AND SINGH is one of very few Indian Firms which has remarkable 

balance of domestic and international clients with equal command in both in-bound and out-bound IP works.

Firm specializes in handling patent matters of all technical fields wherein Firm has been pioneer in handling subject 

matters of Chemical, Pharmaceutical, Biotechnology, Petrochemicals, Electronics, IT & Telecommunications, 

Computers, Electrical Engineering, Textiles, Mechanical Engineering, Polymer Science, Molecular Chemistry, Medical 

Diagnostics, Biomedical Engineering, Power, Bio-fuels, Automobile Engineering, Plastics and Packaging industry. 
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Accures Legal

ACS International India Pvt. Ltd.

Agency Tria Robit

Airbus

ALG India Law Offices

Ali & Associates

Alpha & Omega Law Corporation

Alpha Assembly Solutions

Amarjit & Associates

Ameriprise Financial

Anand and Anand

Andrew Yule

anovIP

Apollo Tyres Ltd.

Aricent

Arka Law

Asia IP Law

Aurigene Discovery Technologies Ltd.

Auto Desk

AvidInvent

Azmi & Associates

Baker Botts LLP

BASF

Basu Intellectual Property, PC 

Belzer PC

Bennett University

Beximco Pharma

Biocon Ltd.

Boehmert & Boehmert

Brainiac IP Solutions

Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney PC

Bureau PLIS

Caribbean and Americas Intellectual Property Organization 
(CAAIPO)

Central Scientific Instruments Organisation (CSIO)

Chambers of Namrata Pahwa

Clairvolex

Clarivate Analytics

Cleveland Scott York

Clutch Group

Consulate General of Israel in Bangalore

Coromandel International Limited

CSIR

Darts IP (Longbow Legal Services Pvt. Ltd.)

Davé Law Group

De Penning & De penning

Department of Computer Science and Engineering

Department of Justice, Ministry of Law & Justice

Dextrasys Technologies Pvt Ltd.

Diageo India

Dolcera

Dua Associates

Eaton

Eldib & Co

Ericsson

Ernst & Young

Faculty of Law and Administration 

Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce and Industry 
(FICCI)

Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner LLP

Forbes Marshall

Ford Motor Company

Freelancer

Frelancer

Fresenius Kabi Oncology Limited

Freshworks

FtI Consulting India Pvt. Limited

Fulbrook Capital Management LLC

Gati Limited

General Electric

German Federal Court of Justice (Xth Senate)

Glenmark Pharmaceuticals Ltd

Godrej Industries Limited

Gorodissky & Partners

Granules India Limited

Gridlogics Technologies Pvt. Ltd.

Harness, Dickey & Pierce

Hasan and Singh

Herrero & Asociados

Hewlett-Packard (HP)

HGF Law LLP

Hindustan Unilever Limited

IBM India Pvt. Ltd

IITrade

Indian Council For Agricultural Research (ICAR)

Indian Institute of Management

Indian Institute of Technology Madras ( IIT Madras )

Indian Oil Corporation Ltd (IOCL)

Indofil Chemical Co

Indus OS

Inlex Africa

Intas Pharma

Intel

Intel Corporation

Intellectual Property Appellate Board

Invento Tech

ipCapital Group

iProPAT Intellectual Property Solutions

IRIS Global

Isarpatent

ITC Limited

Japan External Trade Organization (JETRO)

JMVD & Co. Solicitors & Corporate Attorneys

John Wilson Partners

Julius & Creasy

Jupiter Law Partners

K & K Associates

K & S Partners
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Kangxin Partners P.C.

Khaitan & Co.

Khurana & Khurana

Kilburn & Strode LLP

Klarquist Sparkman, LLP

Kpied Business Solutions Llp

KPMG

Kratz & Barry

Kraus & Weisert

Krishna & Saurastri

Ladas & Ladas Law Office

Lakshmi Kumaran & Sridharan Attorneys

Law Firm of Naren Thappeta

LeonardPatel

LexisNexis

LexOrbis

Maharashtra National Law University, Nagpur

Mahindra & Mahindra Limited

Makhija & Associates

Mandya Institute Of Medical Sciences

Marcotulli & Partners Law Firm

Marks & Clerk Singapore LLP

Mercedes Benz India Pvt. Ltd.

Meril Life Sciences Private Limited

Metayage IP Strategy Consulting LLP

MEWBURN ELLIS LLP

Michalski Hüttermann & Partner Patent Attorneys

Microsoft
MikeLegal
Military University of Technology
Ministry Of Defence, India
Mphasis
MSV Pictures
Mylan Laboratories
N.S. GOH & ASSOCIATES
Nakamura & Partners
Nasscom
NATCO Pharma Limited
National Informatics Centre
National Research Development Corporation (NRDC)
National Skill Development Corporation (NSDC)
Novartis
Novozymes South Asia Pvt. Ltd.
Okey IP
Old Bailey Chambers
Open Invention Network
Patracode Services Pvt .Ltd.
PATTERSON THUENTE IP
Philips
PI Industries Ltd
PILOTWARE Software Automation Pvt Ltd.
Pioneer Law Associates
Polservice
Prasu
Priyanka and Associates
QUALCOMM
Quantify IP
R. K. Dewan & Co.
Raymond
React.org
Relecura Technologies Pvt. Ltd.

Robert Bosch 
Roche Products (India) Pvt. Ltd
Rohan Consultancy
S.Majumdar & Co.
Saikrishna & Associates
Saint-Gobain
Samsung
Sandvik
Sanofi India Limited
SAP
Sasken
Saturo Global Research Solutions (Minesoft)
SciTech Patent Art Services Pvt. Ltd.
Sehgal IPR Services
Sentiss Pharma
Shah Net Tech Pvt ltd
Siemens
SigTuple Technologies
Singh & Associates
Smart & Biggar/Fetherstonhaugh
SRF Limited
Sri Krishna Devaraya University
SS Innovations
Still Waters Law
Strategic Intellectual Property Solutions
Students
Studio Dott. Salgarelli
Subramaniam & Associates
Sughrue Mion PLLC
Sun Pharmaceutical Industries Ltd.
Swan Chambers, Cleanslate Communications Limited
Syngience Business Solutions
Talwar Advocates

Tan Norizan & Associates (Tanoriz)Tata Consultancy Services (TCS)
Tata Steel Limited
Tata Technologies Ltd.
Tata Teleservices Ltd.
TEC Edmonton
TechInsights
TELES PRI
The Amenders Legal
The Attorneys, Corporate Law Consultants
The Legal Desk
The Legist
The University of Adelaide
Thompson Associates
Thomson Reuters
thyssenkrupp AG
Time Inc. Law Department
TT Consultants (Xlpat Labs)
TVS Motor Company Ltd
Uflex Limited
Unichem Laboratories Limited
Unimarks Legal Solutions
United Trademarks and Patent Services
UPL Ltd. (United Phosphorous)
Usha
Vision IPR
Von Seidels
Wacker Metroark Chemicals Pvt. Ltd.
Wahl Clipper Corporation
Wells Fargo
WIPO
Wipro Technologies
WIPS Co., Ltd.
Zenvision Pharma
ZIM LABORATORIES LTD
ZoomCar
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