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@7 7oL : Nico Gielen et al., The Draft PMAC Arbitration Rules: New Momentum
for  Patent  Arbitration, KLUWER ARB. BLOG (Aug. 22, 2025),
https://legalblogs.wolterskluwer.com/arbitration-blog/the-draft-pmac-arbitration-
rules-new-momentum-for-patent-arbitration/;  Finnuala =~ Meaden-Torbitt, The
Arbitrability of IP Disputes: A Concern of the Past?, KLUWER ARB. BLOG (Aug. 30,
2024), https://legalblogs.wolterskluwer.com/arbitration-blog/the-arbitrability-of-ip-
disputes-a-concern-of-the-past/. )
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' Patent Mediation and Arbitration Centre of the Unified Patent Court, UNIFIED PATENT COURT
[UPC], https://www.unifiedpatentcourt.org/en/court/patent-mediation-and-arbitration-centre (last
visited Nov. 25, 2025).

2 Notices from European Union Institutions, Bodies, Offices and Agencies — Agreement on a Unified
Patent Court, art. 35.1, 2013 O.J. (C 175) 1, 11 [hereinafter UPCA].

3 Id. art. 1.

4 UPC Member States, UPC, https://www.unifiedpatentcourt.org/en/organisation/upc-member-states
(last visited Nov. 25, 2025).
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5 UPC, Arbitration Rules of the Patent Mediation and Arbitration Centre [PMAC] (May 28, 2025),
https://www.unifiedpatentcourt.org/sites/default/files/upc_tenders/PMAC%20Arbitration%20Rules.pdf
[hereinafter Arbitration Rule].
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7 UPC, supra note 1.

8 Arbitration Rule, supra note 5, art. 2(3) (“The parties may agree that any other disposable right or
obligation factually or legally linked to the dispute be included in the arbitration.”).

o Id. art.3.

10 UPCA, supra note 2, art. 11.
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17 Finnuala Meaden-Torbitt, The Arbitrability of IP Disputes: A Concern of the Past?, KLUWER ARB.
BLOG (Aug. 30, 2024), https://legalblogs.wolterskluwer.com/arbitration-blog/the-arbitrability-of-ip-
disputes-a-concern-of-the-past/.

18 1d.

19 UPCA, supra note 2, art. 35(2).
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21 Arbitration Rule, supra note 5, art. 2(2).
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2 Id. art. 22.4.

2 Id. art. 6.

2 Id. art. 31.

25 IBA Rules on the Taking of Evidence in International Arbitration (2020), INT’L BAR ASS’N,
https://www.ibanet.org/MediaHandler?id=def0807b-9fec-43ef-b624-f2cb2af7cf7b (last visited Nov. 25,
2025) [hereinafter IBA Rules].

26 Case C-284/16, Achmea, Slowakische Republik v. Achmea BV, ECLI:EU:C:2018:158, 9 1.62
(Mar. 6, 2018).

27 Case C-741/19, République de Moldavie, République de Moldavie v. Komstroy LLC,
ECLIL:EU:C:2021:655, 99 1.87 (Sep. 2, 2021).

28 Consolidated Version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, art. 267, 2012 O.J.
(C 326) 47, 164 (“The Court of Justice of the European Union shall have jurisdiction to give
preliminary rulings concerning: . . . (b) the validity and interpretation of acts of the institutions, bodies,
offices or agencies of the Union . .. .”).

2 Arbitration Rule, supra note 5, arts. 18, 21.
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30" Case C-126/97, Eco Swiss China Time Ltd v. Benetton International NV, 1999 E.C.R. I-03055 9
40.41.

31 Case C-168/05, Elisa Maria Mostaza Claro v. Centro Mévil Milenium SL, 2006 E.C.R. 1-10421
37.39.
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