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PREFACE

The “new” Act has now been in force for over a quarter of a century,
yet the provisions in it relating to the Community Patent Convention
have not been implemented and earlier this year they were repealed in
their entirety. We had hoped that in this edition we could begin to chart
the course of the proposed practice and procedure of the new pan-
European Court. But it is not to be. The overwhelming desire of industry
and commerce for a single European patent litigation system, whether
voluntary or compulsory, has been frustrated at every turn by the
Eureaucrats and the politicians. Even today, more than 20 months after
the Community Patent died at the hands of the Council of Ministers in
Brussels, the Commission has failed to put its weight behind the European
Patent Litigation Agreement despite having no alternative proposal of its
own.

This has not, however, made the writing of this edition any easier or
less stimulating. The newest Act, the Patents Act 2004, is now mostly in
force, and the House of Lords has recently given far-reaching decisions in
Kirin-Amgen, Sabaf and Synthon. In addition the European Patent Conven-
tion 2000 is likely to come into effect sometime in 2007. We hope that we
have marshalled all the various changes both national and European that
have been made to date, but it is no easy task. In this respect, his fellow
editors would like to pay tribute to our editor-in-chief, Richard Miller
Q.C., who has steered this edition through to publication, ensuring that
we stick to his deadlines and that our publishers stick to theirs. That said,
we cannot blame him for any errors which remain, although without his
efforts there would undoubtedly have been far more.

We welcome Douglas Campbell to the editorial team and thank Tom
Mitcheson and Tom Hinchliffe for their invaluable assistance. The
experiment of bringing the indexing in-house for the last edition proved
to be successful and we are grateful to Miles Copeland for his work on
the Index to this edition.

The law is stated as at 21st October 2005.

S.T.
R.M.
G.B.
C.B.
D.C.

3 New Square

Lincoln’s Inn

November 2005.
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