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I. [bookmark: _Toc199704235]Case Study 1: “Missed PCT Priority—Lost Protection or a Strategic Wake-up Call?”
a. [bookmark: _Toc199704236]Background
On board MV IndustrialDesign I, the R&D team at Smart Innovations develops a novel automated fuel-dosing system called “SmartFuel.” Having filed only a provisional national patent application in Bulgaria, they fail to timely initiate the PCT procedure within 12 months. Meanwhile, a competitor in Singapore submits an application for an identical technology in their jurisdiction. When Smart Innovations finally attempts a delayed PCT filing, they discover that key Asian and European markets are already jeopardized by the rival’s earlier priority claim.
b. [bookmark: _Toc199704237]Purpose
To examine the root cause of the PCT-priority lapse, evaluate the strategic implications, and propose mechanisms to prevent similar oversights in managing international filings.
c. [bookmark: _Toc199704238]Solution Approach
· Root-Cause Analysis: Identify process failures—insufficient coordination between R&D and the IP department, absence of a clear calendar for tracking priority deadlines.
· Available Remedies: Assess whether voluntary licensing negotiations with the Singaporean applicant are feasible, investigate if the rival’s filing can be invalidated or challenged, and consider targeting alternative markets where no priority has yet been claimed.
· Process Improvements: Design an internal protocol that enforces a rigorous 12-month priority-tracking workflow, assigns clear responsibilities, and implements reminder software or calendar alerts for critical PCT deadlines.
d. [bookmark: _Toc199704239]Expected Results
· A comprehensive understanding of how the priority was missed and its effect on Smart Innovations’ ability to secure global rights.
· A practical recovery plan—whether via licensing, negotiation, or pivoting to markets still open to protection.
· Adoption of a standardized IP-management procedure to ensure timely PCT filings in future projects.
e. [bookmark: _Toc199704240]Discussion Questions
· What was the decisive breakdown in Smart Innovations’ process that led to missing the PCT priority window?
· Which strategic options remain available to Smart Innovations to mitigate lost territories, and how should they prioritize them?
· What organizational and technological safeguards can be put in place immediately to prevent future priority-date oversights?
f. [bookmark: _Toc199704241]Evaluation Criteria
· Depth of analysis in identifying process gaps.
· Feasibility and completeness of the proposed recovery strategy.
· Proactivity and sustainability of the recommended IP-management protocol.

II. [bookmark: _Toc199704242]Case Study 2: “Unauthorized Copy of Industrial Design—Litigate or License?”
a. [bookmark: _Toc199704243]Context
MV IndustrialDesign II operates a cruise line owned by OceanVista Cruises, which recently introduced innovative modular cabin panels featuring a proprietary façade texture registered as an industrial design in the EU and US. During a routine port inspection in Singapore, OceanVista discovers that a local shipyard is producing unlicensed replicas of those cabin-panel designs for its own ferries. OceanVista holds no design registration yet in Singapore or broader Southeast Asia.
b. [bookmark: _Toc199704244]Purpose
To analyze OceanVista’s options upon detecting an infringement, assess the urgency of legal action, and define best practices for protecting industrial designs across critical global markets.
c. [bookmark: _Toc199704245]Solution Approach
· Rights Audit: Determine the status of OceanVista’s design registrations and whether they can be extended to Singapore under any bilateral or regional agreement.
· Response Strategies: Evaluate immediate steps—sending a cease-and-desist letter, filing for a new design registration in Singapore, negotiating a licensing deal, or initiating litigation.
· Preventive Measures: Recommend a proactive monitoring system using local agents, early regional filings for Southeast Asia, and contractual clauses with suppliers and shipbuilders to prohibit any unlicensed use of OceanVista’s design.
d. [bookmark: _Toc199704246]Expected Results
· Clear identification of legally sound measures (e.g., C&D letter, fast-track design application) to curb unauthorized production in Singapore.
· An operational roadmap for obtaining design protection in Southeast Asia (selection of a local patent agent, timeline for application, budget).
· A systemic process for rapid detection and response to future design infringements, including market surveillance and supplier agreements.
e. [bookmark: _Toc199704247]Discussion Questions
· What legal risks does OceanVista face by delaying regional registration of its cabin-panel design?
· Under what circumstances might pursuing an out-of-court licensing agreement be more advantageous than immediate litigation?
· How can OceanVista implement a reliable early-warning mechanism to detect and deter design copying across different jurisdictions?
f. [bookmark: _Toc199704248]Evaluation Criteria
· Legal rigor in assessing which actions (cease-and-desist, new registration, litigation, licensing) are most appropriate.
· Operational feasibility and speed of the proposed measures to secure regional design rights.
· Proactivity in recommending market monitoring and contractual safeguards to prevent recurrence.
III. [bookmark: _Toc199704249] Final Guidelines for Working on These Cases
These case studies reflect realistic challenges in maritime practice where lapses in international filings or insufficient design protection can lead to significant operational and financial setbacks. When developing your responses, you should:
· Identify Key Failure Factors: Pinpoint precisely why the priority deadline was missed or why the regional design application was not filed in time (e.g., process gaps, communication breakdowns, unclear responsibilities).
· Analyze Barriers: Examine organizational, communicative, and technological barriers that enabled the delay or infringement to occur.
· Propose Immediate, Realistic Solutions: Offer practical steps that OceanVista Cruises or Smart Innovations could implement immediately or in the short term, mindful of real-world maritime constraints (limited budgets, remote R&D teams).
· Embed Sustainable Improvement: Recommend systemic changes—checklists, software tools, assigned roles—that ensure similar errors will not recur and that transform each failure into a learning opportunity.
Your proposals will be evaluated on analytical depth, operational realism, proactive prevention measures, and creative application of IP-management principles in a maritime context. 
Demonstrate how you turn these challenges into structured, adaptive solutions that reflect entrepreneurial spirit under pressure.
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