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(42) Purdue Pharma L. P. v. Boehringer Ingelleim GmbH, 98 F. Supp. 2d 362 (S. D. N. Y. 2000), aff’ d, 237 F.3d 1359
(Fed. Cir.2001).
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[ Abstract] Permanent injunction against patent infringement issued by the court in the U.
S. should be in line with the principle of equity. That is to say, it must satisfy the “four ele-
ments”—test; that the plaintiff must have a valid claim against the defendant, that the potential
harm is imminent and the damage is insufficient, that the hardships an injunction may bring to the
defendant is not disproportionate to the benefits it may bring to the plaintiff, and that the issuance
of the injunction is in the public interest. In issuing temporary injunction, courts should take into
consideration “four factors”, which are related to but apparently different from the “four ele-

ments” test for permanent injunction.

(43) Black Fire Fighters Ass’n v. City of Dallas, Tex. , 905 F.2d 63, 65(5th Cir. 1990).
(44) Friendship Materials Inc. v. Michigan Brick, Inc. , 679 F.2d 100, 102(6th Cir. 1982).
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