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Li6ga6on	  Risk	  Analysis	  	  

Should	  I	  seKle?	  
Does	  aKorney	  choice	  maKer?	  
Where	  do	  I	  file	  a	  defensive	  case	  if	  XYZ	  Co.	  plans	  to	  sue	  me?	  
Can	  I	  win?	  

Es6mate	  the	  likelihood	  of	  winning	  at	  
the	  6me	  of	  filing	  

Why:	  



Case	  Outcome	  
This	  is	  what	  we	  try	  to	  predict	  

Case	  Events	  
Can	  be	  used	  to	  es6mate	  merits	  

Case	  En66es	  
Past	  behavior	  may	  influence	  the	  current	  outcome	  



How?	  

•  2-‐step	  process:	  
– Step	  1:	  mine	  all	  the	  previous	  and	  concurrent	  
interac6ons	  between	  the	  involved	  en66es	  
•  Par6es,	  aKorneys,	  law	  firms,	  judges,	  districts	  

•  Not	  trivial:	  requires	  en6ty	  resolu6on	  
– Step	  2:	  detect	  paKerns	  in	  these	  interac6ons	  and	  
extrapolate	  to	  the	  new	  case	  
•  Logis6c	  regression	  or	  condi6onal	  random	  fields	  



Using	  Historical	  Informa6on	  

Plain6ff	  
Defendant	  1	   Defendant	  2	  

AKorney	  

Judge	  

AKorney	  



Exploi6ng	  the	  Correla6on	  between	  
Concurrent	  Cases	  

C1	  

C2	  

C3	  

Party	  P2	  

Party	  P1	  

Party	  P3	  

Party	  P4	  

81%	  of	  such	  cases	  
have	  iden6cal	  
outcomes	  

36%	  of	  cases	  have	  
at	  least	  one	  link	  

predict	  their	  
outcomes	  jointly	  
using	  condi6onal	  
random	  fields!	  



Features	  

•  Past	  performance:	  
– Win	  rates	  in	  a	  given	  role	  (plain6ff	  or	  defendant)	  

– Win	  rates	  in	  any	  role	  
– Frequency	  of	  li6ga6on	  
–  Judge	  and	  district	  bias	  

•  Concurrent	  informa6on	  
– Outcomes	  of	  immediate	  neighboring	  cases	  



The	  Corpus	  

Cases	  
with	  

polarized	  
outcome	  

Par8es	   A:orneys	   Law	  firms	   Judges	   Districts	  

4,263	   12,270	   15,706	   5,261	   1276	   88	  

20,980	  total	  cases	  

3,243	  cases	  with	  some	  
historical	  informa6on	  



Overall	  Results	  

Baseline	  
(Plain8ff	  
Wins)	  

Only	  Past	  
Informa8on	  

Past	  and	  
Concurrent	  
Informa8on	  

52.4	   63.4*	   64.0*	  



Abla6on	  Experiment	  

-‐2.5	  

-‐2	  

-‐1.5	  

-‐1	  

-‐0.5	  

0	  

0.5	  

D
ro
p	  
in
	  p
er
fo
rm

an
ce
	  u
po

n	  
re
m
ov
al
	  o
f	  f
ea
tu
re
	  

Counsel	  choice	  
maKers	  

There	  is	  bias	  in	  
the	  system	  



Second	  Abla6on	  Experiment	  

-‐3	  

-‐2.5	  

-‐2	  

-‐1.5	  

-‐1	  

-‐0.5	  

0	  

performance	  in	  a	  
given	  role	  *	  

performance	  in	  any	  
role/bias	  *	  

frequency	  *	  

D
ro
p	  
in
	  p
er
fo
rm

an
ce
	  u
po

n	  
re
m
ov
al
	  o
f	  f
ea
tu
re
	  



Conclusions	  

•  Assessed	  the	  risk	  for	  par6es	  involved	  in	  IP	  
li6ga6on	  using	  only	  historical	  and	  concurrent	  
features	  of	  the	  par6cipa6ng	  en66es	  

•  Applica6ons	  
– Help	  par6es	  involved	  in	  an	  IP	  lawsuit	  make	  well-‐
informed	  strategic	  decisions	  

–  Reduce	  the	  number	  of	  cases	  that	  reach	  trial	   
reduce	  costs	  for	  par6es	  and	  judicial	  system	  

•  Future	  work	  
–  Including	  es6mators	  of	  case	  merits	  into	  the	  predic6ve	  
model	  


