o- F'2E A2 EF AT

2016/11/10

2Ry
[ R
LEfig 2 4 R ¢ (Patent Trial and Appeal Board, PTAB)
S B SAEELE FN B

Robert Bosch Healthcare Systems Inc. ( {s & Bosch) %% B %
7,769,605 £ 7,870,249 5L & fl2 LA > ik B I E £ #‘;‘;}ﬁa A BER e E
£ % %o Bosch »t 2013 # » ¢+ L % ¥ ¥ Cardiocom LLC ( Medtronic &+ =
7 {S 4L Cardiocom) #& 41 ix % wif 2 & ]2 373 > Cardiocom 4% 2 {5 w
HEflhED £ E4aa 2 £ % (Inter Partes Rewew, IPR) # 5 - X PTAB
#a % Cardiocom 3k i & & iz - R 225 B JIf iR S7 i R i
AR w3 2014 £ip8 2 % F f6 Medtronic 32 5 £ B IR #0132 IPR >
- #- Medtronic 7] 5 v&- 1% B % £ > Bosch 14 Medtronic & #- Cardiocom 7
prMWA’?PW$ % Ju3%464 3% 3 IPR 2 35 » #4 PTAB R Bosch
A fe 7@ Cardiocom 5 13 B %A ch3@d 5 0= %k o

PTAB = %1 » /i3¥ Bosch #z3u Cardiocom 2_F 5 1% B % A cngf *h &5
Fho 2K 2.3k 0 [ {6 Bosch £ & 12 Medtronic A 7|0 2 #cf|T B 24 54 >
;%1\ PTAB % % IPR 425 > PTAB £ + £ { > 325 Medtronic I A $h % > #cf] 2
MxA o FedE = %I“’ d I % 42 B > Medtronic + 31 CAFC;CAFC 32+ »
Bosch i 3% CAFC 7 £ ! 37§ i34 > B F CAFC 35w + 3% » m CAFC & & e
35USC§MM®%£’ﬂ%iﬁﬂ$W%f &g, 2t 2015 8w
Medtronic =1} 2% » Medtronic # = +» CAFC ﬁ»;ﬁ-ﬁﬁ % (rehearing) » CAFC %
WA A B AL o

CAFC 4 77 » # % 3 #2> Cuozzo — %/ 2 &% > PTAB 9= %42 %
BHE AT R T L&lﬁPTAB*“ﬂ“’ﬂ?ééﬂf ZATEFHEER I R
B2 6 #u i B PTABZ 2 52 S@fL 43 RFIE L T E971F2 i
grkdgrbimly ?*7&2 o &k % 35 U.S.C. 8314(d)4 w2 4] »
.21 > CAFC 4% ﬁ 7 B by E fEHEE S v Medtronic b3 e o

TR kR

1. “USPTO’S Reconsideration of Decision to Institute IPR not Appleable,”
IPO Daily News. 2016 & 10 * 24 p -

2. Medtronic, Inc., v. Robert Bosch Healthcare Systems, Inc., Fed Circ.
2015-1977,2015-1986,2015-1987/, 2016 + 10 * 20 p -
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The Patent Owners' Most Popular Court
The E 'ta-rrl District of Texa w a steady rise in patent infringement cases L
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Largest Patent Verdicts in Eastern District of Texas
Juries have awarded patent owners some of the heftiest damages in all U.S. courts.
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	專利審判及上訴委員會 (Patent Trial and Appeal Board, PTAB) 於再考量後之立案決定不得上訴
	德州東區地院不再是專利流氓的天堂


