o- F'2E A2 EF AT

2016/8/18

L7y
[# #]
c LA E T ER L EEREE (BRI
CSB-System International, Inc. (S #CSB) % JRE&EJ1% 4|2 t ;7L £ ¢
(Patent Trial and Appeal Board, PTAB)/+-z_» @ }+ 371 CAFC ; # it PTABZ_ /4

L2 Wéf bR £ B 5,631,953 (fff9535L) & fl2 245¢ 35b 4
#EHE? & Eﬁ Mo % I RSB TR P&ﬁ»‘;mmw@@lgﬁ%i B AT g2
TRF R CSB}}':‘%%;-PTAB@? 7@ FEerE AR 4 )L AR g A
PTAB%;—ﬁ”ﬁé 5l -

2016#8* 9p %—i'%f;;‘é T Stolleng, & » CAFC/ad4F £ B & 41 k23 5 '95355L % 1
eyl o b H g A4F % (ex parte reexamination) B % A B 1335 B A T
% - M A TR S RAT A D BT 9535 E {2 ¥ HE fIE R
* 2 "%1 EARIE S S PTABB*«? » '953%5 2 f = iE#p » PTABi# * BRI d &
FHRAFF 2 AT PTABA T iRy L5 0 FISCSBT ¢ i F ik
7o g FE& A %Fﬂ

CAFCRIZL % & B cnd 13 » 45 B FEE f@;w i zerPhillipsfa 4528

EiptR R T > LR JIHEA F € i3 i) mg flz ¥ F& 1$# 8 FBRIX

2 * o fRm oo T ié gt Phillipsik 2 > '9535L % 4] 7 E' R A T aF R
AT o

E&r

AL KR

1. “Patent Trial and Appeal Board Erred in Using Broadest Reasonable
Construction Standard to construe Expired Patent Claims in Ex parte
Reexamination,” IPO Daily News. 2016 # 8 * 10 p -

2. In Re: CSB-System International, Inc., Fed Circ. 2015-1832. 2016 # 8 * 9
B o

PTAB 835 % “ - 40§ 3" *tiesh 2 25

2013# 12" 2 p Apple ~ Google{f-Motorola Mobility# ! = i £ % (Inter
Partes Review, IPR) ;%- g X 45 Arendiz £ R/ %7 917,843 (# #iL '843
BB N F AR - TN X R ¥ - TGN R hIngp
BE e 22015267 9p PTAB| % FL.TJE %1-2-8-14-17~20-21-23-24 ~
30 ~ 36-39% 42-43357 E Lk a 5 L+ > Arendi# PRk + 37 1 CAFC -

2016#8" 10p » 12952 F OMALLEY=2 & & > CAFC#2 #PTAB**IPR4% &
¢ fiesdh Arendigi- KR 2 2]k o CAFCR G PTAB 2t lgm 5 1447 ¢ 45380k
- .Aﬁ.‘;g&*’,‘ar‘—"/ <—1.§g'f ‘é‘—‘ﬁm#]lu—l«-m%liiml:}i,ﬁﬂ‘fﬂ‘ﬁ"ﬁ—ﬁk’#’ L

5 “Rjmp b s’ & kL Rl rURE AR ROt A B R S L
E” 2 mp fﬁ%o'r&ﬂ*%ﬁ%z%%ﬁviﬁmmﬁ S kR -3E “ERT Ui
%o A PTABE ¥ kfafl» i B T d Tk its B2 &4 %

e T N P PO
AT A S LI R - d PTABIL U L i g

-€$I4}ih)§£—,"—.ﬂf‘ﬁ;‘,g\lb~‘£7 S %w)‘ﬁ,wﬂﬁ ST F LT e R
h o8 kEoa /z:»;ffPTABm ;F{ﬁ s 7RIk S B EOTAL L ] G 1 S B
Y B Kt Ay B ARA b L CAFCH 3§ k7 ik R 5t A

EE PRSI $oen




o- R%EE A2 2E 597

2016/8/18
% - ARG d 5w PTABZ %o

TR kR
1. “USPTO Erred In Applying “Common Sense” To Supply Missing
Limitation In Prior Art Reference,” IPO Daily News. 2016 #£8 *» 11 p -
2. Arendi S.A.R.L., v. Apple Inc., Google Inc., Motorola Mobility Llc, Fed
Circ. 2015-2073.,2016 # 8 * 10 p -

g RR 8 B E 2558 (Markush) 82 ¢ 3% # 1 > i§ CAFC
FreEF

Multilayer Stretch Cling Holdings Inc. (##/& 4 ) # 73 % W % 6,265,055
(HA055 5L) B4l ;X B3 7 M 2 A &L ELR ¥ RP R0
TZFOREFABE U T EN P R VT RE 22012 e £
e yd d %z (District Court for the Western District of Tennessee) %
Berry Plastics Corp. (& fi4k 4 ) 4% £1°055 5L% {1 ml,efg'frp« o

Wlegme > 4055 bl FRlFEmEEARE (blciddd) R
E A g Rm A AN 24y 0 2 AE KNl B KPR BT A
g ¢ H - ﬁ*ﬁf” TS T2 BRI G BES BT He "‘#”f e A4
R R e R R S o B A e B R A BT A
(summary judgment) 2 #i # BeiEF T FDARE K E 0 ¥ % 10 I8 5-RoE
i & 35 U.S.C. § 112(d)#c & srendi]jd- o };’;fr 4 & CAFC # ) ¢ 'fw Ll *fﬂi*
FRiER B R EFBANATFARMNE 11 FRFR L T E Rl G0 FFES
CAFC & & F3x e

CAFC #3118 B & )58 8- fArua? R JIFEFER > SR8 2 L5
N F T+ ehfidp (species) & B R E (element) P TR G AT P Rt .
CAFC % A%V hf R o ¥ e iz mfitiy L e z»a*ﬁ g Te g
(consisting of) ; iz fa T4 > © AT NG ﬁ:ﬁ#kwf ERCES ;t}]:':m
_L*#_Q ,,O;J-\;,%’\jeica ’ﬂ’/‘ﬂpybp’;%-—\‘ﬂglfj—[ﬁ-ﬁii’]jﬁﬂg' A ’74»};
i & g CAFC 230 5 B F [ERNN A | ¢ 3 -gF ‘N%@Fﬁ BAg 7] ) 2 7]%1_”‘:] HE R
b e RO A BT L’J AT Fvr g Rk Ligd %

TR KR

1. “Court Erred in Construing Markush Patent Claim Limitation to Exclude
Blends of Recited Resisns,” IPO Daily News 2016 # 8 * 5 p -

2. Multilayer Stretch Cling Film Holdings, Inc., v. Berry Plastics Corporation,
Fed Circ.2015-1420,20151477.,2016 # 8 * 4 p -

CAFC rEf |4 245 3 20 f;-‘u%‘:ﬂli
Halo Electronics, Inc. ((sfih# ) £- FLF F 2 ERF - &7 2 RET
% 5,656,985 5. ('985 L& 4])~ £ W& % 6,297,720 3 ('720 L& 4])~ £
B 1% 6,344,785 55 (785 5L 1) L Bl p F AL G FAENERMT R
2. R R EBE w AF AT+ 3% - Pulse Electronics, Inc.4+ Pulse Electronics
Corporation (féﬁﬁif?ﬁt ) Paﬁq-\ﬁd; PEERE AP HELGIFITH
HE EFRFFILZZLMNWE % T3 L ERAEERAL o422 %—z\m@é
A% F 4 319:“/‘1’}:"5 I A P S e W Y RN A R ol el VR

G- RS TR EF A




o- F'2E A2 EF AT

2016/8/18

gl ek AR S - ﬁrmﬁ{pﬂ"”_ﬁf"ﬁfﬁkd Hiuashyenr s 2E v
-RERAIEFOEAFTRARELEFTEARS mﬁﬁlﬁm%%éwra o
HAAE 5 & 1998 & T ivag pﬁz L] R4 E Y 2002 E 5 SRR 4
BEY > EARL P FRTFEECHEERER p%‘f A A A IRE o AN
2007 & p #i& '3 fx (District Court for the District of Nevada) p izt 2 &
THEE RELTRIFTARL B2 y sl BRERNE o RE BT Y
¥ 1% 1% 6,116,963 . (1963 .4 1)) #acUBLEF M2 b 11> 24 105
YR ﬁl]%ﬁf}ﬁi% smT_ 2T A I;JE A 2, s‘z’d—l‘»"F A H] A (Summary
judgment) 2 5672 FlAE R AL G AR ]ﬁd & (offer to sell) # %l
B2 g AFP AR HRE SIS Ry T NGRR o BN R 1‘;
%@wk%ﬁi%*?i BA2 a8 g ainfhd s e R PRt
e E R A B A SRR w ER 0 Fla % @ &4 (Inducement
Infringement) s ¥k R 1%?1]11 hari AR A BLITV N A AL BER 2E
BT 47 E®E 150 § % ~enifgfl &t > A2 K N % 583K (post trial
motion) o # 4 Seagate 5007 MR B YIUTE 2ie- HHRARA TG
ABEEREE AARLENLERY FRALEFF M P EFRNULR
FEAE ARG R TARL T A XL ER F AN LT RF AT AL
i‘&" EY A L RS 1%@%—& i# 2]+ (Judgment as a Matter of Law)> e i
BORRB W o BRIl a A T A3k I 24w $03k (pre-verdict motion) » Fla d £
#“Wp%lﬁl |z e 8 A RRE B MH LA R T
* *‘“‘”FT SRR R TR S SR rmme' SR SF fH
AT HOI635LEI{rh 2 &G so XA 2T 3R (cross appeal)
d ’“ﬁ’»rs EN R €= LR U P mﬁ* FrRE R (rehearlng en banc) g
£ REX BPEsE 4 (Writ of Certlorarl) ’ﬂ—j\i&z@ﬂéljwﬁﬁ_#ﬁgap

Ijﬁ' _\ﬂl-l—{r-é&-;ﬂi—l-w\iﬁ]d\-l7@%/‘?#{&3\“% N 44 {E‘L'%F?/‘rl"%'fl]ﬂ}s
PR EG RS F L BB /z‘]xml'x_ﬂ‘n,T}}%rr,é,—j-f"é‘:—é‘#ﬁ'igr'l? 242 o
CAFCxE.rr'é‘-&‘

Seagate%x;nj), B R iRz YIETE 24 L R oL LA 3N gsﬂ%gA A
Ei#ftlf‘ﬂgrv BaEp M EEA A ’%Ei rsf;“'é‘bf g x.%'fljm'

f”'}»%ﬁf”r«r’%?%&*'u/ﬁ‘aﬁ_ﬂg’é g’urs)i',\’}ﬁ&ﬁ ’fg&”"‘i‘
oo A B G BEA T BB 2R Seagate & e 2 ﬁ""’" |
T ¥ A E AT R 2 L‘%«%ﬁ#ﬂ:ﬁt fw‘m'w?a‘%" TR L2 3;
FARIEHEFTRE > TR E 2R BARH T AR A o F EN BB L
ﬁ*"ﬁﬁp]‘ %@%F'uﬁ;ﬁtrr{&k’fg‘*\'f v PR #\?ﬁ' - CAFC
BRAPIRATIFZ AL ELRED S 2 do T F v L eI RE 4
FPEFEF o
[rc]

TR KR

1. “On Remand from U.S. Supreme Court, Federal Circuit Vacates Case
Regarding Enhanced Infringement Damages under Patent Act Section
284,” IPO Daily News. 2016 # 8 * 8 p -

2. Halo Electronics Inc., v. Pulse Electronics, Inc. and Pulse Electronics
Corporation., Fed Circ. 2013-1472,2013-1656., 2016 = 8 * 5 p -

- AL AR EF A




	訴訟
	已過期專利不適用最廣的合理解釋標準 (BRI)
	PTAB錯誤應用“一般常識” 於進步性之判斷
	地院錯誤解讀馬庫西形式 (Markush) 撰寫之申請專範圍，遭CAFC發回重審
	CAFC確認判給加重損害賠償屬地院職權


