o- F'2E A2 EF AT

2015/7/9

22y
[£ A
Samsung A wg- Rk izd Apple & fl2 |4 » » CAFC %
#F2rmEF (EnBanc)

i.% Apple 2 Samsung B iT- ix%ﬁl]ﬁ‘éi BATIRA 3 0 HAR %
+ Apple (7 B 2015 & 5% 28 p 1,72 % 1158 5 - H¥ & T F 48 ) &
m r Samsung * 6 7 ¢ #3225 4% CAFC #ir2lr § b (7> 7 5 413 3 ih

(U & S

Samsung sHEEFAER Y LT o FER S A G st S LA F ALY E
iR - SO FEA S BT e 70 YT ’*“4@\3{'44’*m§s’f
et AP oo e B _Apple ek B JIEEZZ KR - ] IR 0 gL AehdF e 3
W EEm AR s X A 5 (B4e iPhoned ) » H 9 2 >l A & % ¢ iPhone6
% Galaxy S5 $#* 7 $EF 9 kg o 1 B b ’&v@ﬂ gy e

7R kR - “Apple vs. Samsung: Samsung asks court to reconsider appeal,”
San Jose Mercury News. 2015 & 6 * 17 p -

<http://www.mercurynews.com/business/ci_28332190/apple-v-samsung-sams
ung-asks-court-reconsider-appeal>

RIEARE BH LR R T AL RAFEE N F RS R s
@ AR 1k

ePlus Inc. (¥ - ePlus) #% 7 % B % 6,023,683 ( fj #-'683 L) £ 6,505,172
(4172 32) @ 2 & 4] Hiop 2 0§ 3 A58 4 phen 2 8 4 % o ePlus ¢
2009 # w 2" §{ T = [ (District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia) >
Lawson Software, Inc. (% f Lawson) #% J1 x@3r o & g L ;,:1:; GINE
£ & Al M\’LT\IE i o * 2% vz _Lawson 7 &4 > Lawson f & F 31
CAFC» T & CAFC FILIS o M Jafek frand i ¥ O AF R L s Lawson
#1683 “%iés'f |eh% 26 %5 FRIE B aRLE o T F T & R l‘ml'jJ_ ?H’ o i
[ERRS- ok 323 4 P p-p Ky p\ Foed Rii s Lawson FliE £ Z414 @ 5 A2 e
s 0 ¥ Lawson fﬁ/«iﬁv—. A 1,800 F %~ f g o & Lawson ﬁ*% F i
MenB g4 g e AR Bl L 371 CAFC o

R CAFC 2104 » 2 W& 4]/ e 22683 5L flefp 3 > & h & 2658
FFIE (AL FF08) okl AT b 2o CAFC } e ki d
CAFC #7fadi en2i|id-5 a4 2 WS ) b 43683 5L 5 ] % 26 %57 L I
BEAT o FREA A 2014 & Frs 683 FE )¢ en 4—3_\5'—‘}\1? d\f% 1=
CAFC 312> 4 md WA REJ A e B AL FRARSY  wRAXEFRE T A
BFORF AR ?q‘u’* l‘m‘ﬂ‘%m'ﬂ‘ﬁ’ wm g o e 2 B AAH o m«'l ’
CAFC #icsh 3 Fe gt Lawson 3 1 1] £ 2 §oAR2 ez 2] 2 5w & R F%-_é_ %o

ePlusf w@CAFCﬁ* FrleE %> X302015%6" 18p SCAFCH E 2 %8
iE - CAFC3 1 * Fresenlusv Baxter#|i&-% 71 » — L B JHEf (S ki) > E—'sﬁ
Adrgi g kA w e i (e AmmE) dup T A R & i}“*‘;
BePlusy B 2 € g;ﬁ«ﬂ—mmd TR LY RTH S A 0 RS CAFCE =&
Fedl B a4 4 B 2 HA T Fr R RE g o

o- R%BE 2 EFBRN



http://www.taie.com.tw/db/download/epaper/epaper2015611164353-20150528e.pdf

o- F'2E A2 EF AT

L s ——

2015/7/9

ALK

1. “Sanctions for Violating Injunction Nullified by USPTO'S Later
Cancellation of Patent Claim,” IPO Daily News. 2015 # 6 * 19 p -

2. Eplus, Inc., v. Lawson Software, Inc., Fed Circ. 2013-1506,2013-1587.,
2005 #6 * 18 p -

ARBEANLHEHIUVEATF 3L L FE £

Stephen Kimble ({4 Kimble) % % ®m% 5,072,856 ( fj #-'856 %i) £ A1
AT LT3 &0 PR S bekR AP R - fAgE ARz mE S
% - Marvel Entertainment LLC( #: # Marvel ) & &2 Kimble ¢ & 7 34 3 ¥ Marvel
FET A E A PR A ST 0 18 Marvel g o £330 5 4% & Kimble = = Y
¥R T o BAnpr B F F'856 B Saitl o Klmble *+ 1997 & ¥ Marvel
%ﬂ%ﬂ%%ﬁ?oﬁﬁﬁﬁuﬁ%4*ﬁﬂo*ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ Marvel 3
Hd50FgE vt - 0 L2 RapMASTELH 3%THET £
Kimble » #3Ztaik s Ae ' L I &8 L p o

ri* %'856 L& f14E ) *L T H-E % pF > Marvel ik 5 % 2 12>t 1964 & Brulotte
V. Thys Co.en i 2 5 2 = 2 EJES UE R s G g L G & o
BRI AT 522 o & Marvel # ¥ Pk A R 2 3R (declaratory
judgment) 1z FEiuH »2'856 BLE JIEH VRG> T F Bk L G £
Kimble » # jE 2|2 2% - x b % &= Kimble + 351 CAFC {8 » CAFC 7 iz & a#—*ﬂ«
Feind]id- > Kimble F]pt & 3 i I B 5 4 (certiorari) » 3 & f& 3 2 it
%5 Brulotte v. Thys Co. r’v’v‘i"J Ao

ﬁxrﬁszfc‘%wf@;h—:'w HagFoo REH R BA4cT =8
1 LAY LY 3 B{QO& “BJIRY VRS G 2 NG TE g

ygaé&hwgié. 2 fEf] -
2. fhk%?i\;ﬁ} gk | (stare decisis) R R > & 25 @'}“\i—a‘ SRS PE A
3. Kimble drde eI d TR 5 2] I RO Eeis ) o

7 B Kimble #+>% Brulotte v. Thys Co.%| - ede 8 (H 3u i 3% 245 &

w i%‘mi ) BB IEBRTN AT zﬁ%’\& ARG RR TR et Iil]m]l{/ & IR
R Jzk#*([v‘?]ﬁiﬁ‘*“??ﬁf(ﬁmg"%ﬁ) LI 2 R UE 1 BT ehe ek o
000 BB 2 B8 Kimble 7 B 4 fu 2 J—m?{»'ﬁ" @45 CAFC i d! Marvel »:'856
BB AR LR RS BB L R £ 2

AL KR
1F. “Supreme Court Upholds Ban on Post-Expiration Patent Royalties,” IPO
Daily News. 2015 # 6 * 23 p -
2. Kimble et al. v. Marvel Entertainment, LLC, N0.13-720., 2015 & 6 * 22
E) o
defe ¥ % B NPE $ 4241 FlFFex
TE K LTS (NPE) frdcand flEiE % & 82 W75 375 1) x,\fg
%1 50%)2 b oo 0T i H Auit f E AR %I‘B"m#"‘ K S
9
- B RR B
FAEFETVGEEFECI BRI PEASET AR HD TR R

v - RER AL E2F AR




Ly qul?l"{'g?'f 2 EE Frer

2015/7/9

o X & K NPE 25 o G F NPE &7 it ez £v @i RIS
N e ede R B SN E R VAR P AR RS T mmy B4 g 1
ts Hp PR 2 fedp 15 NPE shdpipdd £ 2 iy 0 ¥ NPE BREFRF* o 4ok
NPE it f3f0 8 Sfidniy > & @ K 5650 o faffad EEak fEA
S ¥t A= 2r E chde ik A 2P 11 4148 hd 3% (Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions) »
- e HFh R4 o
N LR
EFET R ERBJAPRE G o0l ERHFNPERF{ A RS » V- f
WA FRENAFDNEJEE Y TR RYREE  NEFE
ML Brg bk on ERMENARNL IR S 4564 Bibic B4
a2 EfF (PRNRERELF (PGR) 2 5 %2 2 & flaiigis £% (CBM)e

TR KR e ¥ E R NPE # 42 0% {13732 2"SIPO. 2015 # 6 # 24 p -
<http://www.sipo.gov.cn/mtjj/2015/201506/t20150624 1134874.html>

¢ BEE 2 BT




	訴訟
	Samsung就先前被一部改判侵害Apple專利之判決，向CAFC聲請全院重審 (En Banc)
	侵權人違反禁制令所受的制裁因系爭請求項嗣後遭美國專利局撤銷而被廢止
	被授權人於專利權期限屆滿即可停止支付權利金
	如何應對美國NPE發起的專利訴訟


