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Apple Inc. ( i #- Apple ) *+ 2011 # 4 7 & 4c W3t % = fx (District Court for
the Northern District of California) % Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd.~Samsung
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1. *“Samsung Infringed Apple’s SmartPhone Patent, but Apple’s Trade Dress
not Protectable,” IPO Daily News. 2015 # 5 % 19 p -

2. Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Samsung Electronics
America, Inc., Samsung Telecommunications America, Fed Circ.
2014-1335,20151029. 2015 # 5 * 18 p -
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7L kR - “Company Owns the Patent on Ride Hailing Apps,” IPO Daily News.
2015 #5*® 18 p -
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Akamai Technologies, Inc. ( #§ & Akamai) *+ 2006 # = fr ' 3= = (District
Court for the District of Massachusetts) 44 Limelight Networks, Inc. ( #§ #¢
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1. “Direct Patent Infringement Requires All Methods Steps to Be Performed
by or Attributed to One Entity,” IPO Daily News. 2015 # 5 % 14 p -

2. Akamai Technologies, Inc., The Massachusetts Institute of Technology, V.
Limelight Networks, Inc., FedCirc.2009-1372, 2009-1380,2009-1416
2009-1417.2015 # 5 * 13 p -
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	訴訟
	CAFC維持原判關於Samsung侵害Apple的發明與設計專利的見解，但認為Samsung並未侵害Apple有關商品外觀 (trade dress) 的智慧財產權，而予以一部改判
	Uber與Lyft未來可能會面臨專利侵權訴訟？
	直接侵權的成立必須以單一主體實施所請方法之全部步驟或其實施是可歸因於單一主體者為要件


