o- R%EE A2 2E 597

2015/4/30

22y
[# F]
%?L*ﬁ AEY - FRRNHFRE R LT E (Misconduct) ® A &
*ten (Exceptional) #[i4-18 » priFen- * L {2 2 v AR
A ? B

Oplus Technologies, Ltd. ( & # Oplus) *+ 2012 & = & fl3&1 4 % & x
(District Court for Northern District of Illinois) #t Vizio Inc. ( # yﬁi‘ Vizio) &7 Sear
Holdings Corporation ( f§ # Sears) # ! & &g o £ & 12 Fifn
B2 FdR AR ERLE RS HED VL RE IR (Distrlct Court for the
Central District of California) % 3 - 82 Oplus % & % ¥ % 7%= (Multidistrict
thlgatlon) Fapwaid@ged 2 {la " R 2 e Sears 2 A2

%”%bw%@’ﬁﬁﬁ“i&%h,wo
A LR B b A g e L )L (summary judgement) {$ 0 Vizio
s P*i‘ # #73 #*2 (inherent power)- £ iz 45 35 U.S.C. § 285 £ 28 U.S.C.

§1927 B Oplus 4 A AL A 5 ¥ fr% FFEA R F o8 gy R Oplus
3 % .&.hffrr’p’?)» CRARBE 7S ‘FL#’ %Lt‘k LA Rk RERY REL L T
FREEETF i E S }* BRAEEFEEARITDRT L AW 231
75 &3 35U.S.C. §285 #raL w2 6?35 (1) A 4rdE % Vizio 7 M Oplus
FEBERAEA G BEREA T 2 Bg o Vizio 7 %8 Bt et 4
+w 3 CAFC -

CAFC 47 > $ 2l ed £4 %% 22 757 & 35 US.C. § 285
%?wwﬂ%%ﬁ,%&g%gﬂf%%—wgﬂm%”$?’@FW%WE

d - CAFC 1345 Oplus 7 3 *fig + B~ F BRERILE Frafe k- ¥ 3 £ &
% % I @ 3. Octante Fitness v. Icon Health & Fitness Inc.— % & #d| s g3t
R REF R Y LR g 0 2 U TS Vizio B

ZR T AL FELAHFLD BT 1*?05;? i\ﬁ%é’ IR o SR PR S
¥ b f Jﬁi"\-?ii-%Oplus ek B ¥ Vizio b eaan gy - %3 NEF o

PR M EREBRAR OO AL MR R Y BESG 0 RAL £ B
~ggw ppERRn S @308 4 35 US.C. § 285 #rivi b iFA)2 %
#ood Gz'}’rs‘riw*%é#‘ﬁm g * o

TRk

1. “Court Erred in Denying Attorney Fees without Reason after Finding
Litigation Misconduct and That Case Was Exceptional,” IPO Daily News.
2015 & 4 " 13 p o

2. Oplus Technologies, Ltd., v. Vizio Inc., Sears Holdings Corporation, Fed
Circ. 2014-1297.Circ. 2015 # 4 * 10 p -

CAFC ix B (sua sponte) # 2% (En Banc Hearing) # %
BT E LR R

Lexmark International Inc.*>t 2010 & = 8 % # ' & % ¥ [ (District Court
for the Southern District of Ohio) % Impression Products, Inc. & #ic i ¥ (f§
A Impression) # ) 7 % W% 5,337,032 5L% 5 2 &l ii 0 2 dpdp

LRI $7en




o- R%EE A2 2E 597

2015/4/30

Impression #-f Lt £ BB ¢ s ¢ g @ 2t :c @l (remanufacure) 205t 2 )
BPA G AL B2 » 0 A e ™ o 5 R gk ™ i * rTH] A L
VEAFE LN E IR o ARG E LA I CAFC -

2015 % 3" 6 p #i7% % (hearing) {8 » CAFC = /3 F 4 3Rk
LA R AR LIRS IRTE  HE RS E iA%%d CAFC 2123
2 - CAFC ",% TR R g 3k ATk b ’ng';%‘i EIRERLSRE N S W= s LA
$ el c CAFC X a3tk sk Ty ghd 73 L ¢
1. Pt EFH2488 N4 WG ERENPF & ANTEF 2 ezt Kirtsaeng V.

John Wiley & Sons, Inc.#ti#a i (T4 42 & 2| 6] » CAFC £_F iifsd & ¥

¥ Jazz Photo Corp. v. International Trade Commission — % ¢ » 3 B> %

R & 27 6 ERERE R F SN2
2. rEHE(RENFEEGRI T LI FFE AL ERR Y A IS S

6 If w T (return) ") 2 (ii)H#-5% 15 px B L HE G E (reseller » -

BIAEF)RAEBLLEYFE 2 FE ARG EIR Y 2B R

FAT g e M LT (TEE SR Y ) AT EEREIELE VA

g E P;‘?“ Quanta Computer Inc. v. LG Electronics, Inc.#t#s2] &] »

CAFC £_% dafsd ~ £+ Mallinckrodt Inc. v. Medipart Inc.—- % ¢ > g

FHEELEASDELI G R ikt 2 52 AR )

i }E%Fﬂlﬁ\ S TOHABE LR AE ST 2 € EREJERL G SN D

A0

TR KR

1. “Federal Circuit Order En Banc Hearing on Patent Exhaustion
Questions,” IPO Daily News. 2015 # 4 % 15 p -

2. Lexmark International., Inc., v. Impression Products, Inc., Quality
Cartridges, Inc., John Does,1-20, Blue Trading LLc, Exprint International,
Inc., LD Products, Inc., Printronic Corporation, Tesen Development(Hong
Kongq) Co.. Ltd., Benigno Adeva and His Companies, Fed Circ.2014-1617,
2014-1619.2015# 4 * 14 p -

HFEFE D RBBEFLE T 4 LS EpEArIER (anticipated)
Zgm

Ineous US LLC (#§ # Ineous) w4t " = % ¥ = (District Court for the
Southern District of Texas) #f Berry Plastics Corporation ( i - Berry) # 4%
flizfgsre o 4 £ 415 Ineous 2 % W ¥ 6,846,863 (fj #863 5) & 1] ; 863
BB - AU RL Y S AN E o 2V RIS EFILIAL &
(shaped product) - 863 5% fI>t 3 & @ J P21 £ 5 5 g £ >
i%:’ﬁ‘é?d-%i’iﬁt fede o BV RA TP 0 G BRI ST R T Bk
A I e g A

I F IR ARPF 0 Berry 4 3’863 BLE JiAp ¥t e 2 £ W% 5,948,846 (i
846 BL) BAIAR 2§ 2B R AT IEY 0 B4 B R E5863 B &
HLen W 2 o Ineous FupEin 863 BLE fI i Bt W R X AR R X 35
Fred o R EATHM  REIRFRNBE3 LY £ DG - FEEMG
0.05% % 0.5% % % /B &2 & fory ke fipie o Apd2 T > '846 5L% J)1ih g o
B A R R R0.1%3 5% B K G TE dp o Flt o B b fl (A 2L

G- RS TR EF A




Lo Rl EE A

2015/4/30

765863 FLE T d Lo Hoerap ahm K AR S 102 iF2 R o
Ineos + 71 CAFC -

* CAFC % 32FF ¥ > Ineous L k4% 51 % 7846 3% {140 G i 4 7 £
e oardE g 7863 BLE fILF L p 0 o LI H 57846 FLE I m U0k
% o CAFC 77 » BRI * 9846 LB I rih g i - Fla 2L <iiciE - e
4 ** Ineous ¥ % #% ! '"Lr’ﬂ-spalﬁ{@ WU d P e v L B, 2%
i* 42 (question of fact) AEBYHT " ¢ .FU' TP A RERL 2§
AAF AR EFRDEH > R Z &rﬂ? Atofina v. Great Lakes Chemical Corp
2 OSRAM Sylvanla, Inc. v. American Induction Technologies, Inc.i&= i §
B2 | bl ges a2 o KA o Efs CAFC Mff# fit B'863 3L 1)
# T2 B o

TR KRR
1. *“Patent Claims Anticipated Because Claimed Range that Overlapped with
Prior Art Range Was not Critical,” IPO Daily News. 2015 & 4 * 17 p -

2. Ineous USA LLC, v. Berry Plastics Corporation, Fed Circ. 2014-1540.
2015 # 4 7" 16 p -

¢ BEE 2 BT




	訴訟
	除非有充分理由，否則做出訴訟具不正行為 (Misconduct) 且為例外的 (Exceptional) 判決後，敗訴的一方需支付勝訴方之訴訟代理人費用
	CAFC依職權 (sua sponte) 命全院審理 (En Banc Hearing) 涉及專利權利耗盡爭議之訴訟
	所請範圍與前案揭露範圍重疊，為可由先前技術所預料 (anticipated) 之發明


