«EP ’f e T——i 97

N

2011//8/25

2
[# ¥]
1 A LG Electronics Inc.3% 3! iz g7
1A 2011 # 8 7 11 P 2RWA% Y 54 H ¢ (International Trade

Commission, ITC) #AF > 305 LG Electronics Inc.izZ H & {4 > x££ %
FIHE - N h s ¥ Rt e A v g Lmaning o gt d e

FEAR 1 FRk B?u L RITCH &£ A Sg &4 4 o

EF o 1A 3 & 1f ¥ LG Electronics Inc. 442 4 253 > H 4 w2
S AR I ;‘i?;'éa%"iﬁ mEF AR & ¥ % 5 LG Electronics Inc.p] E_% ITC #%
AL FEI R D R E R

T4 kR “LG Accused of Infringing Taiwanese Research Group’s LCD
Patents,” Bloomberg. 2011 & 8 * 12 p -

<http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-11/lg-accused-of-infringing-taiwan
ese-research-group-s-lcd-patents.html>

Wealthcare Capital Management® 35#UBS Financial Services
i

A% F AR R #81 Wealthcare Capital Management IP, LLC 2 #& o &
Financeware, Inc.>t 2011 # 8 * 9 p v =¥ a % ¥ = j# fxdpdx UBS Financial
Services Inc ElEH G MIZMRER S E R A2 i Ew} ’ Kﬁzsﬁ R L PR
< 3R 22 & L UBS Financial Services & * 2 & 4] i ko3% 2 2 & 4] k17
A va? R O

TR KR

1.“WealthCare Management Sues UBS On Financial Advice Patents,” IPO
Daily News. 2011 #8* 11p -

2.“"Wealthcare Capital Management® Sues UBS Financial Services for
Infringement of Wealth Management System Patent,” Business Wire. 2011 # 8
A 9];1 °

2i# 3 (HTC Corp.) 4p#xApple Inc. iz

237 2201187 16 P ke ITC M Z £33 # = 2 ¥ Apple Inc.
# o RAEFFR 0 L3R ITC % iPhone ~ iPad 2 Mac i 5| % % I #4114 o ”ﬁ
FRFm e Ak AppleInc. &3 H 332 g 2 2 RET
o S R g R & & Apple Inco i e £ 0 o B R xR (W|Ilful
infringement) % 4 & & Apple Inc.f £ it 3 B ehfrfj it & -

R kR : “Apple sued by Taiwan phone maker HTC over patents,” Reuters.
2011 =8 " 16 p -
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/16/us-apple-htc-idUSTRE77F38E201
10816>
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CAFCHNTP Inc.2_ & Jeip % (reexamlnatlon) B Wi P

RIM % NTP Inc.ch 8 i & % % B % {15 % 140 3 3

BB EAY > FRENHANLD %‘*”},ﬁmiaw mﬁm&d' NTP Inc.:hi
1> NTP InCc.$t ¢t o> + 37 =R £ B ¢ (Board of Patent Appeals and
Interferences, BPAI) # 1 37> iz BPAI 4% 2 W& 4] 5 ed2_ o NTP Inc.x £
» CAFC #& 41+ 77 -

EEmis s CAFC i £ MEFI A NTP Inc.2 29 7 i % 4 v‘mr};’:
it TR IEmiza i 2 r?—*éﬂl ]‘< oy s R BPAI TE T+ R
e F MWL 5T '1{|i’—?{k~h_m? FAL e at B -E;’f FEHF R
}:‘19%-'1‘11 P*K73%\,9 » CAFC 2.5 ﬁ—_‘ 3 *‘ B v];(]!:—-}!_qzyqﬁ_f b TS ERE 2 4 8
BT @J)“L PREE T F e ITI“miéﬂb;LLP";F #’fpaﬂgm
F ad—”*é'il—- AR R By B .i—*zzz AL 2 T enr a0 F]pt s CAFC & R
BPAlI £ #7352 7 2 & 4] -

Ra o 4% NTP Inc.sn¥ 1 i & 4] » CAFC 3k % M& flm s T otk
72 % (destination processor) ; jaff » F]a ;L5 NTP Inc.jjx 1 337 = ¢ 3%
1991 & #7d% gL v 2 B *m,g,ug BENTPInC.2 3%k 2 WE{| A 7 it 4L % B
¢ it b 1l |3 i3 k! % ¢ §bp o e CAFC #1443 fik o 7]
HHCAFC 3 5 & NTP InC ARFEPHL A pROT A P L L SR D PP
N T o Ecads BPAIGR S %7 1 # & 13 ATtk aviud -
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ALK R

1.“Decision Mixed in 7 Appeals of Reexaminations of NTP Email System
Patents,” IPO Daily News. 2011#8"* 8p -

2.“Issue of Whether Patent Claims Are Entitled to Date of Earlier Application
Can Be Considered During Reexamination,” IPO Daily News. 2011#8"* 8p -
3. In Re NTP, Inc., Fed Circ. No. 2010-1243, 1254, 1263, 1274, 1275, 1276,
1277,1278,2011#8" 1p -

CAFC e h - KRB F] 2 B &£ B ERF iF' ¥ 2 (machine or
transformation test) i,% ’EL £ e

CyberSource Corporation ( f§ # yberSource) #3 £ R % 6,029,154 5.
B EEAIHE - TR Y AWM R P TR S E R ks
CyberSource »+ 2004 & 8 * 11 p » 4v ¥ # % = = ;= ¥ Retail Decision Inc.
( f§ # Retail ) #& 0 :,J;é '%ﬁ o it Retail g e 2 MEJ A INEZHRF (ex

parte reexamination) 3 M“%’Jc WA F b 32 Pm%‘r;ujé’&) % o 3] 2008
Eiﬁlg'f']%’%} 51@.%2‘#’?\’ R H<—1§;'f S QL A gs’f s k& 10
I 2 E e R Retall a3k "'ﬂa%ﬂ} F13 R EREFZF 101 iF > Flt s

flmsem & 2 %RES > 79 Retall #\’}]&‘_Q\a % & e 254 - CyberSource
F JR > f{ %> 2009 & % CAFC 4 41 3% o
CAFC % B 2 Pk Bilski — % 742415 » > 2011 # 8 * 16 p ¥4
%&)\ﬁm] o CAFC:}&" el RIE 3R - AR REL F F g x'l“*
FOSEYPBEAEERREE RIELE B EREREDE G 77 s 3 XA
;4 Lizplidiz m b i etk G a - fis A 3% (mental process) @ & 4 KEF
MOp T AR D %;Jg-]‘\xa 20 HE - AR AN E ﬁl] F-38 (Beauregard
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claim) » iz KRB H 2 - fae 742 \:}p AT PR T R B Al 2R ek
i+ CAFC 3% 5 5 J‘»Iﬁ 2 W5 g4 73 RaE 3 e 248 (process claim) o
s CAFC fadF b= 2 2 i d) endi)) i— o

7 4% &k Jr : Cybersource Corporation, v. Retail Decisions, Inc., Fed Cir.
2009-1358 2011 &= 8 * 16 p -

LG Electronicsii 2 Sony 2 fF eigv a5
LG Electronics ﬂfr Sony - ENCRARAERM IR U R R O BN
ai@q,m,ﬁ-;m fézeﬁ*f#gg‘;}%m’&rér%i']iﬁﬁ TARLILE EE Sk i
Ao B k® Sony ;h i ITC # 4% LG Electronics # Rumor Touch
AL 2 B A FLadr A S D #4045 @ LG Electronics » # ITC 2
Sony 1 PlayStation3 ¥+ 2 ’E:}iﬁfr% ? T
JEg=> 2011 £ 87 9p 4 Lg%
£ A .u R b 24T o B o

7L kR “Sony, LG Electronics settle bitter patent dispute,” Reuters. 2011 &
87 10p -
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/11/us-sony-Ig-idUSTRE77A0AF20110
811>

2 ey TR SR R

CBT Flint Partners, LLC ( i # CBT) #t#&73 th% J 5 - A F # g dn i
»[3:‘%“3 3 E k3 o2007 &# 8 F CCBT » oLy Wi ®d 2 2 J’%a‘gjr;'; Cisco
Ironport Systems, LLC 2 Return Path, Inc.# j= # & 41> Cisco Ironport Systems,
LLC 2 Return Path Inc.p| ¥ 3 1‘»&4 2k Beiady CBT & 41 % 7 Pz (indefinite)
P -2 o 139 CBT #7458 5 mf‘ 2»? P T RARS AR AT iR A
%’% (detect analyze) 7 &+ #8i* >R T A 55 CBT ecn& 4|2 P fE= = @

3% % & v o CBT #t i'J -’L-r\‘:" CAFC#&P,_ ¥ o

BFBRP L2 FP A HFE > CAFC 451 CBT «? 2 {1 R - P L
E ALY i R R Iy ”mﬁi‘\ S S AN VAT W:) B A (detect and analyze)
ﬁ_‘—riKl—— ’.ﬁ}axi‘#‘fr’*‘\-'&sbﬁf ;ff'lﬁpxel pi‘-gf'f']%%]ﬁ 4 b riJ—{"@‘—}’
Flpt e :‘él‘%},@x; %E%T’;‘ﬂg A 3 Ew} gpc%] 3 ® > CAFC fafm i ¥
= BT endi); J—z Bk Fw S Pm}f_#fr%ﬂ o

AR KR
1.“District Court Had Authority to Correct Obvious Error in Wording of Patent
Claim,” IPO Daily News. 2011#8* 11p -

2. CBT Flint Partners, LLC v. Return Path, Inc., Fed Circ No. 2010-1202,
-1203,2011#8* 10p o

Pozen Inc.# # @&t #L ¥ 23 H sk BEFR EP ok 11§
FRAMAY LT 3 ERANITP IF:". Pozen Inc.#7#:h 3 3 & {15 7 72 i@
Par Pharmaceutical Inc. ~ Dr. Reddy’s Laboratories Inc.4v Alphamacy Pty Ltd.
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BEA D2 S LRI 2 - o BER DEP > 8BS LG
TreX|met &E%{ Teva Pharmaceuticals USA InC. BF 5 ot e ¥ — g2 > 2R H 30
2010 & 4 " pEif = fofF

AT R Fl AN s w3 FARE R E R SFEES E A (US. Food
and Admlnlstratlon FDA) 1 k& % 1% &K - M‘r&tﬂ' # (Abbreviated
New Drug Applications, ANDA) » g Pozen Inc. f“*& 37w fadk R
(motion) » ©pr ok Wit 3 LA A PR B & &I E EF L

EFREFREATANELRE DL EE FDA "J 2025 # 2 * 'a“‘lg
% ¢ ¥4 Par Pharmaceutical Inc. ~ Dr. Reddy’s Laboratories Inc. ”Lr#t:' =g
ANDA; @ Alphamacy Pty Ltd.=7 ANDA B] £ 5] 2017 # 8 * 14 p % 2 ¥ 45 o

7R &R 1."Pozen wins court battle over migraine drug,” Triangle Business
Journal. 2011 # 8 * 8 p -
<http://www.bizjournals.com/triangle/news/2011/08/08/pozen-wins-court-battle
-over-migraine.html>

2.“UPDATE 1-Pozen's migraine drug patents upheld in litigation,” Reuters.
2011 =8 " 8p -
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/08/pozen-idUKL3E7J81NA20110808
?type=companyNews>

%y (Pfizer Inc.) 4p#3Teva Pharmaceutical Industries Ltd. & #
~ Bk
MBTH A 4 % @qaﬁ % 6,469,012 5L J] > 2 & A - f I N A 4
(Vlagra)m—v- \_"l:",_P -F' Ié Bb 1\\ /p}%‘ r'} 14 Eb F.‘ﬁﬁlﬁ °
X 7h ﬁ&—"v— ET G] Teva Pharmaceutical Industries Ltd. ( & ﬁu‘ Teva) jrBx & %

i’%ﬁ g L& s dH KR oA Teva g FF A %R %'f']”“z“m,z
*a%ﬂ} ’}Emo BER IR 32 EAITP P AR LY &5 > Teva I
%i&*ﬂgﬁmyj}fiu ﬂgd*‘*ﬁ%mﬂ&%ﬁv%#mﬁ’?%“i@l%? Mg =

%l E @rceh s Jpot Teva 2019 &% 2 ¥ p5 & 4 £ & % rr{“mgr'—v-°

4 kR - “Pfizer Wins Viagra Patent Infringement Case Against Teva
Pharmaceuticals,” Bloomberg. 2011 # 8 * 16 p -

<http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-15/pfizer-wins-viagra-patent-infring
ement-case-against-teva-pharmaceuticals.html>

CAFC#®IZ#P E ¥ Ao A TR F % B sadcdp 7 — i IE
LEHl L7 R wi/g* i (lack of enablement/utility)

Eli Lilly & Co. ({44 ELY) 47 % M ¥ 5,658,590 ( f§ #£'590) #.% {1
L5 B - 446 * Tomoxetine &4/ R L& 4 # &iEd g (Attention deficit
hyperactivity disorder, ADHD) &= ;* - J& Actavis Elizabeth LLC. - Sun
Pharmaceutical Industries, Ltd. ~ Sandoz Inc. ~ Mylan Pharmaceuticals Inc. -
Aotex Inc. ~ Aurobindo Pharma Ltd. fr Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. ( stfi

A ) B JHED D W AT H E» E U ER. E - S A e xSl
FE 4L B3 *:'r_}_ kX BT E Ak (enforceability) v 2 F_F &g h
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FEILF PRI o A4 12 & 7 5 (inequitable conduct) ~ ¥ 3F L e
(anticipated) ~ &g @ % 2 4 2 @& 5 4 F % (non- enablement) i 3 % P
BSO0 HLA fl o JURI2AR T SL DK K RRGEE L «awws

P T A dhor ¥ ADHD #7 2 2 e B iy 0 @ 47 biﬁ:ﬁv‘»ﬁﬁt‘ LN T o

I GO R S I RSB UEY & B R R NI R
AR ERFPLITFEM/F M B R AEL EJlEsce ELY 7 JR¥ 2 2 2
‘ —lJL’ % CAFC } ¥ o

CAFC 3 i %7 > FIASLEWMa & FEFFH F2 5 (U S. Food and Drug
Administration, FDA) 7&3% 7 5 i {7 A 895k § % #10 ELY &3 k£ & )¢
R B ¢ LR A B MPEP ¥ il 6B At AR AR
FEFME G WIRS g dy 0 2 CAFC 3u5 ,m%ﬁ bH AR > F AL
R AR T\/?ﬂ“ $ ADHD s v % enfofd » 9000 st @ik e 2L 80 B
JR 4 Z % (clear and convincing evidence) & + F;.,_ﬂ@ A B IFRR LT R
F A L mrnaiR T S CAFC fafss 2 2 ins AL BT L9 A i
& AT end) i o

74 kR - Eli_Lilly and Company. V. Actavis Elizabeth LLC, and Sun
Pharmaceutical Industries, Ltd., and Sandoz Inc., and Mylan Pharmaceuticals
Inc., and Aotex Inc., and Aurobindo Pharma Ltd., Fed Circ. No. 2010-1500,
2011 # 7 % 29 p o

Abbott Laboratories ¥ Hospira, Inc. # ' rzia2 ¥+ (declaratory
judgment)

Abbott Laboratories ( # i Abbott) *+ 2011 & 7 % 21 p » % R4L4 3 &

% Fx ¥ Hospira, Inc. ( # # Hospira) #& & #/z3u2 3 » Abbott % -+ Hospira $t

i[&]%ﬁ 6,136,799 L% 4|12 2 % 6,351,758 5L & fid = 4> @ W it 2 38 & 1)

%E’b 2018 £ ) o

Abbott %k ¢ #% | Hospiral = FDA #% 41— 37& ¢ 3 i~ % (New Drug
Application, NDA) {5 »** 2011 # 6 * 8 p P35 &0 % Abbott % -+ 2 B =
2 ®mEF %> T Hospira @lid ~ @ % ~iEv A LA FH LM A S
g Abbott ek Jig & &4 & Hopsira »t 8 S pF T A 3 B e PERow i 2
kA B2 g oon e E F xR A#H - Abbott dg b e LR B 2 P R
it 2 —g?? LR i}s*gmﬁwﬁxv’% °

7k kR Abbott Laboratories v. Hospira, Inc., Case 1:11-cv-00648-GMS,
District Court for the District of Delaware, 2011 # 7 * 21 p -
<http://patentdocs.typepad.com/files/abbott-v-hospira.pdf>

Renesas Electronics Corp.# Vizio Inc.3& 1) &

Renesas Electronics Corp. ( f§ - Renesas) % i‘lﬁﬁx‘\ i AT B 1
R SihjliciJR B8 7 -2011 £ 8 ¢ 12 p -Renesas + ITC %t Vizio Inc.
MR TARBR N BN T RFE RFGEFNEH L 0@ 7w ITC &
¢t > Renesas 7t e § B 2 *Fmah’iﬂ:;"rp« °

AL B 2 # 5 HY - B2ERAIHE - AL N ERE (an

Do FER IR AT B0
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arrangement of connections on the surface of the circuit); ¥ - & & 1| | £_# >+
U R AR IR % chf] i3 S 2 o Renesas ik P oA 3k Vizio Inc.ehlic it § AR ij%
A it 2 2Bl a & o

Ptk fp e 2012 # 6 7 i~ 332 o

7 kR - “Renesas Patent Complaint Seeks to Bar U.S. Imports of Vizio
TVs,” Bloomberg. 2011 # 8 * 16 p -

<http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-15/renesas-patent-complaint-seek
s-to-bar-u-s-imports-of-vizio-tvs.html>

[% ]
EIME CE Ul R R TRl BN R L 2

W 74 B ¢ (Technical Board of Appeal, TBA) iT p #r4 1) e %
T663/02 /-2 ¢ » A 5ke 3 ¢ f;fiiﬁ:rﬁﬁ?mgﬂ} 784 L lehe mmiE I
- BRI PR R KRBT BB B R R E IR Sy 2
IR 135 +438 6 50 Tavgpeg )\’}"“:,@_f]'lfbéfﬂJJ’ mf#:,\sz.-aﬁw—& % tha 3R
# 0 ’3-1»

TBA %I"'lg z\ﬂ“”p)g T RIET A AL R - AL E 3 AP J&-i‘«&»“{" ;‘F—ﬁ—
FoE A E %1‘#%\ P%‘L‘I‘/{h”m—% Z TR Aw i e GL07 kP #®F|
FlgrH A FE G E e 2R u’fn;& i AT §E>F itk
FTrRAFELE LR -

+a&wfmAmmw%ﬁ%{fﬁﬁ»Hﬁﬁ% EEUEACIESE A A
EEFAET o AT EETE mg% N meﬁ*rﬂ% FH* r)wﬁirn@*ﬂ
(risk matrix) e 3¢ PRI % BT A * j\mw_ﬁfﬁii\‘ THEEF kg T
fgeeh 8n s A B duirh gt 30 i i -

TBA { #& 3| > st % 843 3 Bk 2 FR MR TR 2 Tig L
T RA A FH A B GALY S0 B BRI kg T .

2 %F- BQlendghoe ¢ 30 6IFRR &KL~ RicF o
FHEAFERAFERFALRNEG MG PARES BT AL -

7R kR : “Surgical Methods Given the EPO Treatment,” Wither and Rogers.
2011 # 8 " 11 p - <http://www.withersrogers.com/news/201/113>

B & IR R FDNAR 7 st i 00 ¢ HHEAEE REWR G 2
T

Rl ’—"—@ﬁ_g_c’

o %ﬂ} | Bt x4 B ¢ (The Board of Appeal) #7i % < T0870/04 -
T898/05 12 2 T18/09 /- i DNA B 7| & Jleng 41 Mk & & g f L A# o
*+ TO870/04 ¢ » 1+ ot R € X s X & 1% ¢ Adp ) DNA B 5]tz F-v
FezErapma #M@ o F L% £ AFJ|* H o a3 T898/05 12 2 T18/09
P AR g i LRk A #gjf%;z;; v Fend it s lmre 2 4 oty

(F%ﬁfguﬁﬁf%)i’““’ }aw"“rﬁl B BT ALY Gy P F
Z_F A oz(w-)-}} \:'FW;; : ’j—ﬁlu,gj’%l,f}g ’Pﬁ'm_ﬂ_ l"“f;é_l%ﬂb a__‘“ CE R Tiis 2B TEINA

@Gy G L F (immediate concrete benefit) - &
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Rl DNA B4R Y SR bs I P RETHEZ 9 FLrenst oty 48
dmre WA e F S By o

W iEfEFTm e L

Monsanto v. CEFETRA =522 # > Monsanto i k4% 2 &2 2 EP0546090
ﬁﬂ#’,ﬁ%ﬁﬁ"\ DNA &7 & 44 » £ B4 4 d Pilsgr 18 o B9 g3
LA RPN E R ST E R T RIF I DNA P EE R AT
W £ Fizd kL DNA B 7% 4] ? 2 ;e ik 33 EC Biotech Directive
98/44 2. % 9 ER T a2~ EA KT HDNA P EF AT E 50
Foag o Pt X BAIERE G G U R A R E LS B A& o AP ET RO
* DNA B 7]z 2> 2 B 3§ DNA B 5| & {12 gy it » @R -

7 % R - “In Depth: the role of the function of DNA sequence before and after

grant,” Nederlandsch Octrooibureau European Patent & Trademark Attorners,
European IP Update #8. 2011.

[4€ B
ﬁﬂ%%%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬂﬁmféﬂ*§W%ﬂ Ak - X

BHeEH B h B w28 R A AP TP 22 H2 2 ”mE\' Hv MR
PISZE P 7 AR T EH Rl - a3 € ke fl 2% (European
Patent Convention, EPC) % 52 i % 23 2 & & 4| -

EREFEHEN AT EETHRZT R G T - AT I E LG EH
L BT o B P AL E A 5 I 4F #c (technical feature) % 2t B i ik
(non -technical feature) » »* 3= i3 2 [ pFH#-p 2R Aaﬁ, LR e g Y %—4

PO R T R AT A B R R e AL b K E
7R B 202 P baiT 444 - 2 g B ) EP-B-0 378 271 1% ) 274 » 3 pagg #
BB R iR N R R R BRI £
Wy I F M 2 o PG R A fmenak o

FRIGZEUF BT 2R B - HaFEE > FM T A4 EPC % 52
R 2R Gt R LR AR L B g 3R AT
FEo B R BN R HOTRIAE 8 T o Ao EE R R FRATR

2 332 %I R 5 E - RSP R
’Mhﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%?ﬁriowﬁW%m”&m&#z;zﬂm
b} 2t Iﬁf»b%ﬂg & T miek EPC% 52 5% 232 2 o

TR kR - “Bring together software-related inventions in European courts,”
Nederlandsch Octrooibureau European Patent & Trademark Attorners,
European IP Update #8. 2011.

Samsung Electronics # ##** g B % #&F 7 B & Galaxy T # £ "%
Apple Inc. = 45 2 Samsung Electronics ( f f- Samsung) 5 Galaxy i
FIA She i s T T %S R iPhone 1 2 iPad b A] > L 4 E R R
FE AR IR
TP AR R A 2 ivd Samsung * R F B RPN (F %Kf )
#rpE 2 (B px & Galaxy wljml%ﬁ et o Samsung % ot B AW AT F]
Apple Inc.2 ard 3§ disrwm il v 2 S AT R SR E (hearing) % 3%
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3 iZ P Samsung =gy 0 H ¥t B w0 35 o § ¢h > Samsung #&
I H R AFE et ﬁz’F'iaﬂiw?th Galaxy 4 7| enT 45 3 Mg o #-€ 28 {5 Flpt 23
mERie gL oo
AL KR

1.“Apple blocks Samsung's Galaxy tablet in EU,” Reuters. 2011 & 8 * 10 p -
<http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/10/us-apple-samsung-legal-idUSTRE
77928620110810>

2.“Apple Granted Temporary Injunction Against Samsung in EU,” IPO Daily
News. 2011 # 8 * 15 p o

3.“Apple Wins Order Against Samsung Galaxy Table in EU,” The Washington
Post. 2011 # 8 * 9 p -
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