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1. “Contributing to a patent claim might not make you a co-inventor,” FPA
Patent Attorneys. 2016 & 10 * 14 p -
<http://www.fpapatents.com/resource?id=440>
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Daily News. 2016 &= 10 * 7 p -
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2015-1923., 2016972 30p o

v - RER AL E2F AR




o- R%EE A2 2E 597

2016/10/27

Apple IR L REPc - RRE LB 3RER

Apple fr2t- % 419 * 4 (Non-Practicing Entity, NPE) = VirnetX, Inc ( ﬁg? ﬁ;
ViretX) p 2010 &£ 4= FlVimnmetX #£3 2. & J1%3% 72 ik > 4 5 i23-& fIHR
= éﬂ,?;éa:AppIe A HVimetX &gE 3 mFE & FFFs 5% 31 Apple
2T VimetX & Jlg i & o

Apple s1iPhone %2 iPod # & & (4L iI0S £ % ) #& & FaceTime # i 44
¥ &E VimetX th% B % 7,418,504 5% f4-% 7,921,211 5% ] » H w4
k=S (VPN on Demand, VOD) # i Rlak¥r & H % 7,490,151 5L % f{c %
6,502,135 5L & f| > A X B ZHE R I ZE X 2ENGE DI E
41-2012 & 4g -+ L % = 2 (District Court for the Eastern District of Texas) # %
1 Apple f = &g x40 4% Apple ehik 2 2|4 (Judgment as a Matter of
Law) %5 Apple ! 72 CAFC & » CAFC Hitsl 3 [ 42§ P2 1 & ) e 2] id-
FrEREF oPRFELQIFNPL AL R EY ¢ g RTVERIFL
e g o

VirnetX # 51 B o 48 fif H B3 2 4 Apple eh® ] g r > 8.4
¥ Apple e7i0S £ & + £ #7& 312 (7 VOD v FaceTime # iy > Fg 8 W38 » 12
FEFELIFE

7o kR - “VirnetX Awarded over $300 Million in Litigation Case Against
Apple,” The Patent Lawyer Magazine. 2016 # 10 * 7 p -

% CAFC 21=¥£% (En Banc) # » ¥z Apple 2 fdfadg £ & 1|
7 %
Apple Inc. (4 Apple) *+ 2012 # & 4c 43¢ % = fx (District Court for the
Northern District of California) % Samsung Electronics Company Ltd. -
Samsung Electronics America Inc.¥2 Samsung Telecommunications America
LLC.( s.4 Samsung)# ! =% % * £ W& {47+ L% 218 ) Samsung
i Apple 2. 2 R % 5,946,647 (# #'647) 5.~ % 8,046,721 (#4721 5.) &
5% 8,074,172 (B AH'L725.) B flixfg  m ¥ 3 kL LA 82 bl4c T F50
RS TREEL WR R EgEET B R #  T 2R Apple 3T 1.2
¥~ &> {2 Samsung # ) Apple $t3 # 4 2 6,226,449 ( ff 4-'449
B)E 5L fliEsr w2k Apple 2 B Al @ st B A B ik 24
(JMOL) #3 £ {6 ¥ F2 i) Samsung ¥t Apple i B 3 i & J] &1 - Apple
¥ Samsung #7449 LB | EiEz LA > AR RiTd andidh > A @5t H2
CAFC -
*% & CAFC &% X %3218 > 322016 & 2 * w4124 H2n g Apple
2 ’721 %{% Tl & iz %1 1227172 L% 1@ T fnfud 2 ¥ L Ve PN Y
& > Apple 12 CAFC &k ieiz 11 ¥ 7 ¢haneh 0@ dp m fafu Ix 75 k647 5%
ﬂ7 %1% CAFCHR I 2t ik A EH - 5 CAFC 21 %
6305721 582’172 5% 15 »x > Hist CAFC & R i-7 a#ﬂ«l‘ X 3 i
LI e TS CAFC 2 e F (8 0 oA R ATRZ Hp F o
CAFC4 7 /azrApplez 2 Fe € % ki ] 23t CAFCA ¥ e b SR B i (5950
BASFEA Y HNL 8, PR FE AN T RIS R REFEE TR
riﬁ"f BT R 2R TS U ¢ E}J«u CAFCHp i » s FR F R REF &

G- RS TR EF A




- FER A EF A

2016/10/27
Jom e EFnw [ECAFCE At 3 e 5 M 9320 a1k
BB R Gl 0 1 3R BT AR SR 2 R R R AL 5L
i g

AT e L R AL TP A CAFCR
4 MR35 B3 skt @ 44Samsung i E & 2 #6475 % 1
EHEINA 0 B ® # g RizHalo Elecs., Inc. v. Pulse Elecs.Inc— % 75 =
LEEF

TR kR

1. “En Banc Circuit Holds Apple’s Slide-to-Unlock, Automatic Spell
Correction, and Data Detection Patent Claims were not invalid,” IPO Daily
News. 2016 & 10 * 13 p -

2. Apple Inc., A California Corporation, v. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., A
Korean Corporation, Samsung Electronics America, Inc., A New York
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