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1. “Posner Erred in Excluding Expert Testimony on Patent Damages; Erred
in Part on Other Issues,” IPO Daily News. 2014 & 4 * 28 p -

2. Apple Inc. and Next Software, Inc. (formerly known as NeXT Computer,
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Inc.), v. Motorola, Inc. (now known as Motorola Solutions, Inc.) and
Motorola Mobility, Inc., Fed Circ. 2012-1548, -1549., 2014 # 4 * 25 p -
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1. “Court Erred in Construing Patent Claims by Importing Structural
limitations from Preferred Embodiment and Dependent claims,” IPO Daily
News. 2014 # 5% 2 p o
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1. “U.S. Supreme Court Decides Federal Circuit's Two-Part Test for Attorney
Fee Shifting” Too Rigid”,” IPO Daily News. 2014 &= 4 * 30 p -

2. Octane Fitness, LLC V. Icon Health & Fitness, Inc. No. 12-1184. 2014 # 4
129 p o

- BB EE




	訴訟
	判斷訴訟當事人提示證據之責任落於陪審團，而非法官
	CAFC認為從實施例與附屬項之限縮判斷結構是有誤的
	最高法院認為CAFC於判斷勝訴一方是否得以請求訴訟代理人費用所用之標準過於嚴苛


