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Introduction

This report covers the Federal Circuit patent cases for which there are written decisions (whether precedential or
non-precedential) from January 2012 to December 2023. The decisions included are those available directly from the
court's website and older decisions from the Georgetown University website.

Overview: Affirmance rates come in various kinds. For example, the entire case has a case affirmance rate based upon
whether or not all the issues decided by the Federal Circuit in a particular case are affirmed or not, and each issue
decided by the court in a particular case has its own issue affirmance rate ("infringement affirmed," "validity reversed",
etc.). The cases affirmance rates can be either "complete affirmance rates" or "affirmed at least in part" rates. Affirmed
at least in part rates are higher than complete affirmance rates since the former includes the latter. Fraom at least the
year 2000, the case complete affirmance and affirmed at least in part rates in the Federal Circuit for cases originating in
the district courts have been lower than the corresponding rates for cases originating in the Patent and Trademark Office
(PTO). Inrecent years, however, that trend has broken down, with case affirmance rates since 2016 for district court
and PTO appeals being very similar (see charts and table below).
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Total

District Court

Other

PTO

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Rate in Part Rate in Part Rate in Part Rate in Part
Total 66.3 82.1 60.2 79.7 62.8 80.8 78.4 86.6
2023 79.8 88.2 70.6 83.5 85.7 100.0 84.2 90.1
2022 66.5 78.2 541 68.8 83.3 83.3 75.9 85.7
2021 77.6 88.5 76.5 89.0 83.3 917 78.1 88.0
2020 76.3 87.3 70.6 84.0 90.0 90.0 81.1 90.3
2019 73.0 83.5 67.1 80.9 77.8 88.9 77.3 85.3
2018 72.6 83.6 70.7 85.3 66.7 66.7 743 82.6
2017 76.4 85.7 76.8 85.9 727 72.7 76.2 86.2
2016 78.1 89.4 76.9 88.0 50.0 75.0 80.3 91.6
2015 73.6 84.5 65.6 81.0 81.8 81.8 88.0 91.5
2014 69.0 84.3 67.0 82.8 66.7 77.8 76.6 90.6
2013 63.6 81.1 59.2 79.1 66.7 91.7 77.0 85.2
2012 72.6 87.0 68.0 87.1 37.5 62.5 88.0 89.3
201 62.8 82.6 57.8 81.4 60.0 80.0 82.9 87.8
2010 61.8 79.0 61.6 79.8 444 66.7 69.2 76.9
2009 65.7 82.1 61.8 80.3 54.5 81.8 84.2 89.5
2008 65.1 83.8 62.3 82.3 71.4 100.0 94.7 94.7
2007 58.3 77.5 57.5 78.8 33.3 50.0 714 76.2
2006 50.0 73.3 49.3 72.8 42.9 714 714 85.7
2005 42.9 70.3 41.3 70.6 25.0 25.0 727 81.8
2004 43.0 71.9 40.0 69.5 20.0 100.0 714 78.6
2003 38.5 67.0 35.6 65.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
2002 27.8 63.9 24.7 64.2 0.0 0.0 43.8 62.5
2001 43.9 78.1 42.9 79.0 33.3 66.7 66.7 66.7
2000 52.3 73.3 52.7 74.3 60.0 100.0 42.9 42.9
1999 34.3 65.7 35.9 65.6 0.0 100.0 0.0 50.0
1998 41.2 70.6 422 711 0.0 100.0 40.0 60.0
1997 44.9 67.9 40.3 67.7 100.0 100.0 60.0 66.7
1996 49.2 82.5 48.1 85.2 0.0 100.0 62.5 62.5




Total

District Court

Other

PTO

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Complete Affirmed
Affirmance at Least

Rate in Part Rate in Part Rate in Part Rate in Part

1995 52.2 69.6 55.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 33.3

Except as noted, in this report, the basic unit of analysis is the ruling. A single decided case may have a number of
rulings. For example, the Federal Circuit in a single case may address a number of distinct claim construction issues. If
the issues are treated separately in the Federal Circuit opinion, they are treated separately in this report. Similarly, a
single case may have numerous distinct issues, such as attorney's fees, validity and infringement. For example, a single
case may provide separate rulings that go into the calculation of some of the affirmance rates for the different issues
illustrated. (An affirmance rate in this report is the number of rulings affirming the lower tribunal on the issue, divided by
the total number of rulings on the issue, expressed as a percentage.)
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Overview

This report is divided into three main parts: (1) an analysis of the Federal Circuit rulings by legal issue; (2) an analysis by
judge, and (3) the supporting data. The legal issues section includes sub-sections on attorney's fees, claim construction,
damages, exceptional case, inequitable conduct, infringement, injunctions, and validity. Where the number of rulings is
suitably large, the analysis includes figures broken out by judge and/or technology.

Affirmance rates and reversal rates are provided in the various sections. The court frequently vacates and remands
without affirming or reversing, so the affirmance and reversal rates in general do not add up to 100%. The court is not
consistent in its use of the term "reverse". For this reason, it is believed that the affirmance rates provide a more
accurate measure of the likelihood of prevailing (and conversely, losing) on a particular issue on appeal.

Affirmance and Reversal Rates, Various Issues

Attorney Fee Affirmance Rate 69.5

Attorney Fee Reversal Rate 12.
Claim Construction Affirmance Rate 651

Claim Construction Reversal Rate 8.6
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Exceptional Case Affirmance Rate 71.9
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Preliminary Injunction Affirmance Rate
Preliminary Injunction Reversal Rate

Validity Affirmance Rate 78.0

Validity Reversal Rate

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Percentage



PTO v. District Court Review

The chart below compares the affirmance rates for appeals from the district courts with those rates for appeals from
various PTO proceedings from 2016 to date. Of particular interest, the affirmance rates for the district courts and for
IPR proceedings are very similar where the patent(s) were found valid below, and where the patent(s) were found
invalid below. The affirmance rate on claim construction decisions from district courts and IPR proceedings were
similar to each other, but not as close as the overall validity appeal figures. The results for all such decisions are shown
in the table below. Note that the affirmance rates and reversal rates usually do not add up to 100% since some cases
involve, for example, vacated and remanded judgments which are neither affirmances nor reversals.

Affirmance Rates
All All Validity Anticipation Obviousness Claim 35USC 101
Validity Reversal Affirmance Affirmance Construction Affirmance
Rate Rate Rate Affirmance Rate Rate

Total 81.7 13.6 75.8 82.3 74.4 86.2
CBM Total 85.1 6.4 100.0 75.0 91.7 88.0

Claim Construction 91.7

Invalid Below 88.1 24 100.0 66.7 95.7

Valid Below 60.0 40.0 100.0 0.0
District Cour | Total 77.7 15.6 65.0 80.0 73.9 84.1

Claim Construction 73.9

Invalid Below 78.0 15.0 60.0 80.4 85.7

Valid Below 77.0 17.3 68.9 79.7 61.1
Ex Parte Total 75.6 9.8 66.7 75.0 50.0
Reexam

Claim Construction 50.0

Invalid Below 75.6 9.8 66.7 75.0
Examiner Total 79.2 14.6 50.0 76.7 100.0 100.0
Appeal

Claim Construction 100.0

Invalid Below 79.2 14.6 50.0 76.7 100.0
Inter Partes | Total 76.8 8.0 87.5 72.2 66.7
Reexam

Claim Construction 66.7

Invalid Below 80.0 6.4 90.9 73.8

Valid Below 64.3 14.3 50.0 64.3
Interference | Total 81.0 0.0 100.0 571 87.5

Claim Construction 87.5

Invalid Below 81.3 0.0 100.0 571

Valid Below 80.0 0.0 100.0







Affirmance Rates

All All Validity Anticipation Obviousness Claim 35USC 101
Validity Reversal Affirmance Affirmance Construction Affirmance
Rate Rate Rate Affirmance Rate Rate
IPR Total 83.7 6.0 79.7 83.5 75.7 50.0
Claim Construction 75.7
Invalid Below 88.8 4.7 83.8 88.8 50.0
Valid Below 70.9 9.2 70.0 70.3
Other Total 85.8 17.0 72.4 86.4 61.5 97.9
17.7
Claim Construction 0.0 61.5
Invalid Below 87.1 8.1 70.4 88.2 100.0
Valid Below 68.8 12.5 100.0 70.0 50.0
Reversal Rates
All Anticipation Obviousness Claim 35USC 101
Validity Reversal Reversal Construction Reversal Rate
Rate Rate Reversal Rate
Total 8.8 16.0 6.0 20.9 11.2
cBM Invalid Below 24 0.0 0.0 0.0
Valid Below 40.0 0.0 100.0
District Court | Claim Construction 22.9
Invalid Below 14.9 229 9.8 11.1
Valid Below 17.3 22.2 11.9 38.9
Ex Parte Claim Construction 40.0
Reexam
Invalid Below 9.8 22.2 10.0
Examiner Invalid Below 14.6 50.0 13.3 0.0
Inter Partes Claim Construction 21.2
Reexam
Invalid Below 6.4 9.1 6.2
Valid Below 14.3 50.0 7.1
Interference Claim Construction 12.5
IPR Claim Construction 19.2
Invalid Below 47 10.6 4.1 50.0
Valid Below 9.2 16.4 9.3
Other Claim Construction 30.8
Invalid Below 6.4 22.2 3.2 0.0







Reversal Rates

All Anticipation Obviousness Claim 35USC 101
Validity Reversal Reversal Construction Reversal Rate
Rate Rate Reversal Rate
Other Valid Below 6.3 0.0 0.0 50.0




Number of Patent Decisions for Previous Month and for Years Since 2010

The chart below shows the breakdown by case origin of decisions made by the Federal Circuit in November 2023
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Year of Decision
Total DCT ITC PATO
Total 4,988 2,739 113 2,136
100.0% 54.9% 2.3% 42.8%
2010 252 215 9 28
100.0% 85.3% 3.6% 11.1%
2011 232 184 6 42
100.0% 79.3% 2.6% 18.1%
2012 294 213 6 75
100.0% 72.4% 2.0% 25.5%
2013 270 198 11 61
100.0% 73.3% 4.1% 22.6%
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Total DCT ITC PATO
2014 339 253 11 75
100.0% 74.6% 3.2% 22.1%
2015 353 224 8 121
100.0% 63.5% 2.3% 34.3%
2016 408 221 2 185
100.0% 54.2% 0.5% 45.3%
2017 432 21 9 212
100.0% 48.8% 21% 49.1%
2018 430 191 3 236
100.0% 44.4% 0.7% 54.9%
2019 444 196 12 236
100.0% 44.1% 2.7% 53.2%
2020 414 196 6 212
100.0% 47.3% 1.4% 51.2%
2021 348 140 8 200
100.0% 40.2% 2.3% 57.5%
2022 365 150 11 204
100.0% 41.1% 3.0% 55.9%
2023 407 147 11 249
100.0% 36.1% 2.7% 61.2%




Section 1. Legal Issues

A. Attorney's Fees

The number of attorney's fees rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 1995 are shown in the
chart below.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 65.5 307 12.7
2023 90.0 10 0.0
2022 75.0 8 12.5
2021 100.0 11 0.0
2020 65.0 20 15.0
2019 64.3 14 15.4
2018 84.2 19 5.3
2017 65.0 20 20.0
2016 71.4 14 0.0
2015 38.9 18 22.2
2014 60.0 15 6.7
2013 41.7 12 16.7
2012 75.0 4 0.0
2011 40.0 5 40.0
2010 33.3 9 33.3
2009 55.6 9 22.2
2008 66.7 12 0.0




Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
2007 57.1 7 14.3
2006 76.9 13 0.0
2005 50.0 18 22.2
2004 77.8 9 22.2
2003 25.0 8 62.5
2002 714 7 0.0
2001 88.9 9 0.0
2000 83.3 12 8.3
1999 80.0 5 0.0
1998 75.0 4 25.0
1997 100.0 5 0.0
1996 50.0 8 0.0
1995 50.0 2 0.0

Awarded or Denied Below: The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether attorney's fees
were awarded or denied below are shown in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 65.5 307 12.7
Awarded/Granted Below Total 53.2 156 17.3
1995 50.0 2 0.0
1996 0.0 2 0.0
1997 100.0 1 0.0
1998 0.0 1 100.0
1999 100.0 2 0.0
2000 80.0 5 20.0
2001 100.0 3 0.0
2002 0.0 1 0.0
2003 25.0 8 62.5
2004 50.0 2 50.0
2005 27.3 11 27.3
2006 50.0 6 0.0
2007 0.0 1 100.0




Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Awarded/Granted Below 2008 50.0 8 0.0
2009 50.0 6 16.7
2010 14.3 7 42.9
2011 50.0 4 50.0
2012 66.7 3 0.0
2013 37.5 8 12.5
2014 70.0 10 0.0
2015 16.7 6 33.3
2016 0.0 4 0.0
2017 76.9 13 7.7
2018 75.0 8 12.5
2019 61.5 13 16.7
2020 75.0 8 12.5
2021 100.0 5 0.0
2022 50.0 4 25.0
2023 75.0 4 0.0

Not Awarded/Denied Below Total 79.0 143 7.7
1996 60.0 5 0.0
1997 100.0 4 0.0
1998 100.0 3 0.0
1999 66.7 3 0.0
2000 85.7 7 0.0
2001 83.3 6 0.0
2002 83.3 6 0.0
2004 85.7 7 14.3
2005 85.7 7 14.3
2006 100.0 7 0.0
2007 100.0 4 0.0
2008 100.0 3 0.0
2009 66.7 3 33.3
2010 100.0 2 0.0
2011 0.0 1 0.0




Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Not Awarded/Denied Below 2012 100.0 1 0.0
2013 50.0 4 25.0
2014 33.3 3 0.0
2015 50.0 12 16.7
2016 100.0 10 0.0
2017 33.3 6 50.0
2018 90.9 1 0.0
2019 100.0 1 0.0
2020 54.5 11 18.2
2021 100.0 6 0.0
2022 100.0 4 0.0
2023 100.0 6 0.0
Other Total 62.5 8 12.5
1996 100.0 1 0.0
2007 0.0 2 0.0
2008 100.0 1 0.0
2014 50.0 2 50.0
2017 100.0 1 0.0
2020 100.0 1 0.0




The affirmance rates for the various judges on this issue are shown in the chart below, followed by the number of rulings
for each judge. Note that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Attorney Fee Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of opinions on attorney's fees, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Attorney Fees

Stoll Bryson
10 | 7
Stark Chen
1 5
Schall Clevenger
7 11
Reyna Dyk
6 15
Prost Hughes
16 7
Plager
4
New man
15 Linn
Moore 13 .
6 Lourie
Mayer 25
4

Number of Dissents on Attorney Fees

Wallach 1
1 Bryson
Taranto 1
1 Dyk
Reyna 3
4
Prost
1 Lourie
Plager 1
1 Mayer
New man 2
5
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B. Claim Construction

The number of claim construction rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 1995 are shown in

the chart below.
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Affirmance Rate  No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 65.1 2,412 28.6
1995 71.4 7 28.6
1996 61.3 31 38.7
1997 73.0 37 26.3
1998 90.5 21 9.5
1999 45.0 40 48.8
2000 741 54 25.9
2001 63.9 97 30.9
2002 46.2 78 52.6
2003 42.6 108 50.9
2004 51.1 90 32.2
2005 56.9 109 24.8
2006 66.7 69 18.8
2007 65.7 102 294
2008 59.6 109 20.2
2009 68.3 60 18.3
2010 70.3 91 231




Affirmance Rate  No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
2011 62.2 90 33.3
2012 64.5 93 33.3
2013 61.8 89 38.2
2014 65.8 114 325
2015 52.5 99 414
2016 75.2 153 24.2
2017 70.0 120 25.8
2018 63.5 85 24.7
2019 67.8 87 28.7
2020 75.2 113 221
2021 86.6 97 8.2
2022 66.3 80 27.5
2023 84.3 89 10.1

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of claim construction decision below
(summary judgment, Markman ruling, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Claim Construction Affirmance Rate
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Type of Decision Below
Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 65.1 2,412 28.6
Bench Trial 68.2 66 31.8
BPAI 70.6 68 25.0

20



Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate

Contempt Hearing 0.0 1 100.0
ITC 67.5 80 28.8
JMOL 50.0 18 38.9
Jury Verdict 79.7 59 13.6
Markman Ruling 64.2 1,087 29.6
Other 57.6 59 35.6
Preliminary Injunction 52.5 40 27.5
PTAB 74.4 472 20.1

Summary Judgment 56.9 462 35.3

By Claim Type: The affirmance rates as a function of the claim type ("means for", apparatus, method, etc.) are
illustrated in the chart below.

Claim Construction Affirmance Rates, by Type of Claim
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Number of Claim Construction Rulings, by Type of Claim

Apparatus Claims 1,670
Composition of Matter Claims
Method Claims 1,078
"Means for" Claims
Non-Means For Claims 1,986
0 400 sloo 12|oo 16IOO 2000

Number of Rulings

By Technology: Claim construction affirmance rates vary significantly by technology. The variation from technology to
technology for automotive, biotech, medical, pharma, semiconductor, and telecommunications technologies is set forth
below.

Claim Construction Affirmance Rates, by Technology
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Number of Claim Construction Rulings, by Technology

Automotive 87|

Biotech 71

Medical 269

Pharma

Semiconductor

Telecommunications 330

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350
Number of Rulings

By Judge: The affirmance rate for claim construction rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of claim construction rulings for each judge. Note
that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Claim Construction Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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Claim Construction Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 385
196 Chen
Taranto 268
227 Clevenger
Stoll 283
218 Cunningham
Stark 34
23 Dyk
Schall 462
315
Reyna |
313
Hughes
Prost 208
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Plager
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374
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Newman 611
458 Mayer
Moore 270
341

The number of opinions on claim construction, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Claim Construction
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Number of Dissents on Claim Construction

Wallach

6

TarantoJ

2

Stark
o

Schall
6

4

. Bryson

8
Chen

Reyna |

12

Prost |
8
Plager
2

Newman
33
Moore

1

Clevenger

10

Dyk
21

Hughes
1

Linn

3

Lourie
11

Mayer

21

25



Section 1. Legal Issues

C. Damages

The number of damages rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 1995 are shown in the chart

below.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 58.1 332 11.6
1995 66.7 6 0.0
1996 52.4 21 23.8
1997 100.0 8 0.0
1998 100.0 3 0.0
1999 60.0 10 20.0
2000 60.0 10 0.0
2001 81.8 11 9.1
2002 66.7 9 11.1
2003 63.6 11 9.1
2004 50.0 8 25.0
2005 60.0 10 30.0
2006 62.5 8 12.5
2007 50.0 10 30.0
2008 64.7 17 0.0
2009 55.6 9 11.1
2010 72.7 11 10.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2011 71.4 7 0.0
2012 64.3 14 7.1
2013 44 4 18 27.8
2014 15.4 13 7.7
2015 52.8 36 22.2
2016 40.0 10 0.0
2017 72.7 11 0.0
2018 42 1 19 0.0
2019 62.5 8 0.0
2020 64.3 14 7.1
2021 50.0 6 20.0
2022 57.1 7 0.0
2023 714 7 0.0

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether damages were awarded or denied below are
shown in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 58.1 332 11.6
Awarded/Granted Below Total 58.6 249 9.0
1995 66.7 6 0.0
1996 471 17 294
1997 100.0 6 0.0
1998 100.0 2 0.0
1999 571 7 14.3
2000 66.7 9 0.0
2001 85.7 7 0.0
2002 33.3 3 33.3
2003 75.0 8 0.0
2004 60.0 5 20.0
2005 55.6 9 33.3
2006 57.1 7 14.3
2007 42.9 7 28.6
2008 70.0 10 0.0
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Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Awarded/Granted Below 2009 50.0 8 12.5
2010 75.0 8 12.5
2011 100.0 4 0.0
2012 70.0 10 0.0
2013 46.7 15 20.0
2014 22.2 9 0.0
2015 57.7 26 1.5
2016 28.6 7 0.0
2017 75.0 8 0.0
2018 43.8 16 0.0
2019 62.5 8 0.0
2020 66.7 12 0.0
2021 50.0 4 0.0
2022 50.0 6 0.0
2023 60.0 5 0.0

Not Awarded/Denied Total 60.3 63 19.4

Below 1996 75.0 4 0.0
1997 100.0 2 0.0
1998 100.0 1 0.0
1999 100.0 2 0.0
2000 0.0 1 0.0
2001 75.0 4 25.0
2002 83.3 6 0.0
2003 33.3 3 33.3
2004 33.3 3 33.3
2005 100.0 1 0.0
2006 100.0 1 0.0
2007 100.0 1 0.0
2008 66.7 3 0.0
2010 66.7 3 0.0
2011 33.3 3 0.0
2012 0.0 1 100.0
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Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Not Awarded/Denied 2013 33.3 3 66.7

Below 2014 0.0 1 0.0
2015 50.0 8 50.0
2016 66.7 3 0.0
2017 66.7 3 0.0
2018 0.0 1 0.0
2020 0.0 1 100.0
2021 0.0 1 100.0
2022 100.0 1 0.0
2023 100.0 2 0.0

Other Total 45.0 20 20.0
1999 0.0 1 100.0
2007 50.0 2 50.0
2008 50.0 4 0.0
2009 100.0 1 0.0
2012 66.7 3 0.0
2014 0.0 3 33.3
2015 0.0 2 50.0
2018 50.0 2 0.0
2020 100.0 1 0.0
2021 100.0 1 0.0
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By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of damages decision below (summary
judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Damages Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision

70 66-7
61.3
60
50
o
2 40
c 33.3
o
S 30 —
o
20 —
10 —
0 —
Bench Trial JMOL Order on Motion Other Summary
Judgment

Type of Decision Below

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 58.1 332 11.6
Bench Trial 61.3 62 3.2
JMOL 50.0 12 25.0
Jury 59.6 141 12.4
Order on Motion 58.3 96 10.5
Other 66.7 6 0.0
Summary Judgment 33.3 15 40.0
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By Issue Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the issue below (lost profits, reasonable royalty, other) are
illustrated in the chart below.

Damages Affirmance Rates, by Issue
70

66.2
60.0
60
54.7
50
o
Q 40
= J¥ Affirmance Rate
8 J© Rewersal Rate
& 30
o
20 18.8
10.5
0 J
Lost Profits Other Reasonable Royalty
Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 58.1 332 1.6
Lost Profits 66.2 65 18.8
Other 54.7 192 10.5
Reasonable Royalty 60.0 75 8.2
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for damages rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of damages rulings for each judge. Note that a single
ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Damages Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of opinions on damages, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Damages

Bryson

Wallach | 9
1 Chen

Taranto 2
11 | Clevenger
Stoll | 4
8 Dyk
Stark 10

Linn

Schall 14
8
Reyna
7 Lourie
Prost 23
23 Mayer
Plager 7
4 Moore
Newman 10
15

Number of Dissents on Damages

Bryson
Wallach | 1
1 Clevenger
Prost 1
2 Dyk
Newman 5
7
Hughes
2
Lourie
Mayer 1
7
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Enhanced Damages: The number of enhanced damages rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year
from 1995 are shown in the chart below.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 62.9 62 17.4
1996 50.0 4 0.0
1997 100.0 3
1998 100.0 1
1999 33.3 3 50.0
2000 75.0 4 0.0
2001 100.0 4
2002 100.0 3
2003 100.0 1
2004 100.0 2
2005 100.0 3
2006 100.0 1
2008 100.0 2
2009 100.0 2
2010 100.0 2
2011 50.0 2 0.0
2012 0.0 1 0.0
2013 100.0 1
2014 0.0 2 0.0
2015 20.0 5 50.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate

2016 25.0 4 0.0
2017 100.0 1

2018 25.0 4 0.0
2019 0.0 1 0.0
2020 50.0 2 0.0
2021 0.0 1 100.0
2022 0.0 1 0.0
2023 100.0 2

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether enhanced damages were awarded or denied
below are shown in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 62.9 62 17.4
Awarded/Granted Below 59.0 39 18.8
Not Awarded/Denied Below 69.6 23 14.3
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for enhanced damages rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of enhanced damages rulings for each judge. Note
that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Enhanced Damages Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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Enhanced Damages Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 7
Chen
4

8 Clevenger
Stoll 9
5 Dyk
Stark 8
1 Hughes
Schall 7
12
Reyna
2
Prost
11 Linn
Plager 7
5 Lourie
Newman 23
16 Mayer
Moore 10

The number of opinions on enhanced damages, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Enhanced Damages

Bryson
Taranto I 1
4 Clevenger
Stoll 1

2
Stark

1
Schall

2

[ Dyk

Mayer
Prost 2
7 Moore
Newman 4
7
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Number of Dissents on Enhanced Damages

Clevenger
Wallach 1
1
Mayer
1
Lourie
1 Dyk
Hughes 2

1
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Section 1. Legal Issues

D. Exceptional Case and Willful Infringement
Exceptional Case: The number of exceptional case rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from

1995 are shown in the chart below.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate

Total 71.9 139 16.7

1996 100.0 1 0.0

1998 33.3 3 33.3

2000 100.0 3 0.0

2001 80.0 5 0.0

2002 100.0 4 0.0

2003 250 4 75.0

2004 75.0 4 25.0

2005 75.0 8 25.0

2007 100.0 3 0.0

2008 62.5 8 12.5

2009 75.0 4 25.0

2010 40.0 5 40.0

2011 50.0 2 50.0

2012 50.0 6 33.3

2013 33.3 6 16.7

2014 75.0 4 0.0

2015 50.0 6 20.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2016 50.0 2 0.0
2017 63.6 22 31.8
2018 100.0 16 0.0
2019 81.8 11 0.0
2020 100.0 2 0.0
2021 100.0 5 0.0
2022 100.0 1 0.0
2023 100.0 4 0.0

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether an exceptional case motion was granted or
denied below are shown in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate = Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 71.9 139 16.7
Found Exceptional Below Total 64.0 75 227
1998 0.0 1 100.0
2000 100.0 1 0.0
2001 100.0 2 0.0
2003 0.0 3 100.0
2004 50.0 2 50.0
2005 66.7 6 33.3
2008 571 7 14.3
2009 50.0 2 50.0
2010 25.0 4 50.0
2011 50.0 2 50.0
2012 33.3 3 66.7
2013 25.0 4 25.0
2014 100.0 3 0.0
2015 50.0 2 0.0
2016 50.0 2 0.0
2017 72.7 1 18.2
2018 100.0 7 0.0
2019 77.8 9 0.0
2021 100.0 3 0.0
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Total
Affirmance Rate  Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Found Exceptional Below 2023 100.0 1 0.0
Found Not Exceptional Below | Total 81.0 63 9.7
1996 100.0 1 0.0
1998 50.0 2 0.0
2000 100.0 2 0.0
2001 66.7 3 0.0
2002 100.0 4 0.0
2003 100.0 1 0.0
2004 100.0 2 0.0
2005 100.0 2 0.0
2007 100.0 3 0.0
2008 100.0 1 0.0
2009 100.0 2 0.0
2010 100.0 1 0.0
2012 66.7 3 0.0
2013 50.0 2 0.0
2014 0.0 1 0.0
2015 50.0 4 33.3
2017 54.5 11 455
2018 100.0 8 0.0
2019 100.0 2 0.0
2020 100.0 2 0.0
2021 100.0 2 0.0
2022 100.0 1 0.0
2023 100.0 3 0.0
Other Total 100.0 1 0.0
2018 100.0 1 0.0
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By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of exceptional case decision below
(summary judgment, bench trial, jury trial, order on motion, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Exceptional Case Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision

100.0 100.0
100

80

72.3

60

50.0

Percentage

40

20

Bench Trial Order on Motion Summary Judgment

Type of Decision Below

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 71.9 139 16.7
100.0 2 0.0
Bench Trial 50.0 6 50.0
Order on Motion 72.3 130 15.5
Summary Judgment 100.0 1 0.0
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for exceptional case rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of exceptional case rulings for each judge. Note that a
single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Exceptional Case Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of opinions on exceptional case, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Exceptional Case

Wallach Bryson
5 3
Taranto Chen
2 4
Stoll Clevenger
5 4
Stark —__Dyk
1 5
Schall Hughes
3 1

Reyna

Number of Dissents on Exceptional Case

Dyk
Taranto 1
1—| Lourie
Newman 1
1
Mayer
2
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Willful Infringement: The number of willful infringement rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year
from 1995 are shown in the chart below.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 68.4 95 13.7
1995 0.0 2 50.0
1996 100.0 5 0.0
1997 100.0 1 0.0
1998 100.0 2 0.0
1999 100.0 1 0.0
2000 100.0 3 0.0
2001 66.7 3 0.0
2002 100.0 1 0.0
2003 100.0 1 0.0
2004 40.0 5 20.0
2005 100.0 6 0.0
2006 100.0 5 0.0
2007 100.0 3 0.0
2008 80.0 5 0.0
2009 100.0 3 0.0
2010 66.7 3 33.3
2011 100.0 2 0.0
2012 50.0 4 0.0
2013 16.7 6 50.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2014 60.0 5 20.0
2015 33.3 6 66.7
2016 50.0 6 0.0
2017 100.0 1 0.0
2018 60.0 5 0.0
2019 0.0 2 50.0
2020 50.0 2 0.0
2021 50.0 2 50.0
2022 100.0 3 0.0
2023 100.0 2 0.0

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether willful infringement was found or not below are
shown in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 68.4 95 13.7
Found Willful Below Total 60.7 61 19.7
1995 0.0 2 50.0
1996 100.0 4 0.0
1997 100.0 1 0.0
1998 100.0 2 0.0
2000 100.0 2 0.0
2001 50.0 2 0.0
2004 25.0 4 25.0
2005 100.0 4 0.0
2006 100.0 5 0.0
2007 100.0 1 0.0
2008 50.0 2 0.0
2009 100.0 1 0.0
2010 0.0 1 100.0
2011 100.0 1 0.0
2012 33.3 3 0.0
2013 0.0 5 60.0
2014 66.7 3 33.3
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Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Found Willful Below 2015 20.0 5 80.0
2016 100.0 2 0.0
2017 100.0 1 0.0
2018 50.0 4 0.0
2019 0.0 2 50.0
2020 100.0 1 0.0
2022 100.0 2 0.0
2023 100.0 1 0.0
Not Found Willful Total 81.8 33 3.0
Below 1996 100.0 1 0.0
1999 100.0 1 0.0
2000 100.0 1 0.0
2001 100.0 1 0.0
2002 100.0 1 0.0
2003 100.0 1 0.0
2004 100.0 1 0.0
2005 100.0 2 0.0
2007 100.0 2 0.0
2008 100.0 3 0.0
2009 100.0 2 0.0
2010 100.0 2 0.0
2011 100.0 1 0.0
2012 100.0 1 0.0
2013 100.0 1 0.0
2014 50.0 2 0.0
2015 100.0 1 0.0
2016 250 4 0.0
2018 100.0 1 0.0
2020 0.0 1 0.0
2021 50.0 2 50.0
2023 100.0 1 0.0
Other Total 100.0 1 0.0
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Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Other 2022

0.0

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of willful infringement decision below
(summary judgment, bench trial, jury trial, order on motion, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Willful Infringement Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision
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Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 68.4 95 13.7
0.0 1 0.0
Bench Trial 66.7 15 20.0
Jury/JMOL 72.9 59 10.2
Order on Motion 56.3 16 18.8
Summary Judgment 75.0 4 25.0
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for willful infringement rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of willfulness rulings for each judge. Note that a

single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Willful Infringement Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of opinions on willfulness, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Willfulness

Bryson
Taranto | 1

4 Chen
Stoll 1

5 Clevenger

Stark 1
1 Dyk
Schall 3
4 Hughes
Reyna 1
4 Linn
T4
Lourie
7
Prost
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Plager 2
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Newman 9

Number of Dissents on Willfulness

Clevenger
Wallach 1
1 Dyk
Schall 4
1
Lourie
1
Mayer
Newman 1
5
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Section 1. Legal Issues
E. Infringement

The number of infringement rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012 are shown in the
chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 68.0 2269 13.4
1995 70.6 17 294
1996 60.0 40 25.0
1997 80.9 47 10.6
1998 80.8 26 1.5
1999 50.9 55 214
2000 74.4 86 5.8
2001 61.4 101 17.8
2002 40.9 66 15.2
2003 49.5 101 21.8
2004 54.4 79 15.2
2005 57.5 120 18.3
2006 84.2 95 74
2007 73.0 111 14.4
2008 69.4 124 1.3
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2009 74.3 74 10.8
2010 62.8 94 19.1
2011 61.2 67 19.4
2012 68.4 95 14.7
2013 57.3 89 21.3
2014 66.1 115 10.4
2015 67.0 91 11.0
2016 79.8 119 7.6
2017 77.0 74 9.5
2018 79.7 74 9.5
2019 78.2 87 11.5
2020 80.6 72 5.6
2021 76.3 59 10.2
2022 70.7 41 12.2
2023 80.0 50 20

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether infringement was found or not below are shown
in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 68.0 2269 134
Found Total 62.7 644 26.0
Infringed
Below 1995 55.6 9 44 .4
1996 231 13 69.2
1997 76.9 13 15.4
1998 75.0 12 25.0
1999 421 19 35.0
2000 70.6 17 23.5
2001 64.0 25 28.0
2002 471 17 5.9
2003 55.0 20 30.0
2004 43.8 16 31.3
2005 45.7 35 343
2006 76.0 25 20.0
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Total

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate

Found 2007 52.0 25 40.0

Infringed

Below 2008 64.1 39 20.5
2009 80.0 25 16.0
2010 42.9 28 42.9
2011 60.0 20 40.0
2012 84.0 25 16.0
2013 57.1 28 28.6
2014 56.5 23 26.1
2015 62.1 29 27.6
2016 714 28 25.0
2017 68.0 25 24.0
2018 71.4 28 21.4
2019 65.5 29 27.6
2020 87.5 24 4.2
2021 63.6 22 18.2
2022 75.0 12 16.7
2023 76.9 13 7.7

Not Found Total 70.2 1625 8.4

Infringed

Below 1995 87.5 8 12.5
1996 77.8 27 3.7
1997 82.4 34 8.8
1998 85.7 14 0.0
1999 55.6 36 13.9
2000 75.4 69 1.4
2001 60.5 76 14.5
2002 38.8 49 18.4
2003 48.1 81 19.8
2004 57.1 63 11.1
2005 62.4 85 11.8
2006 87.1 70 2.9
2007 79.1 86 7.0
2008 71.8 85 7.1
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Total

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate

Not Found 2009 714 49 8.2

Infringed

Below 2010 71.2 66 9.1
2011 61.7 47 10.6
2012 62.9 70 14.3
2013 57.4 61 18.0
2014 68.5 92 6.5
2015 69.4 62 3.2
2016 82.4 91 2.2
2017 81.6 49 2.0
2018 84.8 46 2.2
2019 84.5 58 34
2020 77.1 48 6.3
2021 83.8 37 5.4
2022 69.0 29 10.3
2023 81.1 37 0.0
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for infringement rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of infringement rulings for each judge. Note that a single
ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Infringement Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of rulings on infringement, by judge, is shown below.

Infringement Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 427
172 Chen
Taranto 153
193 Clevenger
Stoll 266
707 Cunningham
Stark_ 12
11 Dyk
Schall 446
3357
Reyna ]
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160 Lourie
Newman 589
494 Mayer
Moore 306
305

The number of opinions on infringement, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Infringement
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Number of Dissents on Infringement

Wallach 3

4 — | Bryson
Taranto_J 10

2 Clevenger
Schall 13

5 Dyk
Reyna 21

9
Prost |

12 Hughes
Plager | 9

2

Linn
3

Lourie
Newman 9
39 Mayer

1. Doctrine of Equivalents

The number of doctrine of equivalents infringement rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from
2012 are shown in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 70.3 418 15.3
1995 100.0 4 0.0
1996 43.8 16 37.5
1997 75.0 12 16.7
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate

1998 75.0 12 16.7
1999 66.7 18 11.1
2000 75.8 33 9.1

2001 71.9 32 94

2002 26.7 15 26.7
2003 33.3 18 22.2
2004 66.7 21 9.5

2005 66.7 24 16.7
2006 79.2 24 12.5
2007 81.5 27 11.1
2008 63.6 22 31.8
2009 80.0 10 10.0
2010 54.5 1 9.1

2011 60.0 10 40.0
2012 80.0 20 5.0
2013 55.6 9 44 .4
2014 75.0 12 8.3
2015 100.0 8 0.0
2016 90.9 1 9.1

2017 100.0 6 0.0
2018 88.9 9 11.1
2019 92.3 13 7.7
2020 91.7 12 8.3
2021 50.0 4 50.0
2022 66.7 3 0.0
2023 50.0 2 50.0

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether doctrine of equivalents infringement was found or
not below are shown in the following table.

Total
DOE Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings DOE Reversal Rate
Total 70.3 418 15.3
Found Total 511 90 38.9
Infringed
Relow 1995 100.0 1 0.0
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Total

DOE Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings DOE Reversal Rate

Found 1996 14.3 7 714

Infringed

Below 1998 50.0 6 333
1999 40.0 5 40.0
2000 33.3 3 66.7
2001 33.3 3 333
2002 33.3 3 33.3
2003 25.0 4 25.0
2004 33.3 3 33.3
2005 33.3 6 50.0
2006 66.7 6 33.3
2007 66.7 3 333
2008 50.0 6 50.0
2009 100.0 1 0.0
2010 0.0 1 100.0
2011 25.0 4 75.0
2012 100.0 3 0.0
2013 33.3 3 66.7
2015 100.0 3 0.0
2016 66.7 3 33.3
2018 100.0 2 0.0
2019 80.0 5 20.0
2020 80.0 5 20.0
2021 66.7 3 333
2023 0.0 1 100.0

Not Found Total 77.0 313 7.3

Infringed

Below 1995 100.0 3 0.0
1996 66.7 9 11.1
1997 75.0 12 16.7
1998 100.0 6 0.0
1999 83.3 12 0.0
2000 80.0 30 3.3
2001 75.9 29 6.9
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Total

DOE Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings DOE Reversal Rate
Not Found 2002 25.0 12 25.0
Infringed
Below 2003 38.5 13 23.1
2004 72.2 18 5.6
2005 77.8 18 5.6
2006 83.3 18 5.6
2007 90.5 21 0.0
2008 88.9 9 0.0
2009 77.8 9 11.1
2010 60.0 10 0.0
2011 83.3 6 16.7
2012 76.5 17 5.9
2013 66.7 6 33.3
2014 75.0 12 8.3
2015 100.0 5 0.0
2016 100.0 8 0.0
2017 100.0 6 0.0
2018 83.3 6 16.7
2019 100.0 6 0.0
2020 100.0 7 0.0
2021 0.0 1 100.0
2022 66.7 3 0.0
2023 100.0 1 0.0
Other Total 46.7 15 40.0
1999 0.0 1 0.0
2003 0.0 1 0.0
2007 33.3 3 66.7
2008 42.9 7 57.1
2018 100.0 1 0.0
2019 100.0 2 0.0
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for doctrine of equivalents infringement rulings varied significantly from judge to judge.
The following chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of doctrine of equivalents infringement
rulings for each judge. Note that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Doc. of Equiv. Affrmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of rulings on doctrine of equivalents infringement, by judge, is shown below.

Doc. of Equiv. Infringement Rulings, by Judge

Bryson

Wallach 84

22 Chen
TarantoJ [ 19

20 Clevenger

Stoll | 65
10 Dyk
Schall |
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Newman Mayer
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The number of opinions on doctrine of equivalents infringement, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Doc. of Equiv. Infringement

Stoll

Bryson
4 30
Schall Chen
13 8
Reyna Clevenger
6 9
Pros Dyk
19 16
Plager Hughes
8 1
Other
9
Newman i
28 Linn

27

Lourie
56
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Number of Dissents on Doc. of Equiv. Infringement

Bryson
Wallach | 3
1 Clevenger
Prost 6
3
Newman
8
Dyk
Mayer 3
9
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2. Literal

The number of literal infringement rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012 are shown in
the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Literal Infringement Affirmance Rate
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 67.4 1249 134
1995 66.7 12 33.3
1996 73.1 26 15.4
1997 80.6 31 9.7
1998 80.0 15 6.7
1999 441 34 257
2000 727 44 4.5
2001 59.0 61 16.4
2002 46.9 49 10.2
2003 50.7 73 233
2004 50.0 52 17.3
2005 55.7 88 18.2
2006 84.1 63 6.3
2007 68.8 80 15.0
2008 70.4 98 11.2
2009 73.7 38 10.5
2010 61.4 57 17.5
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2011 57.8 45 17.8
2012 75.0 32 15.6
2013 67.7 31 19.4
2014 74.1 27 11.1
2015 75.8 33 9.1
2016 80.0 70 7.1
2017 83.9 31 6.5
2018 81.5 27 18.5
2019 77.4 31 12.9
2020 72.0 25 4.0
2021 77.8 27 11.1
2022 62.5 16 12.5
2023 81.8 33 0.0

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether literal infringement was found or not below are
shown in the following table.

Total
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 67.4 1249 134
Found Total 63.2 367 25.3
Infringed
Below 1995 57.1 7 42.9
1996 50.0 8 50.0
1997 727 1 18.2
1998 85.7 7 14.3
1999 42.9 14 33.3
2000 70.0 10 20.0
2001 72.2 18 16.7
2002 53.3 15 0.0
2003 64.7 17 29.4
2004 40.0 10 30.0
2005 48.0 25 36.0
2006 75.0 16 18.8
2007 55.6 18 33.3
2008 67.7 31 16.1
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Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Found 2009 78.6 14 14.3

Infringed

Below 2010 33.3 18 50.0
2011 71.4 14 28.6
2012 75.0 8 25.0
2013 60.0 10 30.0
2014 57.1 7 28.6
2015 77.8 9 22.2
2016 60.0 15 33.3
2017 81.8 1 18.2
2018 54.5 1 455
2019 70.0 10 30.0
2020 88.9 9 0.0
2021 58.3 12 25.0
2022 75.0 4 0.0
2023 87.5 8 0.0

Not Found Total 69.2 880 8.5

Infringed

Below 1995 80.0 5 20.0
1996 83.3 18 0.0
1997 85.0 20 5.0
1998 75.0 8 0.0
1999 45.0 20 20.0
2000 73.5 34 0.0
2001 53.5 43 16.3
2002 441 34 14.7
2003 46.4 56 214
2004 52.4 42 14.3
2005 58.7 63 11.1
2006 87.2 47 2.1
2007 73.8 61 9.8
2008 71.6 67 9.0
2009 70.8 24 8.3
2010 74.4 39 26
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Total

Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Not Found 2011 51.6 31 12.9

Infringed

Below 2012 75.0 24 12.5
2013 71.4 21 14.3
2014 80.0 20 5.0
2015 75.0 24 4.2
2016 85.5 55 0.0
2017 85.0 20 0.0
2018 100.0 16 0.0
2019 81.0 21 4.8
2020 62.5 16 6.3
2021 93.3 15 0.0
2022 54.5 1 18.2
2023 80.0 25 0.0

Other Total 50.0 2 0.0
2007 0.0 1 0.0
2022 100.0 1 0.0
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for literal infringement rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of literal infringement rulings for each judge. Note
that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Literal Infr. Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of rulings on literal infringement, by judge, is shown below.

Literal Infringement Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 255
71 | Chen
Taranto 59
71J Clevenger
Stoll 157
131 Cunningham

9

Schall —
190 Dyk
Reyna 253
1137
Prost
246
Hughes
Plager 80
88 Linn
Stark 197
8 Lourie
Newman 292
266 Mayer
Moore 194
140

The number of opinions on literal infringement, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Literal Infringement
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Number of Dissents on Literal Infringement

Wallach 2
2 ——— Bryson
SchaIIJ 6
4 Clevenger
Reyna 10

1

Prost
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1
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3. By Technology

The affirmance rates for infringement rulings vary widely by technology. The rates for doctrine of equivalents
infringement, literal infringement, and overall infringement, by technology, are shown below.

Affirmance Rates, by Technology
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Technology
Overall Doc. of Equiv. Literal
Total 68.1 70.2 67.4
Automotive 69.5 78.6 65.1
Biotech 76.8 66.7 86.0
Computer 714 62.5 79.7
Construction 56.5 41.7 58.3
Medical 65.2 64.9 64.2
Other 66.6 69.3 65.9
Pharma 76.1 88.2 68.3
Semiconductor 63.2 40.0 66.7
Telecommunications 70.7 87.5 69.0
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4. By Year

The chart below shows how affirmance rates for doctrine of equivalents infringement, literal infringement, and ¢
infringement have varied by year since 1995. There is a notable decrease in affirmance rates in 2002, with a slo’
to more normal levels.

Infringement Affirmance Rates, by Year
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Overall Doc. of Equiv. Literal
Total 68.0 70.3 67.4
1995 70.6 100.0 66.7
1996 60.0 43.8 73.1
1997 80.9 75.0 80.6
1998 80.8 75.0 80.0
1999 50.9 66.7 441
2000 74.4 75.8 727
2001 61.4 71.9 59.0
2002 40.9 26.7 46.9
2003 49.5 33.3 50.7
2004 54.4 66.7 50.0
2005 57.5 66.7 55.7
2006 84.2 79.2 84.1
2007 73.0 81.5 68.8
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Overall Doc. of Equiv. Literal
2008 69.4 63.6 70.4
2009 74.3 80.0 73.7
2010 62.8 54.5 61.4
2011 61.2 60.0 57.8
2012 68.4 80.0 75.0
2013 57.3 55.6 67.7
2014 66.1 75.0 74.1
2015 67.0 100.0 75.8
2016 79.8 90.9 80.0
2017 77.0 100.0 83.9
2018 79.7 88.9 81.5
2019 78.2 92.3 774
2020 80.6 91.7 72.0
2021 76.3 50.0 77.8
2022 70.7 66.7 62.5
2023 80.0 50.0 81.8

5. By Type of Outcome Below

The chart below shows how affirmance rate for overall infringement varies by type of outcome below.

Infringement Affirmance Rate, by Type of Outcome Below
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Overall Doc. of Equiv. Literal
Total 68.0 70.3 67.4
Bench Trial 75.9 77.6 73.6
Contempt Hearing 50.0 0.0
ITC 71.6 66.7 71.4
JMOL 62.5 72.0 65.2
Jury Verdict 68.6 60.7 68.0
Markman Ruling 82.8 0.0 78.6
Other 68.2 85.7 64.7
Preliminary Injunction 42.9 60.0 85.0
Summary Judgment 66.4 71.2 65.7
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Section 1. Legal Issues

F. Injunctions
1. Preliminary Injunctions

The number of preliminary injunction rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012 are
shown in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance Rate, by Year
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1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Percentage

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 56.9 123 13.0
1996 60.0 5 0.0
1997 50.0 2 0.0
1998 75.0 4 0.0
1999 0.0 1 0.0
2000 66.7 3 0.0
2001 40.0 5 20.0
2002 75.0 4 0.0
2003 66.7 3 33.3
2004 33.3 3 33.3
2005 66.7 6 0.0
2006 33.3 9 0.0
2007 80.0 5 20.0
2008 57.1 7 0.0
2009 75.0 4 0.0
2010 50.0 2 50.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2011 100.0 2 0.0
2012 66.7 9 11.1
2013 33.3 3 33.3
2014 42.9 7 28.6
2015 80.0 5 20.0
2016 25.0 4 0.0
2017 75.0 4 0.0
2018 0.0 3 33.3
2019 100.0 4 0.0
2020 71.4 7 14.3
2021 50.0 2 50.0
2022 50.0 8 25.0
2023 0.0 2 50.0

The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether a preliminary injunction was granted or not below
are shown in the following table.

Total
Prel. Inj. Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 56.9 123 13.0
Granted Below | Total 49.3 69 18.8
1996 66.7 3 0.0
1998 75.0 4 0.0
1999 0.0 1 0.0
2001 25.0 4 25.0
2002 100.0 3 0.0
2003 50.0 2 50.0
2004 33.3 3 33.3
2005 66.7 3 0.0
2006 33.3 6 0.0
2007 66.7 3 33.3
2008 33.3 3 0.0
2009 50.0 2 0.0
2010 50.0 2 50.0
2011 100.0 1 0.0
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Total

Prel. Inj. Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings

Reversal Rate

Granted Below | 2012 33.3 3 33.3
2013 50.0 2 50.0
2014 0.0 2 0.0
2015 66.7 3 33.3
2016 50.0 2 0.0
2017 75.0 4 0.0
2018 0.0 1 100.0
2019 100.0 3 0.0
2020 0.0 2 50.0
2021 0.0 1 100.0
2022 50.0 4 25.0
2023 0.0 2 50.0

Not Granted Total 66.7 54 5.6

Below 1996 50.0 2 0.0
1997 50.0 2 0.0
2000 66.7 3 0.0
2001 100.0 1 0.0
2002 0.0 1 0.0
2003 100.0 1 0.0
2005 66.7 3 0.0
2006 33.3 3 0.0
2007 100.0 2 0.0
2008 75.0 4 0.0
2009 100.0 2 0.0
2011 100.0 1 0.0
2012 83.3 6 0.0
2013 0.0 1 0.0
2014 60.0 5 40.0
2015 100.0 2 0.0
2016 0.0 2 0.0
2018 0.0 2 0.0
2019 100.0 1 0.0
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Total
Prel. Inj. Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate
Not Granted 2020 100.0 5 0.0
Below
2021 100.0 1 0.0
2022 50.0 4 25.0

By Judge: The affirmance rate for preliminary injunction rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of preliminary injunction rulings for each judge.
Note that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Preliminary Inj. Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of rulings on preliminary injunction, by judge, is shown below.

Preliminary Injunction Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 37
20 Chen
16
TarantoJ
16 Clevenger
Stoll 17
29 Count of @Cunningham
Stark Prelimin Injunction
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Schall
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16 vk
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The number of opinions on preliminary injunctions, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Preliminary Injunctions

Wallach Bryson
1 | 4
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Chen
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Number of Dissents on Preliminary Injunctions

Bryson
Reyna | 1
1 Clevenger
Prost — 1
2 Dyk
2
Lourie
2
Mayer
Newman 2
9
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Section 1. Legal Issues

F. Injunctions
2. Permanent Injunctions

The number of permanent injunction rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from January 2012
are shown in the chart helaws

Permanent Injunction Affirmance Rate, by Year
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 48.2 85 12.9
2023 100.0 2 0.0
2021 0.0 1 0.0
2020 75.0 4 0.0
2019 100.0 1 0.0
2018 60.0 5 0.0
2017 33.3 6 16.7
2016 28.6 7 0.0
2015 0.0 3 0.0
2014 25.0 4 0.0
2013 42.9 7 14.3
2012 55.6 9 11.1
2011 75.0 4 25.0
2010 66.7 3 0.0
2009 0.0 1 0.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
2008 66.7 6 16.7
2007 12.5 8 50.0
2006 100.0 1 0.0
2005 33.3 3 66.7
2004 66.7 3 0.0
2003 100.0 1 0.0
1999 66.7 3 0.0
1998 50.0 2 0.0
1995 100.0 1 0.0

Awarded or Denied Below: The number of decisions and affirmance rates as a function of whether a permanent
injunction was awarded or denied below are shown in the following table.

Total
Perm. Inj. Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Perm. Inj. Reversal Rate
Total 48.2 85 12.9
Granted Below | Total 49.2 61 11.5
1995 100 1 0
1998 50 2 0
1999 50 2 0
2003 100 1 0
2004 50 2 0
2006 100 1 0
2007 13 8 50
2008 60 5 20
2010 67 3 0
2011 100 3 0
2012 71 7 14
2013 33 3 0
2014 0 2 0
2015 0 3 0
2016 40 5 0

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 82



Total

Perm. Inj. Affirmance Rate

Number of Rulings Perm. Inj. Reversal Rate

Granted Below | 2017 0 3 33
2018 75 4 0
2019 100 1 0
2020 67 3 0
2021 0 1 0
2023 100 1 0

Not Granted Total 45.8 24 16.7

Below 1999 100 1 0
2004 100 1 0
2005 33 3 67
2008 100 1 0
2009 0 1 0
2011 0 1 100
2012 0 2 0
2013 50 4 25
2014 50 2 0
2016 0 2 0
2017 67 3 0
2018 0 1 0
2020 100 1 0
2023 100 1 0
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The affirmance rates for the various judges on this issue are shown in the chart below, followed by the number of rulings
for each judge. Note that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Perm. Inj. Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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The number of opinions on attorney's fees, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Permanent Injunction

Bryson
Wallach | 6
3 Chen
Taranto 2
4 Clevenger
Stoll 3
4 Dyk
Schall 6
1
Reyna
2
Prost
6 Hughes
Plager 1
2 Linn
New man 4
2 Lourie
Moore 12
6

Number of Dissents on Permanent Injunction

Dyk
Schall 2
1
Mayer
Prost 2
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Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability

The number of validity rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012 are shown in the chart
below.

Validity Affirmance Rate
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 78.0 5504 13.6
1995 78.6 14 14.3
1996 80.0 30 13.3
1997 59.0 61 29.5
1998 542 24 33.3
1999 48.4 31 45.2
2000 60.9 46 26.1
2001 58.3 72 36.1
2002 50.7 75 347
2003 727 66 15.2
2004 724 58 13.8
2005 60.6 94 31.9
2006 70.7 82 17.1
2007 69.2 78 25.6
2008 69.2 104 22.1
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
2009 64.3 98 214
2010 64.0 125 27.2
2011 63.2 125 304
2012 73.1 134 20.9
2013 67.2 131 237
2014 73.3 150 14.0
2015 79.8 282 14.6
2016 80.1 422 11.6
2017 80.9 530 9.3
2018 83.1 545 6.8
2019 82.7 538 10.6
2020 85.1 489 8.8
2021 84.9 431 9.0
2022 81.9 288 94
2023 86.9 381 5.3

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of decision below (summary judgment,
bench trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Validity Affirmance Rate, by Type of Decision Below
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Total
Validity Affirmance Rate No. of Ruling Validity Reversal Rate
Total 78.0 5504 13.6
Bench Trial 75.5 481 18.9
BPAI 713 268 17.9
ITC 70.0 20 25.0
JMOL 46.7 107 43.0
Jury Verdict 75.5 445 20.4
Order on Motion 87.6 282 10.3
Other 83.7 3053 75
Preliminary Injunction 71.4 42 21.4
Summary Judgment 63.3 806 251

By Holding Below: The affirmance rates as a function of whether the lower court held the patent claim valid or invalid
is shown below.

Affirmance Rate as a Function of Validity/Invalidity
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Percentage Held Valid on Appeal: The percentage of patents held valid on appeal (as a percentage of the total
number with validity or invalidity rulings) is shown below.

Percentage of Patents Held Valid on Appeal
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1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Total
Total 34.1
1995 66.7
1996 73.3
1997 55.2
1998 76.9
1999 66.7
2000 84.0
2001 541
2002 73.1
2003 58.1
2004 76.9
2005 64.9
2006 63.4
2007 37.2
2008 47.0
2009 48.6
2010 55.0
2011 50.9
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Total
2012 42.3
2013 445
2014 36.0
2015 30.4
2016 26.6
2017 21.9
2018 27.5
2019 259
2020 28.3
2021 31.2
2022 294
2023 23.9

By Technology: Validity affirmance rates vary significantly by technology. The variation from technology to technology
for automotive, biotech, medical, pharma, semiconductor, and telecommunications technologies is set forth belo

Validity Affirmance Rates, by Technology

82.8

Biotech
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Telecommunications

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage

Total
Automotive Biotech  Medical Pharma Semiconductor Telecommunications
Total 80.0 82.8 74.9 81.1 76.7 80.8
85.3 85.3 87.9 81.7 66.7 76.7
Invalid Below 80.0 82.2 72.2 81.4 79.4 85.4
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Total

Automotive Biotech Medical Pharma Semiconductor Telecommunications

Valid Below 72.3 80.0 67.7 80.3 78.3 72.4

Number of Validity Rulings, by Technology

Automotive - 210
| |

Biotech I 215

Medical 601
Pharma 641
Semiconductor
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0 1;30 2<I)o 3(I)o 42)0 5(I>o 600 700

Number of Rulings

By Judge: The affirmance rate for validity varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart illustrates that
variation. The second chart shows the number of validity rulings for each judge. Note that a single ruling in a case
typically has three judges associated with it.

Validity Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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Validity Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 670
771 Chen
Taranto : 942
957 Clevenger

468

Stoll
848 Cunningham
Stark 94
85 Dyk
Schall 1,212
496
Hughes
867
Linn
Reyna 448

1,007 Lourie

Prost 1,458
1,310 Mayer
Plager 450
263 Moore
Newman 1,005
965
The number of opinions on validity, by judge, is shown below.
Number of Opinions on Validity
Bryson
Wallach | 100
55 Chen
Taranto 125
11 Clevenger
Stoll 47
112 Cunningham
Schall 9
53 Dyk
Reyna 124
104 Hughes
Prost 68
182
Plager
23 Linn
Other 95
13 Lourie
Newman 290
98 Mayer
Moore 23

160
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Number of Dissents on Validity

Bryson
Wallach 8
7 1_Chen
Taranto 3
2 | Clevenger
Schall 8
7 Dyk
Reyna 27
19 Hughes
Prost 5
12 Linn
5

Plager

Lourie
10
Mayer
27
Moore

Newman 9

83
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Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability
1. Anticipation

The number of anticipation validity/invalidity rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012
are shown in the chart below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Anticipation Affirmance Rate

100

i rr
80\ e /\/

\' r N " V/ y"l ¥
NRNUEAN AWAY. V.Y ¢

y
" v - Affirmance Rate
‘ J7 - Number of Rulings
}{ | 4 4 4
40 1 £

20 y

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 68.7 894 20.1
2023 88.2 34 8.8
2022 76.7 30 13.3
2021 87.5 32 94
2020 75.0 36 13.5
2019 72.7 44 20.5
2018 79.7 64 14.1
2017 73.3 60 20.0
2016 65.2 66 21.2
2015 56.8 44 27.3
2014 75.0 24 16.7
2013 71.9 32 21.9
2012 66.7 27 259
2011 57.6 33 39.4
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2010 67.4 43 20.9
2009 59.3 27 259
2008 63.4 41 16.2
2007 76.0 25 20.8
2006 61.5 26 14.8
2005 56.8 37 371
2004 70.0 20 0.0
2003 66.7 24 45
2002 48.3 29 345
2001 61.3 31 26.7
2000 71.4 14 14.3
1999 64.3 14 28.6
1998 40.0 5 60.0
1997 56.3 16 214
1996 714 7 0.0
1995 88.9 9 0.0
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By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of anticipation decision below (summary

judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Anticipation Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision

100.0
100
80 774 769
68.2 70.0 67.1
63.2 60.9
& 60 a
8
c
8
E_» 40 i
20 _
0
Bench Trial BPAI ITC JMOL Jury Verdict  Order on Other Preliminary Summary
Motion Injunction Judgment
Type of Decision Below
Anticipation
Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 68.7 894 20.1
Bench Trial 63.2 76 24.7
BPAI 68.2 66 16.4
ITC 70.0 10 30.0
JMOL 30.0 20 57.9
Jury Verdict 67.1 155 27.7
Order on Motion 100.0 3 0.0
Other 774 336 14.2
Preliminary Injunction 76.9 13 154
Summary Judgment 60.9 215 19.9
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for anticipation rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of anticipation rulings for each judge. Note that a single
ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Anticipation Affirmance Rates, by Judge

Bryson
Chen
Clevenger
Cunningham
Dyk
Hughes
Linn
Lourie
Mayer
Moore 8.9
Newman 9.3
Plager 61.4
Prost
Reyna
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Stoll 74.0
Taranto 68.0
Wallach 7510
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Number of Anticipation Rulings, by Judge

Wallach

Bryson

84

153
Chen

TarantoJ

125
Stoll

104
Stark |
18
Schall
109
Reyna
124

Prost

194
Plager

57

Newman

95
Clevenger
107

Cunningham

177
Moore

141

The number of opinions on damages, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Anticipation

Taranto

Bryson

38

22 Chen
Stoll 25
29 Clevenger
Schall 16
19 Cunningham
Reyna

o
41

24

Prost
40 Hughes
Plager 12
9
Other
4
Newman Linn
34 45
Moore Lourie
40 85
Mayer

14
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Number of Dissents on Anticipation

Wallach

Bryson

4

Stoll
1

Schall
i

Reyna
6

Prost
5

Plager
1

Newman
21
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2
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Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability
2. Eligible Subject Matter - Alice

The number of eligible subject matter (Alice) validity/invalidity rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each

year from 2014 are shown in the chart below.

Eligible Subject Matter (Alice) Affirmance Rate

100

80

"
20N e

60

N

40

F—

20

rp—7

- Affirmance Rate

Number of Alice
Decisions

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 86.9 383 10.7
Invalid Below Total 88.9 360 8.6
2023 85.7 21 9.5
2022 88.2 17 11.8
2021 92.3 39 7.7
2020 84.6 52 11.5
2019 82.1 56 12.5
2018 92.0 50 4.0
2017 941 51 3.9
2016 87.2 47 12.8
2015 100.0 15 0.0
2014 91.7 12 8.3
Valid Below Total 56.5 23 43.5
2022 100.0 1 0.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Valid Below 2021 0.0 3 100.0
2020 66.7 6 333
2019 33.3 3 66.7
2018 100.0 4 0.0
2017 33.3 3 66.7
2016 50.0 2 50.0
2014 100.0 1 0.0

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of Alice decision below (summary
judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Alice Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision

100.0
100
665 91.3 878
82.4
80 756 —

S 60 |

8

[=

S

g 40 333 .

0
Bench Trial JMOL Judgment on Jury Verdict Order to Other Summary
the Pleadings Dismiss Judgment
Type of Decision Below
Eligible Subject Matter
Affirmance Rate Number of Rulings Reversal Rate

Total 86.9 383 10.7
Bench Trial 100.0 4 0.0
JMOL 75.0 4 25.0
Judgment on the Pleadings 824 68 14.7
Jury Verdict 33.3 3 66.7
Order to Dismiss 86.5 126 10.3
Other 91.3 104 7.7
Summary Judgment 87.8 74 9.5
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for Alice rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart illustrates
that variation. The second chart shows the number of Alice rulings for each judge. Note that a single ruling in a case
typically has three judges associated with it.

Alice Affirmance Rates, by Judge

Bryson
Chen
Clevenger 2
Cunningham 100.0

Dyk

Hughes —g87.4
Linn _ 80.9

Lourie I I T Y 85.8
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Number of Alice Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 53
165 Chen
Taranto 177

188 Clevenger
Stoll 42
162 Cunningham
Stark 17
9 | Dyk
172
Hughes
| 159
Schall
44 Linn

Reyna 47
183 Lourie
Prost 204
188 Mayer
Plager 28
21 Moore
Newman 188
116

The number of opinions on patent eligible subject matter, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Patentable Subject Matter
Wallach | gryson
6 Chen

Taranto 18
11 Clevenger

Stoll 1
19 | Cunningham
Schall 2
3 Dyk
12
Rey;g | Hughes
14
Prost
21 Linn
Plager 4
2] Lourie

Other 22
1 Moore
Newman 20
7
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Number of Dissents on Patentable Subject Matter

Bryson

Wallach 2
1

Dyk
Stoll

Rader, Linn,
Moore, O'Malle
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Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability
3. Enablement

The number of enablement validity/invalidity rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012
are shown in the chart below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Enablement Affirmance Rate
100 —p=—7 F ot F—F
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1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

—=- Affirmance Rate
J~- Number of Rulings

Percentage

20

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 73.8 103 17.0
1996 100.0 1 0.0
1997 0.0 2 100.0
1998 100.0 1 0.0
1999 33.3 3 66.7
2000 75.0 4 0.0
2001 33.3 3 33.3
2002 25.0 4 50.0
2003 83.3 6 0.0
2004 100.0 4 0.0
2005 75.0 4 0.0
2006 66.7 6 16.7
2007 75.0 8 12.5
2008 100.0 3 0.0
2009 50.0 2 50.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2010 66.7 3 33.3
2011 100.0 4 0.0
2012 83.3 6 16.7
2013 83.3 6 16.7
2014 71.4 7 28.6
2015 50.0 4 25.0
2018 66.7 6 33.3
2019 100.0 3 0.0
2020 50.0 2 0.0
2021 100.0 5 0.0
2022 100.0 1 0.0
2023 100.0 5 0.0

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of enablement decision below (summary
judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Enablement Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision
100.0

100 938

88.9 91.7

59.4

Percentage

Bench Trial BPAI ITC JMOL Jury Verdict ~ Order on Other Preliminary Summary
Motion Injunction Judgment

Type of Decision Below

Enablement
Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Total 73.8 103 17.0
Bench Trial 80.0 20 15.0
JMOL 455 11 40.0
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Enablement
Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate
Jury Verdict 93.8 16 6.3
Order to Dismis 100.0 1 0.0
Other 87.0 23 13.0
Summary Judgqi 59.4 32 20.0

By Judge: The affirmance rate for enablement rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of enablement rulings for each judge. Note that a single
ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Enablement Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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Chen
Clevenger
Cunningham
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Enablement Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 20
11 Chen
Taranto | 4
3 Clevenger
Stoll 8
6 Cunningham
Count of @S 1
Enableme
Affirmance %k
1
Schall
16

Reyna
10

Prost
27 Linn
Plager 12
6 Lourie
Newman 23
19 Mayer
Moore 1
16

The number of opinions on enablement, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Enablement
Wallach
1
Taranto
2

Stoll

3

Bryson
| 6
Chen
1
Clevenger

Schall Dyk
2 3
Reyna Hughes
2 1
Prost Linn
10 4
Plager
1
O'Malley Lourie
4 14
Newman Mayer
4 3
Moore
9
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Number of Dissents on Enablement

Clevenger

Newman 1
1

Mayer 1
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G. Validity and

The number of indefiniteness validity/invalidity rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012

Section 1. Legal Issues

Enforceability
4. Indefiniteness

are shown in the chart below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

100

Indefiniteness Affirmance Rate
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L I

AT

40

LB

N
W

—J=- Affirmance Rate
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1995 1':997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023

P EF R
e rr T r

N of r |

1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate

Total 62.9 280 28.1

1996 100 2 0
1997 0 1 0
1998 100 1 0
1999 0 1

2000 50 2 50
2001 33 6 67
2002 17 6 60
2003 78 9 22
2004 67 3 33
2005 62 13 38
2006 57 7 43
2007 57 7 20
2008 64 14 31
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2009 78 9 22
2010 54 13 38
2011 42 12 50
2012 78 9 22
2013 58 12 42
2014 73 15 7
2015 42 12 55
2016 80 20 20
2017 65 17 35
2018 56 16 25
2019 100 10 0
2020 56 18 28
2021 78 18 17
2022 42 12 33
2023 73 15 0

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of indefiniteness decision below (summary
judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Indefiniteness Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision

100

80.0
80
667 69.9
60.0
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Indefiniteness

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings Reversal Rate

Total 62.9 280 28.1
Bench Trial 66.7 18 29.4
BPAI 60.0 5 20.0
ITC 0.0 1 100.0
JMOL 50.0 6 20.0
Jury Verdict 84.2 19 15.8
Order on Motion 85.7 7 0.0

Other 69.9 103 223
Preliminary Injunction 80.0 5 0.0

Summary Judgment 51.7 116 38.4
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By Judge: The affirmance rate for indefiniteness rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of indefiniteness rulings for each judge. Note that a single
ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Indefiniteness Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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Chen
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Cunningham (0.0
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Hughes
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71.8
71.4
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Indefiniteness Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 37
27 Chen
Taranto ' 39
32 Clevenger
Stoll 28
34 Cunningham
Stark | 2
5 Dyk
Reyna 49
44
Plager Hughes

Linn

33

Lourie
Prost 69

74

Schall
36 Moore
Newman 47
52

The number of opinions on indefiniteness, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Indefiniteness

Wallach Bryson
3 | 10
Taranto Chen
9 10

Stoll Clevenger
13 5
Schall Cunningham
10 1
Reyna Dyk
7 10
Prost Hughes

26 11
Plager Linn
1 12
Other Lourie
1 25
Newman Mayer
10 1
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Number of Dissents on Indefiniteness

Bryson
Wallach 1
1 Clevenger
Reyna_li 2
2 Dyk
Prost 4
2
Lourie
Newman 1
6 Mayer
Moore 7

1

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.



Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability
5. Obviousness

The number of obviousness validity/invalidity rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012
are shown in the chart below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Obviousness Affirmance Rate
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1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 78.5 1895 9.9
1995 100.0 2 50.0
1996 714 7 18.2
1997 52.6 19 34.8
1998 40.0 5 42.9
1999 50.0 6 20.0
2000 30.8 13 50.0
2001 62.5 16 45.0
2002 714 14 13.6
2003 53.8 13 25.0
2004 64.3 14 6.7
2005 41.2 17 22.2
2006 87.0 23 13.8
2007 571 21 28.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2008 72.0 25 14.8
2009 64.5 31 20.0
2010 68.4 38 20.5
2011 77.5 40 20.0
2012 78.3 60 17.5
2013 63.3 49 20.8
2014 69.4 49 15.9
2015 84.9 93 11.3
2016 76.8 138 8.6
2017 77.2 193 7.3
2018 81.0 200 5.2
2019 83.9 180 74
2020 86.6 164 4.7
2021 83.0 159 7.7
2022 82.9 140 6.5
2023 86.1 166 54

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of obviousness decision below (summary
judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Obviousness Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 78.5 1895 9.9
Bench Trial 74.1 170 17.0
BPAI 69.2 78 19.7
ITC 87.5 8 0.0
JMOL 42.5 40 45.0
Jury Verdict 79.5 151 15.6
Order on Motion 100.0 1 0.0
Other 82.6 1324 6.0
Preliminary Injunction 33.3 3 33.3
Summary Judgment 57.5 120 19.1

By Technology: Obviousness affirmance rates vary significantly by technology. The variation from technology to
technology for automotive, biotech, medical, pharma, semiconductor, and telecommunications technologies is set forth
below.

Obviousness Affirmance Rates, by Technology

84.5

Biotech

Pharma 82.3

Telecommunications ' 80.6

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage

Total
Automotive Biotech Medical Pharma Semiconductor Telecommunications
Total 85.0 84.5 78.8 82.3 82.4 80.6
97.1 89.2 87.5 84.9 76.2 79.5
Invalid Below 80.7 80.0 82.5 83.5 88.5 85.5
Valid Below 76.2 83.3 61.8 76.3 70.0 70.3
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By Judge: The aftirmance rate for obviousness rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following chart
illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of obviousness rulings for each judge. Note that a single
ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Obviousness Affirmance Rates, by Judge

Bryson 86.6
Chen 871
Clevenger 70.8
Cunningham 79.4
Dyk
Hughes 82.3
Linn 80.8

Lourie 82.2

Mayer 73.

Moore 8.7
Newman 545.2

Plager , , ; : 82.4

Prost [79.7

Reyna [N I T Y 52,6

Schall 8.0
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Stoll 84.7
Taranto 83.7
Wallach 824
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Number of Obviousness Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 298
380 Chen
Taranto ' 511

Clevenger

508
Stoll 219
457 Cunningham
Stark 63
63 Dyk
Schall 611
223

Hughes
453

Linn
Reyna 167
533 Lourie

746
Mayer

Prost

670
Plager 191
125 Moore
Newman 493
484

The number of opinions on obviousness, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Obviousness

Bryson

Wallach I 51
37 Chen
75

Taranto

72 Clevenger
Stoll 28
61 Cunningham
Schall 5
23 Dyk
Reyna [ 72
58
Prost
95 Hughes
Plager 34
9 Linn
Other 36
9 Lourie
Newman 161
49 Mayer
Moore 6

89
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Number of Dissents on Obviousness

Bryson
Wallach 3
4 Chen
Stoll 3
5 | Clevenger
Schall 3
3 Dyk
Reyna 15
5 Hughes
Prost 1
3 Lourie
3

Mayer
18
Moore
Newman 5
52
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Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability
6. Written Description

The number of written description rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012 are shown
in the chart below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Written Description Affirmance Rate
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1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Percentage

Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
Total 72.2 180 17.9
1996 0.0 1 0.0
1997 100.0 2 0.0
1998 0.0 1 100.0
1999 100.0 2 0.0
2000 75.0 4 25.0
2001 100.0 1 0.0
2002 0.0 3 100.0
2003 100.0 4 0.0
2004 83.3 6 0.0
2005 62.5 8 12.5
2006 100.0 7 0.0
2007 100.0 4 0.0
2008 100.0 4 0.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2009 57.1 7 28.6
2010 44.4 9 50.0
2011 53.8 13 231
2012 83.3 6 16.7
2013 75.0 8 12.5
2014 71.4 14 14.3
2015 75.0 4 25.0
2016 66.7 12 25.0
2017 77.8 9 22.2
2018 84.6 13 0.0
2019 54.5 1 36.4
2020 100.0 6 0.0
2021 75.0 8 12.5
2022 57.1 7 28.6
2023 100.0 6 0.0

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of written description decision below
(summary judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Written Description Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision
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By Result Below: The affirmance rates on written description as a function of whether there was a finding of validity or
invalidity below are illustrated in the chart which follows.

Affirmance and Reversal Rates as a Function of Valid or Invalid

Below
90
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70 63.9
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S
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. T i
0 —
Valid Below Affirmance Invalid Below Affirmance Valid Below Reversal Rate Invalid Below Reversal
Rate Rate Rate

By Judge: The affirmance rate for written description rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of written description rulings for each judge. Note
that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Written Description Affirmance Rates, by Judge
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Number of Written Description Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 41
16 Chen
TarantoJ 30
16 Clevenger
Stoll 17
13
Stark 7
1
Schall
18
Reyna
18
Prost Dyk
35 38
Plager

Hughes
23
Linn
19
Lourie
37

Newman

Moore

Mayer
30

The number of opinions on written description, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Written Description

Wallach Bryson
2 12
Taranto Chen
6

6

Stoll Clevenger
3 3
Schall Dyk
7 5

Hughes
5

10
Other
—
Newman Linn
S 8
Moore Lourie
15 24
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Number of Dissents on Written Description

Bryson
Taranto 1
1 Clevenger
Schall_li 1
1 Dyk
Reyna [—— 2
2 Linn
1
Lourie
1
Mayer
Prost 1
2 Moore
Newman 2
4
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Section 1. Legal Issues

G. Validity and Enforceability
7. Inequitable Conduct

The number of inequitable conduct rulings and the affirmance rates for those rulings for each year from 2012 are shown
in the chart below. Note that the final year is a partial year.
Inequitable Conduct Affirmance Rate
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate

Total 70.3 269 18.6
1995 0.0 1 0.0

1996 66.7 6 33.3
1997 50.0 8 37.5
1998 50.0 2 50.0
1999 0.0 1 100.0
2000 80.0 10 20.0
2001 88.9 9 0.0

2002 66.7 6 16.7
2003 44.4 9 22.2
2004 40.0 5 60.0
2005 73.3 15 13.3
2006 63.6 22 13.6
2007 83.3 12 8.3

2008 67.9 28 25.0
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Affirmance Rate No. of Rulings  Reversal Rate
2009 36.4 11 36.4
2010 81.0 42 95
2011 417 12 8.3
2012 61.9 21 38.1
2013 55.6 9 44 4
2014 100.0 7 0.0
2016 90.0 10 10.0
2017 100.0 5 0.0
2018 100.0 8 0.0
2019 100.0 2 0.0
2020 100.0 3 0.0
2021 100.0 3 0.0
2022 100.0 2 0.0

By Type of Decision Below: The affirmance rates as a function of the type of inequitable conduct decision below
(summary judgment, bench trial, jury trial, etc.) are illustrated in the chart below.

Inequitable Conduct Affirmance Rate by Type of Decision

100.0 100.0
100
80 73.7
69.2
% 60 57.8
£ 50.0
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0.0
0 -
Bench Trial BPAI ITC JMOL Jury Verdict  Order on Other Preliminary Summary
Motion Injunction Judgment

Type of Decision Below
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By Result Below: The affirmance rates on inequitable conduct as a function of whether there was a finding of
inequitable conduct below are illustrated in the chart which follows.

Affirmance and Reversal Rates as a Function of Finding

Inequitable Conduct Below
100

OR.’)
80
60 [o L 4
40
27.9
20 |
1.0
0 R— —

Enforceable Unenforceable Enforceable Unenforceable
Below-Affirmance Rate Below-Affirmance Rate Below-Reversal Rate Below-Reversal Rate

Percentage

By Judge: The affirmance rate for inequitable conducts rulings varied significantly from judge to judge. The following
chart illustrates that variation. The second chart shows the number of inequitable conduct rulings for each judge. Note
that a single ruling in a case typically has three judges associated with it.

Inequitable Conduct Affirmance Rates, by Judge

Bryson 67.2
Chen 100.0
Clevenger [N 5|71

Cunningham
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Linn

100.0

Lourie
Mayer
Moore
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Prost : : I 73.
Reyna 82.4
Schall . 61.0

Stark
Stoll 100.0
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Number of Inequitable Conduct Rulings, by Judge

Bryson
Wallach 58
28 Chen
Tarantoﬂ 3
8 [ — Clevenger
Stoll 28
8 Dyk
Schall 56
41
Reyna
17
Prost
60

Hughes
Newman 17

Linn
Moore 60
Lourie
Mayer 59

The number of opinions on inequitable conduct, by judge, is shown below.

Number of Opinions on Inequitable Conduct

Wallach Bryson
2 | 10
Taranto Chen
2

1

Stoll Clevenger

1

Schall
6
Reyna
3
Prost

Linn
14
Lourie
24
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Number of Dissents on Inequitable Conduct

Bryson
Reyna 1
1 Clevenger
Prost 1
2 Dyk
2
Linn
1
Lourie
1
Mayer
Newman 5
12
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Section II. Judges

A. Overview

The number of panels on which each judge appeared in the last 365 days, as well as the number of opinions written by
each judge are shown in the charts below. Note that senior judges are about 1/3 as likely as other judges to appear on
a panel, and are also significantly less likely to write an opinion. For any single non-senior judge, there is approximately
a 25% chance of that judge being on a given panel of three judges. The odds of two specific judges being on a panel is
in the neighborhood of 1%, and the odds of three specific judges being on a panel is much less than 1%.

On Panel Within Previous 365 Days, by Judge
Bryson |JG—— O 3
Chen 91
Clevenger |pr—— | O
Cunningham 50
Dyk 88
Hughes 67

Linn [pe— 1 |
Lourie 100
Mayer — 1
Moore A 62
New man 20
% 73

Stark
Plager [0
Prost % 91
Reyna “ 88
Schall |pe—— 1 5
Stoll 75
R o ———
Wallach |pR— 5 | | |

0 20 40 60 80 100
Number of Opinions
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Opinions Within Previous 365 Days, by Judge

Bryson 5
Chen
Clevenger
Cunningham
Dyk
Hughes
Linn
Lourie
Mayer (0
Moore
Newman
Prost
Reyna
Schall 3
Stark
Stoll
Taranto
Wallach 6
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30
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Of the opinions in the previous chart, the number shown in the following chart were dissents. Note that most judges write
relatively few dissents.

Dissents Within Previous 365 Days, by
Bryson 1 Judge

Chen |0
Clevenger 1
Cunningham
Dyk
Hughes
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Affirmance and Reversal Rates - All Issues
The affirmance and reversal rates for all issues are shown below. The average affirmance rate for all issues for all judges
is 73.3%, with a variation of approximately 6% above and below that figure for specific judges.

Affirmance Rate--All Issues, by Judge

All Judges 173.3
Bryson 72.3
Chen 83.5
Clevenger 65.7
Cunningham 79.7
Dyk 67.4
Hughes 80.4
Linn 66.0
Lourie 7514
Mayer 68.1
Moore
Newman
Plager
Prost
Reyna
Schall
Stark 7.7
Stoll 80.1
Taranto 76.5
Wallach 79.6

0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage

79.5
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The reversal rate for all issues by the judges is 15.4%. That is, on a particular issue, the odds of obtaining a reversal are

around 1in 5. The reversal rates for each judge vary 4-5% from the overall average.

All Judges ﬁ 154
#

Bryson
Chen
Clewenger
Cunningham
Dyk
Hughes
Linn
Lourie
Mayer
Moore
Newman
Plager
Prost
Reyna
Schall
Stark
Stoll
Taranto
Stoll
Wallach
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The affirmance rates by type of decision below is illustrated in the following three charts. Issues decided at trial are, in
general, more likely to be affirmed than issues decided by summary judgment.

Affirmance Rates--Bench Trial Below

All Judges
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Affirmance Rates--Jury Trial Below

All Judges
Bryson
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Affirmance Rates--Summary Judgment
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The likelihood that a patentee will prevail on an issue is 49.0% for the court as a whole, with considerable variation from
judge to judge. The patentee win rates are calculated by dividing the number of rulings favoring the patentee by the total
number favoring either the patentee or the accused infringer, and expressing the result as a percentage. The accused
infringer win rate, therefore, is obtained by subtracting the desired number in the chart below from 100%.

Patentee Win Rates on Appeal

All Judges
Bryson
Chen
Clevenger
Cunningham
Dyk
Hughes
Linn
Lourie 48.3
Mayer
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Newman 418.9
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Wallach

61.4
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40.6
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Judge Bryson
Judge Bryson has had 1053 rulings and 404 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Bryson writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Bryson for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Bryson
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Bryson for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any
particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
82.1

Anticipation Affirmance
Anticipation Reversal 7.7
Anticipation Remand|0.0

Eligibility Affirmance 86.5
EligibilityReversal 8.0

Eligibility Remand|0.0

Enablement Affirmance 66.7

Enablement Reversal 33.8
Enablement Remand|0.0
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Indefiniteness Reversal 50.0
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Bryson for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 87.5
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Bryson for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
62.5

Attorney Fee Affirmance

Attorney Fee Reversal
Attorney Fee Remand|0.0

Damages Affirmance
Damages Reversal
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Bryson for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Reversal [0.0

Preliminary Injunction Remand |0.0

Permanent Injunction Affirmance 50.0

Permanent Injunction Reversal

Permanent Injunction Remand [0.0
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Bryson as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that
issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance 88.2

Bench Trial Reversal 10
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Bryson is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees |} 8
Claim Construction 116
Damages

Enhanced Damages
Exceptional Case
Inequitable Conduct
Infringement 129
Preliminary Injunction
Permanent Injunction

Validity 367

Willfulness |0

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Number of Rulings

The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Bryson are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue

Attorneys Fees
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Validity
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Damages
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue
Claim Construction
Validity 4
5

Infringement
4

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Bryson is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 12P
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Bryson on various infringement and validity issues are

illustrated in the charts below:
Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Anticipation
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Obviousness
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Judge Chen

Judge Chen has had 2139 rulings and 849 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Chen writing the majority opinion (whe
on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion

70

60
50
40

Percentage

30
20

667

32.1

62.5
. . 30.9 30.0 29.6
0 J

Attorneys

Claim

Damages Exceptional Inequitable Infringement

Perm.

Fees

Construction

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

Case

Conduct

Injunction

Prel.
Injunction

Validity

150



Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Chen for all
rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Chen
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Chen for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any
particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Anticipation Remand|0.0
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Chen for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 947
Doc. of Equiv. Reversal i 5.3
0.0
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Chen for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue

are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Chen for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue

are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Chen as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues
can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to

100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Chen is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Chen are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Claim Construction

;
Validity
3

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Chen is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 162
Doctrine of Equivalents || 19
Literal 59
All Validity 942
95

Anticipation

Eligibility 177
Enablement /|4

Indefiniteness § 39

Obviousness 511

Written Description§ 30
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Number of Rulings
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Chen on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Anticipation
Written Description 26
7 Doc. of Equiv.
8

Eligibility

18

Enablement
2
Indefiniteness
10

Literal

Obviousness 16
75

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents

Anticipation
2

Obviousness
3
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Judge Clevenger
Judge Clevenger has had 1494 rulings and 614 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Clevenger writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion

40 385

35 324
30 =56 27.3
o 25
(=)
£
S 20
Q
(]
o 15
10
5
0
Claim Construction Exceptional Case Infringement Prel. Injunction Willfulness
Attorneys Fees Damages Inequitable Conduct Perm. Injunction Validity

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 160



Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Clevenger
for all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge
Clevenger are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific
issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Clevenger for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any
particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Anticipation Affirmance 62.9
Anticipation Reversal 26.0
Anticipation Remand 13.4

Eligibility Aﬁirmance— 93.8
Eligibility Reversal 6.3

Eligibility Remand|0.0

Enablement Affirmance 50.0

Enablement Reversal 429

Enablement Remand 14(3
Indefinitenss Affirmance 70.4
Indefiniteness Reversal 12.5

Indefiniteness Remandp® 4.2

Obviousnes Affirmance 72.4
Obviousness Reversal 15.1
Obviousness Remand & 3.9

Written Description Affirmance 47 1

Written Description Reversal 31.3
Written Description Remand 6.3

All Validity Affirmance 69.6
All Validity Reversal 18.4
All Validity Remand 71

Inequitable Conduct Affirmancs 55.6
Inequitable Conduct Reversal 21.4
Inequitable Conduct Remand h8.5
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Percentage
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Clevenger for infringement and claim construction are shown below.
Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the
affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 56,5
Doc. of Equiv. Reversal 20.0
Doc. of Equiv. Remand — 20.3

Literal Infringement Affirmance

Literal Infringement Reversal

Literal Infringement Remand
All Infringement Affirmance 7.8
All Infringement Reversal

All Infringement Remand

Claim Construction Affirmance 60.4
Claim Construction Reversal
Claim Construction Remand
60 70

Percentage
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Clevenger for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance
Attorney Fee Reversal
Attorney Fee Remand

Damages Affirmance
Damages Reversal

Damages Remand

Enhanced Damages Reversal|0.0
Enhanced Damages Remand- 12.5

Exceptional Case Affirmance 84.6
Exceptional Case Reversal 154
Exceptional Case Remand|0.0

Willfulness Affirmance_ 66.7

Willfulness Reversal |0

Willfulness Remand— 125
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Clevenger for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded
in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance

Preliminary Injunction Reversal

Preliminary Injunction Remand

Permanent Injunction Affirmance 63.6

Permanent Injunction Reversal

Permanent Injunction Remand |0.0
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Clevenger as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that

issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance 54.3

Bench Trial Reversal 27.3

Bench Trial Remand

Jury Verdict Affirmance 64.7

Jury Verdict Reversal 24.5

Jury Verdict Remand
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JMOL Reversal
JMOL Remand
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Summary Judgment Affirmance] 59.9

Summary Judgment Reversal 21.7

Summary Judgment Remand 15.4
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Clevenger is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Clevenger are shown in the two following cha

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
Attorneys Fees
Willfulness | 10
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V alidity 41
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Damages
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Exceptional Case

4
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Prel. Injunction
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Claim Construction
Willfulness 10
1
Validity
6

Prel. Injunction
1

Damages
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Inequitable Conduct
1

Infringement
11

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Clevenger is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 249
Doctrine of Equivalents 62

Literal 148

All Validity
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Eligible Subject Matter
Enablement
Indefiniteness 27
Obviousness 181
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Clevenger on various infringement and validity issues
are illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Anticipation
Written Description 15
3 Doc. of Equiv.
Obviousness 9
24
Eligibility
—
Enablement
—
Indefiniteness
Literal 5
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Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents
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Judge Cunningham
Judge Cunningham has had 207 rulings and 79 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Cunningham writing the majority
opinion (when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Cunningham for all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge
Cunningham are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific

issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Cunningham for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.
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Validity Affrmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
87.5
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Cunningham for infringement and claim construction are shown below.
Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the
affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance
Doc. of Equiv. Reversal

Doc. of Equiv. Remand
Literal Infringement Affirmance
Literal Infringement Reversal

Literal Infringement Remand

All Infringement Affirmance

0.0
0.0

64.7

All Infringement Reversal |0.0
All Infringement Remand {0.0
Claim Construction Affirmance 79.4
Claim Construction Reversal 14.7
Claim Construction Remand (0.0
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Cunningham for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded
in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance [ 5 7

Attorney Fee Reversal|0.0
Attorney Fee Remand|0.0

Damages Affirmance|0.0
Damages Reversal |0.0

Damages Remand|0.0

Enhanced Damages Affirmance]
Enhanced Damages Reversal
Enhanced Damages Remand

Exceptional Case Affirmance || 100 (

Exceptional Case Reversal|0.0

Exceptional Case Remand|0.0
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Willfulness Remand
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Cunningham for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance [0.0

Preliminary Injunction Remand [0.0

Permanent Injunction Affirmance
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Cunningham as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that

issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance
Bench Trial Reversal

Bench Trial Remand

Jury Verdict Affirmance | 0.0

Jury Verdict Reversal 0.0
Jury Verdict Remand|0.0

JMOL Affirmance|0.0
JMOL Reversal |0.0
JMOL Remand|0.0

Summary Judgment AfﬁrmanceF 61.1
Summary Judgment Reversal 22.2

Summary Judgment Remand| 0.0

Prevailing Patentee 61.4
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Cunningham is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees 7

Claim Construction 34
Damages § 1
Enhanced Damages |0
Exceptional Case . 1

Inequitable Conduct |0

Infringement 12
Preliminary Injunction | 4
Permanent Injunction

0
0
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Cunningham are shown in the two following «

This Judge Opinions, by Issue

Claim Construction

Validity 6
9
Infringement
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Cunningham is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement - 12
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Cunningham on various infringement and validity issues
are illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Anticipation
Obviousness 1

5 Indefiniteness
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3

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents
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Judge Dyk
Judge Dyk has had 2377 rulings and 1052 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Dyk writing the majority opinion (when
on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Dyk for all
rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Dyk
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Dyk for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded
in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Anticipation Affirmance
Anticipation Reversal
Anticipation Remand

Eligiblity Affirmance
Eligibility Reversal
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Dyk for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 59.2

Doc. of Equiv. Reversal

Doc. of Equiv. Remand [0.0

Literal Infringement Affirmance 64.6
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All Infringement Remand
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Dyk for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance 55.3

Attorney Fee Reversal
Attorney Fee Remand

Damages Affirmance
Damages Reversal
Damages Remand

Enhanced Damages Affirmanc 33.3
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Enhanced Damages Remand| 0.0
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Dyk for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance 54.2

Preliminary Injunction Reversal

Preliminary Injunction Remand

Permanent Injunction Affirmance 42.9

Permanent Injunction Reversal 4.8

Permanent Injunction Remand |0.0
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Dyk as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues
can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Dyk is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Dyk are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Attorneys Fees
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The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Dyk is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Dyk on various infringement and validity issues are

illustrated in the charts below:
Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Hughes

Judge Hughes has had 1527 rulings and 850 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and

decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year

240

o 200 A\
c
s \'
]
é 160 T\ﬂ 'j»‘y
@
2 / J¥-Number of Rulings
£ 120 ng
E J 4 J7-Number of Decisions
i | g4 | 4
) » rr
3 s Yy
g |
3 40
OVVFPrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

O A O N O OO & O N O v A S N D
) O QO \) \] \) \) N N N N N Q9" &
P F L F S S S S IS

Year

Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Hughes writing the majority opinion

(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Hughes for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Hughes
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Hughes for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any
particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Hughes for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 50.0

Doc. of Equiv. Reversal

Doc. of Equiv. Remand |0.0

Literal Infringement Affirmance 80.8
Literal Infringement Reversal
Literal Infringement Remand
All Infringement Affirmance 80.8

All Infringement Reversal

All Infringement Remand

72.3

Claim Construction Affirmance

Claim Construction Reversal

Claim Construction Remand 0.0 ‘ ‘
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Percentage

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 194



Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Hughes for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Hughes for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Hughes as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that
issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Hughes is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees

Claim Construction
Damages

Enhanced Damages
Exceptional Case
Inequitable Conduct
Infringement
Preliminary Injunction
Permanent Injunction

Validity

Willfulness §6
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Number of Rulings

The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Hughes are shown in the two following charts

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

1
Infringement
1

Validity

Damages

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Hughes is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Hughes on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Linn

Judge Linn has had 658 rulings and 257 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and decisiot
for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Linn writing the majority opinion (wher
on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion

60

50

?rlll[l 1

Claim Construction Exceptional Case Infringement Prel. Injunction Willfulness
Attorneys Fees Damages Inequitable Conduct Perm. Injunction Validity

Percentage

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 201



Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Linn for all
rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Linn
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Linn for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded
in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Linn for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Linn for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance 75)0
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Linn for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance 0.0
Preliminary Injunction Reversal 0.0
Preliminary Injunction Remand 0.0
Permanent Injunction Affirmance 0.0
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Permanent Injunction Remand 0.0
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Linn as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues
can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Linn is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Linn are shown in the two following charts:
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Validity
3

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Linn is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Linn on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Lourie
Judge Lourie has had 3736 rulings and 1647 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Lourie writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Lourie for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Lourie
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Lourie for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Lourie for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Lourie for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue

are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Lourie for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Lourie as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues

can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Lourie is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Lourie are shown in the two following charts:
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue
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The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Lourie is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Lourie on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Mayer

Judge Mayer has had 1689 rulings and 691 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Mayer writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:
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28 265 2.8

25.0
24
20
16.7

16 4.5 N

12 TOT 165 1
8.6
8 7.5
4 4
0.0 0.0
0 J

Attorneys Fees Damages Inequitable Perm. Injunction Validity
Alice Exceptional CaSenductinfringement Prel. Injunction

Willfulness
Claim
Construction

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 221



Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Mayer for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Mayer
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Mayer for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Mayer for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Mayer for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Mayer for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Mayer as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that

issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Mayer is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Mayer are shown in the two following charts:
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue
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The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Mayer is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Mayer on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:
Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Moore

Judge Moore has had 2287 rulings and 1193 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Moore writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Moore for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Moore
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Moore for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Moore for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Moore for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Moore for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Moore as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that

issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Moore is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Moore are shown in the two following charts:
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue
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The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Moore is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Moore on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Newman

Judge Newman has had 1883 rulings and 825 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Newman writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Newman
for all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge
Newman are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific
issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Newman for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Newman for infringement and claim construction are shown below.
Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the
affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Newman for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Newman for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded
in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance 8.0

Preliminary Injunction Reversal

53.8

Preliminary Injunction Remand |0.0

Permanent Injunction Affirmance

Permanent Injunction Reversal

Permanent Injunction Remand

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Percentage

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 246



Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Newman as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that

issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Newman is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Newman are shown in the two following char
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue
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The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Newman is shown below:
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Newman on various infringement and validity issues

are illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Written Description

1

Obviousness
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Doc. of Equiv.

2

| Enablement
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Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents
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Judge Plager
Judge Plager has had 819 rulings and 364 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Plager writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Plager for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues

100

B
[l

60

- Affirmance Rate
4 Reversal Rate
-l4-Remand Rate

Percentage

40

| ‘ﬂ“
/q(/‘*\“

0 A—A—A—A—A—A—A—A—A—i—‘-‘—

1, 9951 ,9971,9992,0012, 003’2 0082,0072,00922,0112,0132,018,0172,012,0212,023
1,9961,9982,0002,0022,0042,0062,0082,0102,0122,0142,0162,018,02®,022

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Plager
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Plager for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
60.4

Anticipation Affirmance
Anticipation Reversal 37.5
Anticipation Remandp& 4.2
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Plager for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Plager for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Plager for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Plager as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues
can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to

100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Plager is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Plager are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Attorneys Fees

Validity 1
;

Claim Construction
Infringement 2
2

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Plager is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 156
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Plager on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
Alice - Patentable Subject

Written Description Matter
1 1
Obviousness Anticipation
7 7
Doc. of Equiv.
8
Enablement
1
Indefiniteness
Literal 1
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Judge Prost

Judge Prost has had 3331 rulings and 1645 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Prost writing the majority opinion (whe
on the panel) for various issues is as follows:
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Prost for all
rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Prost
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Prost for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Prost for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Prost for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Prost for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Prost as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues

can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Prost is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees

Claim Construction
Damages
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Exceptional Case
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Prost are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue
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The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Prost is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Prost on various infringement and validity issues are

illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
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Judge Reyna
Judge Reyna has had 2176 rulings and 1101 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Reyna writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Reyna for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Reyna
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Reyna for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Reyna for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Reyna for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Reyna for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Reyna as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues

can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Reyna is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Reyna are shown in the two following charts:
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Attorneys Fees

3
Claim Construction
11

Validity
16

Infringement

Prel. Injunction 3

1

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Reyna is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 173
Doctrine of Equivalents || 16
Literal 88
All Validity 848
96

Anticipation

Alice 156

Enablement | 8

Indefiniteness i 37

Obviousness 454

Written Description || 14
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Number of Rulings
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Reyna on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
Alice - Patentable Subject

Written Description Matter
1 20

Obviousness Anticipation
50 17

Doc. of Equiv.
1

Enablement
:

Indefiniteness

6

Literal
20

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents
Alice - Patentable Subject

Written Description Matter
1 5

Obviousness
6

Anticipation
5

Literal

2
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Judge Schall

Judge Schall has had 1747 rulings and 671 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Schall writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Schall for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Schall
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Schall for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any
particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Anticipation Affirmance 70.7
Anticipation Reversal 13.11
Anticipation Remand 17.2

Alice Affirmance — 94.7
Alice Reversal 53

Alice Remand|0.0

Enablement Affirm ance i ———————— 0.0

Enablement Reversal|0.0
Enablement Remand /R 14(3

61.8

Indefinitenss Affirmance
Indefiniteness Reversal
Indefiniteness Remand
Obviousnes Affirmance 78.8
Obviousness Reversal
Obviousness Remand

Written Description Affirmance
Written Description Reversal
Written Description Remand

All Validity Affirmance 76.0
All Validity Reversal
All Validity Remand

Inequitable Conduct Affirmancs 60.0

Inequitable Conduct Reversal

Inequitable Conduct Remand
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Percentage
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Schall for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 61.4

Doc. of Equiv. Reversal

Doc. of Equiv. Remand

Literal Infringement Affirmance 62.4
Literal Infringement Reversal
Literal Infringement Remand
All Infringement Affirmance 62.7
All Infringement Reversal

All Infringement Remand

Claim Construction Affirmance 61.3

Claim Construction Reversal

Claim Construction Remand
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Schall for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance
Attorney Fee Reversal
Attorney Fee Remand

Damages Affirmance
Damages Reversal

Damages Remand

Enhanced Damages Reversal|{0.0
Enhanced Damages Remand- 8.3

Exceptional Case Affirmance 66.7
Exceptional Case Reversal 22.2
Exceptional Case Remand|0.0
Willfulness Affirmance 64.3

Willfulness Reversal 15.4

Willfulness Remand
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Percentage
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Schall for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular
issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance

Preliminary Injunction Reversal

Preliminary Injunction Remand

Permanent Injunction Affirmance

Permanent Injunction Reversal

Permanent Injunction Remand
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Schall as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues

can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance 70.9

Bench Trial Reversal

Bench Trial Remand

Jury Verdict Affirmance 73.7

Jury Verdict Reversal 162

Jury Verdict Remand

JMOL Affirmance
JMOL Reversal
JMOL Remand

65.p

10.7

Summary Judgment Affirmance]

Summary Judgment Reversal 22.2

Summary Judgment Remand

52.2
Prevailing Accused Infringer| 47.8
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Schall is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees

Claim Construction
Damages

Enhanced Damages
Exceptional Case
Inequitable Conduct
Infringement
Preliminary Injunction
Permanent Injunction

Validity 141

Willfulness
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Schall are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
Attorneys Fees
Willfulness | 7
4 Claim Construction
V alidity 38
49

Damages
8

Exceptional Case
3
Inequitable Conduct

6

Prel. Injunction
2

Infringement
38

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 288



This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Claim Construction
Willfulness 6
1
Validity
6

Infringement

Perm. Injunction 5
1

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Schall is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement ‘316
Doctrine of Equivalents 70

Literal

N

All Validity

Anticipation
Alice
Enablement
Indefiniteness
Obviousness
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Schall on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
Alice - Patentable Subject

Written Description | Matter
8 3
Obviousness Anticipation
21 18
Doc. of Equiv.
13
Enablement
1
Indefiniteness
Literal 9

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents

Anticipation
Obviousness 2
3

Literal
4
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Judge Stoll

Judge Stoll has had 1593 rulings and 700 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and decisi
for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Stoll writing the majority opinion (whet
on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Stoll for all
rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Stoll
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Stoll for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Anticipation AﬁirmanceF 78.0
Anticipation Reversal 8.9

Anticipation Remand|0.0

Alice Affirmance 75.2
Alice Reversal 204
Alice Remand|0.0

Enablement Affirmance 83.3
Enablement Reversal 16.7
Enablement Remand|0.0

Indefinitenss Affirmance
Indefiniteness Reversal
Indefiniteness Remand
Obviousnes Affirmance 84.5
Obviousness Reversal
Obviousness Remand [0.0

Written Description Affirm ance | —————— 0.0

Written Description Reversal|0.0
Written Description Remand|0.0

All Validity Affirmance 81.4
All Validity Reversal 8.4
All Validity Remancd0.1

Inequitable Conduct Affirm ancy S 100.0

Inequitable Conduct Reversal[0.0
Inequitable Conduct Remand 0.0

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Stoll for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 100.(

Doc. of Equiv. Reversal|{0.0
Doc. of Equiv. Remand |0.0

Literal Infringement Affirmance

Literal Infringement Reversal

Literal Infringement Remand

All Infringement Affirmance 83.5

All Infringement Reversal

All Infringement Remand

Claim Construction Affirmance 7.7
Claim Construction Reversal 16.1

Claim Construction Remand 0.0
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Stoll for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue

are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
73.1

Attorney Fee Affirmance
Attorney Fee Reversal|0.0

Attorney Fee Remand 5.3

Damages Affirmance 63.2
Damages Reversal
Damages Remand|0.0

25.0
25.0

Enhanced Damages Affirmance)
Enhanced Damages Reversal
Enhanced Damages Remand| 0.0

Exceptional Case Affirmance
Exceptional Case Reversal|0.0
Exceptional Case Remand|0.0

Willfulness Affirmance 50.0
Willfulness Reversal 33.3
Willfulness Remand|0.0
0 20 40 60 80 100
Percentage
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Stoll for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue

are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance 55.6

Preliminary Injunction Reversal

Preliminary Injunction Remand |0.0

Permanent Injunction Reversal [0.0

Permanent Injunction Remand |0.0
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Stoll as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues
can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance 82.8

Bench Trial Reversal
Bench Trial Remand|0.0

Jury Verdict Affirmance 86.5

Jury Verdict Reversal
Jury Verdict Remand|0.0

71.4

JMOL Affirmance
JMOL Reversal A
JMOL Remand|0.0

Summary Judgment AfﬁrmanceP 740
Summary Judgment Reversal 12.8
Summary Judgment Remand| 0.0
Prevailing Patentee 46.7
Prevailing Accused Infringer 53.3
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Stoll is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees
Claim Construction
Damages
Enhanced Damages
Exceptional Case
Inequitable Conduct
Infringement
Preliminary Injunction
Permanent Injunction
Validity

Willfulness §6
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Stoll are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
Attorneys Fees
Validity | 9
Claim Construction
61
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Damages
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Exceptional Case
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Inequitable Conduct
1

Infringement
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Prel. Injunction
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Perm. Injunction
3
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Attorneys Fees

1
Claim Construction

4

Validity
7

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Stoll is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement

- 115
Doctrine of Equivalents 1|6
Literal 69
All Validity 738
1

Anticipation

Alice 149
Enablement | 6
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Written Description| 11
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Stoll on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
Alice - Patentable Subject

Written Description Matter
2 19
Obviousness Anticipation
49 24
Doc. of Equiv.
4
Enablement

3

Indefiniteness

12

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents
Alice - Patentable Subject

Matter
2

Anticipation
1

Obviousness
5
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Judge Stark

Judge Stark has had 232 rulings and 103 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and decisic
for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Stark writing the majority opinion (whe
on the panel) for various issues is as follows:
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Stark for all
rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Stark
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

80

69.7 71.6

70

60

50

40

Percentage

30

20 17.9

10 —
3.2

0.0 1.1
0 A

Complete Affirmed at Leastin Complete Reversal Reversed at Least Complete Remand Remanded at Least
Affirmance Part in Part in Part

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 302



Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Stark for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.
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Validity Affrmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Stark for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance
Doc. of Equiv. Reversal

Doc. of Equiv. Remand

50.0

Literal Infringement Affirmance

Literal Infringement Reversal|0.0

Literal Infringement Remand {0.0

50.0

All Infringement Affirmance

All Infringement Reversal |0.0

All Infringement Remand {0.0

Claim Construction Affirmance 69.6

Claim Construction Reversal 9.5

Claim Construction Remand 0.0
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Stark for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance S  100.(

Attorney Fee Reversal|0.0

Attorney Fee Remand|0.0

Damages Affirmance | — | 00

Damages Reversal |0.0

Damages Remand|0.0

Enhanced Damages Afimanco) S /)

Enhanced Damages Reversal|0.0

Enhanced Damages Remand| 0.0

Exceptional Gase Afrmance Y | ).

Exceptional Case Reversal|0.0

Exceptional Case Remand|0.0

Willfulness Affirmance | | 100.(

Willfulness Reversal|0.0
Willfulness Remand|0.0
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Stark for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance 0.0
Preliminary Injunction Reversal 0.0
Preliminary Injunction Remand 0.0

Permanent Injunction Affirmance

Permanent Injunction Reversal

Permanent Injunction Remand
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Stark as a function of type of case below and percentages of prevailing
party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues

can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to
100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Afirmance .| .7
Bench Trial Reversal|0.0
Bench Trial Remand|0.0
Jury Verdict Afirmance | 00
Jury Verdict Reversal 0.0
Jury Verdict Remand|0.0
JMOL Affirmance
JMOL Reversal
JMOL Remand
Summary Judgment Affirmance= 54.6
Summary Judgment Reversal 45.5
Summary Judgment Remand| 0.0
Prevailing Patentee 60.2
Prevailing Accused Infringer| 39.8
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Stark is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees 8| 4

Claim Construction 23
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Stark are shown in the two following charts:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue

Attorneys Fees
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Claim Construction

Infringement 2
2

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Stark is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Stark on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Alice - Patentable Subject
Written Description I Matter
1 1

Anticipation
4

Indefiniteness

1
Literal

Obviousness 2
9

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents

Literal
2
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Judge Taranto

Judge Taranto has had 1753 rulings and 950 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year
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Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Taranto writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Taranto for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues

100

60

I Affirmance Rate
A Reversal Rate
-4 Remand Rate
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Taranto
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

777
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Taranto for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
73.3

Anticipation Affirmance
Anticipation Reversal
Anticipation Remand|0.0

Alice Affirmance — 92.9
Alice Reversal 53
Alice Remand|0.0

Enablement Affirm ance i —————— | 0.7

Enablement Reversal|0.0
Enablement Remand|0.0

211

Indefinitenss Affirmance 47.8

Indefiniteness Reversal
Indefiniteness Remand|0.0

Obviousnes Affrmance — 85.0
Obviousness Reversal 4.6

Obviousness Remand

26.1
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~
—_

Written Description Affirmance

Written Description Reversal
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0.0
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Inequitable Conduct Remand0.0
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Taranto for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance
Doc. of Equiv. Reversal

Doc. of Equiv. Remand
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0.0
76.6
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Taranto for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue
are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance
Attorney Fee Reversal
Attorney Fee Remand

Damages Affirmance [l 5

Damages Reversal
Damages Remand
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0.0
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Taranto for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance

Preliminary Injunction Reversal

Preliminary Injunction Remand

Permanent Injunction Affirmance

Permanent Injunction Reversal

Permanent Injunction Remand

0.0
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16.]

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

10

15

20 25

Percentage

30

35

40

45

317



Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Taranto as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that
issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance 90.2
Bench Trial Reversal 6.1
Bench Trial Remand|0.0
Jury Verdict Affirmance F 737
Jury Verdict Reversal 8.7
Jury Verdict Remand|0.0
JMOL Affirmance 61.5
JMOL Reversal 231
JMOL Remand|0.0
Summary Judgment AfﬁrmanceF 66.2
Summary Judgment Reversal 17.2
Summary Judgment Remand| 0.0
Prevailing Patentee 50.3
Prevailing Accused Infringer| 49.7
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Percentage
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Taranto is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees
Claim Construction 188
Damages
Enhanced Damages
Exceptional Case
Inequitable Conduct
Infringement 137
Preliminary Injunction
Permanent Injunction
Validity 761

Willfulness @1

0O 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800

Number of Rulings

The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Taranto are shown in the two following charts

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
Attorneys Fees
Willfulness | 4
1 Claim Construction
V alidity 63
93

Damages
9

Exceptional Case
2

Inequitable Conduct
:

Infringement
34

Prel. Injunction
4

Perm. Injunction
4
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Attorneys Fees

1
Claim Construction
2

Validity
2

Infringement
1

Exceptional Case
1

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Taranto is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 137
Doctrine of Equivalents | 18
Literal 49
All Validity 76
D0

Anticipation

Alice 169

Enablement

Indefiniteness
Obviousness 394

Written Description|] 14

(@)

Number of Rulings
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Taranto on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions
Alice - Patentable Subject

Written Description I— Matter
6 11

Anticipation
14

Doc. of Equiv.
2

Enablement
2

Indefiniteness
6
Literal
Obviousness 14

55

Number of Infringement and Validity Dissents

Written Description
1
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Judge Wallach

Judge Wallach has had 1381 rulings and 822 decisions in the period covered by this report. The number of rulings and
decisions for each year are illustrated in the chart below. Note that the last year is a partial year.

Rulings and Decisions by Year

240

200 W

160 '/'/ \
*\

120 /

80 /

--Number of Rulings
J7-Number of Decisions

Number of Rulings/Decisions

40

ovrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrl

9)’\@ 5 O A O N OB v A9 N
> QsQQQQQ\\\\\q,
S T T T TS S S S S (TS

Year

{f/b

Likelihood of Writing the Majority Opinion: The historical likelihood of Judge Wallach writing the majority opinion
(when on the panel) for various issues is as follows:

Historical Likelihood of This Judge Writing Majority Opinion
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Wallach for
all rulings are shown below. Note that the final year is a partial year.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Year for
This Judge--All Issues
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Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The case affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for Judge Wallach
are shown below. A case rate is calculated based upon the outcome for the entire case, not just specific issues.

Case Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Specific Issues: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates
for Judge Wallach for various issues are shown below, starting with validity. Note that issues can be reversed and
remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any

particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Validity Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates
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Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates for Infringement and Claim Construction: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Wallach for infringement and claim construction are shown below. Note
that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance,
reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Infringement and Claim Construction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Doc. of Equiv. Affirmance 61.5

Doc. of Equiv. Reversal 15|14

Doc. of Equiv. Remand [0.0
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All Infringement Affirmance

All Infringement Reversal
All Infringement Remand |0.0
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Claim Construction Reversal 224
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Miscellaneous Issue Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand
rates for Judge Wallach for various other issues are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the
same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue

are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Misc. Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Attorney Fee Affirmance
Attorney Fee Reversal
Attorney Fee Remand|0.0

Damages Affirmance 46.2
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Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates: The affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge
Wallach for preliminary and permanent injunctions are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in
the same ruling, and that issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular

issue are unlikely to add up to 100%.

Injunction Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates

Preliminary Injunction Affirmance 90.0
Preliminary Injunction Reversal 10.0

Preliminary Injunction Remand |0.0

Permanent Injunction Affirmance _ 79.0

Permanent Injunction Reversal [0.0

Permanent Injunction Remand [0.0
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Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates Based on Case Type Below and Prevailing Party: The
affirmance, reversal and remand rates for Judge Wallach as a function of type of case below and percentages of
prevailing party on appeal are shown below. Note that issues can be reversed and remanded in the same ruling, and that

issues can be vacated, so that the affirmance, reversal, and remand rates for any particular issue are unlikely to add up
to 100%.

Affirmance, Reversal and Remand Rates by Decision and
Prevailing Party Below

Bench Trial Affirmance 63.8
Bench Trial Reversal
Bench Trial Remand|0.0

Jury Verdict Affirmance 61.0

Jury Verdict Reversal

Jury Verdict Remand \ 3.4

JMOL Affirmance 21.4
JMOL Reversal 71.4
JMOL Remand|0.0

Summary Judgment AﬁirmancP 737
Summary Judgment Reversal 12.5

Summary Judgment Remand| 0.0

Prevailing Patentee "40.6
Prevailing Accused Infringer| 59.4
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The number of rulings, by issue, for Judge Wallach is shown below:

Number of Rulings by Issue

Attorney Fees

Claim Construction
Damages
Enhanced Damages
Exceptional Case
Inequitable Conduct
Infringement
Preliminary Injunction
Permanent Injunction
Validity

Willfulness g2
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The number of majority opinions and dissents, by issue, for Judge Wallach are shown in the two following chart:

This Judge Opinions, by Issue
Attorneys Fees
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Validity
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Damages
1
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2

Infringement
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This Judge Dissents, by Issue

Attorneys Fees

Willfulness | 1
1 Claim Construction
4

Infringement

Validity 1

7

The number of rulings on various infringement and validity issues by Judge Wallach is shown below:

Number of Rulings on Infringement and Validity Issues

All Infringement 117

Doctrine of Equivalents ‘ 13

Literal 42

All Validity

Anticipation
Alice
Enablement
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Obviousness 267
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The number of majority opinions and dissents authored by Judge Wallach on various infringement and validity issues are
illustrated in the charts below:

Number of Infringement and Validity Opinions

Alice - Patentable Subject
Matter

Written Description
1

4

Anticipation
10

Doc. of Equiv.
4

Enablement
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[ll. Supporting Tables

The supporting data for this report is shown in the tables which follow. In those tables, cases may appear
multiple times in a single table if the particular issue addressed by that table appeared more than once in the

referenced decision.
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A. Attorney Fees

Docket

Number Case Name Judges Issue Tiie Issue Subtiie Issue Outcome  Lower Decision Tiﬁe

11-1165 HALLV BED BATH Linn, Lourie, Attorney's Affirmed Order on
[OPINION] Newman Fees Motion

12-1121 SPECTRALYTICS, Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INC. V. CORDIS Moore, Fees Motion
CORP. Newman

10-1285 MARCTEC, LLC. V. Newman, Attorney's Litigation Affirmed Order on
JOHNSON & O’Malley, Prost Fees Misconduct Motion
JOHNSON

11-1329 MEYER Dyk, Moore, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
INTELLECTUAL O Malley Fees Motion
PROPERTIES LTD.

V. BODUM, INC.

12-1238 PHILLIP M. ADAMS Moore, Prost,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
& ASSOCIATES v.  Wallach Fees Motion
DELL COMPUTER
COR

12-1085 CHECKPOINT Lourie, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
SYSTEMS, INC.v. Newman, Fees Motion
ALL-TAG SECURITY Schall
S.A.

12-1285 BARON SERVICES, Dyk, Prost, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
INC. v. MEDIA Reyna Fees Motion
WEATHER
INNOVATIONS

12-1461 PRECISION LINKS Bryson, Dyk, Attorney's Litigation Vacated Order on
INC. v. USA Reyna Fees Misconduct Motion
PRODUCTS
GROUP [JUDGME

8-1462 TAURUS IPv. Prost, Reyna, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
DAIMLERCHRYSLE Schall Fees Motion
R [OPINION]

8-1462 TAURUS IPv. Prost, Reyna,  Attorney's Contract Affirmed Order on
DAIMLERCHRYSLE Schall Fees Motion
R [OPINION]

12-1643 BUCKHORN INC.v. O'Malley, Attorney's Contract Reversed Order on
ORBIS Rader, Reyna Fees Motion
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

13-1193 KILOPASS Lourie, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGY, O'Malley, Fees Motion
INC. v. SIDENSE Rader
CORPORATION [

13-1390 RANDALL MAY Lourie, Attorney's Contract Affirmed Order on
INTERNATIONAL v. Newman, Fees Motion

DEG MUSIC
PRODUCTS [R

Taranto
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12-1504 THERASENSE, INC Dyk, Newman, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. BECTON, Rader Fees Motion
DICKINSON AND
COMPANY

13-1205 GABRIEL Chen, Lourie,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
TECHNOLOGIES Mayer Fees Motion
CORP. v.

QUALCOMM
INCORPORATE

13-1288 INNOVATIVE Chen, Taranto, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
BIOMETRIC Wallach Fees Motion
TECHNOLOG v.

TOSHIBA AMERICA

12-1221 MONOLITHIC Mayer, Prost,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
POWER SYSTEMS, Reyna Fees Motion
INC. v. 02 MICRO
INTERNA

13-1047 SYNTHES USA, O Malley, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
LLC v. SPINAL Prost, Taranto  Fees Motion
KINETICS, INC.

[OPINION

12-1593 INTEGRATED Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGY Moore, Rader Fees Motion
CORP. v. RUDOLPt
TECHNOLOGIE

11-1521 ICON HEALTH & Lourie, Mayer, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
FITNESS v. Newman Fees Motion
OCTANE FITNESS
[OPINION F

12-1085 CHECKPOINT Lourie, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
SYSTEMS, INC.v. Newman, Fees Motion
ALL-TAG SECURITY Schall
S.A.

11-1219 HIGHMARK, INC. v. Dyk, Mayer, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
ALLCARE HEALTH Newman Fees Motion
MANAGEMENT
[OPINI

13-1537 HOMELAND Bryson, Chen, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
HOUSEWARES v. Lourie Fees Motion
SORENSEN
RESEARCH
[OPINION]

13-1649 BIAX Dyk, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
CORPORATIONv. Taranto Fees Motion
NVIDIA
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1297 OPLUS Moore, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGIES, O'Malley, Prost Fees Motion
LTD. v. VIZIO, INC.

[OPINION]

14-1453 LEE v. MIKE'S Dyk, Moore, Attorney's Litigation Affirmed Order on
NOVELTIES, INC. Wallach Fees Misconduct Motion
[OPINION]
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14-1712 SFA SYSTEMS, Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on

LLC v. NEWEGG Hughes, Fees Motion
INC. [OPINION] O Malley

15-1163 SMALL v. IMPLANT Hughes, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
DIRECT MFG. LLC O’Malley, Fees Motion
[RULE 36 Wallach
JUDGMENT]

14-1777 PRAGMATUS Bryson, Dyk, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
TELECOM LLC v. Prost Fees Motion
NEWEGG INC.

[OPINION]

13-1049 LEE v. MIKE'S Dyk, Moore, Attorney's 285 Vacated, Order on
NOVELTIES Wallach Fees Remanded Motion
[OPINION]

15-1103 SUMMIT DATA Dyk, Hughes,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SYSTEMS LLC v. Taranto Fees Motion
NETAPP INC.

[OPINION]

15-1252 TNS MEDIA Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
RESEARCH, LLC v. Newman, Fees Motion
TIVO RESEARCH  O'Malley
AND ANALYTICS
[OPINION]

12-1373 HONEYWELL Newman, Prost, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
INTERNATIONAL Wallach Fees Motion
INC. v. NOKIA
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1711  BUCKHORN INC. v. Dyk, Lourie, Attorney's Contract Reversed Order on
ORBIS Plager Fees Motion
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1174 GAYMAR Bryson, Dyk, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
INDUSTRIES, INC. Prost Fees Motion
v. CINCINNATI
SUB-ZERO PRO

14-1405 SEALANT Dyk, O'Malley, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SYSTEMS Wallach Fees Motion
INTERNATIONAL v.

TEK GLOBAL,
S.R.L

14-1297 OPLUS Moore, Attorney's 1927 Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGIES, O'Malley, Prost Fees Motion
LTD. v. VIZIO, INC.

[OPINION]

13-1668 STRYKERV. Hughes, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
ZIMMER [REVISED Newman, Prost Fees Motion
OPINION]

13-1649 BIAX Dyk, Lourie, Attorney's 1927 Affirmed Order on
CORPORATIONv. Taranto Fees Motion
NVIDIA
CORPORATION
[OPINION]
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14-1263

AQUA SHIELD v.
INTERPOOL POOL

COVER TEAM
[OPINION]

Chen, Taranto,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

285

Vacated

Bench Trial

13-1332

LOOPS, LLC v.
PHOENIX TRADING
INC. [OPINION]

Chen, Dyk,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

Discovery

Vacated

Order on
Motion

13-1419

SSL SERVICES,

LLC v. CITRIX

SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION

Linn, Lourie,
O Malley

Attorney's
Fees

285

Reversed

Order on
Motion

13-15637

HOMELAND

HOUSEWARES v.

SORENSEN
RESEARCH
[OPINION]

Bryson, Chen,
Lourie

Attorney's
Fees

Amount

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

13-1293

CARTNER v.

ALAMO GROUP,
INC. [OPINION]

Dyk,, Moore,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

13-1293

CARTNER v.

ALAMO GROUP,
INC. [OPINION]

Dyk,, Moore,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

Amount

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

16-1126

ANGIOSCORE, INC

v. TRIREME

MEDICAL, LLC

[OPINION]

Hughes, Plager

Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

16-1049

KASPERSKY LAB,
INC. v. DEVICE
SECURITY, LLC

[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Newman, Prost,

Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

15-2010

COMMONWEALTH
LABORATORIES v.

QUINTRON
INSTRUMENT

COMPANY [RULE
36 JUDGMENT]

Dyk, Newman,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

15-1608

COMPUTER
SOFTWARE

PROTECTION v.
ADOBE SYSTEMS
INCORPORATED

[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Chen, Schall,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

15-1642

MACROSOLVE,

INC. v.

GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEES INS.

[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Mayer, Prost,
Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

15-1598

SMARTMETRIC

INC. v.

MASTERCARD
INTERNATIONAL

INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Newman, Prost,

Stoll

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion
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15-1596 BARRON v. Dyk, Hughes,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SCVNGR, INC. Mayer Fees Motion
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

15-1448 SITE UPDATE Dyk, Prost, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SOLUTIONS, LLC v. Reyna Fees Motion
CBS CORP.

[OPINION]

15-1324 ALPHA Dyk, Moore, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
TECHNOLOGY Stoll Fees Motion
U.S.A. CORP. v.

MLSNA DAIRY
SUPPLY, INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

15-2040 LARGE AUDIENCE Linn, Moore, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
DISPLAY SYSTEMS O’Malley Fees Motion
v. TENNMAN
PRODUCTIONS,

LLC [OPINION]

15-1892 DRONE Chen, Newman Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGIES, Schall Fees Motion
INC. v. PARROT
S.A. [OPINION]

13-1668 STRYKER Hughes, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
CORPORATION v. Newman, Prost Fees Motion
ZIMMER, INC.

[OPINION 2016]

15-1801 VAPOR POINT LLC Chen, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. MOORHEAD OMalley, Stoll Fees Motion
[OPINION]

15-1676 WALKER v. Hughes, Reyna Attorney's 28usc1927 Affirmed Order on
HEALTH Stoll Fees Motion
INTERNATIONAL
CORP. [OPINION]

15-1500 MANKES v.VIVID  Chen, Schall,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SEATS LTD. Taranto Fees Motion
[OPINION]

15-1275 LUMEN VIEW Lourie, Moore, Attorney's 285 Order on
TECHNOLOGY LLC Wallach Fees Motion
V.

FINDTHEBEST.CO
M, INC [OPINION]

15-1275 LUMEN VIEW Lourie, Moore, Attorney's Amount Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGY LLC Wallach Fees Motion
V.

FINDTHEBEST.CO
M, INC [OPINION]

12-1575 UNIVERSITY OF Dyk, Lourie, Attorney's Vacated Order on

PITTSBURGH v. O Malley Fees Motion

VARIAN MEDICAL

SYSTEMS
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13-1205 GABRIEL Chen, Lourie,  Attorney's Trade Secret Affirmed Order on
TECHNOLOGIES Mayer Fees Motion
CORP. v.

QUALCOMM
INCORPORATE

14-1820 INTEGRATED Moore, Prost,  Attorney's Amount Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGY Wallach Fees Motion
CORP. v. RUDOLPFH
TECHNOLOGIES,

INC. [OPINION]

13-1665 ADJUSTACAM, LLC Hughes, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
v. NEWEGG, INC. Newman, Fees Motion
[OPINION] Plager

15-1406 NATIONAL OILWELI Chen, Hughes, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
VARCO, L.P. v. Moore Fees Motion
OMRON OILFIELD
& MARINE, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1332 ADVANCED Prost, Stoll, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
GROUND Wallach Fees Motion
INFORMATION v.

LIFE360, INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

15-1996 MEDTRONIC, INC. Linn, Reyna, Attorney's Contract Affirmed Order on
v. BOSTON Wallach Fees Motion
SCIENTIFIC
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1854 BAYER Chen, Newman Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
CROPSCIENCE AG  Staoll Fees Motion
v. DOW
AGROSCIENCES
LLC [OPINION]

16-1336 UNIVERSITY OF O Malley, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
UTAH v. Reyna, Wallach Fees Motion
MAX-PLANCK-GES
ELLSCHAFT
[OPINION]

16-2318 GRAVELLE v. KABA Lourie, Prost,  Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
ILCO Taranto Fees Motion
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-2358 MIT v. MICRON Linn, Reyna, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
TECHNOLOGY, Taranto Fees Motion
INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

16-1397 CHECKPOINT Lourie, Moore, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
SYSTEMS, INC.v. Newman Fees Motion
ALL-TAG SECURITY
S.A. [OPINION]

16-1794 NANTKWEST, INC. Dyk, Prost, Attorney's 35USC 145 Reversed order on
v. MATAL [OPINION Stoll Fees Motion
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16-2094 AIAAMERICA, INC. Hughes, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. ELI LILLY & Newman Fees Motion
COMPANY [RULE
36 JUDGMENT]

16-2647 AIAAMERICA, INC. Hughes, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. AVID Newman Fees Motion
RADIOPHARMACE
UTICALS [OPINION

17-1070 HONEYWELL Newman, Prost, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INTERNATIONAL Stoll Fees Motion
INC. v. FUJIFILM
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1075 BLUE SPIKE, LLC v Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
ADOBE SYSTEMS, O Malley, Fees Motion
INC. [RULE 36 Reyna
JUDGMENT]

16-1887 JOAO BOCK Dyk, Hughes,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
TRANSACTION Lourie Fees Motion
SYSTEMS v. JACK
HENRY &

ASSOCIATES, INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

17-1400 RANIERE v. Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
MICROSOFT O Malley, Fees Motion
CORPORATION Wallach
[OPINION]

16-1794 NANTKWEST, INC. PROST, Chief Attorney's 35 USC 145 Affirmed Order on
v. IANCU [EN BANC Judge, Fees Motion
OPINION] NEWMAN,

LOURIE, DYK,
MOORE, O

17-2469 R+L CARRIERS, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INC. v. O Malley, Fees Motion
QUALCOMM, INC.  Wallach
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

16-1290 MILO & GABBY LLC O'Malley, Attorney's Lanham Act Affirmed Order on
v. AMAZON.COM, Taranto, Fees Motion
INC. [OPINION] Wallach

16-2521 ROTHSCHILD Mayer, Prost,  Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
CONNECTED Wallach Fees Motion
DEVICES v.

GUARDIAN
PROTECTION
SERVICES
[OPINION]

16-2572 CHAFFIN v. Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
BRADEN [OPINION! Newman, Fees Motion

Wallach

16-1882 ADJUSTACAM, LLC Hughes, Mayer, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on

v. NEWEGG, INC. Reyna Fees Motion

[OPINION]
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16-1047 ICON HEALTH & Hughes, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
FITNESS, INC. v. Newman Fees Motion
OCTANE FITNESS,

LLC [OPINION]

17-1172 INDUSTRIAL Dyk, O'Malley, Attorney's Lanham Act Affirmed Order on
MODELS, INC. v. Wallach Fees Motion
SNF, INC.

[OPINION]

17-1172  INDUSTRIAL Dyk, O'Malley, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
MODELS, INC. v. Wallach Fees Motion
SNF, INC.

[OPINION]

16-2442 INVENTOR Chen, Stoll, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
HOLDINGS, LLC v. Wallach Fees Motion
BED BATH &

BEYOND, INC.
[OPINION]

16-2442 INVENTOR Chen, Stoll, Attorney's  Appeal Affirmed Order on
HOLDINGS, LLC v. Wallach Fees Motion
BED BATH &

BEYOND, INC.
[OPINION]

17-2414 GUST, INC. v. Hughes, Linn,  Attorney's 1927 Reversed Order on
ALPHACAP Wallach Fees Motion
VENTURES LLC
[OPINION]

17-2504 ASGHARI-KAMRAN Dyk, Hughes,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. UNITED Wallach Fees Motion
SERVICES
AUTOMOBILE
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

16-2415 ASGHARI-KAMRAN Dyk, Hughes,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. UNITED Wallach Fees Motion
SERVICES
AUTOMOBILE
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

17-1103 SARIF BIOMEDICAL Hughes, Reyna Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
LLC v. BRAINLAB, Wallach Fees Motion
INC. [OPINION]

17-2137 SCHOELLER-BLEC Mayer, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
KMANN OILFIELD v OMalley, Fees Motion
CHURCHILL Taranto
DRILLING TOOLS
US [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

17-1400 RANIERE v. Lourie, Attorney's 285 Order on
MICROSOFT O'Malley, Fees Motion
CORPORATION Wallach
[OPINION]

16-1559 ENERGY HEATING, Hughes, Moore, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
LLC. v. HEAT Stoll Fees Motion

ON-THE-FLY, LLC
[OPINION]
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17-1848

CHRIMAR HOLDINC
COMPANY, LLC v.
ALE USA INC.
[OPINION]

Prost, Taranto,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Oder on
Motion

17-1505

HUANG v. HUAWE
TECHNOLOGIES
CO., LTD.
[OPINION]

Chen, Linn,
Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

17-1784

IN RE REMBRANDT
TECHS., LP
PATENT LITIG.
[OPINION]

Mayer,
O Malley,
Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

285

Vacated

Order on
Motion

17-2266

LARGE AUDIENCE
DISPLAY SYSTEM
v. TENNMAN
PRODUCTIONS,
LLC [OPINION]

Hughes, Linn,
O'Malley

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

18-1276

SPINEOLOGY, INC.
v. WRIGHT
MEDICAL
TECHNOLOGY INC
[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

Dyk, Moore,
Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-1813

BD. OF TRUSTEES
OF UNIV. IL v.
MICRON
TECHNOLOGY,
INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Dyk, Reyna,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

17-2541

STRYKER
CORPORATION v
ZIMMER, INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Hughes,

O Malley, Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-1923

IMPERIUM IP
HOLDINGS
(CAYMAN) v.
SAMSUNG
ELECTRONICS CO.
LTD. [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIA
L]

Dyk, O Malley,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285

Reversed

Order on
Motion

18-1657

THERMOLIFE
INTERNATIONAL
LLC v. GNC
CORPORATION
[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

Bryson, Stoll,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-1848

CAVE CONSULTINC
GROUP, INC. v.
TRUVEN HEALTH
ANALYTICS INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Chen, Moore,
O Malley

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion
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18-1039

MAX SOUND
CORPORATION v.
GOOGLE LLC
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Linn, Moore,
Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-2345

SPITZ
TECHNOLOGIES
CORPORATION v.
NOBEL BIOCARE
USA, LLC [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Hughes, Linn,
Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-1533

DROP STOP LLC v.
ZHU [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIA
L]

Lourie,
O Malley,
Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

17-2223

SRI
INTERNATIONAL,
INC. v. CISCO
SYSTEMS, INC.
[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

Lourie,
O’Malley, Stoll

Attorney's
Fees

285

Remanded

Order on
Motion

18-1775

M-I DRILLING
FLUIDS UK LTD. v.
DYNAMIC AIR INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Dyk, Lourie,
Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-2231

ucp
INTERNATIONAL
COMPANY LTD. v.
BALSAM BRANDS
INC. [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTI#
L]

Clevenger,
Taranto,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

285

Reversed

Order on
Motion

18-2118

INSPIRED
DEVELOPMENT
GROUP v.
INSPIRED
PRODUCTS
GROUP, LLC
[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTI#
L]

Newman, Prost,
Stoll

Attorney's
Fees

285

Vacated

Order on
motion

19-1338

SAP AMERICA,
INC. v. INVESTPIC
LLC [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Lourie, Plager,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

18-2231

ucp
INTERNATIONAL
COMPANY LTD. v.
BALSAM BRANDS
INC. [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTI#
L]

Clevenger,
Taranto,
Wallach

Attorney's
Fees

285

Vacated

Order on
Motion
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18-2231 UCP Clevenger, Attorney's Inherent Powers Affirmed Order on
INTERNATIONAL Taranto, Fees Motion
COMPANY LTD.v. Wallach
BALSAM BRANDS
INC. [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIA
L]

19-1745 DIEM LLC v. Prost, Schall,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
BIGCOMMERCE, and Wallach Fees Motion
INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

20-1165 BIG BABOON, INC. Dyk, O'Malley, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. SAP AMERICA, Reyna Fees Motion
INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

19-2360 FASTSHIP,LLCv. Chen, Dyk, Attorney's 1498 Vacated Order on
US [OPINION] Wallach Fees Motion

19-2087 ELECTRONIC Dyk, Prost, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
COMMUNICATION Y Wallach Fees Motion
SHOPPERSCHOIC
E.COM, LLC
[OPINION]

19-1454 MUNCHKIN, INC. v. Chen, Dyk, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
LUV N' CARE, LTD. Taranto Fees Motion
[OPINION]

19-1488 TECH PHARMACY Reyna, Schall, Attorney's Contract Affirmed Order on
SERVICES, LLCv. Stoll Fees Motion
ALIXARXLLC
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

19-1884 HITKANSUT LLCv. Clevenger, Attorney's 1498 Affirmed Order on
US [OPINION] Moore, Prost Fees Motion

19-1283 DRAGON Lourie, Moore, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
INTELLECTUAL Stoll Fees Motion
PROPERTY v. DISH
NETWORK LLC
[OPINION]

19-1134 O.F. MOSSBERG & Hughes, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SONS, INC. v. Reyna Fees Motion
TIMNEY
TRIGGERS, LLC
[OPINION]

19-1136 KEITH Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
MANUFACTURING Hughes, Fees Motion
CO.v. Taranto
BUTTERFIELD
[OPINION]

18-2393 BLACKBIRD TECH Hughes, Prost, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
LLC v. HEALTHIN  Wallach Fees Motion

MOTION LLC
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]
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18-2215 EKO BRANDS, LLC Dyk, Hughes,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Summary
v. ADRIAN RIVERA Reyna Fees Judgment
MAYNEZ ENTERS.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1430 SAUDER Wyk, Stoll, Attorney's Contract Reversed Order on
MANUFACTURING Wallach Fees Motion
COMPANY v. J
SQUARED, INC.

[OPINION]

19-1098 SERTA SIMMONS  Dyk, Plager, Attorney's 1927 Affirmed Order on
BEDDING, LLC v. Stoll Fees Motion
CASPER SLEEP
INC. [OPINION]

19-1134 O.F. MOSSBERG & Hughes, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SONS, INC. v. Reyna Fees Motion
TIMNEY
TRIGGERS, LLC
[OPINION]

19-1283 DRAGON Lourie, Moore, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
INTELLECTUAL Stoll Fees Motion
PROPERTY v. DISH
NETWORK LLC
[OPINION]

20-1106 AMNEAL Dyk, Lourie, Attorney's NA PTAB IPR
PHARMACEUTICAL Reyna Fees Decision
S LLC v. ALMIRALL,

LLC [ORDER]

19-1454 MUNCHKIN, INC. v. Chen, Dyk, Attorney's Trade Dress Order on
LUV N' CARE, LTD. Taranto Fees Motion
[OPINION]

19-1952 KHAN v. Moore, Prost,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
HEMOSPHERE Stoll Fees Motion
INC. [OPINION]

20-1511 EXPRESS MOBILE, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INC. v. EGROVE O Malley, Fees Motion
SYSTEMS Reyna
CORPORATION
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

20-1483 WPEM, LLC v. SOTI Mayer, Moore, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INC. [OPINION] Prost Fees Motion

19-2359 SIONYX LLC v. Lourie, Reyna, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
HAMAMATSU Wallach Fees Motion
PHOTONICS K.K.

[OPINION]

20-1639 INNOVATION Lourie, Moore, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
SCIENCES, LLC v. Schall Fees Motion
AMAZON.COM,

INC. [OPINION]

20-1504 MORTGAGE Clevenger, Dyk, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
APPLICATION Prost Fees Motion
TECH. v.

MERIDIANLINK,
INC. [OPINION]
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20-1963 VPERSONALIZE Bryson, Dyk, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INC. v. MAGNETIZE O Malley Fees Motion
CONSULTANTS
LTD. [OPINION]

20-1493 ARUNACHALAMv. Chen, Lourie, Attorney's Sanction Affirmed Order on
IBM [OPINION] Wallach Fees Motion

20-1959 PIRRI v. CHEEK Dyk, Linn, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
[OPINION] Moore Fees Motion

20-1959 PIRRI v. CHEEK Dyk, Linn, Attorney's Appeal Affirmed NA
[OPINION] Moore Fees

19-2443 HORATIO Chen, Plager, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
WASHINGTON Prost Fees Motion
DEPOT TECH. v.

TOLMAR, INC.
[OPINION]

20-1962 SPIP LITIGATION Lourie, Prost,  Attorney's Unknown Order on
GROUP, LLC v. Reyna Fees Motion
APPLE, INC. [RULE
36 JUDGMENT]

20-2149 UNILOC USA, INC. Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
v. ACRONIS, INC. Newman, Fees Motion
[RULE 36 O Malley
JUDGMENT]

20-1817 COMMSCOPE Reyna, Schall, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
TECHNOLOGIES Stoll Fees Motion
LLC v. DALI
WIRELESS INC.

[OPINION]

20-1685 SR Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
INTERNATIONAL, O'Malley, Stoll Fees Motion
INC. v. CISCO
SYSTEMS INC.

[OPINION]

20-2321 HYATT v. Hughes, Moore, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Sec. 145
HIRSHFELD Reyna Fees Decision
[OPINION]

21-1567 TYGER Chen, Newman Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
MANUFACTURING Reyna Fees Motion
LLC v. MIKE'S
WORLDWIDE LLC
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

21-1963 EVOLUSION Chen, Prost, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
CONCEPTS, INC. v. Taranto Fees Motion
HOC EVENTS, INC.

[OPINION]

21-1371 WESTERN Chen, Hughes, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
PLASTICS, INC.v. Moore Fees Motion
DUBOSE
STRAPPING, INC.

[OPINION]

21-2164 LOWE v. Bryson, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on

SHIELDMARK, INC. Cunningham Fees Motion

[OPINION]
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21-1978

HOIST FITNESS
SYSTEMS, INC. v.

TUFFSTUFF
FITNESS

INTERNATIONAL,

INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Chen, Schall,
Stoll

Attorney's
Fees

285 Affirmed

Order on
Motion

21-1484

REALTIME
ADAPTIVE

STREAMING v.

NETFLIX, INC.
[OPINION]

Chen, Newman

Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

Inherent Powers Affirmed

Order on
Motion

21-2303

STATIC MEDIALLC

v. LEADER

ACCESSORIES LLC

[OPINION]

Dyk, Reyna,
Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

Sanction Reversed

Order on
Motion

21-1484

REALTIME
ADAPTIVE

STREAMING v.

NETFLIX, INC.
[OPINION]

Chen, Newman

Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

Inherent Powers Affirmed

Order on
Motion

21-2253

FINJAN, LLC v.

JUNIPER

NETWORKS, INC.

[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Hughes,

Newman, Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285 Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-1370

KONAMI GAMING

INC. v. HIGH 5

GAMES, LLC [RULE
36 JUDGMENT]

Clevenger,
Lourie, Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285 Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-1363

UNITED CANNABIS
CORPORATION v.

PURE HEMP

COLLECTIVE INC.

[OPINION]

Cunningham,
Lourie, Stark

Attorney's
Fees

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-1268

HEALTHIER
CHOICES

MANAGEMENT
CORP. v. PHILIP
MORRIS USA, INC.

[OPINION]

Cunningham,
Stoll, Taranto

Attorney's
Fees

285 Vacated

Order on
Motion

22-1363

UNITED CANNABIS
CORPORATION v.

PURE HEMP

COLLECTIVE INC.

[OPINION]

Cunningham,
Lourie, Stark

Attorney's
Fees

285

Order on
Motion

22-1363

UNITED CANNABIS
CORPORATION v.

PURE HEMP

COLLECTIVE INC.

[OPINION]

Cunningham,
Lourie, Stark

Attorney's
Fees

285 Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-1363

UNITED CANNABIS
CORPORATION v.

PURE HEMP

COLLECTIVE INC.

[OPINION]

Cunningham,
Lourie, Stark

Attorney's
Fees

1927 Affirmed

Order on
Motion
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22-1363

UNITED CANNABIS

CORPORATION v.
PURE HEMP
COLLECTIVE INC.
[OPINION]

Cunningham,
Lourie, Stark

Attorney's
Fees

Inherent Powers Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-1099

ONESUBSEA IP UK

LIMITED v. FMC
TECHNOLOGIES,
INC. [OPINION]

Clevenger, Dyk,
Moore

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

23-1246

TRAXCELL
TECHNOLOGIES,
LLC v. AT&T INC.
[RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

Cunningham,
Hughes, Prost

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-2001

FLEET
ENGINEERS, INC.
v. MUDGUARD
TECHNOLOGIES,
LLC [OPINION]

Lourie, Moore,
Stoll

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

21-1858

In Re
PERSONALWEB
TECHNOLOGIES
LLC [OPINION]

Dyk, Lourie,
Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

285

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

21-1858

In Re
PERSONALWEB
TECHNOLOGIES
LLC [OPINION]

Dyk, Lourie,
Reyna

Attorney's
Fees

Amount

Affirmed

Order on
Motion
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B. Claim Construction

Lower
Docket Decision
Number Case Name Judges Issue Type  Issue Subtype Issue Outcome -
12-1092 IN RE AVID Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
IDENTIFICATION Lourie Construction Decision
09-1171 OUTSIDE THE BOX Newman, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INNOVATIONS, LLC. V. Prost Construction Ruling
TRAVEL CADDY,
11-1179 IN RE POND Dyk, Rader, Reyna  Claim Affirmed BPAI
Construction Decision
09-1566 DEALERTRACK V. Dyk, Linn, Plager Claim General Reversed Markman
HUBER Construction Ruling
11-1198 FALANA V. KENT Linn, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
STATE UNIVERSITY Construction Ruling
10-1439 ROCHE DIAGNOSTICS Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Vacated Markman
OPERATIONS, INC. V. Prost Construction Ruling
LIFESCAN INC
11-1103 KRIPPELZ V. FORD Newman, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MOTOR CO. Prost Construction Ruling
11-1004 HTC CORP. V. IPCOM Bryson, Linn, Claim General Reversed Summary
GMBH & CO., KG O Malley Construction Judgment
11-1159 IN RE REHRIG PACIFIC Moore, Prost, Rader Claim General Reversed BPAI
CO. Construction Decision
11-1114 THORNER V. SONY Aiken*, Moore, Radel Claim General Reversed Markman
COMPUTER Construction Ruling
ENTERTAINMENT
AMERICALLC
11-1173 METTLER-TOLEDO, Bryson, Moore, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
INC. V. B-TEK SCALES, Reyna Construction Ruling
LLC.
10-1223 GENERAL ELECTRIC Linn, Newman, Rade Claim General Affirmed ITC
CO. V. INTERNATIONAL Construction Decision
TRADE COMMIS
11-1149 MYSPACE, INC. V. Mayer, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
GRAPHON CORP. Plag_;er Construction Judg_;ment
11-1216 DIGITAL-VENDING Linn, Moore, Rader  Claim General Reversed Markman
SERVICES Construction Ruling
INTERNATIONAL V. THE
UNIV
11-1344 IN RE NAREN Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
CHAGANTI Wallach Construction Decision
10-1548 MARINE POLYMER Rader, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Lourie, Bryson, Construction Ruling
V. HEMCON, INC. Gajarsa, Linn, dyk,
11-1397 SANOFI-AVENTIS Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
DEUTSCHLAND GMBH Prost Construction Decision
V. GENENTECH, INC.
11-1036 LEARNING CURVE Bryson, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Markman
BRANDS V. Moore Construction Ruling

MUNCHKIN, INC.
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11-1243 ADVANCED FIBER Dyk, Lourie, Prost Claim General Reversed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES (AFT) Construction Judgment
TRUST V. J&L FIB

11-1018 AVENTIS PHARMA S.A. Dyk, Linn, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
V. HOSPIRA, INC. Construction Decision

11-1473 SMARTMETRIC INC. V. Lourie, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
AMERICAN EXPRESS  Wallach Construction Ruling
CO.

11-1546 ZAPMEDIA SERVICES, Linn, Lourie, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. V. APPLE, INC. Construction Ruling_g

11-1267 CHICAGO BOARD Fogel*, Rader, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
OPTIONS EXCHANGE, Wallach Construction Ruling
INC. V. INTERNATIO

12-1006 IN RE TAYLOR Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim Preamble Affirmed BPAI

Construction Decision

10-1519 GROBER V. MAKO Moore, Prost, Rader Claim General Reversed Markman
PRODUCTS, INC. Construction Ruling

11-1403 01 COMMUNIQUE Fogel*,Rader,Wallac Claim General Reversed Summary
LABORATORY, INC.V. h Construction Judgment
LOGMEIN, INC.

10-1093 INTERDIGITAL Bryson, Mayer, Claim General Reversed ITC
COMMUNICATIONS, Newman Construction Decision
LLC. V.
INTERNATIONAL

11-1329 MEYER INTELLECTUAL Dyk, Moore, Claim General NA Summary
PROPERTIES LTD. V. O'Malley Construction Judgment
BODUM, INC.

11-1247 IN RE RAMBUS INC. Dyk, Linn, Rader Claim General Affirmed BPAI

Construction Decision

11-1633 JANG V. BOSTON Dyk, Linn, Plager Claim General Reversed Markman
SCIENTIFIC CORP. Construction Ruling

11-1419 WALKER DIGITAL, LLC. Lourie, Moore, Rader Claim General Affirmed Markman
V. MICROSOFT CORP. Construction Ruling

12-1227 PARALLEL Bryson, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
NETWORKS, LLC. V. Wallach Construction Ruling
ABERCROMBIE &
FITCH CO.

11-1309 TEXTRON Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Reversed Summary
INNOVATIONS INC. V. Newman Construction Judgment
AMERICAN
EUROCOPTER CO

11-1516 IN RE ABBOTT Lourie, Prost, Claim General Vacated BPAI
DIABETES CARE INC. Wallach Construction Decision

12-1040 ALLERGAN V BARR Bryson, Rader, Claim Affirmed Bench Trial
LABS [OPINION] Wallach Construction

12-1094 HARRIS CORP. V. FED Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Markman
EX CORP. Wallach Construction Ruling

12-1276 ERNIE BALL, INC. v. Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
EARVANA, LLC O Malley Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

12-1265 SMITH & NEPHEW, Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Reversed JMOL
INC. V. ARTHREX, INC. Wallach Construction

11-1244 K-TEC, INC. V. VITA-MD Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORP. Prost Construction RuIing
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11-1309 TEXTRON Bryson, Clevenger, Claim Preamble Reversed Summary
INNOVATIONS INC. V. Newman Construction Judgment
AMERICAN
EUROCOPTER CO
12-1022 IN RE REMBRANDT O’Malley, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LP Reyna Construction Ruling
09-1013 LASERFACTURING, Bryson, Prost, Rader Claim General Affirmed Summary
INC. V. OLD CARCO Construction Judgment
LIQUIDATION TRUS
11-1397 SANOFI-AVENTIS Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
DEUTSCHLAND GMBH Prost Construction Decision
V. GENENTECH, INC.
11-1516 IN RE ABBOTT Lourie, Prost, Claim General Reversed BPAI
DIABETES CARE INC. Wallach Construction Decision
11-1346 SANDISK CORP. V. Prost, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
KINGSTON Wallach Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGY CO.,
INC.
11-1487 ENERGY Linn, Plager, Rader  Claim General Affirmed Markman
TRANSPORTATION Construction Ruling
GROUP, INC. V.
WILLIAM DEMEN
11-1581 TECHNOLOGY Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
PATENTS LLC. V. Construction Ruling
T-MOBILE (UK) LTD.
11-1476 FLO HEALTHCARE Newman, Plager, Claim Means for Reversed BPAI
SOLUTIONS, LLC. V. Wallach Construction Decision
PATENT AND TRADE
11-1521 ICON HEALTH & Lourie, Newman, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
FITNESS, INC. V. Rader Construction Ruling
OCTANE FITNESS, LLC
12-1153 JOY MM DELAWARE, Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. V. CINCINNATI Construction Ruling
MINE MACHINERY
12-1255 IN RE SUTTON Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
Prost Construction Decision
11-1638 ARCELORMITTAL Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Reversed Markman
FRANCE V. AK STEEL Wallach Construction Ruling
CORP.
11-1629 DEERE & CO. V. BUSH Newman, Plager, Claim General Reversed Markman
HOG, LLC. Rader Construction Ruling
12-1182 IN RE DITTO Dyk, Prost, Reyna Claim Affirmed BPAI
Construction Decision
11-1528 STORED VALUE Lourie, Reyna, Claim Affirmed Markman
SALUTIONS, INC. V. Krieger* Construction Ruling
CARD ACTIVATION TE
11-1332  CW ZUMBIEL V. Prost, Moore, Claim Affirmed BPAI
KAPPOS Wallach Construction Decision
12-1014 LIGHTING BALLAST V. O Malley, Rader, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
PHILIPS ELECTRON Reyna Construction Ruling_;
11-1629 DEERE & CO. V. BUSH Newman, Plager, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
HOG, LLC. Rader Construction Ruling
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11-1638 ARCELORMITTAL Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed Markman
FRANCE V. AK STEEL Wallach Construction Ruling
CORP.

12-1255 IN RE SUTTON Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed BPAI

Prost Construction Decision

11-1215 EDWARDS Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LIFESCIENCES AG. V. Rader Construction Ruling
COREVALVE, INC.

12-1237 ACCENTRAV. Bryson, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
STAPLES Schall Construction Ruling

11-1521 ICON HEALTH & Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
FITNESS, INC. V. Rader Construction Ruling
OCTANE FITNESS, LLC

11-1476 FLO HEALTHCARE Newman, Plager, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
SOLUTIONS, LLC. V. Wallach Construction Decision
PATENT AND TRADE

11-1581 TECHNOLOGY Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
PATENTS LLC. V. Construction Ruling
T-MOBILE (UK) LTD.

12-1507 APPLE INC. V. Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Reversed Preliminary
SAMSUNG Construction Injunction
ELECTRONICS CO., Decision
LTD.

11-1346 SANDISK CORP. V. Prost, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
KINGSTON Wallach Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGY CO.,

INC.

10-1478 WOODS V. DEANGELO Dyk, Linn, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
MARINE EXHAUST, INC Construction Ruling

12-1206 BASF AGRO V Bryson, Reyna, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
MAKHTESHIM AGAN Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1011 ACCENT PACKAGING \ Prost, Rader, Reyna Claim General Reversed Summary
LEGGETT & PLATT Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

10-1550 AMKOR TECHNOLOGY Linn, Newman, Claim General Affirmed ITC
INC. V. INTERNATIONA Plager Construction Decision
TRADE COMM

11-1247 IN RE RAMBUS INC. Dyk, Linn, Rader Claim General Affirmed BPAI

Construction Decision

11-1449 LINGAMFELTER V. Bryson, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
KAPPOS Prost Construction Decision

10-1093 INTERDIGITAL Bryson, Mayer, Claim General Reversed ITC
COMMUNICATIONS, Newman Construction Decision
LLC. V.

INTERNATIONAL
12-1006 IN RE TAYLOR Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim Preamble Affirmed BPAI
Construction Decision

11-1204 TOSHIBA CORP. V. Dyk, Moore, Schall  Claim General Reversed Summary
IMATION CORP. Construction Judg_;ment

11-1267 CHICAGO BOARD Fogel*, Rader, Claim General Reversed Markman
OPTIONS EXCHANGE, Wallach Construction Ruling

INC. V. INTERNATIO
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11-1361 IN RE TRANSACTION  Bryson, Prost, Schall Claim General Affirmed Markman
HOLDINGS LTD., LLC. Construction Ruling_;

11-1546 ZAPMEDIA SERVICES, Linn, Lourie, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. V. APPLE, INC. Construction Ruling

11-1473 SMARTMETRIC INC. V. Lourie, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
AMERICAN EXPRESS Wallach Construction Ruling
CO.

11-1243 ADVANCED FIBER Dyk, Lourie, Prost Claim General Affirmed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES (AFT) Construction Judgment
TRUST V. J&L FIB

11-1147 ASPEX EYEWEAR, Bryson, Rader, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
INC. V. MARCHON Reyna Construction Ruling
EYEWEAR, INC.

11-1147 ASPEX EYEWEAR, Bryson, Rader, Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. V. MARCHON Reyna Construction Ruling
EYEWEAR, INC.

11-1147 ASPEX EYEWEAR, Bryson, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. V. MARCHON Reyna Construction Ruling
EYEWEAR, INC.

10-1223 GENERAL ELECTRIC  Linn, Newman, Rade Claim General Reversed ITC
CO. V. INTERNATIONAL Construction Decision
TRADE COMMIS

11-1114 THORNER V. SONY Aiken*, Moore, Radel Claim General Reversed Markman
COMPUTER Construction Ruling
ENTERTAINMENT
AMERICALLC

10-1439 ROCHE DIAGNOSTICS Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
OPERATIONS, INC. V. Prost Construction Ruling
LIFESCAN INC

09-1566 DEALERTRACK V. Dyk, Linn, Plager Claim General Affirmed Markman
HUBER Construction RuIing

09-1566 DEALERTRACK V. Dyk, Linn, Plager Claim Means for Reversed
HUBER Construction

12-1020 FUNCTION MEDIAV Newman, Rader, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
GOOGLE [OPINION] Reyna Construction Ruling

12-1020 FUNCTION MEDIAV Newman, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Markman
GOOGLE [OPINION] Reyna Construction Ruling

12-1482 INRE: ERIC JASINSKI  Clevenger, Moore, Claim General Reversed BPAI
[OPINION] Prost Construction Decision

12-1233 RADIO SYSTEMS Moore, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORP V LALOR Reyna Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1380 FUNCTION MEDIA, Mayer, Moore, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
L.L.C. v. KAPPOS Wallach Construction Decision
[OPINION]

10-1426 ARISTOCRAT TECH Bryson, Linn, Claim General Affirmed Markman
[OPINION] O Malley Construction Ruling_;

11-1191 SYNQOR V ARTESYN Daniel*, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECH [OPINION] Rader Construction Ruling

11-1218 POWER Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INTEGRATIONS, INC. V Reyna Construction Ruling
FAIRCHILD

SEMICONDUCTO
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11-1218 POWER Lourie, O Malley, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
INTEGRATIONS, INC. V Reyna Construction Ruling
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTO

12-1043 BRUCE SAFFRAN v. Lourie, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
JOHNSON & JOHNSON O'Malley Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1043 BRUCE SAFFRAN v. Lourie, Moore, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
JOHNSON & JOHNSON O’Malley Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1106 CHIKEZIE OTTAH v. Dyk, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Summary
VERIFONE SYSTEMS, O Malley Construction Judgment
INC. [OPINION]

12-1288 CAPITAL MACHINE Lourie, Moore, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
COMPANY, INC. v. O Malley Construction Ruling
MILLER VENEERS, |

12-1288 CAPITAL MACHINE Lourie, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
COMPANY, INC. v. O Malley Construction Ruling
MILLER VENEERS, |

12-1120 BIOGEN IDEC INC. v. Dyk, Plager, Reyna Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
GLAXOSMITHKLINE LL! Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1319 SPEEDTRACK, INC. v. Dyk, Moore, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Summary
WALMART.COM USA, Construction Judgment
LLC [OPINION]

12-1286 SHIMANO, INC. v. REA Bryson, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
[OPINION] Newman Construction Decision

11-1619 ALLERGAN, INC. v. Dyk, O'Malley, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
SANDOZ INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-5077 USHIP INTELLECTUAL Bryson, Dyk, Moore Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
PROPERTIES v. US Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

11-1335 AVENTIS Bryson, Newman, Claim General Reversed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS v. Reyna Construction Ruling
AMINO CHEMICALS
LTD. [O

11-1291 DOUGLAS DYNAMICS Mayer, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. BUYERS PRODUCTS Rader Construction Ruling
COMPANY [OPINI

11-1291 DOUGLAS DYNAMICS Mayer, Newman, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. BUYERS PRODUCTS Rader Construction Ruling
COMPANY [OPINI

12-1579 CREATIVE Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Markman
INTEGRATED Reyna Construction Ruling
SYSTEMS v. NINTENDC(
OF AMERICA

12-1167 REGENTS OF UNIV. OF Dyk, Rader, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Markman
MINNESOTA v. AGA Construction Ruling
MEDICAL CORPO

12-1579 CREATIVE Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Markman
INTEGRATED Reyna Construction Ruling

SYSTEMS v. NINTENDC

OF AMERICA

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric,

Inc.

353



12-1667 INRE: ROBERT Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB -

YEAGER [OPINION] Moore Construction Examiner
Appeal

12-1042 COMMIL USA, LLC v. Newman, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Prost Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1692 IN RE: JOSEPH Lourie, Plager, Claim General Reversed PTAB -
GIUFFRIDA [OPINION] Taranto Construction Examiner

Appeal

12-1578 CHARLES MACHINE Dyk, Mayer, Moore  Claim General Affirmed Summary
WORKS v. VERMEER Construction Judgment
MANUFACTURING [OP

12-1355 PLANTRONICS, INC. v. O’Malley, Rader, Claim General Reversed Markman
ALIPH, INC. [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling_g

12-1463 CHEESE SYSTEMS, Davis*, Rader, Reyne Claim General Affirmed Summary
INC. v. TETRA PAK Construction Judgment
CHEESE [OPINION]

12-1241 3M INNOVATIVE O’Malley, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Markman
PROPERTIES v. Reyna Construction Ruling
TREDEGAR
CORPORATION [

12-1241 3M INNOVATIVE O"Malley, Plager, Claim General Reversed Markman
PROPERTIES v. Reyna Construction Ruling
TREDEGAR
CORPORATION [

12-1338 APPLE INC. v. ITC Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim General Reversed ITC
[OPINION] Construction Decision

8-1462 TAURUS IP v. Prost, Reyna, Schall Claim General Affirmed Markman
DAIMLERCHRYSLER Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1531 ARIA DIAGNOSTICS, Dyk, Rader, Reyna  Claim General Reversed Preliminary
INC. v. SEQUENOM, Construction Injunction
INC. [OPINION] Decision

12-1520 LEO O’Malley, Rader, Claim General Reversed BPAI
PHARMACEUTICAL Reyna Construction Decision
PRODUCTS v. REA
[OPINION]

13-1006 MAURY MICROWAVE, Clevenger, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. FOCUS Rader Construction Ruling
MICROWAVES, INC. [R

12-1472 MIKKELSEN GRAPHIC Bryson, Dyk, Claim Affirmed Markman
ENGINEERING v. ZUNC Wallach Construction Ruling
AMERICA [OPI

12-1560 SKINMEDICA INC v. Clevenger, Prost, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
HISTOGEN INC Rader Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1615 COOPER Laurie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
NOTIFICATION, INC. v. Taranto Construction Ruling
TWITTER, INC. [OPINIO

13-1002 BAYER CROPSCIENCE Bryson, Prost, Claim Affirmed Summary
AG v. DOW Taranto Construction Judgment

AGROSCIENCES LLC

[OPIN
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12-1336 BENNETT MARINE, INC Lourie, Schall, Prost Claim Means for Reversed Markman
v. LENCO MARINE, INC Construction Ruling
[OPINIO

12-1634 RAMBUS INC. v. REA  Linn, Moore, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
[OPINION] O Malley Construction Decision

13-1335 SUNOVION Lourie, Reyna, Schall Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS v. Construction Ruling
TEVA
PHARMACEUTICALS U

13-1004 JUXTACOMM-TEXAS Linn, Rader, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
SOFTWARE, LLC v. Construction Ruling
TIBCO SOFTWARE, |

12-1445 MICROSOFT Prost, Rader, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed USITC
CORPORATION v. ITC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

12-1352 KRUSE TECHNOLOGY Linn, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
PARTNERSHIP v. Wallach Construction Ruling
VOLKSWAGEN AG [OPI

13-1312 ASTRAZENECALP v. Bryson, Linn, Rader Claim General Reversed Markman
BREATH LIMITED Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1046 ES8 Dyk, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, O Malley Construction Ruling
LLC v. AFFYMETRIX,

INC. [OPINI

13-1107 PIGGY PUSHERS, LLC Linn, Taranto, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
v. SKIDDERS Wallach Construction Ruling
FOOTWEAR, INC. [OPI

13-1049 LEE v. MIKE'S Dyk, Moore, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Markman
NOVELTIES [OPINION] Construction Ruling

13-1104 INRE: EATON [OPINION Lourie, Moore, Rader Claim General Reversed PTAB -

Construction Examiner
Appeal

13-1216 VISTAN CORPORATION Bryson, O Malley, Claim Means for Reversed Summary
v. FADEI USA, INC. Wallach Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

13-1490 ASTRAZENECAABv. Dyk, Moore, Taranto Claim General Markman
HANMI USA, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

12-1666 MOTOROLA MOBILITY Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed ITC
LLC v. ITC [OPINION] Construction Proceeding_

13-1165 NAZOMI Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Summary
COMMUNICATIONS, Construction Judgment
INC. v. NOKIA
CORPORATION [

12-1645 ENOCEAN GMBH v. Lourie, Prost, Rader Claim Means for Reversed BPAI
FACE INTERNATIONAL Construction Decision
CORP [OPINION]

12-1576 PFIZER INC. v. TEVA Moore, Prost, Rader Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS Construction Ruling
USA [OPINION]

13-1140 TEMPO LIGHTING, INC. Moore, Rader, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
v. TIVOLI, LLC Wallach Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision
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13-1650 OTTO BOCK Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim Means for Affirmed Preliminary
HEALTHCARE LP v. Construction Injunction
OSSUR HF [OPINION] Decision

13-1342 BUTAMAX(TM) Linn, Rader, Wallach Claim General Reversed Summary
ADVANCED BIOFUELS Construction Judgment
v. GEVO, INC. [OPINI

13-1650 OTTO BOCK Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim Means for Affirmed Preliminary
HEALTHCARE LP v. Construction Injunction
OSSUR HF [OPINION] Decision

13-1092 REALTIME DATA, LLC v Lourie, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MORGAN STANLEY Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1406 TAKEDA Chen, Plager, Prost  Claim General Reversed Markman
PHARMACEUTICAL CO Construction Ruling
v. ZYDUS
PHARMACEUTICALS

13-1200 FRANS NOOREN Chen, Rader, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Summary
AFDICHTINGSSYSTEM Construction Judgment
v. STOPAQ AMCORR IN

12-1694 STARHOME GMBH v.  Moore, Reyna, Schal Claim General Affirmed Markman
AT&T MOBILITY LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1378 ANCORA Chen, Rader, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Construction Ruling
v. APPLE, INC.

[OPINION]

13-1151 E2INTERACTIVE, INC.\ Dyk, Moore, Wallach Claim Disclaimer Reversed Summary
BLACKHAWK Construction Judgment
NETWORK, INC. [OP

13-1057 VEDERI, LLC v. Dyk, Rader, Taranto Claim General Reversed Markman
GOOGLE, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1347 BOSE CORPORATION Chen, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. SDI TECHNOLOGIES Hughes Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINIO

13-1389 NOVATEK, INC. v. THE Moore, Newman, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
SOLLAMI COMPANY Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1409 SHIRE DEVELOPMENT Hughes, Prost, Radel Claim General Reversed Markman
LLC v. WATSON Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS,

12-1415 TECSEC, INC. v. INTL  Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Consent
BUSINESS MACHINES Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

12-1415 TECSEC, INC. v. INTL  Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim General Reversed Consent
BUSINESS MACHINES Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

12-1415 TECSEC, INC. v. INTL  Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim Means for Reversed Consent
BUSINESS MACHINES Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

12-1518 MEADWESTVACO O’Malley, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Ruling
REXAM BEAUTY
[OPINION]
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13-1181 HOWLINK GLOBAL LLC Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman

v. NETWORK O Malley Construction Ruling
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPIN

13-1396 UNITED VIDEO Chen, Lourie, Mayer Claim General Affirmed Markman
PROPERTIES, INC. v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM, INC.

12-1575 UNIVERSITY OF Dyk, Lourie, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
PITTSBURGH v. VARIAI O Malley Construction Ruling
MEDICAL SYSTEMS

13-1477 POWER O’Malley, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MANAGEMENT Taranto Construction Ruling
SOLUTIONS v.
QUALCOMM
INCORPORATE

13-1438 BRAINTREE Dyk, Moore, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
LABORATORIES, INC. v Construction Ruling
NOVEL
LABORATORIES

12-1548 APPLE INC. v. Prost, Rader, Reyna Claim Means for Reversed Markman
MOTOROLA, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1267 GE LIGHTING Moore, Rader, Reyne Claim General Reversed Markman
SOLUTIONS, LLC v. Construction Ruling
AGILIGHT, INC. [OPIN

13-1201 INTOUCH Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Rader Construction Ruling
v. VGO
COMMUNICATIONS,

13-1499 TOBINICK v. Lourie, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB
OLMARKER [OPINION] Wallach Construction Interference

Decision

12-1445 MICROSOFT Prost, Rader, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed USITC
CORPORATION v. ITC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

12-1445 MICROSOFT Prost, Rader, Tarantc Claim General Reversed USITC
CORPORATION v. ITC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

13-1392 SUFFOLK Chen, Prost, Rader Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
AOL INC. [OPINION]

13-1270 SOURCE VAGABOND  Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Rule 11
SYSTEMS v. Wallach Construction Decision
HYDRAPAK, INC.
[OPINION

13-1245 ALLERGAN, INC. v. Chen, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
APOTEX INC. [OPINION Construction Ruling

12-1634 RAMBUS INC. v. REA  Linn, Moore, Claim General BPAI
[OPINION] O'Malley Construction Decision

13-1397 GEMALTO S.A.v. HTC Dyk, Newman, Rader Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
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13-1121 AUGME Moore, Reyna, Schal Claim General Affirmed Markman

TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Construction Ruling
v. YAHOO! INC.
[OPINION]

13-1480 INDUSTRIAL Clevenger, Moore, Claim General Affirmed USITC
TECHNOLOGY O'Malley Construction Decision
RESEARCH v. ITC
[OPINION]

13-1450 HILL-ROM SERVICES, Moore, Reyna, Schal Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. v. STRYKER Construction Ruling
CORPORATION [OP

13-1551 LOCHNER Chen, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed Order on
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Taranto Construction Motion
VIZIO, INC. [OPINION]

14-1042 ROTATABLE Hughes, O'Malley,  Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Taranto Construction Ruling
MOTOROLA MOBILITY
LL

13-1340 X2Y ATTENUATORS, Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed UsITC
LLC v. ITC [OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision

13-1222 INRE: MOTOROLA Dyk, Moore, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB Ex
MOBILITY LLC Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

14-1054 H-W TECHNOLOGY, O’Malley; Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
L.C.v. Construction Ruling
OVERSTOCK.COM,

INC. [OPINI

13-1496 GOLDEN BRIDGE Chen, Mayer, Moore Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGY v. Construction Ruling
APPLE INC. [OPINION]

13-1212 AMDOCS LIMITED v. Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
OPENET TELECOM, Reyna Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

13-1201 INTOUCH Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Rader Construction Ruling
v. VGO
COMMUNICATIONS,

14-1318 ALBECKER v. Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CONTOUR PRODUCTS Taranto Construction Ruling
INC. (FL) [OPINION]

13-1438 BRAINTREE Dyk, Moore, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
LABORATORIES, INC. v Construction Ruling
NOVEL
LABORATORIES

13-1636 GAMMINO v. SPRINT  Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMUNICATIONS Construction Ruling
COMPANY [OPINION]

13-1641 AMERICAN RADIO LLC Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. QUALCOMM O'Malley Construction Ruling
INCORPORATED [OPIN

13-1330 EPOS TECHNOLOGIES Bryson, Hughes Claim General Reversed Markman
LTD. v. PEGASUS Construction Ruling

TECHNOLOGIES LTD

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc. 358



13-1350 FACEBOOK, INC. v. Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
PRAGMATUS AV, LLC Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam
Decision
13-1489 VIRNETX, INC. v. CISCC Chen, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
SYSTEMS, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
13-1419 SSL SERVICES, LLC v. Linn, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CITRIX SYSTEMS, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION
14-1415 IN RE: TAY [OPINION]  Bryson, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed PTAB
Construction Examiner
Appeal
Decision
14-1040 ROBERT BOSCH, LLC  Hughes, Prost, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
v. SNAP-ON Construction Ruling
INCORPORATED
[OPINION
14-1135 CARDSOFT, LLC v. Hughes, Prost, Claim General Reversed Markman
VERIFONE, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
13-1679 WORLD CLASS Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGY CORP v Construction Ruling
ORMCO CORPORATIOI
[
13-1130 WILLIAMSON v. CITRIX Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim General Reversed Markman
ONLINE, LLC [OPINION Construction Ruling
14-1041 ROZBICKI v. CHIANG  Dyk, O'Malley Claim General Affirmed PTAB
[OPINION] Construction Interference
Decision
13-1380 VEHICLE IP, LLC v. Hughes, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
AT&T MOBILITY, LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
14-1173 NAZOMI Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMUNICATIONS, Construction Ruling
INC. v. MICROSOFT
MOBILE OY
14-1168 TRISTRATA, INC. v. Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Markman
MICROSOFT Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]
14-1244 TOMITA Bryson, Hughes, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES USA, Construction Ruling
LLC v. NINTENDO CO.,
LTD.
14-1108 CSR, PLC . Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Vacated PTAB Inter
SKULLCANDY, INC. Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam
Decision
13-1251 DATATERN, INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Reversed Summary
EPICOR SOFTWARE Construction Judgment

CORPORATION [OPI
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14-1323 TEASHOT.LLC v. Chen, Moore, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Markman
GREEN MOUNTAIN Construction Ruling
COFFEE ROASTER
[OPIN
14-1271 IN RE: STOLLER Chen, Moore, Prost  Claim General Reversed PTAB
[OPINION] Construction Examiner
Appeal
Decision
14-1110 PAPST LICENSING v.  Chen, Schall, Tarantc Claim Preamble Reversed Markman
FUJIFILM Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]
14-1490 FENF, LLC v. Lourie, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
SMARTTHINGZ, INC. O'Malley Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
13-1640 FENNER Claim General Affirmed Markman
INVESTMENTS, LTD. v. Construction Ruling
CELLCO PARTNERSHIF
[OP
14-1176 INTERDIGITAL v. ITC Lourie, Mayer, Prost Claim General Affirmed USITC Final
[OPINION] Construction Determinati
on
14-1396 PACING Lourie, Moore, Reyne Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
GARMIN
INTERNATIONAL,
13-1576 WARSAW Dyk, Lourie, Reyna  Claim General Affirmed Markman
ORTHOPEDIC, INC. v. Construction Ruling
NUVASIVE, INC.
[OPINION
14-1321 ENZO BIOCHEM INC. v. Linn, Newman, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
APPLERA CORP. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
14-1214 FLEXITEEK AMERICAS, Bryson, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. PLASTEAK, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINIO
14-1351 ORACLE AMERICA, Dyk, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
INC. v. GOOGLE, INC. Taranto Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam
Decision
13-1668 STRYKER V. ZIMMER  Hughes, Newman,  Claim General Affirmed Markman
[REVISED OPINION] Prost Construction Ruling_;
14-1184 CADENCE Linn, Reyna, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS Construction Ruling
INC. v. EXELA PHARMA
SCIEN
14-1463 INRE: BOOKSTAFF Moore, Reyna, Schal Claim General Reversed PTAB -
[OPINION] Construction Examiner
Appeal
11-1369 ELCOMMERCE.COM v. Newman, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SAP AG [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling
14-1553 TMI PRODUCTS INC v. Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Summary
ROSEN Construction Judgment
ENTERTAINMENT
SYSTEMS [O
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14-1096 VASUDEVAN Chen, Hughes, Linn  Claim General Affirmed Markman
SOFTWARE, INC. v. Construction Ruling
TIBCO SOFTWARE,

INC. [

14-1390 SOUTHCO, INC. v. Moore, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Markman
FIVETECH Wallach Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGY INC.

[OPINION

14-1554 INRE: 55 BRAKE LLC  Bryson, Chen, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter

[OPINION] Hughes Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision

14-1676 BELDEN INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BERK-TEK LLC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

14-1167 INFO-HOLD, INC. v. Reyna, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MUZAK LLC [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling

13-1528 INFO-HOLD, INC. v. Reyna, Taranto, Claim General Reversed Markman
APPLIED MEDIATECH. Wallach Construction Ruling
CORP. [OPIN

13-1409 SHIRE DEVELOPMENT Chen, Hughes, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
v. WATSON Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS
[OPINI

14-1537 GLOBAL TRAFFIC Dyk, O*Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES v. Taranto Construction Ruling
MORGAN [OPINION]

14-1477 VIRGINIA INNOVATION Chen, Taranto, Claim General Vacated Summary
SCIENCES. v. Wallach Construction Judgment
SAMSUNG ELECTRONI

13-1130 RICHARD WILLIAMSON Lourie, Linn, Dyk, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
v. CITRIX ONLINE, LLC Moore, O'Malley, Construction Ruling
[OPINION] Reyna, Wallach

14-1542 MICROSOFT Gilstrap*, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Prost Construction Decision
PROXYCONN, INC.

[OPINION]

14-1411 CEPHALON, INC. v. Chen, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ABRAXIS BIOSCIENCE, Wallach Construction Ruling
LLC [OPINION

14-1699 TOMTOM, INC. v. Fogel*, Hughes, Claim Preamble Reversed Markman
ADOLPH [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling

14-1686 CAMBRIAN SCIENCE  Chen, Lourie, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION v. COX Construction Ruling
COMMUNICATIONS

12-1014 LIGHTING BALLAST Lourie, O"Malley, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
CONTROL LLC v. Reyna Construction Ruling
PHILIPS ELECTRONIC

12-1014 LIGHTING BALLAST Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CONTROL LLC v. Reyna Construction Ruling
PHILIPS ELECTRONIC

14-1699  TOMTOM, INC. v. Fogel*, Hughes, Claim Disclaimer Reversed Markman
ADOLPH [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling

14-1699 TOMTOM, INC. v. Fogel*, Hughes, Claim General Reversed Markman
ADOLPH [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling
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13-1130 RICHARD WILLIAMSON Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim General Reversed Markman
v. CITRIX ONLINE, LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

14-1542 MICROSOFT Gilstrap*, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
PROXYCONN, INC.

[OPINION]

14-1542 MICROSOFT Gilstrap*, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
PROXYCONN, INC.

[OPINION]

14-1123 POWER Linn, Mayer, Moore  Claim General Vacated BPAI Ex
INTEGRATIONS, INC. v. Construction Parte
LEE [OPINION] Reexam

Decision

15-1102 SOCIEDAD ESPANOLA Linn, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Reversed Summary
v. BLUE RIDGE X-RAY Construction Judgment
COMPANY [OPINION]

14-1218 MEDIA RIGHTS O Malley, Plager, Claim Means for Affirmed Judgment
TECHNOLOGIES v. Construction on the
CAPITAL ONE Pleadings
FINANCIAL CORP
[OPINION]

14-1305 INLINE PLASTICS Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Reversed Markman
CORP. v. EASYPAK, Construction Ruling
LLC [OPINION]

15-1190 ATLAS IP, LLC v. ST. Moore, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
JUDE MEDICAL, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1071 ATLAS IP, LLC v. Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MEDTRONIC, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

14-1176 INTERDIGITAL v. ITC Lourie, Mayer, Prost Claim General Affirmed USITC Final
[OPINION] Construction Determinati

on

14-1405 SEALANT SYSTEMS Dyk, O Malley, Claim General Reversed Summary
INTERNATIONAL v. TEK Construction Judgment
GLOBAL, S.R.L

14-1373 KANEKA Hughes, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Summary
CORPORATION v. Construction Judgment
XIAMEN KINGDOMWAY
[OPINION]

14-1721 ACME SCALE Chen, Taranto, Claim General Reversed Inter Partes
COMPANY, INC. v. LTS Construction Reexam
SCALE COMPANY, LLC

13-1409 SHIRE DEVELOPMENT Chen, Hughes, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
v. WATSON Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS
[OPINI

14-1676 BELDEN INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BERK-TEK LLC Construction Decision
[OPINION]
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14-1390 SOUTHCO, INC. v. Moore, Plager, Claim General Reversed Markman
FIVETECH Wallach Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGY INC.

[OPINION

14-1184 CADENCE Linn, Reyna, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS Construction Ruling
INC. v. EXELA PHARMA
SCIEN

14-1060 MOBILEMEDIA IDEAS  Bryson, Chen, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
LLC v. APPLE INC. Taranto Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1576 WARSAW Dyk, Lourie, Reyna  Claim General Affirmed Markman
ORTHOPEDIC, INC. v. Construction Ruling
NUVASIVE, INC.

[OPINION

14-1384 LEXINGTON Chen, Hughes, Louri¢ Claim General Vacated Markman
LUMINANCE LLC v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM INC.

[OPINIO

14-1384 LEXINGTON Chen, Hughes, Louri¢ Claim General Affirmed Markman
LUMINANCE LLC v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM INC.

[OPINIO

14-1384 LEXINGTON Chen, Hughes, Louri¢ Claim General Vacated Markman
LUMINANCE LLC v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM INC.

[OPINIO

14-1301 IN RE CUOZZO SPEED Clevenger, Dyk, Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC Newman Construction Reasonable Decision
[OPINION] Interpretation

14-1301 IN RE CUOZZO SPEED Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC Newman Construction Decision
[OPINION]

14-1110 PAPST LICENSING v.  Chen, Schall, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Markman
FUJIFILM Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1206 IN RE: IMES [OPINION] Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Reversed PTAB

Construction Examiner
Appeal
Decision
14-1206 IN RE: IMES [OPINION] Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Affirmed PTAB
Construction Examiner
Appeal
Decision

14-1518 INRE: SHANEOUR O’Malley, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB

[OPINION] Taranto Construction Examiner
Appeal
Decision

13-1625 ERICSSON, INC. v. Hughes, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman

D-LINK SYSTEMS, INC. Taranto Construction Ruling

[OPINION]
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14-1173 NAZOMI Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMUNICATIONS, Construction Ruling
INC. v. MICROSOFT
MOBILE OY

13-1380 VEHICLE IP, LLC v. Hughes, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
AT&T MOBILITY, LLC  Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1459 AZURE NETWORKS, Chen, Mayer, Reyna Claim General Reversed Markman
LLCv. CSR, PLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1130 WILLIAMSON v. CITRIX Linn, Moore, Reyna Claim Means for Reversed Markman
ONLINE, LLC [OPINION Construction Ruling

13-1472 HALO ELECTRONICS, Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. PULSE O Malley Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS, INC.

14-1040 ROBERT BOSCH, LLC  Hughes, Prost, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
v. SNAP-ON Taranto Construction Ruling
INCORPORATED
[OPINION

13-1489 VIRNETX, INC. v. CISCC Chen, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
SYSTEMS, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1282 INTERVAL LICENSING Chen, Taranto Claim General Reversed Markman
LLC v. AOL, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1282 INTERVAL LICENSING Chen, Taranto Claim General Modified Markman
LLC v. AOL, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1330 EPOS TECHNOLOGIES Bryson, Hughes Claim General Reversed Markman
LTD. v. PEGASUS Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGIES LTD

12-1679 MFORMATION Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Jury
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Schall Construction Instruction
v. RESEARCH IN MOTI(

13-1641 AMERICAN RADIO LLC Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. QUALCOMM O Malley Construction Ruling
INCORPORATED [OPIN

14-1377 FERRING B.V. v. Dyk, Lourie, Reyna  Claim General Affirmed Markman
WATSON Construction Ruling
LABORATORIES, INC.

[OPINION

13-1545 ABBVIE INC. v. Chen, Dyk, Wallach  Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
KENNEDY INST. OF Construction
RHEUMATOLOGY
[OPIN

13-1636 GAMMINO v. SPRINT  Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMUNICATIONS Construction Ruling
COMPANY [OPINION]

13-1212 AMDOCS LIMITED v. Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Reversed Markman
OPENET TELECOM, Reyna Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

14-1054 H-W TECHNOLOGY, O’Malley; Prost Claim Affirmed Markman
L.C.v. Correction Ruling
OVERSTOCK.COM,

INC. [OPINI
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13-1450 HILL-ROM SERVICES, Moore, Reyna, Schal Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. v. STRYKER Construction Ruling
CORPORATION [OP

13-1267 GE LIGHTING Moore, Rader, Reyne Claim General Reversed Stipulation
SOLUTIONS, LLC v. Construction
AGILIGHT, INC. [OPIN

13-1267 GE LIGHTING Moore, Rader, Reyne Claim General Affirmed Markman
SOLUTIONS, LLC v. Construction Ruling
AGILIGHT, INC. [OPIN

12-1548 APPLE INC. v. Prost, Rader, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
MOTOROLA, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1640 U.S. ETHERNET Hughes, Linn, Claim General Affirmed Summary
INNOVATIONS v. ACER Taranto Construction Judgment
INC. [OPINION]

15-1580 ALFRED E. MANN Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Jury
FOUNDATION v. Newman Construction Verdict/JMO
COCHLEAR L
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1200 POLY-AMERICA, L.P. v. Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
API INDUSTRIES, INC. Reyna Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1881 MIT v. SHIRE Chen, O'Malley, Stoll Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

15-2065 INTERTAINER, INC. v. Chen, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
HULU, LLC [OPINION] Construction Decision

15-1605 SERVER Dyk, Plager, Reyna Claim General Reversed Summary
TECHNOLOGY, INC. v. Construction Judgment
AMERICAN POWER
CONVERSION
[OPINION]

15-1356 ROCHE DIAGNOSTICS Mayer, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
OPERATIONS v. Construction Ruling
LIFESCAN
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

15-1549 LIFENET HEALTH v. Chen, Prost, Reyna Claim General NA Jury
LIFECELL Construction Verdict/JMO
CORPORATION L
[OPINION]

13-1668 STRYKER Hughes, Newman,  Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION v. Prost Construction Ruling
ZIMMER, INC. [OPINION
2016]

15-1894 VERITAS Lourie, O"Malley, Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Taranto Construction Reasonable Decision
VEEAM SOFTWARE Interpretation
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-5057 LIBERTY AMMUNITION, Newman, Prost, Stoll Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. v. US [OPINION] Construction Ruling
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15-1686 TECSEC, INC. v. Linn, Prost, Taranto  Claim General Reversed Summary
ADOBE SYSTEMS Construction Judgment
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

15-1882 B.E. TECHNOLOGY, Chen, Lourie, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
L.L.C. v. SONY MOBILE Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION]

16-1057 MICH & MICH TGR, INC Dyk, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Summary
v. BRAZABRA Construction Judgment
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1832 IN RE: CSB-SYSTEM Moore, Newman, Claim Broadest Reversed PTAB Ex
INTERNATIONAL, INC. Stoll Construction Reasonable Parte
[OPINION] Interpretation Reexam

Decision

15-1420 MULTILAYER STRETCF Dyk, Plager, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
CLING FILM v. BERRY Construction Ruling
PLASTICS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1825 GPNE CORP. v. APPLE Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Construction Ruling

15-1256 WI-LAN USA, INC. v. Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Markman
APPLE INC. [OPINION] Construction RuIing

15-1732 ADVANCED GROUND  Mayer, Moore, Claim Means for Affirmed Defendant/A
INFORMATION v. Wallach Construction ccused
LIFE360, INC. [OPINION Infringer/Apy

ellee

15-1725 UNWIRED PLANET, LLC Bryson, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. APPLE INC. Reyna Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1754 IPCOM GMBH & CO. v. Lourie, Plager, Prost Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
HTC CORPORATION Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

15-1931 IN RE: LF CENTENNIAL Newman, Schall, Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter

LIMITED [OPINION] Taranto Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision

16-1432 IN RE: GORELIK Bryson, Prost, Stoll ~ Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB

[OPINION] Construction Reasonable Examiner
Interpretation Appeal
Decision

15-1346 SAS INSTITUTE, INC. v. Chen, Newman, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMPLEMENTSOFT, Construction Decision
LLC. [OPINION]

15-1129 INDACON, INC. v. Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
FACEBOOK, INC. Stoll Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1594 SUPERIOR Hughes, Reyna, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
INDUSTRIES, INC. v. Construction Ruling
MASABA, INC.

[OPINION]
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15-1425 RUCKUS WIRELESS, Prost, Reyna, Stark* Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. INNOVATIVE Construction Ruling
WIRELESS SOLUTIONS
[OPINION]
15-1447 HBAC MATCHMAKER  Dyk, Prost, Stoll Claim General Reversed Markman
MEDIA, INC. v. Construction Ruling
GOOGLE INC.
[OPINION]
15-1016 PROFECTUS Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGY LLCv. Wallach Construction Ruling
HUAWEI
TECHNOLOGIES CO.,
LTD. [OPINION]
15-1646 BLACK & DECKER, Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. POSITEC USA, Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]
15-1232 HOWMEDICA O"Malley, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Markman
OSTEONICS CORP.v. Wallach Construction Ruling
ZIMMER, INC.
[OPINION]
15-1972 IN RE: RHOADS Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed PTAB
[OPINION] O Malley Construction Examiner
Appeal
Decision
15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
15-1562 IN RE: MAN MACHINE Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB Ex
INTERFACE TECH LLC Stoll Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam
Decision
15-1314 CUTSFORTH, INC. v. Clevenger, Moore, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
MOTIVEPOWER, INC. Prost Construction Decision
[OPINION]
15-1585 PRIDE MOBILITY Chen, Reyna, Tarant« Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
PRODUCTS CORP. v. Construction Decision
PERMOBIL, INC.
[OPINION]
15-1251 SIMPLEAIR, INC. v. Moore, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
SONY ERICSSON Wallach Construction Ruling
MOBILE [OPINION-]
15-1199 CLARE v. CHRYSLER  Moore, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
GROUP LLC [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling_;
15-1684 DSS TECHNOLOGY Clevenger, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MANAGEMENT INC. v. Taranto Construction Ruling
TAIWAN
SEMICONDUCTOR
[OPINION]
15-1124 CSP TECHNOLOGIES, Chen, Mayer, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. SUD-CHEMIE AC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
15-1502 IN RE: VARMA Clevenger, Taranto, Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
[OPINION] Wallach Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision
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15-1297 ULTIMATEPOINTER, Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Summary
L.L.C. v. NINTENDO CO Construction Judgment
LTD [OPINION]

15-1237 EON CORP. IP Bryson, Hughes, Claim General Reversed Markman
HOLDINGS LLC v. Construction Ruling
SILVER SPRING
NETWORKS, INC.

[OPINION]

15-1498 HOWMEDICA Bryson, Lourie, Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB Inter
OSTEONICS CORP. v. Construction Partes
ZIMMER, INC. Reexam
[OPINION] Decision

15-1364 PPC BROADBAND, INC Moore, O Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
v. CORNING OPTICAL Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION]

15-1361 PPC BROADBAND, INC Moore, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. CORNING OPTICAL Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION]

14-1629 NUANCE Chen, Dyk, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMUNICATIONS v. Construction Ruling
ABBYY USA
SOFTWARE HOUSE
[OPINION]

15-1321 SECURE WEB Bryson, Lourie, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Markman
CONFERENCE CORP. Construction Ruling
v. MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1732 CONVOLVE, INC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMPAQ COMPUTER Construction Ruling
CORP. [OPINION]

15-2050 DRIESSEN v. SONY Dyk, Hughes, Mayer Claim General Affirmed Summary
MUSIC Construction Judgment
ENTERTAINMENT
[OPINION]

15-1146 TRUSTEES OF Dyk, Hughes, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Markman
COLUMBIA UNIV. v. Construction Ruling
SYMANTEC
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1246 AVID TECHNOLOGY, Reyna, Stoll, Taranto Claim Disclaimer Reversed Markman
INC. v. HARMONIC, INC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1316 CUTSFORTH, INC.v.  Clevenger, Moore,  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MOTIVEPOWER, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

14-1437 WI-LAN, INC. v. APPLE Hughes, Reyna, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Construction Ruling

15-1020 PROLITEC, INC. v. Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SCENTAIR Construction Decision

TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

[OPINION]
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15-1212 STRAIGHT PATH IP Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
GROUP, INC. v. SIPNET Construction Decision
EU S.R.O. [OPINION]

9-1372 AKAMAI Linn, Moore, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Construction Ruling
v. LIMELIGHT
NETWORKS, INC.
[PANEL OPINION]

14-1829 ADVANCED STEEL Moore, Prost, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Summary
RECOVERY, LLC v. Construction Judgment
X-BODY EQUIPMENT,
INC. [OPINION]

14-1845 IMAGINAL Moore, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Summary
SYSTEMATIC, LLC v. Schall Construction Judgment
LEGGETT & PLATT,
INC. [OPINION]

15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1966 UNWIRED PLANET LLC Hughes, Stoll, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
v. GOOGLE, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1580 ALFRED E. MANN Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Jury
FOUNDATION v. Newman Construction Verdict/JMO
COCHLEAR L
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1827 B.E. TECHNOLOGY, Chen, Lourie, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
L.L.C. v. GOOGLE, INC. Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

16-1028 ROXANE Lourie, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LABORATORIES, INC. v O'Malley Construction Ruling
CAMBER
PHARMACEUTICALS
INC. [OPINION]

15-2043 PERFECT SURGICAL  Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
TECHNIQUES v. Schall Construction Decision

OLYMPUS AMERICA,
INC. [OPINION]
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16-1494 SCHOELLER-BLECKMA Linn, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NN OILFIELD v. Construction Decision
CHURCHILL DRILLING
TOOLS US [OPINION]

16-1370 RED DOG MOBILE Hughes, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Summary
SHELTERS, LLC v. KAT Taranto Construction Judgment
INDUSTRIES, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1216 PROFOOT, INC. v. Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MERCK & CO., INC. Taranto Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1648 SUMMIT 6, LLC v. Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SAMSUNG Reyna Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

15-1881 MIT v. SHIRE Chen, O'Malley, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

15-1881 MIT v. SHIRE Chen, O"Malley, Stoll Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

15-1881 MIT v. SHIRE Chen, O'Malley, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

15-1171 APPLE INC. v. Prost, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SAMSUNG Lourie, Dyk, Moore, Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS CO., O’Malley, Reyna
LTD. [EN BANC
OPINION]

15-2065 INTERTAINER, INC. v. Chen, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
HULU, LLC [OPINION] Construction Decision

15-1853 CLASSCO, INC. v. Bryson, Stoll, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
APPLE, INC. [OPINION] Construction Decision

15-1734 MICROSOFT Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Decision
ENFISH, LLC [OPINION

15-2090 MICROGRAFX, LLC v.  Dyk, Newman, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
GOOGLE INC. Taranto Construction Decision
[OPINION]

15-1703 APPLE, INC. v. Chen, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
AMERANTH [OPINION] Construction Decision

15-1703 APPLE, INC. v. Chen, Reyna, Stoll  Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB CBM
AMERANTH [OPINION] Construction Decision

15-1703 APPLE, INC. v. Chen, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
AMERANTH [OPINION] Construction Decision

15-1997 DAKO DENMARK A/S v. Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
LEICABIOSYSTEMS Reyna Construction Partes
MELBOURNE Reexam
[OPINION] Decision

15-1549 LIFENET HEALTH v. Chen, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
LIFECELL Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]
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15-1944 WI-FI ONE, LLC v. Bryson, Dyk, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BROADCOM Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1957 UCB, INC. v. YEDA Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
RESEARCH AND Newman Construction Judgment
DEVELOPMENT
[OPINION]

15-1804 VOCALTAG LTD. v. AGI¢ Chen, Prost, Stoll Claim Means for Reversed Markman
AUTOMATISERING B.V. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1804 VOCALTAG LTD. v. AGI¢ Chen, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
AUTOMATISERING B.V. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1804 VOCALTAG LTD. v. AGI¢ Chen, Prost, Stoll Claim General Reversed Markman
AUTOMATISERING B.V. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-5057 LIBERTY AMMUNITION, Newman, Prost, Stoll Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. v. US [OPINION] Construction Ruling

151777 E.l. DU PONT DE Lourie, Plager, Prost Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Summary
NEMOURS v. Construction Judgment
MACDERMID PRINTINC
SOLUTIONS [OPINION]

15-1686 TECSEC, INC. v. Linn, Prost, Taranto  Claim General Reversed Summary
ADOBE SYSTEMS Construction Judgment
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

15-1686 TECSEC, INC. v. Linn, Prost, Taranto  Claim General Vacated Summary
ADOBE SYSTEMS Construction Judgment
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

15-1686 TECSEC, INC. v. Linn, Prost, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed Summary
ADOBE SYSTEMS Construction Judgment
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

15-1832 IN RE: CSB-SYSTEM Moore, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Ex
INTERNATIONAL, INC. Stoll Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

13-1472 HALO ELECTRONICS, Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. PULSE O Malley Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS, INC.

[PREC OPINION]

16-1295 MANNATECH, INC. v. Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
WELLNESS QUEST, Taranto Construction Ruling
LLC [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

15-1420 MULTILAYER STRETCF Dyk, Plager, Taranto Claim General Reversed Markman
CLING FILM v. BERRY Construction Ruling
PLASTICS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1211 VIRNETX INC. v. APPLE Mayer, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. [OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision
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16-1015 IMPULSE Lourie, Newman Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGY LTD. v. Construction Ruling
MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1211 VIRNETX INC. v. APPLE Mayer, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. [OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision

9-1372 AKAMAI Linn, Moore, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Construction Ruling
v. LIMELIGHT
NETWORKS, INC.

[PANEL OPINION]

15-1256 WI-LAN USA, INC. v. Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Markman
APPLE INC. [OPINION] Construction Ruling

15-1825 GPNE CORP. v. APPLE Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Construction Ruling

14-1764 KONINKLIJKE PHILIPS Dyk, Hughes, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Jury
N.V. v. ZOLL MEDICAL Construction Instruction
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-2019 MEDGRAPH, INC. v. Lourie, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Summary
MEDTRONIC, INC. Taranto Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

15-1329 POWER Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Markman
INTEGRATIONS, INC. v. Construction Ruling
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTOR
INTL. [OPINION]

15-1732 ADVANCED GROUND  Mayer, Moore, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
INFORMATION v. Wallach Construction Ruling
LIFE360, INC. [OPINION

16-1098 NETAC TECHNOLOGY Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
CO., LTD v. SANDISK Construction Partes
CORPORATION Reexam
[OPINION] Decision

15-1796 GRAFTECH INTL. Clevenger, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
HOLDINGS v. LAIRD Wallach Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGIES INC.

[OPINION]

15-1720 GENZYME Bryson, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
THERAPEUTIC Reyna Construction Decision
PRODUCTS v.

BIOMARIN
PHARMACEUTICAL
[OPINION]

15-1720 GENZYME Bryson, Moore, Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB IPR
THERAPEUTIC Reyna Construction Reasonable Decision
PRODUCTS v. Interpretation
BIOMARIN
PHARMACEUTICAL
[OPINION]

15-1346 SAS INSTITUTE, INC. v. Chen, Newman, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMPLEMENTSOFT, Construction Decision
LLC. [OPINION]
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15-1129 INDACON, INC. v. Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
FACEBOOK, INC. Stoll Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1594 SUPERIOR Hughes, Reyna, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
INDUSTRIES, INC. v. Construction Ruling
MASABA, INC.

[OPINION]

15-2086 DAVID NETZER Lourie, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed Summary
CONSULTING v. SHELL Construction Judgment
OIL COMPANY
[OPINION]

15-2086 DAVID NETZER Lourie, Prost, Tarantc Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Summary
CONSULTING v. SHELL Construction Judgment
OIL COMPANY
[OPINION]

15-1244 ENFISH, LLC v. Hughes, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
MICROSOFT Taranto Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1244 ENFISH, LLC v. Hughes, Moore, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
MICROSOFT Taranto Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

12-1297 INRE: TELES AG Dyk, Moore, Wallach Claim Means for Affirmed BPAI Ex
INFORMATION Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

15-1765 BECKMANN v. GANDHI Bryson, Dyk, Lourie  Claim General Reversed PTAB

[OPINION] Construction Interference
Decision

15-1765 BECKMANN v. GANDHI Bryson, Dyk, Lourie  Claim General Affirmed PTAB

[OPINION] Construction Interference
Decision

15-1553 SPORT DIMENSION, Hughes, Moore, Stoll Claim Design Reversed Markman
INC. v. THE COLEMAN Construction Ruling
COMPANY, INC.

[OPINION]

15-1562 IN RE: MAN MACHINE  Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB Ex
INTERFACE TECH LLC Stoll Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

15-1071 ATLAS IP, LLC v. Moore, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
MEDTRONIC, INC. Taranto Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1314 CUTSFORTH, INC.v.  Clevenger, Moore,  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
MOTIVEPOWER, INC.  Prost Construction Decision
[OPINION]

15-1251 SIMPLEAIR, INC. v. Moore, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
SONY ERICSSON Wallach Construction Ruling
MOBILE [OPINION-]

15-1476 IN RE: HAGENBUCH Lourie, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
[OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision
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16-1592 D'AGOSTINO v. Linn, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
MASTERCARD Construction Decision
INTERNATIONAL
[OPINION]

15-1513 DELL INC. v. Hughes, Moore, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
ACCELERON, LLC. Taranto Construction Decision
[OPINION]

15-1502 IN RE: VARMA Clevenger, Taranto, Claim General Reversed PTAB Ex
[OPINION] Wallach Construction Parte

Reexam
Decision

15-1502 IN RE: VARMA Clevenger, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter

[OPINION] Wallach Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision

15-1361 PPC BROADBAND, INC Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
v. CORNING OPTICAL Wallach Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION]

15-1361 PPC BROADBAND, INC Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. CORNING OPTICAL Wallach Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION]

14-1506 INTELLECTUAL Chen, Dyk, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
VENTURES | LLC v. Construction Ruling
CAPITAL ONE
FINANCIAL [OPINION]

15-1321 SECURE WEB Bryson, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
CONFERENCE CORP. Construction Ruling
v. MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1719 NIKE, INC. v. ADIDAS Chen, Mayer, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
AG [OPINION] Construction Decision

14-1732 CONVOLVE, INC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim Disclaimer Reversed Summary
COMPAQ COMPUTER Construction Judgment
CORP. [OPINION]

15-1631 TRIVASCULAR, INC. v. Moore, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SAMUELS [OPINION]  Wallach Construction Decision

15-1631 TRIVASCULAR, INC. v. Moore, O"Malley, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed PTAB IPR
SAMUELS [OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision

15-1146 TRUSTEES OF Dyk, Hughes, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Markman
COLUMBIA UNIV. v. Construction Ruling
SYMANTEC
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1146 TRUSTEES OF Dyk, Hughes, Prost  Claim General Reversed Markman
COLUMBIA UNIV. v. Construction Ruling
SYMANTEC
CORPORATION
[OPINION]
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15-1200 INDUSTRIAL Lourie, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB
TECHNOLOGY Wallach Construction Interference
RESEARCH v. PACIFIC Decision
BIOSCIENCES
[OPINION]

15-1331 AKZO NOBEL Chen, Lourie, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Summary
COATINGS, INC. v. Construction Judgment
DOW CHEMICAL
COMPANY [OPINION]

14-1301 IN RE CUOZZO SPEED Clevenger, Dyk, Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC Newman Construction Reasonable Decision
[OPINION] Interpretation

14-1301 IN RE CUOZZO SPEED Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC Newman Construction Decision
[OPINION]

14-1194 VERSATA Hughes, Newman,  Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB CBM
DEVELOPMENT Plager Construction Reasonable Decision
GROUP v. SAP Interpretation
AMERICA, INC.

[OPINION]

15-1159 SIGHTSOUND Dyk, Hughes, Lourie Claim General Reversed PTAB CBM
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Decision
APPLE INC. [OPINION]

15-1159 SIGHTSOUND Dyk, Hughes, Lourie Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Decision
APPLE INC. [OPINION]

15-1020 PROLITEC, INC. v. Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SCENTAIR Taranto Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1477 NORTHPEAK Chen, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
WIRELESS, LLC v. Prost Construction Ruling
3COM CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1507 EDGE SYSTEMS LLC v. Lourie, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Preliminary
AGUILA [OPINION] Wallach Construction Injunction

Ruling

15-1108 OPENWAVE Chen, Moore, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
SYSTEMS, INC. v. O'Malley Construction Ruling
APPLE INC. [OPINION]

15-1108 OPENWAVE Chen, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SYSTEMS, INC. v. O Malley Construction Ruling
APPLE INC. [OPINION]

14-1135 CARDSOFT, LLC v. Hughes, Prost, Claim General Reversed Markman
VERIFONE INC. Taranto Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1194 CIOFFI v. GOOGLE, Bryson, O'Malley,  Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Plag_;er Construction Ruling

12-1575 UNIVERSITY OF Dyk, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Markman
PITTSBURGH v. VARIA!I' O"Malley Construction Ruling
MEDICAL SYSTEMS

13-1396 UNITED VIDEO Chen, Lourie, Mayer Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
PROPERTIES, INC. v. Construction Ruling

AMAZON.COM, INC.
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13-1396 UNITED VIDEO Chen, Lourie, Mayer Claim General Affirmed Markman
PROPERTIES, INC. v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM, INC.

13-1181 HOWLINK GLOBAL LLC Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. NETWORK O'Malley Construction Ruling
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPIN

13-1409 SHIRE DEVELOPMENT Hughes, Prost, Radel Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
LLC v. WATSON Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS,

13-1409 SHIRE DEVELOPMENT Hughes, Prost, Rade! Claim General Reversed Markman
LLC v. WATSON Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS,

13-1389 NOVATEK, INC. v. THE Moore, Newman, Claim General affirmed Markman
SOLLAMI COMPANY Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

13-1347 BOSE CORPORATION  Chen, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. SDI TECHNOLOGIES Hughes Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINIO

16-1448 CLOUD FARM Clevenger, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ASSOCIATES LP v. Reyna Construction Ruling
VOLKSWAGEN GROUP
OF AMERICA [OPINION

15-2067 ELI LILLY AND Dyk, Newman, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMPANY v. TEVA Construction Ruling
PARENTERAL
MEDICINES [OPINION]

16-1448 CLOUD FARM Clevenger, Prost, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
ASSOCIATES LP v. Reyna Construction Ruling
VOLKSWAGEN GROUP
OF AMERICA [OPINION

15-1870 M-I LLC v. FPUSA, LLC Bryson, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Preliminary
[OPINION] Prost Construction Injunction

Ruling

14-1305 INLINE PLASTICS Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Reversed Markman
CORP. v. EASYPAK, Newman Construction Ruling
LLC [OPINION]

14-1370 ETHICON Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Summary
ENDO-SURGERY, INC. Construction Judgment
v. COVIDIEN, INC.

[OPINION]

14-1370 ETHICON Bryson, Chen, Lourie Claim Design Reversed Summary
ENDO-SURGERY, INC. Construction Judgment
v. COVIDIEN, INC.

[OPINION]

15-1102 SOCIEDAD ESPANOLA Linn, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Reversed Summary
v. BLUE RIDGE X-RAY Construction Judgment
COMPANY [OPINION]

15-1766 WI-LAN USA, INC. v. Moore, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ERICSSON, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]
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16-2713 THE CHAMBERLAIN Chen, Lourie, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Markman
GROUP, INC. v. Construction Ruling
TECHTRONIC
INDUSTRIES CO. LTD.

[OPINION]

16-1390 ZHEJIANG MEDICINE  Lourie, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
CO., LTD. v. KANEKA  O'Malley Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1535 3FORM, INC. v. Hughes, Schall, Stoll Claim General Reversed Summary
LUMICOR, INC. Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

16-1785 SHIRE DEVELOPMENT Hughes, Prost, Claim General Reversed Bench Trial
LLC v. WATSON Taranto Construction
PHARMACEUTICALS,

INC. [OPINION]

16-1301 WUNDAFORMER, LLC Moore, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. FLEX STUDIOS, INC. Taranto Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

16-1174 PERSONAL WEB Chen, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Decision
APPLE, INC. [OPINION]

16-1243 MPHJ TECHNOLOGY  Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INVESTMENTS v. O Malley Construction Decision
RICOH AMERICAS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1371 IN RE: LOCKWOOD Chen, Moore, Prost  Claim General Affirmed PTAB Ex
[OPINION] Construction Parte

Reexam
Decision

16-1243 MPHJ TECHNOLOGY  Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INVESTMENTS v. O Malley Construction Decision
RICOH AMERICAS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1301 WUNDAFORMER, LLC Moore, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
v. FLEX STUDIOS, INC. Taranto Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

16-1353 SECURE AXCESS, LLC Lourie, Plager, Claim General Vacated PTAB CBM
v. PNC BANK NATIONAI Taranto Construction Decision
ASSOCIATION
[OPINION]

16-1518 LOS ANGELES Bryson, Moore, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
BIOMEDICAL v. ELI Newman Construction Decision
LILLY AND COMPANY
[OPINION]

16-1518 LOS ANGELES Bryson, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BIOMEDICAL v. ELI Newman Construction Decision
LILLY AND COMPANY
[OPINION]

15-1992 COMCAST IP Chen, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
HOLDINGS | LLC v. Reyna Construction Ruling
SPRINT

COMMUNICATIONS

COMPANY [OPINION]
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16-1412 PAICE LLC v. FORD Prost, Schall, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MOTOR COMPANY Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1306 TECHNOLOGY Chen, Moore, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
PROPERTIES LIMITED Wallach Construction Ruling
v. HUAWEI
TECHNOLOGIES CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

16-1384 SKULLCANDY, INC. v. Hughes, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter

CSR LIMITED [OPINION Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision

16-1306 TECHNOLOGY Chen, Moore, Claim General Reversed Markman
PROPERTIES LIMITED Wallach Construction Ruling
v. HUAWEI
TECHNOLOGIES CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

16-1456 PRISM TECHNOLOGIE¢ Chin, Linn, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. SPRINT Construction Ruling
SPECTRUM L.P.

[OPINION]

16-1519 INTELLECTUAL Dyk, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
VENTURES Il LLC v. Taranto Construction Decision
COMMERCE
BANCSHARES, INC.

[OPINION]

16-2122 TMC FUEL INJECTION Prost, Stoll, Wallach  Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Summary
SYSTEM, LLC v. FORD Construction Judgment
MOTOR COMPANY
[OPINION]

16-1510 TRUSTED KNIGHT Dyk, Reyna, Stoll Claim Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION v. IBM Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

16-1412 PAICE LLC v. FORD Prost, Schall, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MOTOR COMPANY Construction Decision
[OPINION]

15-1992 COMCAST IP Chen, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
HOLDINGS | LLC v. Reyna Construction Ruling
SPRINT
COMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY [OPINION]

15-1113 THE MEDICINES Dyk, Hughes, Claim General Reversed Bench Trial
COMPANY v. MYLAN,  Wallach Construction
INC. [OPINION]

15-2078 WASICA FINANCE Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GMBH v. CONTINENTAI Construction Decision
AUTOMOTIVE
SYSTEMS [OPINION]

15-2078 WASICA FINANCE Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
GMBH v. CONTINENTAI Construction Decision
AUTOMOTIVE
SYSTEMS [OPINION]

15-1113 THE MEDICINES Dyk, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Summary
COMPANY v. MYLAN,  Wallach Construction Judgment

INC. [OPINION]
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16-1411 PAICE LLC v. FORD Dyk, Mayer, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MOTOR COMPANY Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1729 REMBRANDT Chen, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed Markman
WIRELESS v. Construction Ruling
SAMSUNG
ELECTRONICS
[OPINION]

15-2037 CORE WIRELESS Bryson, O'Malley, Claim Means for Affirmed Jury
LICENSING v. APPLE, Wallach Construction Verdict/JMO
INC. [OPINION] L

16-1402 IN RE: APPLE INC. Dyk, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB Ex
[OPINION] Construction Parte

Reexam
Decision

16-1402 IN RE: APPLE INC. Dyk, Prost, Stoll Claim General Vacated PTAB Ex

[OPINION] Construction Parte
Reexam
Decision

16-1349 SKEDCO, INC. v. Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Reversed Summary
STRATEGIC Construction Judgment
OPERATIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1982 PHIL-INSUL CORP.v.  Bryson, O'Malley, Claim Affirmed Summary
AIRLITE PLASTICS CO. Wallach Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

16-1374 IPR LICENSING, INC. v. Lourie, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ZTE CORPORATION Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1411 PAICE LLC v. FORD Dyk, Mayer, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MOTOR COMPANY Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1349 SKEDCO, INC. v. Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Reversed Summary
STRATEGIC Construction Judgment
OPERATIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1349 SKEDCO, INC. v. Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Summary
STRATEGIC Construction Judgment
OPERATIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1106 DUKE UNIVERSITY v.  Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
BIOMARIN Taranto Construction Decision
PHARMACEUTICAL
INC. [OPINION]

16-1585 NICHIA CORPORATION Hughes, Reyna, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
v. EVERLIGHT Construction
AMERICAS, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1173 IN RE: AFFINITY LABS Chen, Stoll, Taranto  Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB Inter
OF TEXAS, LLC Construction Reasonable Partes
[OPINION] Interpretation Reexam

Decision

15-2095 NANTKWEST, INC.v.  Dyk, Prost, Stoll Claim General Reversed Summary

LEE [OPINION] Construction Judgment
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16-1775 E2INTERACTIVEv. Chen, Lourie, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
BLACKHAWK Construction Partes
NETWORK [OPINION] Reexam

Decision

16-1143 CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Chen, Prost, Wallach Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
v. CIRREX SYSTEMS, Construction Partes
LLC [OPINION] Reexam

Decision

16-1739 INTELLECTUAL Chen, Reyna, Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB IPR
VENTURES Il LLC v. Construction Reasonable Decision
ERICSSON INC. Interpretation
[OPINION]

16-1750 NESTLE USA, INC. v. Hughes, Mayer, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
STEUBEN FOODS, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1143 CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Chen, Prost, Wallach Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
v. CIRREX SYSTEMS, Construction Partes
LLC [OPINION] Reexam

Decision

15-1841 IN RE: NUVASIVE, INC. Dyk, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
[OPINION] Construction Decision

16-1474 IPCOM GMBH & CO. v. Chen, Clevenger, Claim Means for Vacated PTAB Inter
HTC CORPORATION Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

16-2528 CRONOS O"Malley, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Judgment
EXPEDIA, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1511 HOMELAND Dyk, Newman, Prost Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
HOUSEWARES, LLC v. Construction Decision
WHIRLPOOL
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1881 ENZO BIOCHEM INC v. O'Malley, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Summary
APPLERA CORP. Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

16-1742 NETLIST, INC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
DIABLO Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

[OPINION]

16-2215 HOME Lourie, Moore, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
SEMICONDUCTOR Construction Decision
CORPORATION v.

SAMSUNG
ELECTRONICS CO.,
LTD. [OPINION]

16-1962 OTSUKA Chen, Hughes, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICAL CO Construction Ruling
v. ZYDUS
PHARMACEUTICALS
USA [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]
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16-2439 ELEVEN Chen, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ENGINEERING, INC. v. Prost Construction Ruling
MICROSOFT
CORPORATION [RULE
36 JUDGMENT]

16-1858 HTC CORPORATION v. Dyk, Reyna, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CELLULAR Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION]

16-2573 SECURUS Chen, Newman, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Construction Decision
v. GLOBAL TEL*LINK
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1916 CONTENTGUARD Dyk, Reyna, Wallach Claim General Affirmed Markman
HOLDINGS, INC. v. Construction Ruling
APPLE, INC. [OPINION]

16-1121 TRANSPERFECT Chen, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
GLOBAL, INC. v. MATAL Wallach Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1123 PERSONAL AUDIO, LLC Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. ELECTRONIC O Malley Construction Decision
FRONTIER
FOUNDATION
[OPINION]

16-2369 THOUGHT, INC. v. Moore, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ORACLE Schall Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-2303 IN RE: SMITH Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB - Ex
INTERNATIONAL, INC. Reyna Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam

2016-23 INTERDIGITAL Lourie, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMUNICATIONS v. Construction Ruling
ZTE CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-2465 MASTERMINE Newman, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SOFTWARE, INC. v. Stoll Construction Ruling
MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-2563 ARISTANET 2 WORKS, Reyna, Schall, Claim General Affirmed USITC
INC. v. ITC [OPINION]  Wallach Construction Decision

16-2613 OWENS CORNING v. Dyk, Newman, Claim General Reversed IPR
FAST FELT Taranto Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-1496 B/E AEROSPACE, INC. Chen, Stoll, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. C&D ZODIAC, INC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-2209 PAVO SOLUTIONS LLC Lourie, O Malley, Claim General Reversed IPR
v. KINGSTON Taranto Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGY

COMPANY [OPINION]
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16-2084 MEXICHEM AMANCO  Chen, Dyk, Prost Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter

HOLDING v. Construction Partes
HONEYWELL Reexam
INTERNATIONAL INC. Decision
[OPINION]
17-1010 AMGEN INC. v. APOTE> Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
INC. [OPINION] Taranto Construction
17-1379 GOOGLE LLC v. Chen, Lourie, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
NETWORK-1 Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
[OPINION]
17-2295 LIQWD, INC. v. L'OREAI Dyk, Reyan, Taranto Claim General Reversed Preliminary
USA, INC. [OPINION] Construction Injunction
Motion
Decision
17-1344 APTALIS Reyna, Stoll, Claim General Vacated Markman
PHARMATECH, INC. v. Wallach Construction Ruling
APOTEX INC. [OPINION
16-1880 HTC CORPORATION v. Dyk, Reyna, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CELLULAR Construction Decision

COMMUNICATIONS
EQUIP. [OPINION]

16-2199 HILL-ROM SERVICES, Hughes, O'Malley, Claim General Modified PTAB Inter
INC. v. MATAL Stoll Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

16-2550 FOREST Lourie, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LABORATORIES INC. v. Taranto Construction Ruling
TEVA
PHARMACEUTICALS
USA INC. [OPINION]

16-2515 MICROSOFT Dyk, Schall, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
PARALLEL NETWORKS
LICENSING [OPINION]

16-2371 AIP ACQUISITION LLC \ Moore, Plager, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-2324 REMBRANDT PATENT Chen, Hughes, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
INNOVATIONS v. Construction Ruling
APPLE, INC. [OPINION]

17-1008 SMITH & NEPHEW, Hughes, Newman,  Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
INC. v. HOLOGIC, INC. Stoll Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

17-1445 IN RE: NORDT Moore, Stoll, Taranto Claim General Vacated PTAB -
DEVELOPMENT CO., Construction Examiner
LLC [OPINION] Appeal

16-1807 POLARIS INDUSTRIES, Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. ARCTIC CAT, O Malley Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

17-1305 SNAP-ON INC. v. Chen, Reyna, Tarantc Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
MILWAUKEE ELECTRIC Construction Decision

TOOL CORP. [OPINION
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17-1360 THINK PRODUCTS, INC Chen, Hughes, Louri¢ Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. ACCO BRANDS Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

16-2010 KNOWLES Chen, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
ELECTRONICS LLC v. Wallach Construction Partes
CIRRUS LOGIC, INC. Reexam
[OPINION] Decision

17-1124 HAYWARD Dyk, Hughes, Linn Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
INDUSTRIES, INC. v. Construction Partes
PENTAIR WATER POOL Reexam
AND SPA [OPINION] Decision

16-2509 GOOGLE LLC v. Dyk, Reyna, Schall  Claim Broadest Vacated PTAB IPR
NETWORK-1 Construction Reasonable Decision
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Interpretation
[OPINION]

17-1060 CAVE CONSULTING Dyk, Lourie, Taranto Claim General Reversed Markman
GROUP, LLC v. Construction Ruling
OPTUMINSIGHT, INC.

[OPINION]

17-1304 IN RE: POWER Mayer, Moore, Stoll  Claim General Reversed PTAB Ex
INTEGRATIONS, INC. Construction Parte
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

18-1275 PAZANDEH v. YAMAHA Hughes, O'Malley,  Claim General Affirmed Summary
CORPORATION OF Wallach Construction Judgment
AMERICA [OPINION]

17-1798 SUMITOMO DAINIPPON Mayer, Moore, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMA CO. v. Construction Ruling
EMCURE
PHARMACEUTICALS
[OPINION]

17-1295 WONDERLAND Moore, Newman, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
NURSERYGOODS CO. Prost Construction Decision
v. BABY TREND, INC.

[OPINION]

17-1848 CHRIMAR HOLDING Prost, Taranto, Claim General Reversed Markman
COMPANY, LLC v. ALE Wallach Construction Ruling
USA INC. [OPINION]

17-2276 VIATECH Chen, Lourie, Schall Claim General Reversed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES INC. v Construction Ruling
MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-2388 SPINEOLOGY, INC. v.  Dyk, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Markman
WRIGHT MEDICAL O Malley Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGY INC.

[OPINION]

16-2691 POWER Chen, Clevenger, Dyl Claim General Affirmed Markman
INTEGRATIONS, INC. v. Construction Ruling
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTOR
[OPINION]

16-2285 TF3 LIMITED v. TRE Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
MILANO, LLC [OPINION Newman Construction Decision

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

383



17-2553 DIEBOLD NIXDOREF, Bryson, O*Malley, Claim Means for Reversed UsITC
INC. v. ITC [OPINION]  Prost Construction Decision

17-2328 WAVETRONIX LLC v. Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SMART MICROWAVE  Wallach Construction Decision
SENSORS GMBH
[OPINION]

17-2264 BARKAN WIRELESS Stoll, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ACCESS v. CELLCO Wallach Construction Ruling
PARTNERSHIP
[OPINION]

16-1599 AYLUS NETWORKS, Linn, Moore, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Summary
INC. v. APPLE INC. Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

16-1599 AYLUS NETWORKS, Linn, Moore, Stoll Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Summary
INC. v. APPLE INC. Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

16-2017 CROSSROADS Chen, Linn, Reyna  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SYSTEMS, INC. v. Construction Decision
CISCO SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

16-2018 SKKY, INC. v. Lourie, Reyna, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB IPR
MINDGEEK, S.A.R.L. Wallach Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-2018 SKKY, INC. v. Lourie, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MINDGEEK, S.A.R.L. Wallach Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-2105 ONE-E-WAY, INC. v. ITC Prost, Stoll, Wallach Claim General Reversed USITC
[OPINION] Construction Decision

16-1533 NAVICO INC. v. ITC Dyk, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed USITC
[OPINION] Construction Decision

16-1769 OUTDRY Dyk, Moore, Reyna  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES v. Construction Decision
GEOX S.P.A. [OPINION]

16-1769 OUTDRY Dyk, Moore, Reyna  Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES v. Construction Decision
GEOX S.P.A. [OPINION]

16-2572 CHAFFIN v. BRADEN Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Reversed Markman
[OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling

16-2004 SAMSUNG O Malley, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS CO., Wallach Construction Decision
LTD. v. STRAIGHT PATF
IP GROUP, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1824 HITACHI METALS, LTD. Chen, Lourie, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. ALLIANCE OF Construction Decision
RARE-EARTH
[OPINION]

16-1824 HITACHI METALS, LTD. Chen, Lourie, Tarantc Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
v. ALLIANCE OF Construction Decision
RARE-EARTH
[OPINION]

16-1543 GOOGLE INC. v. Lourie, Stoll, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTELLECTUAL Construction Decision
VENTURES Il LLC
[OPINION]
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16-1104 NOBELBIZ, INC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Claim General Reversed Markman
GLOBAL CONNECT, Newman Construction Ruling
L.L.C. [OPINION]

16-1790 SPHERIX Hughes, Moore, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB IPR
INCORPORATED v. O'Malley Construction Decision
MATAL [OPINION]

16-1790 SPHERIX Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INCORPORATED v. O Malley Construction Decision
MATAL [OPINION]

16-1742 NETLIST, INC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
DIABLO Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1496 B/E AEROSPACE, INC. Chen, Stoll, Wallach  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. C&D ZODIAC, INC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

15-1983 ORGANIK KIMYAAS v. Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ROHM AND HAAS Taranto Construction Decision
COMPANY [OPINION]

16-2747 IGNITE USA, LLC v. Prost, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CAMELBAK Wallach Construction Decision
PRODUCTS, LLC
[OPINION]

16-2722 SANOFI v. WATSON Prost, Taranto, Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Bench Trial
LABORATORIES INC.  Wallach Construction
[OPINION]

16-2555 ELI LILLY AND Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
COMPANY v. PERRIGO Plager Construction
COMPANY [OPINION]

17-1032 MONSANTO Dyk, Reyna, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
TECHNOLOGY LLC v. Construction Partes
E.l. DUPONT DE Reexam
NEMOURS [OPINION] Decision

16-2684 CORE WIRELESS Moore, O*Malley, Claim General Affirmed Jury
LICENSING v. LG Wallach Construction Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS, INC. L
[OPINION]

17-1021 HAYWARD Dyk, Hughes, Linn Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
INDUSTRIES, INC. v. Construction Partes
PENTAIR WATER POOL Reexam
AND SPA [OPINION] Decision

16-1807 POLARIS INDUSTRIES, Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. ARCTIC CAT, O'Malley Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

17-1434 IN RE: HODGES Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB -
[OPINION] Wallach Construction Examiner

Appeal

16-1249 ARENDI S.AR.L.v. Bryson, Moore, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
GOOGLE LLC Newman Construction Decision
[OPINION]

16-1249 ARENDI S AR.L. v. Bryson, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GOOGLE LLC Newman Construction Decision
[OPINION]
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17-2368 CAPITAL SECURITY Moore, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman

SYSTEMS, INC. v. NCR Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-1290 STEUBEN FOODS, INC. Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. NESTLE USA, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

18-1014 ADVANCED MEDIA Chen, Lourie, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Markman
NETWORKS, LLC v. Construction Ruling
AT&T MOBILITY LLC
[OPINION]

17-1193 NESTLE USA, INC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
STEUBEN FOODS, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

17-1814 INTELLECTUAL O"Malley, Schall, Claim General Affirmed Markman
VENTURES I LLC v. Wallach Construction Ruling
SYMANTEC CORP.

[OPINION]

17-1889 MATTHEWS Chen, Dyk, Stoll Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL CORP Construction Decision
v. VANDOR
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-1567 SOPHOS LIMITED v. OMalley, Prost, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
IANCU [OPINION] Taranto Construction Decision

17-1554 RAYTHEON COMPANY Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
v. SONY Wallach Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-1547 EMED TECHNOLOGIES Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Decision
REPRO-MED
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

16-1954 KNOWLES Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
ELECTRONICS LLCv. Wallach Construction Partes
IANCU [OPINION] Reexam

Decision

17-2357 BAKER v. MICROSOFT Hughes, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Summary
CORPORATION Wallach Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

17-1453 LESEMAN, LLC v. Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
STRATASYS, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

15-1944 WI-FI ONE, LLC v. Bryson, Dyk, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BROADCOM Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[04.18.18 OPINION]

17-1012 GENERAL HOSPITAL  Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Interference
SIENNA Decision
BIOPHARMACEUTICAL
S [OPINION]
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16-2099 WESTERNGECO LLC v. Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ION GEOPHYSICAL Wallach Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-1848 CHRIMAR HOLDING Prost, Taranto, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
COMPANY, LLC v. ALE Wallach Construction Ruling
USA INC. [OPINION]

17-1848 CHRIMAR HOLDING Prost, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMPANY, LLC v. ALE Wallach Construction Ruling
USA INC. [OPINION]

17-1235 VALMONT INDUSTRIES Dyk, Hughes, Lourie Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
INC. v. LINDSAY Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-2276 VIATECH Chen, Lourie, Schall Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES INC. v Construction Ruling
MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

17-1267 ZEROCLICK, LLC v. Hughes, Reyna, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
APPLE INC. [OPINION] Taranto Construction Ruling

17-1582 PGS GEOPHYSICAL AS Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. IANCU [OPINION] Reyna Construction Decision

17-1582 PGS GEOPHYSICAL AS Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
v. IANCU [OPINION] Reyna Construction Decision

17-1671 JAZZ Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
PHARMACEUTICALS, Reyna Construction Decision
INC. v. AMNEAL
PHARMACEUTICALS,

LLC [OPINION]

16-2285 TF3 LIMITED v. TRE Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
MILANO, LLC [OPINION Newman Construction Decision

17-1703 BLACKBIRD TECH LLC Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Reversed Consent
v. ELB ELECTRONICS, Construction Judgment/M
INC. [OPINION] arkman

RuIing

17-2076 VIVINT, INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ALARM.COM INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

17-1937 GLG FARMS LLC v. Mayer, O"Malley, Claim General Modified Markman
BRANDT Reyna Construction Ruling
AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS [OPINION]

17-2106 ALIGN TECHNOLOGY, Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. Construction Decision
CLEARCORRECT
OPERATING, LLC
[OPINION]

17-2434 INTELLECTUAL Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Vacated Summary
VENTURES I LLC v. Construction Judgment
T-MOBILE USA, INC.

[OPINION]

18-1674 BONDYOPADHYAY v.  Chen, O'Malley, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman

US [OPINION] Newman Construction Ruling
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18-1674 BONDYOPADHYAY v.  Chen, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
US [OPINION] Newman Construction Ruling

17-2256 NOBEL BIOCARE Chen, Lourie, Prost  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SERVICES AG v. Construction Decision
INSTRADENT USA, INC
[OPINION]

17-2265 WISCONSIN ALUMNI Bryson, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Summary
RESEARCH v. APPLE  Prost Construction Judgment
INC. [OPINION]

17-1851 C.R. BARD, INC. v. O Malley, Stoll, Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter
ANGIODYNAMICS, Taranto Construction Partes
INCORPORATED Reexam
[OPINION] Decision

17-1575 TEVA Bryson, Reyna, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS Construction Ruling
USA, INC v. SANDOZ
INC. [OPINION]

17-2147 AMAZON.COM, INC.v. O’Malley, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ZITOVAULT, LLC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

17-1525 ARISTANETWORKS, Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
INC. v. CISCO Construction Decision
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

17-2336 ARISTA NETWORKS, Chen, Prost, Schall  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. CISCO Construction Decision
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

17-2084 ACCELERATION BAY, Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. ACTIVISION Construction Decision
BLIZZARD INC.

[OPINION]

17-2084 ACCELERATION BAY, Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. ACTIVISION Construction Decision
BLIZZARD INC.

[OPINION]

17-2084 ACCELERATION BAY, Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. ACTIVISION Construction Decision
BLIZZARD INC.

[OPINION]

17-1666 NUVASIVE, INC. v. Chen, Hughes, Claim General Reversed PTAB Inter

IANCU [OPINION] Newman Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision

18-1274 HAMILTON BEACH Reyna, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BRANDS, INC. v. Wallach Construction Decision
F'REAL FOODS, LLC
[OPINION]

17-2314 PALO ALTO Reyna, Schall, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NETWORKS, INC. v. Construction Decision

FINJAN, INC. [OPINION
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18-2167 INDIVIOR INC. v. DR. Lourie, Newman, Claim General Vacated Preliminary
REDDY'S Stoll Construction Injunction
LABORATORIES, S.A. Decision
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1241 WARNER CHILCOTT Chen, Moore, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
(US), LLC v. TEVA Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS
USA, INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

17-2218 VIVINT, INC. v. Hughes, O'Malley,  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ALARM.COM INC. Prost Construction Decision
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2218 VIVINT, INC. v. Hughes, O"Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
ALARM.COM INC. Prost Construction Decision
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1745 POLYGROUP LIMITED Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim Broadest Reversed PTAB IPR
MCO v. WILLIS Construction Reasonable Decision
ELECTRIC COMPANY, Interpretation
LTD. [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1748 POLYGROUP LIMITED Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim Broadest Reversed PTAB IPR
MCO v. WILLIS Construction Reasonable Decision
ELECTRIC COMPANY, Interpretation
LTD. [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2614 UNITED ACCESS Bryson, Dyk, Lourie  Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Construction Ruling
AT&T CORP. [OPINION
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2511 VEHICLE IP, LLC v. Hughes, O'Malley,  Claim General Affirmed Markman
CELLCO PARTNERSHIF Reyna Construction Ruling
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1076 CONTINENTAL Linn, Lourie, Taranto Claim General Vacated Markman
CIRCUITS LLC v. INTEL Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1551 AMGEN INC. v. Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SANDOZ INC. [OPINION Reyna Construction Ruling
- PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1054 ENDO Clevenger, Stoll, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
PHARMACEUTICALS  Wallach Construction
INC. v. ACTAVIS LLC
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1690 IROBOT CORPORATIOI Bryson, Dyk, Mayer Claim General Affirmed USITC
v. ITC [OPINION - Construction Decision -
NONPRECEDENTIAL] Summary

Determinati

on
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18-1550

HOLOGIC, INC. v.
MINERVA SURGICAL,
INC. [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Hughes, Newman,
Reyna

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

PTAB IPR
Decision

18-1322

ROSETTA-WIRELESS
CORPORATION v.

SAMSUNG

ELECTRONIC CO., LTD

[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Chen, O'Malley,
Reyna

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

PTAB IPR
Decision

17-2575

E.l. DUPONT DE
NEMOURS & CO. v.
UNIFRAX I LLC

[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

Hughes, O"Malley,
Reyna

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

Markman
Ruling

17-2227

GOOGLE LLC v. LEE

[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Lourie, Mayer, Prost

Claim
Construction

General

Reversed

PTAB IPR
Decision

17-2369

FOREST

LABORATORIES, LLC v
SIGMAPHARM
LABORATORIES, LLC

[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

Dyk, Moore, Prost

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

Markman
Ruling

18-1733

CCS TECHNOLOGY,
INC. v. PANDUIT CORP.

[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Chen, Mayer, Tarantc

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

PTAB IPR
Decision

17-2587

INDIVIOR INC. v. DR.

REDDY'S

LABORATORIES, S.A.

[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

Lourie, Mayer,
Newman

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

Markman
Ruling

18-2125

WILLIS ELECTRIC
COMPANY, LTD. v.
POLYGROUP MACAU
LTD. (BVI) [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Dyk, Lourie, Prost

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

PTAB IPR
Decision

18-2137

POLYGROUP LIMITED
MCO v. WILLIS
ELECTRIC COMPANY,
LTD. [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Dyk, Lourie, Prost

Claim
Construction

General

Vacated

PTAB IPR
Decision

18-1934

CHOON'S DESIGN, LLC
v. IDEA VILLAGE
PRODUCTS CORP.

[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

Prost, Reyna, Stoll

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

Markman
Ruling

18-1981

GAME AND

TECHNOLOGY CO.,
LTD. v. ACTIVISION
BLIZZARD INC.

[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

Lourie, Prost,
Wallach

Claim
Construction

General

Affirmed

PTAB IPR
Decision
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17-2312 DR. FALK PHARMA Lourie, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GMBH v. GENERICO, Reyna Construction Decision
LLC [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1490 PACKERS PLUS Linn, Lourie, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ENERGY SERVICES v. Construction Decision
BAKER HUGHES
OILFIELD [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1172 SONY CORPORATION Cyk, Newman, Prost Claim Means for Reversed PTAB IPR
v. IANCU [OPINION - Construction Decision
PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1147 BTG INTERNATIONAL Chen, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LIMITED v. AMNEAL Wallach Construction Decision
PHARMACEUTICALS
LLC [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2579 BRADIUM Chen, Moore, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v, Construction Decision
IANCU [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1433 AC TECHNOLOGIES Moore, Schall,and  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
S.A. v. AMAZON.COM, Stoll Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1154 REALTIME DATA, LLC v Dyk, Stoll, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
IANCU [OPINION - Construction Decision
PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2614 UNITED ACCESS Bryson, Dyk, Lourie  Claim General Reversed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Construction Judgment
AT&T CORP. [OPINION
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1600 UNITED Lourie, Prost, Stoll Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES CORF Construction Decision
v. GENERAL ELECTRIC
COMPANY [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2028 LG ELECTRONICS, INC Lourie, O*Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. CONVERSANT Taranto Construction Decision
WIRELESS LICENSING
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1748 POLYGROUP LIMITED Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MCO v. WILLIS Construction Decision
ELECTRIC COMPANY,

LTD. [OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1745 POLYGROUP LIMITED Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim Broadest Reversed PTAB IPR
MCO v. WILLIS Construction Reasonable Decision
ELECTRIC COMPANY, Interpretation
LTD. [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1205 DUNCAN PARKING Dyk, Lourie, Taranto  Claim General Reversed Summary

TECHNOLOGIES v. IPS Construction Judgment

GROUP, INC. [OPINION
- PRECEDENTIAL]
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17-2589 REHCO LLC v. SPIN Dy, Moore, Prost Claim General Reversed Summary
MASTER, LTD. Construction Judgment
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1203 SANOFI MATURE IPv. O'Malley, Prost, Stoll Claim Preamble Reversed PTAB IPR
MYLAN Construction Decision
LABORATORIES
LIMITED [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1142 INTEGRATED CLAIMS Bryson, Chen, Dyk  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SYSTEMS, LLC v. Construction Decision
TRAVELERS
INDEMNITY COMPANY
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2369 FOREST Dyk, Moore, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
LABORATORIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
SIGMAPHARM
LABORATORIES, LLC
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2223 SRI INTERNATIONAL, Lourie, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. CISCO Construction Ruling
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1520 ARCTIC CAT INC. v. Prost, Reyna, Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
GEP POWER Construction Decision
PRODUCTS, INC.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2507 TEK GLOBAL, S.R.L.v. Dyk, Prost, Wallach  Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
SEALANT SYSTEMS Construction Ruling
INTERNATIONAL
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1065 IBM v. IANCU [OPINION Chen, Moore, Tarantc Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
- NONPRECEDENTIAL] Construction Decision

18-1322 ROSETTA-WIRELESS Chen, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
SAMSUNG
ELECTRONIC CO., LTD
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1551 AMGEN INC. v. Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SANDOZ INC. [OPINIONM Construction Ruling
- PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1836 WIRELESS PROTOCOL Chen, Schall, Tarantc Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
INNOVATIONS v. TCT Construction Decision

MOBILE, INC. [OPINION
- NONPRECEDENTIAL]
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18-1777 PAPST LICENSING Chen, Dyk, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GMBH & CO. KG v. Construction Decision
SAMSUNG
ELECTRONICS
AMERICA [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1376 COBALT BOATS, LLC v. Dyk, Reyna, Wallach Claim General Reversed Markman
BRUNSWICK Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-2289 INTELLECTUAL Chen, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
VENTURES | LLC v. Construction Decision
EMC CORPORATION
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1635 SIPCO, LLC v. Chen, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
EMERSON ELECTRIC Reyna Construction Decision
CO. [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1426 IN RE: ORHOMURU Plager, Prost, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB -
[OPINION - Construction Examiner
NONPRECEDENTIAL] Appeal

18-2089 THE SCRIPPS Clevenger, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed Markman
RESEARCH INSTITUTE Wallach Construction Ruling
v. ILLUMINA, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-2207 ALLERGAN SALES, Newman, Prost, Claim Wherein/Whereb Affirmed Preliminary
LLC v. SANDOZ, INC.  Wallach Construction y Clause Injunction
[OPINION - Order
PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2472 INNOVATIVE MEMORY Prost, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
SYSTEMS v. MICRON Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGY, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1617 WAG ACQUISITION, Chen, Newman, Stoll Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
LLC v. WEBPOWER, Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

19-1019 GRECIAv. SAMSUNG Chen, Lourie, Stoll Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
ELECTRONICS Construction Ruling
AMERICA [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2292 MTD PRODUCTS INC. v Reyna, Stoll, Taranto Claim Means for Reversed PTAB IPR
IANCU [OPINION - Construction Decision
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1590 AJINOMOTO CO., INC. Dyk, Moore, Taranto Claim General Affirmed USITC
v. ITC [OPINION - Construction Decision
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1311 COLLABO Bryson, Stoll, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INNOVATIONS, INC. v. Construction Decision
SONY CORPORATION
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]
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18-2363 NEUROGRAFIX v. Newman, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed Markman
BRAINLAB, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1981 GAME AND Lourie, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGY CO., Construction Decision
LTD. v. ACTIVISION
BLIZZARD INC.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1593 MAYNE PHARMA Dyk, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL PTY v Construction Decision
MERCK SHARP &

DOHME CORP.
[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1495 INNOVATION Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Reversed Markman
SCIENCES, LLC v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1495 INNOVATION Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Affirmed Markman
SCIENCES, LLC v. Construction Ruling
AMAZON.COM, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2543 PALO ALTO Hughes, Linn, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NETWORKS, INC. v. Construction Decision
FINJAN, INC. [OPINION
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1806 CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Linn, Newman, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
v. TQ DELTA, LLC Construction Decision
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1812 ALERE, INC. v. Dyk, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
REMBRANDT Construction Decision
DIAGNOSTICS, LP
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1799 TQ DELTA, LLC v. DISH Linn, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NETWORK LLC Construction Decision
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1127 IN RE: FOUGHT Chen, Moore, Claim Preamble Reversed PTAB -
[OPINION - Construction Examiner
PRECEDENTIAL] Appeal

19-1005 FIBER, LLC v. CIENA  Hughes, Prost, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION Construction Ruling
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1167 CELGENE Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v, Construction Decision
PETER [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]
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17-1591 VIRNETX INC. v. APPLE Moore, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
INC. [OPINION - Construction Partes
PRECEDENTIAL] Reexam

Decision

18-1311 COLLABO Bryson, Stoll, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INNOVATIONS, INC. v. Construction Decision
SONY CORPORATION
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1449 IRIDESCENT Prost, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
NETWORKS, INC. v. Taranto Construction Ruling
AT&T MOBILITY, LLC
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1758 MYMAIL, LTD. v. Lourie, O"Malley, Claim Alice Reversed Judgment
OOVOO, LLC [OPINION Reyna Construction on the
- PRECEDENTIAL] Pleadings

18-1584 ARTHREX, INC. v. Chen, Dyk, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SMITH & NEPHEW, Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1019 INO THERAPEUTICS Dyk, Newman, Prost Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
LLC v. PRAXAIR Construction
DISTRIBUTION INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-2214 CURVER Chen, Hughes, Stoll Claim Design Affirmed Order on
LUXEMBOURG, SARL v Construction Motion to
HOME EXPRESSIONS Dismiss
INC. [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1348 INNOVATIVE MEMORY Prost, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SYSTEMS, INC v. Construction Decision
MICRON
TECHNOLOGY, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-1856 SIPCO, LLC v. Lourie, Moore, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
EMERSON ELECTRIC Taranto Construction Decision
CO. [OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

19-1067 AMGEN INC. v. Bryson, Chen, Moore Claim General Affirmed Jury
HOSPIRA, INC. Construction Instruction
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-2191 TECHTRONIC Dyk, Lourie, Wallach Claim Disclaimer Reversed UsSITC
INDUSTRIES CO. LTD. Construction Decision
ITC [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-2414 AMGEN INC. v. Lourie, Newman, Claim Reversed Bench Trial
AMNEAL Taranto Construction
PHARMACEUTICALS
LLC [OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]
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18-2215 EKO BRANDS, LLC v.  Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
ADRIAN RIVERA Construction Ruling
MAYNEZ ENTERS.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1504 20/20 VISION CENTER, Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. VISION Wallach Construction Ruling
PRECISION HOLDINGS
[OPINION]

19-1165 UBER TECHNOLOGIES Dyk, Prost, Wallach  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
INC. v. X ONE, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-2108 ST. JUDE MEDICAL, Newman, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. SNYDERS Taranto Construction Decision
HEART VALVE LLC
[OPINION]

19-1749 IMMUNEX Prost, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Decision
SANOFI-AVENTIS U.S.

LLC [OPINION]

19-1878 EXMARK Chen, Linn, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
MANUFACTURING Construction Ruling
COMPANY v. BRIGGS 8
STRATTON CORP.

[OPINION]

20-1047 HOIST FITNESS Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Markman
SYSTEMS v. Construction Ruling
TUFFSTUFF FITNESS
[OPINION]

18-2338 NETWORK-1 Bryson, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Prost Construction Ruling
v. HEWLETT-PACKARD
COMPANY [OPINION]

19-1568 GOOGLE LLC v. Chen, Stoll, Wallach  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BLACKBERRY LTD. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-2015 EGENERA, INC. v. Prost, Reyna, Stoll  Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

20-1132 NEVILLE v. Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
FOUNDATION O'Malley Construction Judgment
CONSTRUCTORS, INC.

[OPINION]

19-1872 SEALY TECHNOLOGY, Hughes, Prost, Claim Design Affirmed PTAB Inter
LLCv. SSB Reyna Construction Partes
MANUFACTURING Reexam
COMPANY [OPINION] Decision

19-1874 SEALY TECHNOLOGY, Hughes, Reyna, Claim Design Affirmed PTAB Inter
LLC v. SSB Prost Construction Partes
MANUFACTURING Reexam
COMPANY [OPINION] Decision

17-1555 BENNETT REGULATOR Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GUARDS, INC. v. Stoll Construction Decision

ATLANTA GAS LIGHT
COMPANY [OPINION]
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19-2400 IBSA INSTITUT Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Markman
BIOCHIMIQUE v. TEVA Reyna Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS
USA [OPINION]

19-2175 MCGINLEY v. LUV N' Chen, Newman, Claim General Reversed Markman
CARE LTD. [OPINION] O Malley Construction Ruling

19-2041 PACKET INTELLIGENCI Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. NETSCOUT Reyna Construction Ruling
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

19-2308 J.S.T. CORPORATION v Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Affirmed USITC
ITC [OPINION] Construction Decision

19-1825 ROTHSCHILD Dyk, O'Malley, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
CONNECTED DEVICES Construction Ruling
v. COCA-COLA
COMPANY [OPINION]

19-1684 SANDBOX LOGISTICS Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. PROPPANT Wallach Construction Ruling
EXPRESS
INVESTMENTS
[OPINION]

19-1105 COCHLEAR BONE Newman, O Malley, Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
ANCHORED v. OTICON Taranto Construction Decision
MEDICAL AB [OPINION]

19-1781 LANARD TOYS LIMITEL Lourie, Mayer, Claim Design Affirmed Summary
v. DOLGENCORP LLC  Wallach Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

16-1919 VEDERI, LLC v. Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter
GOOGLE LLC Stoll Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

19-1556 LONE STAR SILICON  Chen, Hughes, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INNOVATIONS v. IANCL Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-1855 SPRINT SPECTRUM Chen, Linn, Stoll Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
L.P. v. GENERAL Construction Decision
ACCESS SOLUTIONS,

LTD. [OPINION]

19-1895 In Re CHAPMAN Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB -

[OPINION] Stoll Construction Examiner
Appeal

19-1733 DONGHEE AMERICA, Moore, O Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. PLASTIC Taranto Construction Decision
OMNIUM ADVANCED
[OPINION]

19-1595 REMBRANDT Mayer, Stoll, Wallach Claim General Reversed Markman
DIAGNOSTICS, LP v. Construction Ruling
ALERE, INC. [OPINION]

19-1343 PROMOS O’Malley, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Wallach Construction Decision
v. SAMSUNG
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]
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19-1570 DEEP GREEN Chen, Lourie, Moore Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
WIRELESS LLC v. Construction Decision
OOMA, INC. [OPINION]

19-1079 ENERPOL, LLC v. Reyna, Stoll, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
SCHLUMBERGER Construction Ruling/Stipu
TECHNOLOGY CORP. lation
[OPINION]

19-1263 GENENTECH, INC. v. Lourie, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
IANCU [OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision

18-2308 INTELLECTUAL Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
VENTURES | LLC v. Taranto Construction Decision
UNIFIED PATENTS, LLC
[OPINION]

18-2232 KAKEN Newman, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
PHARMACEUTICAL Taranto Construction Decision
CO,, LTD. v. IANCU
[OPINION]

18-1936 PERSONALIZED MEDI2A Reyna, Stoll, Taranto Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
v. APPLE INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-1171 GAME AND Dyk, Plager, Stoll Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGY CO., Construction Decision
LTD. v. WARGAMING
GROUP LIMITED
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1050 VIRNETX INC. v. APPLE Lourie, Mayer, Claim Reversed Markman
INC. [OPINION - Taranto Construction Ruling
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

19-1261 CG TECHNOLOGY Clevenger, Moore, Claim General Reversed
DEVELOPMENT, LLC v. Wallach Construction
FANDUEL, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

19-1309 ROVI GUIDES, INC.v. Chen, Dyk, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMCAST CABLE Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS
[OPINION -

NONPRECEDENTIAL]

18-2215 EKO BRANDS, LLC v.  Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
ADRIAN RIVERA Construction Ruling
MAYNEZ ENTERS.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

19-1100 INTELLIGENT Hughes, Prost, Claim Means for Affirmed Unknown
AUTOMATION DESIGN Wallach Construction
v. ZIMMER BIOMET
CMF AND THORACIC
[OPINION]

19-1169 SAMSUNG Bryson, Newman, Claim Means for Reversed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS Prost Construction Decision

AMERICA v. PRISUA
ENGINEERING CORP.

[OPINION]
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18-2382 APPLE INC. v. ANDREA Dyk, Plager, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-1191 IRONWORKS PATENTS Dyk, Lourie, Moore  Claim General Reversed Markman
LLC v. SAMSUNG Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

20-1191 IRONWORKS PATENTS Dyk, Lourie, Moore  Claim General Affiirmed Markman
LLC v. SAMSUNG Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

19-1079 ENERPOL, LLC v. Reyna, Stoll, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
SCHLUMBERGER Construction Ruling/Stipu
TECHNOLOGY CORP. lation
[OPINION]

19-2072 UNILOC USA, INC. v. Chen, Clevenger, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
SAMSUNG Moore Construction Ruling/Stipu
ELECTRONICS lation
AMERICA [OPINION]

19-1361 TECHNICAL Chen, Dyk, Stoll Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
CONSUMER Construction Decision
PRODUCTS v. LIGHTIN
SCIENCE GROUP
CORP. [OPINION]

18-2220 NEVRO CORP. v. Chen, Moore, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Summary
BOSTON SCIENTIFIC Construction Judgment
CORP. [OPINION]

19-1595 REMBRANDT Mayer, Stoll, Wallach Claim General Reversed Markman
DIAGNOSTICS, LP v. Construction Ruling
ALERE, INC. [OPINION]

19-2065 DIGITAL ALLY, INC. v. Lourie, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Summary
TASER Wallach Construction Judgment
INTERNATIONAL, INC.

[OPINION]

19-2054 HOLOGIC, INC. v. Clevenger, Stoll, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MINERVA SURGICAL, Wallach Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

20-1510 ARBMETRICS, LLCv. Chen, Taranto, Claim General Affirmed Markman
DEXCOM INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

20-1519 MAXILL INC. v. LOOPS, Bryson, Chen, Moore Claim General Reversed Summary
LLC [OPINION] Construction Judg_jment

19-1413 COOK GROUP Dyk, O"Malley, Prost Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
INCORPORATED v. Construction Decision
BOSTON SCIENTIFIC
SCIMED, INC.

[OPINION]

19-1888 DIONEX SOFTRON Hughes, Lourie, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB
GMBH v. AGILENT Wallach Construction Interference
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Decision

[OPINION]
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19-1856 GENERAL ACCESS Chen, Linn, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SOLUTIONS, LTD. v. Construction Decision
SPRINT SPECTRUM
L.P. [OPINION]

16-1919 VEDERI, LLC v. Lourie, Newman, Claim General Vacated PTAB Inter
GOOGLE LLC Stoll Construction Partes
[OPINION] Reexam

Decision

19-1105 COCHLEAR BONE Newman, O Malley, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB IPR
ANCHORED v. OTICON Taranto Construction Decision
MEDICAL AB [OPINION]

19-1825 ROTHSCHILD Dyk, O'Malley, Prost Claim General Reversed Markman
CONNECTED DEVICES Construction Ruling
v. COCA-COLA
COMPANY [OPINION]

19-1684 SANDBOX LOGISTICS Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. PROPPANT Wallach Construction Ruling
EXPRESS
INVESTMENTS
[OPINION]

19-1557 MCRO, INC. v. BANDAI Mayer, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Summary
NAMCO GAMES Taranto Construction Judgment
AMERICA [OPINION]

19-1582 BOSTON SCIENTIFIC v. Lourie, Moore, and  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NEVRO CORP. O Malley Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-1842 TWILIO INC. v. Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TELESIGN O Malley Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

19-1622 SHOES BY FIREBUG Lourie, Moore, Claim Preamble Reversed PTAB IPR
LLC v. STRIDE RITE O Malley Construction Decision
CHILDREN'S GROUP
[OPINION]

19-1622 SHOES BY FIREBUG Lourie, Moore, Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. STRIDE RITE O Malley Construction Decision
CHILDREN'S GROUP
[OPINION]

19-1048 FITBIT, INC. v. Dyk, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
VALENCELL, INC. Reyna Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-2308 J.S.T. CORPORATION v Dyk, Lourie, Schall  Claim General Affirmed usITC
ITC [OPINION] Construction Decision

19-2142 BOOKIT QY v. BANK OF Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
AMERICA Schall Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

19-2249 AKEVAL.L.C.v.NIKE, Chen, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
INC. [OPINION] O Malley Construction Judg_;ment

19-2175 MCGINLEY v. LUV N' Chen, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CARE LTD. [OPINION] O Malley Construction Ruling

19-2255 BIO-RAD Newman, O Malley, Claim Preamble Reversed Jury
LABORATORIES, INC. v Taranto Construction Verdict/JMO
10X GENOMICS INC. L

[OPINION]
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17-1555 BENNETT REGULATOR Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GUARDS, INC. v. Stoll Construction Decision
ATLANTA GAS LIGHT
COMPANY [OPINION]

20-1176 NEVILLE v. ALDRIDGE Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
CONSTRUCTION, INC. O’'Malley Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

20-1132 NEVILLE v. Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
FOUNDATION O Malley Construction Judgment
CONSTRUCTORS, INC.

[OPINION]

19-1527 BAXALTA INC. v. Moore, Plager, Claim General Reversed Markman
GENENTECH, INC. Wallach Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

19-1568 GOOGLE LLC v. Chen, Stoll, Wallach  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BLACKBERRY LTD. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-1857 GROOVE DIGITAL, INC. Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. UNITED BANK Schall Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

19-1732 SIEMENS MOBILITY, Lourie, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. IANCU [OPINION O Malley Construction Decision

19-2227 IQASR LLC v. WENDT  Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORP. [OPINION] Hughes Construction Ruling

19-2181 PRESIDIO Bryson, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMPONENTS, INC. v. Reyna Construction Decision
AVX CORPORATION
[OPINION]

18-2338 NETWORK-1 Bryson, Newman, Claim General Reversed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Prost Construction Ruling
v. HEWLETT-PACKARD
COMPANY [OPINION]

19-1301 EMERSON ELECTRIC Lourie, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CO. v. SIPCO, LLC O'Malley Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-1878 EXMARK Chen, Linn, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
MANUFACTURING Construction Ruling
COMPANY v. BRIGGS 8
STRATTON CORP.

[OPINION]

20-1031 ROUTE1 INC. v. Moore, Prost, Stoll  Claim General Summary
AIRWATCH LLC Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

19-1602 ECOSERVICES, LLC v. Dyk, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CERTIFIED AVIATION  Schall Construction Ruling
SERVICES [OPINION]

19-2108 ST. JUDE MEDICAL, Newman, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
LLC v. SNYDERS Taranto Construction Decision
HEART VALVE LLC
[OPINION]

20-1347 In Re TSAI [OPINION]  Chen, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Ex

Lourie Construction Parte
Reexam
Decision
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19-1530 CHEVRON U.S.A. INC. Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB
v. UNIVERSITY OF Schall Construction Interference
WYOMING RESEARCH Decision
[OPINION]

18-1635 SIPCO, LLC v. Chen, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB CBM
EMERSON ELECTRIC Reyna Construction Decision
CO. [OPINION]

20-1054 VECTURALIMITED v.  Bryson, Prost, Claim General Affirmed Jury
GLAXOSMITHKLINE LLt Wallach Construction Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

20-1105 CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Moore, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. XR Taranto Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS,

LLC [OPINION]

20-1387 BRACCO DIAGNOSTIC: Chen, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. MAIA Lourie Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS,

INC. [OPINION]

20-1270 KEYNETIK, INC. v. Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SAMSUNG O Malley Construction Decision
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

20-1270 KEYNETIK, INC. v. Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
SAMSUNG O Malley Construction Decision
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

19-2074 FINJAN, INC. v. CISCO Lourie, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SYSTEMS, INC. Wallach Construction Decision
[OPINION]

19-2287 COMCAST CABLE Lourie, Moore, Schall Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMMUNICATIONS v. Construction Decision
PROMPTU SYSTEMS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

19-2287 COMCAST CABLE Lourie, Moore, Schall Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
COMMUNICATIONS v. Construction Decision
PROMPTU SYSTEMS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

19-1947 COMCAST CABLE Lourie, Moore, Schall Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMMUNICATIONS v. Construction Decision
PROMPTU SYSTEMS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

19-2411 SIMO HOLDINGS INC. v O'Malley, Taranto,  Claim Preamble Affirmed Summary
HONG KONG Wallach Construction Judgment
UCLOUDLINK
NETWORK [OPINION]

19-2411 SIMO HOLDINGS INC. v O'Malley, Taranto, Claim General Reversed Summary
HONG KONG Wallach Construction Judgment
UCLOUDLINK
NETWORK [OPINION]

19-1607 HORIZON PHARMA, Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. v. DR. REDDY'S O Malley Construction Ruling

LABORATORIES INC.
[OPINION]
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20-1009 OLAF SOOT DESIGN, Lourie, Prost, Reyna Claim General Reversed JMOL
LLC v. DAKTRONICS, Construction
INC. [OPINION]

19-2124 HYTERA Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMMUNICATIONS CO Newman Construction Decision
LTD. v. MOTOROLA
SOLUTIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

19-2126 HYTERA Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMMUNICATIONS CO Newman Construction Decision
LTD. v. MOTOROLA
SOLUTIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

19-2124 HYTERA Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMMUNICATIONS CO Newman Construction Decision
LTD. v. MOTOROLA
SOLUTIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

20-1271 KEYNETIK, INC. v. Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SAMSUNG O Malley Construction Decision
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

20-1261 CATERPILLAR PAVING Clevenger, O'Malley, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
PRODUCTS v. Taranto Construction Decision
WIRTGEN AMERICA,

INC. [OPINION]

19-1197 UNILOC 2017 LLC v. Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
APPLE INC. [OPINION] Wallach Construction Decision

20-1984 IRIS CORPORATION Moore, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Summary
BERHAD v. US Construction Judgment
[OPINION]

19-2196 SYNCHRONOSS Prost, Reyna, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, INC v Taranto Construction Ruling
DROPBOX, INC.

[OPINION]

20-1693 MMODAL LLC v. Reyna, Taranto, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NUANCE Construction Decision
COMMUNICATIONS,

INC. [OPINION]

19-2418 BAYER HEALTHCARE Linn, Newman, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. BAXALTA INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

20-1646 RAIN COMPUTING, INC Dyk, Lourie, Moore  Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
v. SAMSUNG Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

20-1646 RAIN COMPUTING, INC Dyk, Lourie, Moore  Claim Means for Reversed Markman
v. SAMSUNG Construction Ruling
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

19-2280 OLAPLEX, INC. v. Dyk, Reyna, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman

L'OREAL USA, INC. Construction Ruling

[OPINION]
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20-1010 T-JAT SYSTEMS 2006 Dyk, Linn, Moore Claim General Affirmed Consent
LTD. v. EXPEDIA Construction Judgment/M
GROUP, INC. [RULE 36 arkman
JUDGMENT] Ruling

20-1203 EDGEWELL Hughes, Moore, Claim General Reversed Summary
PERSONAL CARE Newman Construction Judgment
BRANDS v. MUNCHKIN
INC. [OPINION]

20-1203 EDGEWELL Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Summary
PERSONAL CARE Newman Construction Judgment
BRANDS v. MUNCHKIN
INC. [OPINION]

20-1858 NEAPCO DRIVELINES Dyk, Moore, Reyna  Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. AMERICAN AXLE Construction Decision
& MANUFACTURING
[OPINION]

20-1802 UNILOC 2017 LLC v. O’Malley, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Markman
VERIZON Prost Construction Ruling
COMMUNICATIONS,

INC. [OPINION]

20-1600 ETHICON LLC v. Clevenger, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTUITIVE SURGICAL, Stoll Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

20-1576 TRANSTEX INC. v. Prost, Reyna, Schall Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LAYDON COMPOSITES Construction Decision
LTD. [OPINION]

20-1284 RIDEAPP, INC. v. LYFT, Chen, Hughes, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Wallach Construction Ruling

20-1041 WI-LAN INC. v. SHARP Dyk, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed Markman
ELECTRONICS Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-1881 INVT SPE LLC v. APPLE Chen, Plager, Prost Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. [OPINION] Construction Decision

20-1870 SEONG v. BEDRA INC. Dyk, Lourie, Newmar Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
[OPINION] Construction Decision

20-1853 CERNER Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Stoll Construction Decision
CLINICOMP
INTERNATIONAL, INC.

[OPINION]

20-1303 MICRON Chen, Linn, Newman Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGY, INC. v. Construction Decision
NORTH STAR
INNOVATIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

20-2349 WASTOW Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
ENTERPRISES, LLC v. Taranto Construction Ruling
TRUCKMOVERS.COM,

INC. [OPINION]
20-2274 In Re VOTEL [OPINION] Dyk, Linn, O'Malley Claim General Affirmed PTAB -
Construction Examiner
Appeal
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19-1506 FREE STREAM MEDIA Dyk, Hughes, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORP. v. ALPHONSO Construction Ruling
INC. [OPINION]

20-1403 UNILOC 2017 LLC v. Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
APPLE INC. [OPINION] Construction Decision

20-1701 IRON OAK Lourie, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Decision
MICROSOFT
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-1475 BIO-RAD Dyk, Lourie, Newmar Claim General Affirmed USITC
LABORATORIES, INC. v Construction Decision
ITC [OPINION]

20-1573 SPEEDTRACK, INC. v. Bryson, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
AMAZON.COM, INC. Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

20-2280 INTELLECTUAL Chen, Newman, Claim Affirmed Summary
VENTURES I LLC v. Construction Judgment
LENOVO GROUP LTD.

[RULE 36 JUDGMENT]

20-1144 INTEX RECREATION Newman, Reyna, Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORP. v. TEAM Construction Decision
WORLDWIDE
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-2129 PULSE ELECTRONICS, Dyk, Linn, O'Malley Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. U.D. Construction Decision
ELECTRONIC CORP.

[OPINION]

20-1775 CORUS REALTY Prost, Reyna, Schall Claim General Affirmed Summary
HOLDINGS, INC. v. Construction Judgment
ZILLOW GROUP, INC.

[OPINION]

20-1897 NITE GLOW Dyk, Lourie, Moore  Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Order on
INDUSTRIES INC. v. Construction Motion
CENTRAL GARDEN &

PET COMPANY
[OPINION]

20-1589 QUALCOMM Moore, REyna, Stoll  Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
INCORPORATED v. Construction Decision
INTEL CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-2204 CARRUM O’Malley, Prost, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Decision
UNIFIED PATENTS, LLC
[OPINION]

20-1237 SEABED Chen, Linn, Moore  Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
GEOSOLUTIONS (US) Construction Decision
INC. v. MAGSEIS FF
LLC [OPINION]

20-1566 In Re PERSONALWEB Lourie, Prost, Reyna Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES LLC Construction Ruling

[OPINION]
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20-1876 ELI LILLY AND Bryson, Lourie, Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMPANY v. TEVA O Malley Construction Decision
PHARMACEUTICALS
[OPINION]

20-2322 CAMPBELL SOUP Moore, Prost, Stoll  Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMPANY v. GAMON Construction Decision
PLUS, INC. [OPINION]

20-1528 ETHICON LLC v. Clevenger, O'Malley, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTUITIVE SURGICAL, Stoll Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

20-1817 COMMSCOPE Reyna, Schall, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Construction Ruling
DALI WIRELESS INC.

[OPINION]

21-1050 DATA ENGINE Hughes, Reyna, Stoll Claim Preamble Affirmed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Construction Judgment
GOOGLE LLC
[OPINION]

21-1050 DATA ENGINE Hughes, Reyna, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES LLC v. Construction Judgment
GOOGLE LLC
[OPINION]

20-2229 BRISTOL-MYERS Moore, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
SQUIBB COMPANY v.  O'Malley Construction Ruling
SIGMAPHARM
LABORATORIES
[OPINION]

20-1975 TEAM WORLDWIDE Chen, Newman, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB PGR
CORPORATION v. INTE Taranto Construction Decision
RECREATION CORP.

[OPINION]

21-1001 APPLE INC. v. Chen, Dyk, Linn Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
FIRSTFACE CO., LTD. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

20-2140 LEMOINE v. Lourie, O Malley, Claim Preamble Affirmed Markman
MOSSBERG Reyna Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-2140 LEMOINE v. Lourie, O"Malley, Claim General Affirmed Markman
MOSSBERG Reyna Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

20-1932 BAKER HUGHES Moore, Prost, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
OILFIELD v. HIRSHFELI Construction Decision
[OPINION]

20-2220 JENNEWEIN Bryson, Chen Lourie Claim General Affirmed Markman
BIOTECHNOLOGIE Construction Ruling
GMBH v. ITC [OPINION]

20-2005 SUPERCELL OY v. Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
GREE, INC. [OPINION] Reyna Construction Decision

19-2111 SNYDERS HEART Newman, O'Malley, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
VALVE LLC v. ST. JUDE Taranto Construction Decision

MEDICAL, LLC
[OPINION]
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20-1700 ACCELERATION BAY  Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. TAKE-TWO Reyna Construction Ruling
INTERACTIVE
SOFTWARE [OPINION]

20-1940 In Re SURGISIL, L.L.P. Moore, Newman, Claim Design Reversed PTAB -
[OPINION] O Malley Construction Examiner

Appeal

20-1440 TRAXCELL O’Malley, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
NOKIA SOLUTIONS ANI
NETWORKS [OPINION]

20-1852 TRAXCELL O’Malley, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Order in
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Related
SPRINT Case
COMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY [OPINION]

20-1440 TRAXCELL O’Malley, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
NOKIA SOLUTIONS ANI
NETWORKS [OPINION]

20-1440 TRAXCELL O’Malley, Prost, Stoll Claim Disclaimer Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
NOKIA SOLUTIONS ANI
NETWORKS [OPINION]

20-1874 NORTH STAR Reyna, Schall, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INNOVATIONS, INC. v. Construction Decision
HIRSHFELD [OPINION]

20-1886 CARIS MPI, INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
FOUNDATION O Malley Construction Decision
MEDICINE, INC.

[OPINION]

20-1886 CARIS MPI, INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
FOUNDATION O'Malley Construction Decision
MEDICINE, INC.

[OPINION]

20-1886 CARIS MPI, INC. v. Chen, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
FOUNDATION O Malley Construction Decision
MEDICINE, INC.

[OPINION]

21-1480 HORIZON MEDICINES Dyk, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. ALKEM O'Malley Construction Ruling
LABORATORIES LTD.

[OPINION]

21-1729 ASTRAZENECAAB v. Hughes, Stoll, Claim General Vacated Markman
MYLAN Taranto Construction Ruling
PHARMACEUTICALS
INC. [OPINION]

21-1247 LENOVO HOLDING Dyk, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMPANY, INC. v. Reyna Construction Decision
DODOTS LICENSING
SOLUTIONS LLC
[OPINION]

21-1005 KOM SOFTWARE, INC. Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. NETAPP, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]
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20-2345 KOM SOFTWARE, INC. Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. NETAPP, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-1181 KOM SOFTWARE, INC. Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. NETAPP, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-1075 KOM SOFTWARE, INC. Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. NETAPP, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

20-1828  INTEL CORPORATION\ Hughes, Prost, Claim Vacated PTAB IPR
QUALCOMM Taranto Construction Decision
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

20-1664 INTEL CORPORATION v Hughes, Prost, Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
QUALCOMM Taranto Construction Decision
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

20-2071 SANOFI-AVENTIS Clevenger, Dyk, Claim Affirmed PTAB IPR
DEUTSCHLAND v. Taranto Construction Decision
MYLAN
PHARMACEUTICALS,

INC. [OPINION]

21-1963 EVOLUSION Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Reversed Summary
CONCEPTS, INC. v. Construction Judgment
HOC EVENTS, INC.

[OPINION]

21-1401 POLYGROUP LIMITED Dyk, Hughes, Stoll  Claim Reversed PTAB IPR
MCO v. WILLIS Construction Decision
ELECTRIC COMPANY,

LTD. [OPINION]

20-1046 KYOCERA SENCO Cunningham, Dyk, Claim Affirmed Markman
INDUS. TOOLS INCv. Moore Construction Ruling
ITC [OPINION]

21-1387 APPLE INC. v. MPH Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES OY Hughes, Lourie Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-1661 DIRECTPACKET Dyk, Moore, Reyna  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
RESEARCH, INC. v. Construction Decision
POLYCOM, INC.

[OPINION]

20-2011 APPLE INC. v. WI-LAN  Bryson, Moore, Prost Claim General Affirmed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Construction Ruling_;

21-1651 SLING TV, L.L.C.v. Dyk, Lourie, Reyna  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
UNILOC 2017 LLC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

20-2222 THE CALIFORNIA Dyk, Linn, Lourie Claim General Affirmed Markman
INSTITUTE v. Construction Ruling
BROADCOM LIMITED
[OPINION]

20-2070 QUANERGY SYSTEMS, Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. VELODYNE O'Malley Construction Decision

LIDAR USA, INC.

[OPINION]
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21-1183 CAMERON Chen, Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL v. Lourie Construction Decision
NITRO FLUIDS L.L.C.

[OPINION]

21-2164 LOWE v. SHIELDMARK, Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Markman
INC. [OPINION] Cunningham Construction Ruling

21-1599 In Re MILLER [OPINION Cunningham, Dyk,  Claim Broadest Affirmed PTAB -

Moore Construction Reasonable Examiner
Interpretation Appeal

21-1183 CAMERON Chen, Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL v. Lourie Construction Decision
NITRO FLUIDS L.L.C.

[OPINION]

21-1926 AZURITY Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, Stoll Construction Ruling
INC. v. BIONPHARMA
INC. [RULE 36
JUDGMENT]

21-1532 APPLE INC. v. MPH Moore, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES OY Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-2074 SEMICONDUCTOR Cunningham, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Markman
CONNECTIONS LLC v. Reyna Construction Ruling
TAIWAN
SEMICONDUCTOR
MANUFACTURING
COMPANY LIMITED
[RULE 36 JUDGMENT]

19-2315 In Re LUOMA [OPINION Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed PTAB Inter

Moore Construction Partes
Reexam
Decision

21-1532 APPLE INC. v. MPH Moore, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES OY Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-1725 DYFAN, LLC v. TARGET Dyk, Lourie, Stoll Claim Means for Reversed Markman
CORPORATION Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

20-2163 HUNTING TITAN, INC. v Hughes, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
DYNAENERGETICS Reyna Construction Decision
EUROPE GMBH
[OPINION]

20-2092 INTEL CORPORATION\ Chen, Newman, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
QUALCOMM Reyna Construction Decision
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

21-2040 VDPP LLC v. VIZIO, INC Lourie, Newman, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
[OPINION] Taranto Construction Ruling/Cons

ent
Judgment

21-1412 MICROSOFT Dyk, Schall, Taranto  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR

CORPORATION v. IPA Construction Decision

TECHNOLOGIES INC.

[OPINION]
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20-2167 GENUINE ENABLING  Newman, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
TECHNOLOGY v. Stoll Construction Ruling
NINTENDO CO., LTD.

[OPINION]

21-2013 LITTELFUSE, INC. v. Bryson, Prost, Stoll  Claim General Reversed Markman
MERSEN USA EP Construction Ruling
CORP. [OPINION]

21-1117 SURGALIGN SPINE Newman, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES v. Schall Construction Decision
LIFENET HEALTH
[OPINION]

21-2354 POWER PROBE Lourie, Newman, Claim General Reversed Preliminary
GROUP, INC. v. INNOV/ Taranto Construction Injunction
ELECTRONICS Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

19-2171 AMGEN INC. v. VIDAL Chen, Schall, Stoll  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
[OPINION] Construction Decision

20-2261 NICHIA CORPORATION Dyk, Reyna, Stoll Claim Preamble Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. DOCUMENT Construction Decision
SECURITY SYSTEMS
[OPINION]

20-2261 NICHIA CORPORATION Dyk, Reyna, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. DOCUMENT Construction Decision
SECURITY SYSTEMS
[OPINION]

20-1640 SUNOCO PARTNERS  Prost, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
MARKETING v. U.S. Construction
VENTURE, INC.

[OPINION]

21-1733 AURIS HEALTH, INC. v. Dyk, Prost, Reyna Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
INTUITIVE SURGICAL Construction Decision
OPERATIONS
[OPINION]

21-2239 ESIP SERIES 1, LLC v. Chen, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
DOTERRA Taranto Construction Ruling
INTERNATIONAL, LLC
[OPINION]

21-1998 SOUND VIEW Mayer, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed Markman
INNOVATIONS, LLC v. Construction Ruling
HULU, LLC [OPINION]

21-1998 SOUND VIEW Mayer, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Vacated Summary
INNOVATIONS, LLC v. Construction Judgment
HULU, LLC [OPINION]

21-1881 EMERSON ELECTRIC  Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
CO. v. SIPCO, LLC Moore Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-1772 ACQIS, LLC v. EMC Chen, Lourie, Mayer Claim General Affirmed
CORPORATION Construction
[OPINION]

21-1634 KAUFMAN v. Dyk, Reyna, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
MICROSOFT Construction Ruling
CORPORATION
[OPINION]
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21-1834 PAVO SOLUTIONS LLC Chen, Lourie, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Markman
v. KINGSTON Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGY
COMPANY, INC.

[OPINION]

21-1931 NETFLIX, INC. v. DIVX, Bryson, Hughes, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
LLC [OPINION] Lourie Construction Decision

21-1355 APPLE INC. v. MPH Cunningham, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES OY Hughes, Lourie Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-2222 A. O. SMITH Dyk, Reyna, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
CORPORATION v. Construction
BRADFORD WHITE
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

21-1917 POLARIS INNOVATION¢ Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LIMITED v. ADVANCED Prost Construction Decision
MICRO DEVICES, INC.

[OPINION]

22-1348 AGARWAL v. Lourie, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed Consent
MORBARK, LLC Construction Judgment/M
[OPINION] arkman

Ruling

21-1969 UNIVERSITY OF Mayer, Prost, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Markman
MASSACHUSETTS v. Construction Ruling
L'OREAL S.A.

[OPINION]

21-1605 NUCURRENT, INC.v.  Newman, Stark, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SAMSUNG Construction Decision
ELECTRONICS CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

21-2069 TALEXMEDICAL, LLC v. Lourie, Reyna, Schall Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BECON MEDICAL Construction Decision
LIMITED [OPINION]

21-2069 TALEXMEDICAL, LLC v. Lourie, Reyna, Schall Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
BECON MEDICAL Construction Decision
LIMITED [OPINION]

21-1030 AMERICAN NATIONAL Cunningham, Schall, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. SLEEP NUMBER Stoll Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

21-2222 A. O. SMITH Dyk, Reyna, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
CORPORATION v. Construction
BRADFORD WHITE
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

21-1923 KAMSTRUP A/S v. Cunningham, Mayer, Claim Product by Affirmed PTAB IPR
AXIOMA METERING Reyna Construction Process Decision
UAB [OPINION] Limitation

21-1923 KAMSTRUP A/S v. Cunningham, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
AXIOMA METERING Reyna Construction Decision
UAB [OPINION]

21-2099 BEST MEDICAL Hughes, Linn, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Markman
INTERNATIONAL, INC. \ Construction Ruling

ELEKTA INC. [OPINION]

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

411



19-1483 POLARIS INNOVATION¢ Chen, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LIMITED v. BRENT Construction Decision
[OPINION]

23-1186 JAZZ Lourie, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS, Taranto Construction Ruling
INC. v. AVADEL CNS
PHARMACEUTICALS,

LLC [OPINION]

21-2345 SSI TECHNOLOGIES, Bryson, Cunningham Claim General Affirmed Summary
LLC v. DONGGUAN Reyna Construction Judgment
ZHENGYANG
ELECTRONIC
MECHANICAL LTD.

[OPINION]

21-2372 DIONEX SOFTRON Chen, Reyna, Stark  Claim General Affirmed PTAB
GMBH v. AGILENT Construction Interference
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Decision
[OPINION]

22-1318 TIPPMANN Chen, Reyna, Schall Claim General Affirmed Markman
ENGINEERING, LLC v. Construction Ruling
INNOVATIVE
REFRIGERATION
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

21-2085 UNILOC 2017 LLC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NETFLIX, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

20-2210 SPEX TECHNOLOGIES Dyk, Moore, Prost Claim Means for Reversed Markman
INC. v. APRICORN Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

21-2039 MICROSOFT Dyk, Hughes, Lourie Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
UNILOC 2017 LLC
[OPINION]

21-2093 FINJAN LLC v. ESET, Prost, Reyna, Claim General Reversed Markman
LLC [OPINION] Taranto Construction Ruling

21-1321 AMERICAN NATIONAL Cunningham, Schall, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. SLEEP NUMBER Stoll Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

21-1826 VLSI TECHNOLOGY Bryson, Chen, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC v. INTEL Hughes Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

21-1826 VLSI TECHNOLOGY Bryson, Chen, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
LLC v. INTEL Hughes Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

22-1033 BLAZER v. BEST BEE  Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Reversed Markman
BROTHERS LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

20-2262 CUPP COMPUTING AS Dyk, Stark, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. TREND MICRO INC. Construction Decision

[OPINION]
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22-1102 P TECH, LLC v. Cunningham, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTUITIVE SURGICAL, Lourie Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

21-2085 UNILOC 2017 LLC. v. Dyk, Hughes, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
NETFLIX, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

21-2370 GRACE INSTRUMENT  Chen, Cunningham, Claim General Vacated Markman
INDUSTRIES, LLC v. Stark Construction Ruling
CHANDLER
INSTRUMENTS
COMPANY, LLC
[OPINION]

21-2370 GRACE INSTRUMENT  Chen, Cunningham, Claim Means for Affirmed Consent
INDUSTRIES, LLC v. Stark Construction Judgment -
CHANDLER After
INSTRUMENTS Markman
COMPANY, LLC Ruling
[OPINION]

21-2349 INFERNAL Chen, Moore, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGY, LLC v. Construction Ruling
ACTIVISION BLIZZARD
INC. [OPINION]

22-1146 SOFTBELLYS, INC.v. Chen, Lourie, Prost Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TY INC. [OPINION] Construction Decision

21-2345 SSI TECHNOLOGIES, Bryson, Cunningham Claim General Reversed Summary
LLC v. DONGGUAN Reyna Construction Judgment
ZHENGYANG
ELECTRONIC
MECHANICAL LTD.

[OPINION]

21-1900 VR OPTICS, LLC v. Lourie, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Markman
PELOTON Construction Ruling
INTERACTIVE, INC.

[OPINION]

22-1122 M2M SOLUTIONS LLC \ Chen, Lourie, Prost  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
AMAZON.COM, INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

22-1164 MAALOUF v. Prost, Reyna, Stark  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
MICROSOFT Construction Decision
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

22-1098 ULTRAVISION Chen, Prost, Taranto Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC v Construction Ruling
GOVISION, LLC
[OPINION]

22-1139 INTEL CORPORATION \ Hughes, Newman,  Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
PACT XPP SCHWEIZ  Prost Construction Decision
AG [OPINION]

21-2320 SALAZAR v. AT&T Schall, Stark, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
MOBILITY LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

21-2263 SEQUOIA Dyk, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Reversed Markman
TECHNOLOGY, LLC v. Construction Ruling

DELL, INC. [OPINION]
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22-1603 CANOPY GROWTH Lourie, Stark, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed Markman
CORPORATION v. GW Construction Ruling
PHARMA LIMITED
[OPINION]

22-1125 XR COMMUNICATIONS Prost, Reyna, Stark  Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
LLC v. ARRIS Construction Ruling
SOLUTIONS, INC.

[OPINION]

22-1907 DRIESSEN v. BEST Chen, Lourie, Reyna Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
BUY CO., INC. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

22-1227 PHILIP MORRIS Prost, Reyna, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed USITC Finia
PRODUCTS S A.v. ITC Construction Initial
[OPINION] Determinati

on

21-2145 COLUMBIA INSURANCE Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB PGR
COMPANY v. SIMPSON Prost Construction Decision
STRONG-TIE COMPAN
INC. [OPINION]

22-1697 PUREWICK Clevenger, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Decision
SAGE PRODUCTS, LLC
[OPINION]

22-1450 BLUECATBIO MA INC. v Lourie, Stark, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB PGR
YANTAI AUSBIO Construction Decision
LABORATORIES CO.,

LTD. [OPINION]

21-2263 SEQUOIA Dyk, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
TECHNOLOGY, LLC v. Construction Ruling
DELL, INC. [OPINION]

22-1514 UPL NA INC. v. TIDE Lourie, Moore, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL (USA) Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

22-1481 DIVX, LLC v. NETFLIX, Chen, Prost, Stark  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. [OPINION] Construction Decision

22-1228 FS.COM INC. v. ITC Hughes, Moore, Claim General Affirmed USITC Final
[OPINION] Prost Construction Decision

22-1297 In Re NICIRA, INC. Chen, Dyk, Linn Claim General Affirmed PTAB
[OPINION] Construction Examiner

Appeal

21-1035 APPLE INC. v. UUSI, Bryson, Dyk, Prost  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC [OPINION] Construction Decision

22-1043 NETFLIX, INC. v. DIVX, Chen, Hughes, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
LLC [OPINION] Mayer Construction Decision

20-1965 CHAMBERLAIN Schall, Stark, Stoll Claim General Reversed USITC Final
GROUP, INC. v. ITC Construction Initial
[OPINION] Decision

20-1965 CHAMBERLAIN Schall, Stark, Stoll Claim General Affirmed USITC Final
GROUP, INC. v. ITC Construction Initial
[OPINION] Decision

21-1104 GUARDANT HEALTH,  Clevenger, Dyk, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INC. v. VIDAL [OPINION Moore Construction Decision

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

414



22-1291 BOT M8 LLC v. SONY  Cunningham, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERACTIVE Reyna Construction Decision
ENTERTAINMENT LLC
[OPINION]

22-1044 LAITRAM, LLC v. Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ASHWORTH BROS., Taranto Construction Decision
INC. [OPINION]

22-1521 THE REGENTS OF THE Chen, Moore, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed USITC Final
UNIVERSITY OF Construction Initial
CALIFORNIA V. ITC Decision
[OPINION]

22-1106 THE REGENTS OF THE Chen, Moore, Tarantc Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
UNIVERSITY OF Construction Decision
CALIFORNIA v. SATCO
PRODUCTS, INC.

[OPINION]

22-1111 ETHICON LLC v. ITC Chen, Lourie, Reyna Claim Means for Affirmed USITC Final
[OPINION] Construction Decision

22-1613 LBTIP | LLC v. APPLE Lourie, Moore, Stoll  Claim General Vacated
INC. [OPINION] Construction

22-1764 BROADCOM Chen, Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Hughes Construction Decision
NETFLIX, INC.

[OPINION]

22-1165 MEDYTOX, INC. v. Dyk, Reyna, Stark Claim General Affirmed PTAB PGR
GALDERMA S.A. Construction Decision
[OPINION]

22-1046 INTEL CORPORATION \ Hughes, Stark, Stoll Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
QUALCOMM Construction Decision
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

21-2319 TUBULAR ROLLERS, Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. MAXIMUS Hughes, Reyna Construction Ruling
OILFIELD PRODUCTS,

LLC [OPINION]

22-2217 UNITED Dyk, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
THERAPEUTICS Construction Ruling
CORPORATION v.

LIQUIDIA
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
[OPINION]

21-1992 UNIVERSAL Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS, INC. v. Stoll Construction Decision
ROKU, INC. [OPINION]

21-1813 SHAMOON v. RESIDEO Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Newman, Reyna Construction Decision
[OPINION]

22-2020 ONE-E-WAY, INC. v. Lourie, Moore, Stoll  Claim General Affirmed Summary
APPLE INC. [OPINION] Construction Judg_;ment

21-1992 UNIVERSAL Newman, Reyna, Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS, INC. v. Stoll Construction Decision
ROKU, INC. [OPINION]

21-1992 UNIVERSAL Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS, INC. v. Stoll Construction Decision

ROKU, INC. [OPINION]
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21-2128 UNIVERSAL Newman, Reyna, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
ELECTRONICS, INC. v. Stoll Construction Decision
ROKU, INC. [OPINION]

22-1569 BOT M8 LLC v. SONY  Cunningham, Prost, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERACTIVE Reyna Construction Decision
ENTERTAINMENT LLC
[OPINION]

22-1387 SISVEL Prost, Reyna, Stark  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL S.A. v. Construction Decision
SIERRA WIRELESS,

INC. [OPINION]

20-1045 DALI WIRELESS INC. v. Hughes, Linn, Stark Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
COMMSCOPE Construction Decision
TECHNOLOGIES LLC
[OPINION]

22-1350 APPLE INC. v. Linn, Stark, Stoll Claim General Vacated PTAB IPR
COREPHOTONICS, LTC Construction Decision
[OPINION]

22-1282 TARGET Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Decision
PROXICOM WIRELESS
LLC [OPINION]

22-1282 TARGET Hughes, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Taranto Construction Decision
PROXICOM WIRELESS
LLC [OPINION]

22-1066 WSOU INVESTMENTS Linn, Lourie, Stoll Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
LLC v. GOOGLE LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

22-1066 WSOU INVESTMENTS Linn, Lourie, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
LLC v. GOOGLE LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

22-1415 MASIMO Chen, Prost, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
SOTERA WIRELESS,

INC. [OPINION]

22-1493 SISVEL Chen, Clevenger, Claim Means for Vacated PTAB IPR
INTERNATIONAL S.A. v. Moore Construction Decision
SIERRA WIRELESS,

ULC [OPINION]

22-1064 WSOU INVESTMENTS Linn, Lourie, Stoll Claim Means for Affirmed Consent
LLC v. GOOGLE LLC Construction Judgment -
[OPINION] After Claim

Constructio
n

22-1761 ABS GLOBAL, INC. v. Reyna, Stark, Claim General Reversed PTAB IPR
CYTONOME/ST, LLC Taranto Construction Decision
[OPINION]

22-1063 WSOU INVESTMENTS Linn, Lourie, Stoll Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
LLC v. GOOGLE LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

22-1873 CYNTEC COMPANY, Cunningham, Moore, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LTD. v. CHILISIN Stoll Construction Ruling

ELECTRONICS CORP.

[OPINION]
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22-1699 DALI WIRELESS INC. v. Hughes, Prost, Stoll Claim General Affirmed Markman
COMMSCOPE Construction Ruling
TECHNOLOGIES LLC
[OPINION]

22-1063 WSOU INVESTMENTS Linn, Lourie, Stoll Claim Means for Reversed Markman
LLC v. GOOGLE LLC Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

22-1393 MASIMO Chen, Prost, Wallach Claim Means for Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
SOTERA WIRELESS,

INC. [OPINION]

22-1393 MASIMO Chen, Prost, Wallach Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
CORPORATION v. Construction Decision
SOTERA WIRELESS,

INC. [OPINION]

22-1411 MONTEREY Chen, Dyk, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
RESEARCH, LLC v. Construction Decision
STMICROELECTRONIC
S, INC. [OPINION]

22-1704 NICHIA CORPORATION Cunningham, Moore, Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
v. DSS, INC. [OPINION] Stoll Construction Decision

22-1439 MALVERN Cunningham, Claim General Reversed Consent
PANALYTICAL INC. v. T/ Hughes, Prost Construction Judgment -
INSTRUMENTS-WATER After Claim
S LLC [OPINION] Constructio

n

22-1889 ACTELION Reyna, Stark, Stoll  Claim General Vacated Markman
PHARMACEUTICALS Construction Ruling
LTD v. MYLAN
PHARMACEUTICALS
INC. [OPINION]

22-1903 BARRDAY, INC. v. Cunningham, Claim General Affirmed Markman
LINCOLN FABRICS INC Hughes, Stark Construction Ruling
[OPINION]

22-2048 BELL Chen, Stoll, Taranto  Claim General Affirmed PTAB IPR
SEMICONDUCTOR LLC Construction Decision
v. ADVANCED
SEMICONDUCTOR
ENGINEERING, INC.

[OPINION]

22-1194 H. LUNDBECK A/S v. Dyk, Hughes, Prost  Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial

LUPIN LTD. [OPINION] Construction - ANDA
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C. Damages

Lower
Docket Decision
Number Case Name Judges Issue Tiﬁe Issue Subtiie Issue Outcome —i
11-1440 LASERDYNAMICS, INC. Clevenger, Dyk, Damages Entire Market Affirmed Order on
V. QUANTA Reyna Value Motion
COMPUTER, INC.
10-1355 PRESIDIO Plager, Rader, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
COMPONENTS V. Wallach Verdict/JMO
AMERICAN TECHNICAL L
CERAMICS
11-1555 TRANSOCEAN Moore, Prost, Damages Reasonable Reversed JMOL
OFFSHORE Wallach Royalty
DEEPWATER
DRILLING, INC. V. MA
11-1215 EDWARDS Newman, Prost, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
LIFESCIENCES AG. V. Rader Verdict/JMO
COREVALVE, INC. L
11-1215 EDWARDS Newman, Prost, Damages Enhanced Order on
LIFESCIENCES AG. V. Rader Motion
COREVALVE, INC.
11-1487 ENERGY Linn, Plager, Rader Damages Amount Affirmed Jury Verdict
TRANSPORTATION
GROUP, INC. V.
WILLIAM DEMEN
11-1049 CUMMINS-ALLISON Lourie, Rader, Reyna Damages Amount Affirmed Jury
CORP. V. SBM CO., Verdict/JMO
LTD. L
11-1440 LASERDYNAMICS, INC. Clevenger, Dyk, Damages Methodology Vacated Order on
V. QUANTA Reyna Motion
COMPUTER, INC.
11-1538 ACTIVEVIDEO Bryson, Dyk, Moore Damages Amount Affirmed Order on
NETWORKS, INC. V. Motion
VERIZON
COMMUNICATIO
11-1206 WHITSERVE, LLC. V. Mayer, O"Malley, Damages Amount Vacated Jury
COMPUTER Prost Verdict/JMO
PACKAGES, INC. L
11-1329 MEYER INTELLECTUAL Dyk, Moore, Damages Enhanced Vacated JMOL
PROPERTIES LTD. V.  O'Malley
BODUM, INC.
12-1259 KIPPEN V. PACK Bryson, Clevenger, Damages Damages Period Affirmed Order on
Newman Motion
11-1297 LANDMARK SCREENS, Bryson, Clevenger, Damages Methodology Vacated Order on
LLC. V. MORGAN O Malley Motion
LEWIS, & BOCKIUS,
10-1548 MARINE POLYMER Rader, Newman, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Lourie, Bryson, Royalty Verdict/JMO
V. HEMCON, INC. Gajarsa, Linn, dyk, L
11-1191 SYNQOR V ARTESYN Daniel*, Lourie, Damages Lost Affirmed Jury
TECH [OPINION] Rader Profits/Reasonab Verdict/JMO
e Royalty L
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11-1191 SYNQOR V ARTESYN  Daniel*, Lourie, Damages Supplemental Affirmed Order on
TECH [OPINION] Rader Motion

11-1191 SYNQOR V ARTESYN Daniel*, Lourie, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
TECH [OPINION] Rader Motion

11-1218 POWER Lourie, O"Malley, Damages Entire Market Affirmed Order on
INTEGRATIONS, INC. V Reyna Value Motion
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTO

11-1218 POWER Lourie, O Malley, Damages Reducing Amount Reversed Order on
INTEGRATIONS, INC. V Reyna Motion
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTO

11-1218 POWER Lourie, O Malley, Damages Price Erosion Reversed Summary
INTEGRATIONS, INC. V Reyna Judgment
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTO

11-1218 POWER Lourie, O"Malley, Damages Supplemental Reversed Order on
INTEGRATIONS, INC. V Reyna Motion
FAIRCHILD
SEMICONDUCTO

12-1029 VERSATA SOFTWARE, Moore, Prost, Rader Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
INC. v. SAP AMERICA, Verdict/JMO
INC. [OPINI L

12-1029 VERSATA SOFTWARE, Moore, Prost, Rader Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
INC. v. SAP AMERICA, Royalty Verdict/JMO
INC. [OPINI L

11-1291 DOUGLAS DYNAMICS Mayer, Newman, Damages Reasonable Vacated Order on
v. BUYERS PRODUCTS Rader Royalty Motion
COMPANY [OPINI

12-1042 COMMIL USA, LLCv.  Newman, O'Malley, Damages Amount Vacated Jury
CISCO SYSTEMS, INC. Prost Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

8-1324 CALICO BRAND, INC. v. Dyk, Prost, Reyna  Damages Lost Profits Reversed Jury
AMERITEK IMPORTS, Verdict/JMO
INC. [OPIN L

8-1462 TAURUS IP v. Prost, Reyna, Schall Damages Base Reversed Order on
DAIMLERCHRYSLER Motion
[OPINION]

13-1178 MONDIS TECHNOLOG) Lourie, Prost, Tarantc Damages Supplemental Affirmed Order on
LTD. v. INNOLUX Motion
CORPORATION [RUL

12-1336 BENNETT MARINE, INC Lourie, Schall, Prost Damages Vacated Bench Trial
v. LENCO MARINE, INC
[OPINIO

12-1593 INTEGRATED Clevenger, Moore, = Damages Vacated Jury
TECHNOLOGY CORP. Rader Verdict/JMO
v. RUDOLPH L
TECHNOLOGIE

14-1263 AQUA SHIELD v. Chen, Taranto, Damages Reasonable Vacated Bench Trial
INTERPOOL POOL Wallach Royalty
COVER TEAM
[OPINION]

14-1221 ASTRAZENECAABv. Bryson, Cleventer, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Bench Trial
APOTEX CORP. O'Malley Royalty
[OPINION]
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14-1537 GLOBAL TRAFFIC Dyk, O'Malley, Damages Enhanced Reversed Order on
TECHNOLOGIES v. Taranto Motion
MORGAN [OPINION]

14-1335 APPLE INC. v. Chen, O"Malley, Damages Design Affirmed Jury
SAMSUNG Prost Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [OPINI

14-1335 APPLE INC. v. Chen, O'Malley, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
SAMSUNG Prost Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [OPINI

14-1335 APPLE INC. v. Chen, O'Malley, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
SAMSUNG Prost Royalty Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [OPINI

14-1731 INNOVENTION TOYS, Lourie, Plager, Damages Pre-Issuance Affirmed Jury
LLC v. MGA Taranto Verdict/JMO
ENTERTAINMENT, INC. L
[

14-1731 INNOVENTION TOYS, Lourie, Plager, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
LLC v. MGA Taranto Motion
ENTERTAINMENT, INC.

[

14-1167 INFO-HOLD, INC. v. Reyna, Taranto, Damages Reasonable Reversed Order on
MUZAK LLC [OPINION] Wallach Royalty Motion

14-1221 ASTRAZENECAABv. Bryson, Cleventer, Damages Damages Base  Affirmed Bench Trial
APOTEX CORP. O Malley
[OPINION]

14-1221 ASTRAZENECAABv. Bryson, Cleventer, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Bench Trial
APOTEX CORP. O Malley Royalty
[OPINION]

14-1221 ASTRAZENECAABv. Bryson, Cleventer, Damages Pediatric Reversed Bench Trial
APOTEX CORP. O Malley Exclusivity Period
[OPINION]

13-1668 STRYKER V. ZIMMER  Hughes, Newman, = Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
[REVISED OPINION] Prost Verdict/JMO

L

13-1668 STRYKER V. ZIMMER  Hughes, Newman, = Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
[REVISED OPINION] Prost Motion

14-1691 SMITH & NEPHEW Dyk, Lourie, Taranto Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
INCORPORATED v. Verdict/JMO
ARTHREX, L
INCORPORAT

14-1691 SMITH & NEPHEW Dyk, Lourie, Taranto Damages Supplemental Affirmed Order on
INCORPORATED v. Motion
ARTHREX,

INCORPORAT

13-1576 WARSAW Dyk, Lourie, Reyna  Damages Convoyed Sales Vacated Jury
ORTHOPEDIC, INC. v. Verdict/JMO
NUVASIVE, INC. L
[OPINION

13-1576 WARSAW Dyk, Lourie, Reyna  Damages Lost Profits Vacated Jury
ORTHOPEDIC, INC. v. Verdict/JMO
NUVASIVE, INC. L
[OPINION

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

420



13-1576 WARSAW Dyk, Lourie, Reyna Damages Ongoing Royalty Vacated Order on
ORTHOPEDIC, INC. v. Motion
NUVASIVE, INC.

[OPINION

14-1263 AQUA SHIELD v. Chen, Taranto, Damages Enhanced Vacated Bench Trial
INTERPOOL POOL Wallach
COVER TEAM
[OPINION]

14-1263 AQUA SHIELD v. Chen, Taranto, Damages Amount Affirmed Bench Trial
INTERPOOL POOL Wallach
COVER TEAM
[OPINION]

13-1011 PROMEGA CORP v. Chen, Mayer, Prost Damages Vacated Jury
LIFE TECH [OPINION] Verdict/JMO

L

13-1505 DDR HOLDINGS, LLC v. Chen, Mayer, Damages Amount Vacated Jury
HOTELS.COM, L.P. Wallach Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

13-1324 TYCO HEALTHCARE Hughes, Prost, Damages Vacated Bench Trial
GRP. LP v. ETHICON Reyna
ENDO-SURGERY, |

13-1625 ERICSSON, INC. v. Hughes, O"Malley, Damages Vacated Jury
D-LINK SYSTEMS, INC. Taranto Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

12-1548 APPLE INC. v. Prost, Rader, Reyna Damages Amount Vacated Summary
MOTOROLA, INC. Judgment
[OPINION]

12-1548 APPLE INC. v. Prost, Rader, Reyna Damages Reasonable Vacated Summary
MOTOROLA, INC. Royalty Judgment
[OPINION]

12-1548 APPLE INC. v. Prost, Rader, Reyna Damages Amount Reversed Summary
MOTOROLA, INC. Judgment
[OPINION]

14-1731 INNOVENTION TOYS  Lourie, Plager, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
LLC v. MGA Taranto Motion
ENTERTAINMENT INC.

[OPINION]

15-1428 ROSEBUD LMS INC. v. Hughes, Moore, Stoll Damages Pre-Issuance Affirmed Summary
ADOBE SYSTEMS Judgment
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

15-1066 COMMONWEALTH Dyk, Hughes, Prost Damages Methodology Bench Trial
SCIENTIFIC v. CISCO
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

13-1648 SUMMIT 6, LLC v. Hughes, Prost, Damages Amount Affirmed Jury
SAMSUNG Reyna Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [OPINION]

13-1648 SUMMIT 6, LLC v. Hughes, Prost, Damages Ongoing Royalty Affirmed Jury
SAMSUNG Reyna Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [OPINION]

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.

421



13-1648 SUMMIT 6, LLC v. Hughes, Prost, Damages Lump Sum Affirmed Jury
SAMSUNG Reyna Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [OPINION]

14-1668 TNS MEDIA Clevenger, Newman, Damages Entire Market Reversed Summary
RESEARCH, LLC v. O Malley Value Judgment
TIVO RESEARCH AND
ANALYTICS [OPINION]

14-1431 THE DOW CHEMICAL Dyk, Prost, Wallach Damages Supplemental Vacated Bench Trial
COMPANY v. NOVA
CHEMICALS
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

15-1892 DRONE Chen, Newman, Damages Vacated Order on
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Schall Motion
v. PARROT S.A.

[OPINION]

13-1668 STRYKER Hughes, Newman, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
CORPORATION v. Prost Motion
ZIMMER, INC. [OPINIOM
2016]

15-1758 SMITH v. GARLOCK Linn, O'Malley, Stoll Damages Vacated Jury
EQUIPMENT COMPANY Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

13-1472 HALO ELECTRONICS, Hughes, Lourie, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
INC. v. PULSE O Malley Motion
ELECTRONICS, INC.

[PREC OPINION]

15-1237 EON CORP. IP Bryson, Hughes, Damages Vacated Jury
HOLDINGS LLC v. Prost Verdict/JMO
SILVER SPRING L
NETWORKS, INC.

[OPINION]

15-1066 COMMONWEALTH Dyk, Hughes, Prost Damages Reasonable Bench Trial
SCIENTIFIC v. CISCO Royalty
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

15-1066 COMMONWEALTH Dyk, Hughes, Prost Damages Reasonable Vacated Bench Trial
SCIENTIFIC v. CISCO Royalty
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION]

14-1492 CARNEGIE MELLON Chen, Taranto, Damages Enhanced Reversed Order on
UNIVERSITY v. Wallach Motion
MARVELL
TECHNOLOGY GROUP
LTD [OPINION]

14-1492 CARNEGIE MELLON Chen, Taranto, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
UNIVERSITY v. Wallach Royalty Verdict/JMO
MARVELL L
TECHNOLOGY GROUP
LTD [OPINION]

9-1372 AKAMAI Linn, Moore, Prost Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
TECHNOLOGIES, INC. Verdict/JMO
v. LIMELIGHT L

NETWORKS, INC.
[PANEL OPINION]
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13-1527 WESTERNGECO L.L.C. Dyk, Hughes, Damages Lost Profits Reversed Jury
v. ION GEOPHYSICAL Wallach Verdict/JMO
CORP. [OPINION] L

13-1527 WESTERNGECO L.L.C. Dyk, Hughes, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
v. ION GEOPHYSICAL Wallach Motion
CORP. [OPINION]

16-1026 ASETEK DANMARK A/S Newman, Prost, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
v. CMI USA INC. Taranto Royalty Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

15-1038 WBIP, LLC v. KOHLER Chen, Moore, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
CO. [OPINION] O’Malley Motion

14-1762 NORDOCK, INC. v. Chen, O'Malley, Damages Design Reversed Jury
SYSTEMS INC. Reyna Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

15-1428 ROSEBUD LMS INC. v. Hughes, Moore, Stoll Damages Pre-Issuance Affirmed summ
ADOBE SYSTEMS
INCORPORATED
[OPINION]

12-1575 UNIVERSITY OF Dyk, Lourie, Damages Vacated Jury
PITTSBURGH v. VARIAI O Malley Verdict/JMO
MEDICAL SYSTEMS L

16-1470 SECURUS Bryson, Dyk, Reyna Damages Affirmed Summary
TECHNOLOGIES INC v. Judgment
GLOBAL TELLINK
CORPORATION
[OPINION]

14-1335 APPLE INC. v. Chen, O'Malley, Damages Design Remanded Jury
SAMSUNG Prost Verdict/JMO
ELECTRONICS CO., L
LTD. [SCOTUS
REMAND OPINION]

16-1456 PRISM TECHNOLOGIE¢ Chin, Linn, Taranto  Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
LLC v. SPRINT Royalty Verdict/JMO
SPECTRUM L.P. L
[OPINION]

16-1456 PRISM TECHNOLOGIE¢ Chin, Linn, Taranto = Damages Ongoing Royalty Affirmed Post-Trial
LLC v. SPRINT Motion
SPECTRUM L.P.

[OPINION]

14-1762 NORDOCK, INC. v. Chen, O'Malley, Damages Infringer's Profits Vacated Jury
SYSTEMS INC. Reyna Verdict/JMO
[SCOTUS REMAND L
OPINION]

15-1470 MENTOR GRAPHICS  Chen, Lourie, Moore Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
CORPORATION v. Verdict/JMO
EVE-USA, INC. L
[OPINION]

16-1729 REMBRANDT Chen, Stoll, Taranto Damages Amount Vacated Order on
WIRELESS v. Motion
SAMSUNG
ELECTRONICS
[OPINION]

16-1856 EMC CORPORATION v. Newman, Schall, Damages Amount Affirmed Jury Verdict

ZERTO INC. [RULE 36  Wallach
JUDGMENT]
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17-1475 ARCTIC CAT INC. v. Moore, Plager, Stoll Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
BOMBARDIER Royalty Verdict/JMO
RECREATIONAL L
[OPINION]

17-1475 ARCTIC CAT INC. v. Moore, Plager, Stoll Damages Ongoing Royalty Affirmed Post-Trial
BOMBARDIER Motion
RECREATIONAL Decision
[OPINION]

17-1475 ARCTIC CAT INC. v. Moore, Plager, Stoll Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
BOMBARDIER Motion
RECREATIONAL
[OPINION]

16-2520 FINJAN, INC. v. BLUE  Dyk, Linn, Hughes Damages Reasonable Remanded Jury
COAT SYSTEMS, INC. Royalty Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

16-2520 FINJAN, INC. v. BLUE  Dyk, Linn, Hughes =~ Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
COAT SYSTEMS, INC. Royalty Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

16-2197 EXMARK Chen, Stoll, Wallach Damages Damages Base  Affirmed Jury
MANUFACTURING Verdict/JMO
COMPANY v. BRIGGS 8 L
STRATTON POWER
[OPINION]

16-2197 EXMARK Chen, Stoll, Wallach Damages Reasonable Vacated Jury
MANUFACTURING Royalty Verdict/JMO
COMPANY v. BRIGGS & L
STRATTON POWER
[OPINION]

16-2211 WCM INDUSTRIES, INC Prost, Taranto, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
v. IPS CORPORATION  Wallach Motion
[OPINION]

16-2315 EXERGEN Bryson, Hughes, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
CORPORATION v. KAZ Moore Royalty Verdict/JMO
USA, INC. [OPINION] L

16-2315 EXERGEN Bryson, Hughes, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
CORPORATION v. KAZ Moore Verdict/JMO
USA, INC. [OPINION] L

16-2315 EXERGEN Bryson, Hughes, Damages Enhanced Order on
CORPORATION v. KAZ Moore Motion
USA, INC. [OPINION]

16-2121 TEXAS ADVANCED Bryson, Dyk, Taranto Damages Double Recovery Vacated Jury
OPTOELECTRONIC v. Verdict/JMO
RENESAS L
ELECTRONICS
AMERICA [OPINION]

16-2121 TEXAS ADVANCED Bryson, Dyk, Taranto Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
OPTOELECTRONIC v. Motion
RENESAS
ELECTRONICS
AMERICA [OPINION]

17-1848 CHRIMAR HOLDING  Prost, Taranto, Damages Amount Affirmed Jury
COMPANY, LLC v. ALE Wallach Verdict/JMO
USA INC. [OPINION] L
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16-2054 XY, LLC v. TRANS OVA Chen, Dyk, Newman Damages Ongoing Royalty Vacated Order on
GENETICS, L.C. Motion
[OPINION]

17-2248 FASTSHIP, LLC v.US  Chen, Moore, Damages Base Vacated Bench Trial
[OPINION] Wallach

17-2248 FASTSHIP, LLC v. US  Chen, Moore, Damages Amount Vacated Bench Trial
[OPINION] Wallach

16-2691 POWER Chen, Clevenger, Dyl Damages Entire Market Vacated Jury
INTEGRATIONS, INC. v. Value Verdict/JMO
FAIRCHILD L
SEMICONDUCTOR
[OPINION]

17-1974 POLARA ENGINEERINC Dyk, Hughes, Lourie Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
INC v. CAMPBELL Motion
COMPANY [OPINION]

16-2599 ENPLAS DISPLAY Hughes, Newman, = Damages Lump Sum Vacated Jury
DEVICE CORPORAvV.  Stoll Verdict/JMO
SEOUL L
SEMICONDUCTOR
COMPANY [OPINION]

17-2247 SPRINT Bryson, Chen, Mayer Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury Verdict
COMMUNICATIONS Royalty
COMPANY v. TIME
WARNER CABLE, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2247 SPRINT Bryson, Chen, Mayer Damages Amount Affirmed Jury Verdict
COMMUNICATIONS
COMPANY v. TIME
WARNER CABLE, INC.

[OPINION -
NONPRECEDENTIAL]

17-2541 STRYKER Hughes, O'Malley, = Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
CORPORATION v. Prost Motion
ZIMMER, INC. [RULE 3€
JUDGMENT]

13-1527 WESTERNGECO L.L.C. Dyk, Hughes, Damages Lost Profits Remanded Jury
v. ION GEOPHYSICAL Wallach Verdict/JMO
CORP. [OPINION - L
PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2223 SRI INTERNATIONAL, Lourie, O'Malley, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
INC. v. CISCO Stoll Motion
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2223 SRI INTERNATIONAL, Lourie, O'Malley, Damages Ongoing Royalty Affirmed Order on
INC. v. CISCO Stoll Motion
SYSTEMS, INC.

[OPINION -
PRECEDENTIAL]

17-2507 TEK GLOBAL, S.R.L. v. Dyk, Prost, Wallach Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
SEALANT SYSTEMS Verdict/JMO
INTERNATIONAL L
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]
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18-1309 OMEGA PATENTS, LLC Dyk, Prost, Wallach Damages Amount Vacated Jury
v. CALAMP CORP. Verdict/JMO
[OPINION - L
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-1910 ELBIT SYSTEMS LAND Chen, Mayer, Tarantc Damages Amount Affirmed Jury
AND C41 LTD v. Verdict/JMO
HUGHES NETWORK L
SYSTEMS, LLC
[OPINION -

PRECEDENTIAL]

18-2380 PRESIDIO Dyk, Stoll, Taranto Damages Affirmed Jury Verdict

COMPONENTS, INC. v.
AMERICAN TECHNICAL
CERAMICS [RULE 36

JUDGMENT]

19-1067 AMGEN INC. v. Bryson, Chen, Moore Damages Lump Sum Affirmed Jury
HOSPIRA, INC. Verdict/JMO
[OPINION - L
PRECEDENTIAL]

18-2003 ERICSSON INC. v. TCL Chen, Newman, Damages Vacated Jury
COMMUNICATION Prost Verdict/JMO
TECHNOLOGY L
[OPINION]

19-1773 WCM INDUSTRIES, INC Linn, Prost, Taranto Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
v. IPS CORPORATION Motion
[OPINION]

19-2054 HOLOGIC, INC. v. Clevenger, Stoll, Damages Amount Affirmed Jury
MINERVA SURGICAL, Wallach Verdict/JMO
INC. [OPINION] L

19-2054 HOLOGIC, INC. v. Clevenger, Stoll, Damages Supplemental Affirmed JMOL
MINERVA SURGICAL, Wallach
INC. [OPINION]

19-2041 PACKET INTELLIGENCI Hughes, Lourie, Damages Enhanced Vacated Jury
LLC v. NETSCOUT Reyna Verdict/JMO
SYSTEMS, INC. L
[OPINION]

19-2255 BIO-RAD Newman, O'Malley, Damages Affirmed Jury
LABORATORIES, INC. v Taranto Verdict/JMO
10X GENOMICS INC. L
[OPINION]

19-2215 GODO KAISHA IP Newman, O'Malley, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
BRIDGE 1v. TCL Prost Royalty Verdict/JMO
COMMUNICATION L
TECHNOLOGY
[OPINION]

18-1976 GLAXOSMITHKLINE LLt Moore, Newman, Damages Reversed Jury
v. TEVA Prost Verdict/JMO
PHARMACEUTICALS L
USA, INC. [OPINION]

19-1602 ECOSERVICES, LLC v. Dyk, O'Malley, Damages Supplemental Vacated Order on
CERTIFIED AVIATION  Schall Motion
SERVICES [OPINION]

19-1602 ECOSERVICES, LLC v. Dyk, O Malley, Damages Ongoing Royalty Vacated Order on
CERTIFIED AVIATION  Schall Motion

SERVICES [OPINION]
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19-2192 TECSEC, INC. v. Prost, Reyna, Damages Amount Affirmed JMOL
ADOBE INC. [OPINION] Taranto

20-1577 NATIONAL PRODUCTS, Lourie, Prost, Stoll Damages Reasonable Affirmed Bench Trial
INC. v. HIGH GEAR Royalty
SPECIALTIES INC.
[RULE 36 JUDGMENT]

20-1054 VECTURALIMITED v.  Bryson, Prost, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
GLAXOSMITHKLINE LLt Wallach Royalty Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

19-2359 SIONYX LLC v. Lourie, Reyna, Damages Affirmed Jury
HAMAMATSU Wallach Verdict/JMO
PHOTONICS K.K. L
[OPINION]

19-2418 BAYER HEALTHCARE Linn, Newman, Stoll Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
LLC v. BAXALTA INC. Royalty Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

19-2418 BAYER HEALTHCARE Linn, Newman, Stoll Damages Supplemental Affirmed Order on
LLC v. BAXALTA INC. Motion
[OPINION]

18-1976 GLAXOSMITHKLINE LL' Moore, Newman, Damages Affirmed Jury
v. TEVA Prost Verdict/JMO
PHARMACEUTICALS L
USA, INC. [OPINION]

19-2286 LUBBY HOLDINGS LLC Dyk, Newman, Damages Reasonable Remanded Jury
v. CHUNG [OPINION]  Wallach Royalty Verdict/JMO

L

20-1793 OMEGA PATENTS, LLC Dyk, Hughes, Prost Damages Vacated Jury
v. CALAMP CORP. Verdict/JMO
[OPINION] L

20-1685 SRIINTERNATIONAL, Lourie, O'Malley, Damages Enhanced Reversed Order on
INC. v. CISCO Stoll Motion
SYSTEMS INC.
[OPINION]

20-2222 THE CALIFORNIA Dyk, Linn, Lourie Damages Reasonable Vacated Jury Verdict
INSTITUTE v. Royalty
BROADCOM LIMITED
[OPINION]

21-1371 WESTERN PLASTICS, Chen, Hughes, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury Verdict
INC. v. DUBOSE Moore
STRAPPING, INC.
[OPINION]

21-1609 ROCHE DIAGNOSTICS Newman, Prost, Damages Vacated Jury
CORPORATION v. Taranto Verdict/JMO
MESO SCALE L
DIAGNOSTICS, LLC
[OPINION]

20-1640 SUNOCO PARTNERS  Prost, Reyna, Stoll  Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
MARKETING v. U.S. Motion
VENTURE, INC.
[OPINION]

20-1640 SUNOCO PARTNERS  Prost, Reyna, Stoll Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Order on
MARKETING v. U.S. Motion

VENTURE, INC.
[OPINION]
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20-1640

SUNOCO PARTNERS
MARKETING v. U.S.
VENTURE, INC.

[OPINION]

Prost, Reyna, Stoll

Damages

Reasonable
Royalty

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

21-1834

PAVO SOLUTIONS LLC

v. KINGSTON

TECHNOLOGY
COMPANY, INC.

[OPINION]

Chen, Lourie, Prost

Damages

Amount

Affirmed

Jury Verdict

21-2296

IRONBURG

INVENTIONS LTD. v.
VALVE CORPORATION

[OPINION]

Clevenger, Lourie,
Stark

Damages

Enhanced

Affirmed

Order on
Motion

22-2001

FLEET ENGINEERS,
INC. v. MUDGUARD
TECHNOLOGIES, LLC

[OPINION]

Lourie, Moore, Stoll

Damages

Lost Profits

Affirmed

Jury Verdict

22-1873

CYNTEC COMPANY,
LTD. v. CHILISIN
ELECTRONICS CORP.

[OPINION]

Cunningham, Moore,
Stoll

Damages

Vacated

Jury
Verdict/JMO
L

22-1814

PROBATTER SPORTS,
LLC v. SPORTS TUTOR
INC. [RULE 36

JUDGMENT]

Chen, Dyk, Stoll

Damages

Affirmed

Bench Trial

22-1814

PROBATTER SPORTS,
LLC v. SPORTS TUTOR
INC. [RULE 36

JUDGMENT]

Chen, Dyk, Stoll

Damages

Enhanced

Affirmed

Bench Trial

22-1906

VLSI TECHNOLOGY

LLC v. INTEL

CORPORATION

[OPINION]

Dyk, Lourie, Taranto

Damages

Ongoing Royalty Vacated
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D. Exceptional Case and Willful Infringement

Lower
Docket Decision
Number Case Name Judges Issue Type Issue Subtype Issue Outcome =
94-1357 Nasatka v. Delta Michel, Plager, Radel Jurisdiction  Subject Matter Dismissed NA
Scientific Corp
94-1368 Laitram Corp. v. NEC Cowen, Newman, Infringement Literal Reversed JMOL
Corp. Rader
94-1368 Laitram Corp. v. NEC Cowen, Newman, Claim General Reversed JMOL
Corp. Rader Construction
95-1410 Dupont v. Bristol-Myers  Bryson, Newman, Jurisdiction  Declaratory Reversed Order on
Rader Judgment Motion
95-1410 Dupont v. Bristol-Myers  Bryson, Newman, Dismissal Failure to State  Affirmed Order on
Rader Motion Claim Motion
93-1047 Allied v. American Archer, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Vacated JMOL
Cyanamid Co. Newman
93-1047 Allied v. American Archer, Lourie, Inequitable Vacated JMOL
Cyanamid Co. Newman Conduct
93-1263 Hoover Group, Inc. v. Archer, Clevenger, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
Metalcraft, Inc. Newman
93-1263 Hoover Group, Inc. v. Archer, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Metalcraft, Inc. Newman
93-1263 Hoover Group, Inc. v. Archer, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Reversed Bench Trial
Metalcraft, Inc. Newman
93-1263 Hoover Group, Inc. v. Archer, Clevenger, Claim General Reversed Bench Trial
Metalcraft, Inc. Newman Construction
93-1263 Hoover Group, Inc. v. Archer, Clevenger,  Attorney's Appeal NA NA
Metalcraft, Inc. Newman Fees
94-1101 Mark | Marketing v. R.R. Lourie, Mayer, Nies Infringement Doctrine of Affirmed Summary
Donnelley Equivalents Judgment
94-1101 Mark | Marketing v. R.R. Lourie, Mayer, Nies  Prosecution NA NA
Donnelley History
Estoppel
95-1038 In Re Chu Newman, Rich, Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Skelton Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
91-1125 King Instruments v. Newman, Rader Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
Perego and Tapematic
91-1125 King Instruments v. Newman, Nies, Infringement Doctrine of Affirmed Bench Trial
Perego and Tapematic  Rader Equivalents
91-1125 King Instruments v. Newman, Nies, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Perego and Tapematic  Rader
91-1125 King Instruments v. Newman, Nies, Infringement Doctrine of Affirmed Bench Trial
Perego and Tapematic  Rader Equivalents
91-1125 King Instruments v. Newman, Nies, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Pereg_;o and Tapematic  Rader
94-1296 Quantum Corp. v. Lourie, Plager, Rader Validity 305-Broadening  Affirmed Summary
Rodime PLC Reexam Judgment
429
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94-1296 Quantum Corp. v. Lourie, Plager, Rader Claim General Affirmed Summary
Rodime PLC Construction Judgment
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Damages Partial Vacated, Bench Trial
Rich Remanded
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Damages Lost Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich Profits/Reasonab
e Royalty
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich Construction
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Willful Reversed Bench Trial
Rich Infringement
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Infringement Doctrine of Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich Equivalents
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Prosecution Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich History
Estoppel
91-1393 Pall v. Micron Mayer, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich Construction
95-1087 Duncan McCoy v. Mayer, Michel, Rader Agreement  License Reversed Jury
Mitsuboshi Verdict/JMO
L
95-1087 Duncan McCoy v. Mayer, Michel, Rader Infringement Literal Reversed Jury
Mitsuboshi Verdict/JMO
L
95-1087 Duncan McCoy v. Mayer, Michel, Rader Trademark Reversed Jury
Mitsuboshi Infringement Verdict/JMO
L
95-1087 Duncan McCoy v. Mayer, Michel, Rader Tortious Reversed Jury
Mitsuboshi Interference Verdict/JMO
L
95-1087 Duncan McCoy v. Mayer, Michel, Rader Unfair Reversed Jury
Mitsuboshi Competition Verdict/JMO
L
94-1503 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Clevenger, Lourie,  Trade Dress Reversed Jury
Inc. Nies Verdict/JMO
L
94-1503 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Clevenger, Lourie, Unfair Reversed Jury
Inc. Nies Competition Verdict/JMO
L
94-1503 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Clevenger, Lourie, Unfair Reversed Jury
Inc. Nies Competition Verdict/JMO
Damages L
94-1503 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Clevenger, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury
Inc. Nies Verdict/JMO
L
94-1503 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury
Inc. Nies Verdict/JMO
L
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94-1503 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement Design Reversed Jury
Inc. Nies Verdict/JMO
L
94-1034 Filmtec v. Hydranautics  Clevenger, Newman, Amendment Counterclaim Affirmed Order on
Plager Motion
95-1036 Munoz v. Strahm Farms Archer, Lourie, Nies Sanctions Appeal NA NA
95-1036 Munoz v. Strahm Farms Archer, Lourie, Nies  Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury Verdict
95-1036 Munoz v. Strahm Farms Archer, Lourie, Nies Evidence Hearsay Affirmed Order on
Motion
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Electronic Schall Fees Motion
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie, Damages Reasonable Vacated, Jury Verdict
Electronic Schall Royalty Remanded
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie, Laches Affirmed Summary
Electronic Schall Judgment
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Electronic Schall
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Electronic Schall Judgment
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Obviousness Affirmed Summary
Electronic Schall Judgment
95-1085 Unisplay v. American Clevenger, Lourie,  New Trial Vacated, Order on
Electronic Schall Remanded Motion
95-1502 Bristol-Myers v. Royce  Bryson, Cowen, Dismissal Failure to State  Reversed, Order on
Schall Motion Claim Remanded Motion
94-1252 Gentex v. Donnelly Corp Archer, Clevenger,  Claim General Affirmed Summary
Rich Construction Judg_;ment
94-1252 Gentex v. Donnelly Corp Archer, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Rich Judgment
94-1450 Imazio v. Greenhouses Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Attorney's 285 Vacated, Order on
Fees Remanded Motion
94-1450 Imazio v. Greenhouses Lourie, Mayer, Rich Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Judgment
94-1450 Imazio v. Greenhouses Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Willful Vacated, Jury Verdict
Infringement Remanded
95-1199 In Re Michael Ben Michel, Rich Jurisdiction  Subject Matter NA BPAI
Graves Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
95-1199 In Re Michael Ben Michel, Rich Claim General Affirmed BPAI
Graves Construction Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
95-1199 In Re Michael Ben Michel, Rich Validity Anticipation Affirmed BPAI
Graves Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
95-1219 Premysler v. Lehman Michel, Newman, Admission to Affirmed Order on
Rader Practice Motion
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92-1446 In Re Ochiai Archer, Michel Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
94-1242 In Re Double Michel, Plager, Rich Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
94-1242 In Re Double Michel, Plager, Rich  Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
94-1388 Astra v. Lehman Cowen, Newman, Patent Term Affirmed Summary
Rich Extension Judgment
94-1298 Carborundum Co. v. Bryson, Lourie, Contempt Affirmed Order on
Molten Newman Motion
94-1298 Carborundum Co. v. Bryson, Lourie, Agreement  License Affirmed JMOL
Molten Newman
94-1298 Carborundum Co. v. Bryson, Lourie, Injunction Permanent Affirmed Jury Verdict
Molten Newman
95-1045 AAl v. Prince Clevenger, Michel, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Nies Construction Judgment
95-1045 AAl v. Prince Clevenger, Michel, Infringement Doctrine of Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Nies Equivalents Judgment
95-1045 AAl v. Prince Clevenger, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Nies Judgment
95-1254 U.S. Gypsum v. National Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Best Mode Affirmed Summary
Gypsum Schall Judgment
95-1209 Sofamor v. Bryson, Newman, Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Depuy-Motech (Revised) Rader Injunction
94-1356 Lifescan, Inc. v. Home Bryson, Newman, Infringement Doctrine of Reversed Summary
Diagnostics Rader Equivalents Judgment
94-1356 Lifescan, Inc. v. Home  Bryson, Newman, Infringement  Literal Affirmed Summary
Diagnostics Rader Judg_;ment
94-1356 Lifescan, Inc. v. Home Bryson, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Diagnostics Rader Construction Judgment
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Claim General Reversed USITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Construction Decision
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Infringement Doctrine of Vacated, USITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Equivalents Remanded Decision
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Infringement Literal Vacated, UsSITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Remanded Decision
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Inequitable Affirmed USITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Conduct Decision
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Validity Indefiniteness Affirmed USITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Decision
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Validity Obviousness Affirmed USITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Decision
93-1513 Modine Manufacturing v. Clevenger, Newman Validity Anticipation Affirmed USITC
U.S. Int'l Trade Decision
94-1495 In Re Alton Friedman, Michel, Validity Written Vacated, BPAI
Schall Description Remanded Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
95-1222 PPG v. Guardian Bryson, Michel, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Preliminary
Schall Injunction
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95-1222 PPG v. Guardian Bryson, Michel, Validity Enablement Affirmed Preliminary
Schall Injunction
95-1222 PPG v. Guardian Bryson, Michel, Validity Indefiniteness Affirmed Preliminary
Schall Injunction
95-1222 PPG v. Guardian Bryson, Michel, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Preliminary
Schall Injunction
95-1222 PPG v. Guardian Bryson, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Preliminary
Schall Injunction
95-1222 PPG v. Guardian Bryson, Michel, Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Schall Injunction
95-1171 Pro-Mold v. Great Lakes Lourie, Plager, Rader Inequitable Affirmed Summary
Conduct Judgment
95-1171 Pro-Mold v. Great Lakes Lourie, Plager, Rader Validity Obviousness Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judgment
95-1171 Pro-Mold v. Great Lakes Lourie, Plager, Rader Unfair Affirmed Summary
Competition Judgment
92-1225 In Re Dirk M. Brouwer  Archer, Michel Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
94-1109 National Presto v. West  Lourie, Newman, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Summary
Bend Rader Judgment
94-1109 National Presto v. West  Lourie, Newman, Evidence Rule Affirmed Order on
Bend Rader 408/Settlement Motion
94-1109 National Presto v. West  Lourie, Newman, Infringement  Doctrine of Affirmed Jury Verdict
Bend Rader Equivalents
94-1109 National Presto v. West Lourie, Newman, Infringement Inducing Affirmed Summary
Bend Rader Judgment
94-1109 National Presto v. West  Lourie, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Bend Rader
94-1109 National Presto v. West Lourie, Newman, Willful Affirmed Jury Verdict
Bend Rader Infringement
94-1109 National Presto v. West  Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Bend Rader Construction
94-1109 National Presto v. West Lourie, Newman, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
Bend Rader Motion
94-1109 National Presto v. West  Lourie, Newman, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Bend Rader Fees Motion
95-1315 Manildra Milling v. Ogilvic Clevenger, Michel,  Costs Affirmed Order on
Mills Rich Motion
95-1315 Manildra Milling v. Ogilvic Clevenger, Michel,  Sanctions Inherent Affirmed Order on
Mills Rich Motion
93-1275 Exxon Chemical v. Clevenger, Plager  Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
Lubrizol Fees Motion
93-1275 Exxon Chemical v. Clevenger, Plager Damages Vacated Jury Verdict
Lubrizol
93-1275 Exxon Chemical v. Clevenger, Plager  Claim General Reversed Jury Verdict
Lubrizol Construction
93-1275 Exxon Chemical v. Clevenger, Plager Infringement Literal Reversed Jury Verdict
Lubrizol
95-1424 Novo Nordisk v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Injunction Preliminary Vacated Preliminary
Genentech, Inc. Injunction
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95-1424 Novo Nordisk v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Claim General Reversed Preliminary
Genentech, Inc. Construction Injunction
Heaﬁng
95-1424 Novo Nordisk v. Archer, Lourie, Rich Infringement Literal Reversed Preliminary
Genentech, Inc. Injunction
Hearing
93-1185 Baldwin Hardware v. Newman, Plager, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Franksu Enterprise Rader Fees Motion
93-1185 Baldwin Hardware v. Newman, Plager, Attorney's 28usc1927 Affirmed Order on
Franksu Enterprise Rader Fees Motion
93-1185 Baldwin Hardware v. Newman, Plager, Attorney's Appeal NA Order on
Franksu Enterprise Rader Fees Motion
93-1185 Baldwin Hardware v. Newman, Plager, Exceptional Affirmed Order on
Franksu Enterprise Rader Case Motion
93-1185 Baldwin Hardware v. Newman, Plager, Sanctions Inherent Affirmed Order on
Franksu Enterprise Rader Motion
93-1185 Baldwin Hardware v. Newman, Plager, Disqualificatic Affirmed Order on
Franksu Enterprise Rader n/Reassignm Motion
ent
95-1246 Cyrix Corp. v. Intel Corp. Lourie, Michel, Nies Agreement License Affirmed Summary
Judgment
94-1472 Hoechst Celanese v. BP Clevenger, Newman, Sanctions Appeal NA NA
Chemicals Rader
94-1472 Hoechst Celanese v. BP Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Chemicals Rader Construction
94-1472 Hoechst Celanese v. BP Clevenger, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Chemicals Rader
94-1472 Hoechst Celanese v. BP Clevenger, Newman, Willfulness Affirmed Jury Verdict
Chemicals Rader
96-1068 Merck v. Kessler Archer, Michel, Nies Patent Term Affirmed, Order on
Extension Vacated Motion
96-1068 Merck v. Kessler Archer, Michel, Nies Jurisdiction = Subject Matter NA NA
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Injunction
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich Estoppel Equitable Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Injunction
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Laches Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Injunction
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Unclean Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Hands Injunction
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Claim General Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Construction Injunction
Hearing
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Infringement Literal Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Injunction
Heaﬂng
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich Evidence Affirmed Order on
Genentech Motion
95-1471 Bio-Technology v. Archer, Lourie, Rich  Res Judicata Affirmed Preliminary
Genentech Injunction
Heaﬂng
94-1498 Jurgens v. CBK Clevenger, Mayer Attorney's 285 Vacated, Order on
Fees Remanded Motion
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94-1498 Jurgens v. CBK Clevenger, Mayer Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury Verdict
94-1498 Jurgens v. CBK Clevenger, Mayer Damages Enhanced Vacated, Order on
Remanded Motion
94-1498 Jurgens v. CBK Clevenger, Cowen, Collateral Affirmed Summary
Mayer Estoppel Judg_;ment
94-1498 Jurgens v. CBK Clevenger, Cowen, Res Judicata Affirmed Summary
Mayer Judgment
95-1258 Ambhil Enterprises LTD. v Bryson, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
WAWA, Inc. Rich Construction Judgment
95-1258 Amhil Enterprises LTD. v Bryson, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
WAWA, Inc. Rich Judgment
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Attorney's 285 Remanded Bench Trial
Newman Fees
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Damages Lost Profits Vacated, Bench Trial
Newman Remanded
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Personal Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman Liability
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Willfulness Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman Conduct
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman
95-1058 Sensonics v. Aerosonic  Bennett, Bryson, Prejudgment Reversed Bench Trial
Newman Interest
95-1350 Refac v. Lotus Archer, Clevenger,  Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Lourie Conduct
95-1329 Schendel v. Curtis, Bryson, Lourie Sanctions Appeal NA BPAI
Decision -
Interference
95-1329 Schendel v. Curtis, Bryson, Lourie Interference  Reduction to Affirmed BPAI
Practice Decision -
Interference
95-1337 In Re Recreative Archer, Newman, Validity Anticipation Reversed, BPAI
Technologies Rich Remanded Decision -
Reexaminati
on
94-1285 Hoover v. Custom Archer, Clevenger, Personal Reversed Order on
Metalcraft Newman Liability Motion
94-1285 Hoover v. Custom Archer, Clevenger, Venue 1400(b) Affirmed Order on
Metalcraft Newman Motion
95-1444 Kendall Co. v. Archer, Lourie, Schal Repair Affirmed Summary
Progressive Medical Judgment
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
Skelton Fees Motion
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury Verdict
Skelton Royalty
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Damages Reasonable Vacated Jury Verdict
Skelton Royalty
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Damages Enhanced Vacated Order on
Skelton Motion
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95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Injunction Permanent Vacated Order on
Skelton Motion
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Patent Affirmed Jury Verdict
Skelton Marking
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Skelton Construction
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
95-1292 Maxwell v. Baker, Inc. Lourie, Schall, Infringement DOE Reversed Jury
Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
95-1138 Oiness v. Walgreen Co. Cowen, Mayer, Rade Damages Lost Profits Reversed Jury Verdict
(Corrected 7/10)
95-1138 Oiness v. Walgreen Co. Cowen, Mayer, Rade Prejudgment Vacated, Order on
(Corrected 7/10) Interest Remanded Motion
95-1407 Baxter v. Cobe Lourie, Schall Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Judgment
95-1540 EMC Corp. v. Norand Bryson, Mayer, Jurisdiction  Declaratory Affirmed Order on
Corp. Schall Judgment Motion
95-1549 GAF v. Elk Corporation  Bryson, Lourie, Jurisdiction  Case or Affirmed Order on
Plager Controversy Motion
96-1003 Texas Instruments v. Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Claim General Affirmed JMOL
Cypress Construction
96-1003 Texas Instruments v. Lourie, Mayer, Rich Infringement DOE Affirmed JMOL
Cypress
96-1003 Texas Instruments v. Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Infringement Literal Affirmed JMOL
Cypress
96-1003 Texas Instruments v. Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Collateral Affirmed Order on
Cypress Estoppel Motion
95-1367 Cygnus v. Alza Bryson, Clevenger, Jurisdiction  Case or Affirmed Order on
Schall Controversy Motion
95-1367 Cygnus v. Alza Bryson, Clevenger, Antitrust Affirmed Summary
Schall Judgment
96-1023 Greenberg v. Ethicon Bryson, Michel Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Construction Judgment
96-1023 Greenberg v. Ethicon Bryson, Michel Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judg_;ment
96-1023 Greenberg v. Ethicon Bryson, Michel Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judgment
95-1531 General American v. Lourie, Schall Damages Reversed Bench Trial
Cryo-Trans
95-1531 General American v. Lourie, Schall Injunction Permanent Reversed Bench Trial
Cryo-Trans
95-1531 General American v. Lourie, Schall Claim General Reversed Bench Trial
Cryo-Trans Construction
95-1531 General American v. Lourie, Schall Infringement DOE Reversed Bench Trial
Cryo-Trans
95-1531 General American v. Lourie, Schall Infringement Literal Reversed Bench Trial
Cryo-Trans
95-1531 General American v. Lourie, Schall Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Cryo-Trans
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94-1057 Kearns v. General Newman, Plager Res Judicata Affirmed Order on
Motors Motion
94-1057 Kearns v. General Newman, Plager Res Judicata Vacated, Order on
Motors Remanded Motion
95-1418 Yoshihiro v. Sompong Clevenger, Mayer, Interference  Priority Affirmed BPAI
Wattanasin Rader Decision -
Interference
96-1014 Hall v. Aqua Queen Clevenger, Michel,  Laches Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
96-1014 Hall v. Aqua Queen Clevenger, Michel, Estoppel Equitable Vacated, Summary
Plager Remanded Judgment
96-1014 Hall v. Aqua Queen Clevenger, Michel, Laches Vacated, Summary
Plager Remanded Judgment
95-1517 Great Northern v. Henry Clevenger, Michel,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury
Molded Products Smith Verdict/JMO
L
95-1517 Great Northern v. Henry Clevenger, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Molded Products Smith Verdict/JMO
L
95-1517 Great Northern v. Henry Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Best Mode Affirmed Jury
Molded Products Smith Verdict/JMO
L
95-1528 Best Lock v. ILCO Archer, Lourie Validity Functionality Affirmed Bench Trial
96-1008 Ethicon v. U.S. Surgical Clevenger, Cowen, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Schall Construction Hearing
96-1008 Ethicon v. U.S. Surgical Clevenger, Cowen, Claim General Reversed Markman
Schall Construction Hearing_g
96-1008 Ethicon v. U.S. Surgical Clevenger, Cowen, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Schall Judgment
95-1420 Lermer v. Lermer Corp. Bryson, Clevenger  Jurisdiction  Subject Matter Dismissed NA
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Damages Base Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Damages Reasonable Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering Royalty
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Damages Price Erosion Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Eng_;ineering_;
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Damages Sale of Business Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Intervening Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering Rights
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering Construction
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Willfulness Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering
96-1005 Minco, Inc. v. Cowen, Rader, Schal Validity Best Mode Affirmed Bench Trial
Combustion Engineering
95-1331 Bravo Systems v. Archer, Bryson Sanctions Rule 11 Vacated, Order on
Containment Tech. Remanded Motion
95-1331 Bravo Systems v. Archer, Bryson Sanctions Rule 38 NA NA
Containment Tech.
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96-1172 Spraytex v. DJS&T Clevenger, Lourie,  Jurisdiction  Subject Matter NA NA
Rich
95-1490 Additive Controls v. Bryson, Plager, Injunction Permanent Vacated, Order on
Flowdata, Inc. Skelton Remanded Motion
95-1490  Additive Controls v. Bryson, Plager, Sanctions Rule 11 Affirmed Order on
Flowdata, Inc. Skelton Motion
95-1182 Engel Ind. v. The Bryson, Mayer, Rich Patent Affirmed Bench Trial
Lockformer Co. Misuse
95-1182 Engel Ind. v. The Bryson, Mayer, Rich Infringement DOE Reversed Bench Trial
Lockformer Co.
95-1182 Engel Ind. v. The Bryson, Mayer, Rich Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Lockformer Co.
96-1082 Stryker Corp. v. Bryson, Plager, Damages Base Affirmed Bench Trial
Intermedics Schall
96-1082 Stryker Corp. v. Bryson, Plager, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
Intermedics Schall
96-1082 Stryker Corp. v. Bryson, Plager, Willfulness Affirmed Bench Trial
Intermedics Schall
96-1098 Guinn v. Kopf Bryson, Newman, Interference  Priority Affirmed BPAI
Rich Decision -
Interference
95-1447 Petrolite v. Baker Bryson, Mayer, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Hughes Michel Judgment
96-1130 In RE Kemps Archer, Lourie, Mayel Validity Obviousness Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
94-1428 Applied Materials v. Archer, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Advanced Semicond. Newman Construction
94-1428 Applied Materials v. Archer, Mayer, Infringement DOE Reversed Bench Trial
Advanced Semicond. Newman
94-1428 Applied Materials v. Archer, Mayer, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Advanced Semicond. Newman
94-1428 Applied Materials v. Mayer, Newman Validity Double Patenting Affirmed Bench Trial
Advanced Semicond.
94-1428 Applied Materials v. Mayer, Newman Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Advanced Semicond.
94-1428 Applied Materials v. Archer, Mayer Validity Unspecified Affirmed Bench Trial
Advanced Semicond.
95-1083 Seal-Flex, Inc. v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Track Rader Fees Motion
95-1083 Seal-Flex, Inc. v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Validity Anticipation Reversed, Summary
Track Rader Remanded Judgment
95-1247 Amgen, Inc. v. Genetics Bryson, Lourie, Collateral Affirmed Summary
Institute Newman Estoppel Judgment
96-1002 York Products v. Central Bryson, Rader, Claim General Affirmed JMOL
Tractor Farm Skelton Construction
96-1002 York Products v. Central Bryson, Rader, Claim General Reversed JMOL
Tractor Farm Skelton Construction
96-1002 York Products v. Central Bryson, Rader, Infringement Literal Affirmed JMOL
Tractor Farm Skelton
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96-1002 York Products v. Central Bryson, Rader, Infringement Literal Vacated, JMOL
Tractor Farm Skelton Remanded
95-1114 Hebert v. Lisle Corp. Friedman, Newman, Inequitable Reversed Jury Verdict
Schall Conduct
95-1114 Hebert v. Lisle Corp. Friedman, Newman, Evidence Affirmed Order on
Schall Motion
95-1114 Hebert v. Lisle Corp. Friedman, Newman, New Trial Affirmed Order on
Schall Motion
96-1078 Insituform Technologies Archer, Michel, Claim General Affirmed JMOL
v. CAT Schall Construction
96-1078 Insituform Technologies Archer, Michel, Claim General Reversed JMOL
v. CAT Schall Construction
96-1078 Insituform Technologies Archer, Michel, Infringement DOE Vacated, Bench Trial
v. CAT Schall Remanded
96-1078 Insituform Technologies Archer, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed JMOL
v. CAT Schall
96-1078 Insituform Technologies Archer, Michel, Validity Unspecified Affirmed Jury Verdict
v. CAT Schall
95-1191 Alpex Computer v. Archer, Newman, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
Nintendo Rich Construction Hearing
95-1191 Alpex Computer v. Archer, Newman, Infringement DOE Reversed Jury
Nintendo Rich Verdict/JMO
L
95-1191 Alpex Computer v. Archer, Newman, Infringement Literal Reversed Jury
Nintendo Rich Verdict/JMO
L
95-1191 Alpex Computer v. Archer, Newman, Validity Unspecified Affirmed Jury
Nintendo Rich Verdict/JMO
L
95-1374 Dorf & Stanton v. Molsor Clevenger, Rich Attorney Affirmed Order on
Breweries Client Motion
Privilege
95-1374 Dorf & Stanton v. Molsor Clevenger, Rich Discovery Production of Affirmed Order on
Breweries Documents Motion
96-1126 In Re Ben Huang Clevenger, Plager Validity Obviousness Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-m471 In Re The Regents Lourie, Newman, Attorney Reversed Order on
Skelton Client Motion
Privilege
96-m471 In Re The Regents Lourie, Newman, Discovery Motion to Compel Reversed Order on
Skelton Motion
96-m471 In Re The Regents Lourie, Newman, Mandamus Granted NA
Skelton
96-1290 Metaullics Systems v. Lourie, Mayer, Rader Mootness Appeal Dismissed NA
Cooper
96-1117 Durling v. Spectrum Clevenger, Rader,  Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
Furniture Skelton
95-1505 Cole v. Kimberly-Clark ~ Newman, Rich Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Construction Judgment
95-1505 Cole v. Kimberly-Clark ~ Newman, Rich Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction 43J9udgment
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95-1505 Cole v. Kimberly-Clark ~ Newman, Rich Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Judgment
95-1505 Cole v. Kimberly-Clark ~ Newman, Rich Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Judg_;ment
96-1052 Wiener v. NEC Michel, Rader, Schall Claim General Reversed Summary
Electronics Construction Judgment
96-1052 Wiener v. NEC Michel, Rader, Schall Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Electronics Judgment
96-1052 Wiener v. NEC Michel, Rader, Schall Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Electronics Judgment
96-1145 Cochran Consultingv.  Lourie, Newman Jurisdiction ~ Personal Affirmed Order on
UWATEC Motion
96-1145 Cochran Consultingv.  Lourie, Newman Sanctions Discovery Vacated Order on
UWATEC Motion
96-1182 Polymer Tech. v. Bridwel Clevenger, Lourie, Injunction Preliminary Vacated, Preliminary
Mayer Remanded Injunction
94-1386 US Surgical Corp. v. Bennett, Newman,  Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury Verdict
Ethicon Inc. Rader
94-1386 US Surgical Corp. v. Bennett, Newman,  Jury Affirmed Order on
Ethicon Inc. Rader Instructions Motion
94-1386 US Surgical Corp. v. Bennett, Newman,  New Trial Affirmed Order on
Ethicon Inc. Rader Motion
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall Agreement License Affirmed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall  Claim Means for Affirmed Jury Verdict
Construction
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall  Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Construction
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall  Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Judgment
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall PHE Affirmed Summary
Judgment
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall  Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall  Validity Best Mode Affirmed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall  Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury Verdict
95-1276 Wang v. Mitsubishi Mayer, Rich, Schall New Trial Affirmed Order on
Motion
95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. Archer, Lourie Claim Means for Affirmed Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem Construction
95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. Archer, Lourie Infringement Inducing Affirmed Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem
95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. Archer, Lourie Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem
95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. Archer, Lourie Infringement Literal Vacated, Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem Remanded
95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. Archer, Lourie Validity Anticipation Reversed Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem
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95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. v.  Archer, Lourie Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem
95-1504 Micro Chemical Inc. v.  Archer, Lourie Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Great Plains Chem Conduct
96-1246 Schering Corp. v. Bryson, Plager, Agreement  License Affirmed Summary
Roussel-UCLAF SA Smith Judg_;ment
96-1238 General Mills, Inc. v. Archer, Friedman Claim General Affirmed Summary
Hunt-Wesson, Inc. Construction Judgment
96-1238 General Mills, Inc. v. Archer, Friedman Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Hunt-Wesson, Inc. Judgment
96-1238 General Mills, Inc. v. Archer, Friedman Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Hunt-Wesson, Inc. Judgment
96-1207 Ekchian v. Home Depot  Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Reversed Summary
Lourie Construction Judgment
96-1207 Ekchian v. Home Depot  Bryson, Clevenger, Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Lourie Remanded Judgment
96-1207 Ekchian v. Home Depot  Bryson, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Lourie Remanded Judgment
96-1299 Abbott Lab. v. Archer, Friedman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Novopharm Limited Rich Judgment
95-1522 In Re Nancy G. Mayne  Archer, Michel, Validity Obviousness Affirmed BPAI
Rader Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
95-1465 Studiengesellschaft v. Cowen, Mayer, Rade Agreement License Affirmed Bench Trial
Hercules
96-1132 Enercon Industries v. Archer, Michel, Jurisdiction  Subject Matter Dismissed NA
Pillar Corp. Smith
96-1171 American Permahedge, Clevenger, Rich, Claim General Reversed Summary
Inc. v. Barcana Schall Construction Judg_;ment
96-1171 American Permahedge, Clevenger, Rich, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Inc. v. Barcana Schall Construction Judgment
96-1171 American Permahedge, Clevenger, Rich, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Inc. v. Barcana Schall Judgment
96-1171 American Permahedge, Clevenger, Rich, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Inc. v. Barcana Schall Judgment
96-1339 Kridl and Goodman v. Archer, Bryson, Interference  Conception Affirmed BPAI
McCormick Lourie Decision -
Interference
96-1339 Kridl and Goodman v. Archer, Bryson, Interference  Priority Affirmed BPAI
McCormick Lourie Decision -
Interference
95-1380 Eaton v Alantic Paste, Clevenger, Rich Claim General Reversed Bench Trial
Construction
95-1380 Eaton v Alantic Paste, Clevenger, Rich Infringement Literal Reversed Bench Trial
95-1380 Eaton v Alantic Paste, Clevenger, Rich Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
95-1380 Eaton v Alantic Paste,  Clevenger, Rich Validity Obviousness Vacated, Bench Trial
Remanded
96-1066 Hess v. Advanced Friedman, Michel, Inventorship  Co-Inventors Affirmed Bench Trial
Cardiovascular Newman
96-1046 Kolmes & Plemmons v. Friedman, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
World Fibers Rader
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96-1046 Kolmes & Plemmons v. Friedman, Lourie, Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
World Fibers Rader Conduct
96-1046 Kolmes & Plemmons v.  Friedman, Lourie, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
World Fibers Rader
96-1046 Kolmes & Plemmons v.  Friedman, Lourie, Validity Written Affirmed Bench Trial
World Fibers Rader Description
96-1046 Kolmes & Plemmons v. Friedman, Lourie, Evidence Affirmed Order on
World Fibers Rader Motion
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Jury
Electric Skelton Royalty Verdict/JMO
L
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
Electric Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Electric Skelton Construction
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Electric Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Infringement Inducing Affirmed JMOL
Electric Skelton
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General  Lourie, Rader, Infringement  Literal Affirmed Jury
Electric Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Infringement DOE Reversed JMOL
Electric Skelton
96-1075 Fonar Corp. v. General Lourie, Rader, Validity Best Mode Affirmed Jury
Electric Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
95-1526 Int'l Communication v. Cowen, Mayer, Rich Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Ricoh Company Injunction
95-1526 Int'l Communication v. Cowen, Mayer, Rich Infringement Literal Affirmed Preliminary
Ricoh Company Injunction
Heaﬁng
96-1168 Lockwood v. American  Lourie, Mayer, Rader Claim General Affirmed Summary
Airlines Construction Judgment
96-1168 Lockwood v. American  Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Airlines Judgment
96-1168 Lockwood v. American  Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Airlines Judgment
96-1168 Lockwood v. American  Lourie, Mayer, Rader Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Airlines Judg_;ment
96-1168 Lockwood v. American  Lourie, Mayer, Rader Validity Obviousness Affirmed Summary
Airlines Judgment
96-1162 National Presto v. Dazey Lourie, Rader, Standing Appeal NA NA
Corp. Skelton
96-1162 National Presto v. Dazey Lourie, Rader, Jurisdiction  Subject Matter  Affirmed Order on
Corp. Skelton Motion
95-1448 Tanabe v. U.S. Bryson, Plager, Infringement DOE Affirmed USITC
Schall Decision
96-1440 Genentech, Inc. v. Novo Archer, Bryson, Validity Enablement Reversed Preliminary
Nordisk Lourie Injunction
Heaﬂng
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96-1201 Trilogy v. Times Fiber Lourie, Plager, Schall Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction Judg_;ment
96-1201 Trilogy v. Times Fiber Lourie, Plager, Schall Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Judgment
96-1201 Trilogy v. Times Fiber Lourie, Plager, Schall Evidence Affirmed Order on
Motion
95-1335 Jim Arnold Corp. v. Plager, Schall, Jurisdiction ~ Subject Matter  Vacated, None
Hydrotech Systems Skelton Remanded
96-1104 Hoechst-Roussel Pharm. Clevenger, Mayer,  Patent Term Affirmed Summary
v. Lehman, Newman Extension Judgment
96-5050 Judin v. U.S. Archer, Plager, Sanctions Rule 11 Vacated, Order on
Schall Remanded Motion
96-1466 Glaxo, Inc. v. Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Bench Trial
Novopharm, Ltd. Schall Construction
96-1466 Glaxo, Inc. v. Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement  271(g) Affirmed Bench Trial
Novopharm, Ltd. Schall
96-1466 Glaxo, Inc. v. Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Novopharm, Ltd. Schall
96-1466 Glaxo, Inc. v. Clevenger, Lourie, Unfair Affirmed Bench Trial
Novopharm, Ltd. Schall Competition
96-1376 In Re Portola Packaging Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Inc. Michel Decision -
Reexaminati
on
95-1530 Gambro Lundia v. Baxter Archer, Lourie, Rader Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Health Care
95-1530 Gambro Lundia v. Baxtel Archer, Lourie, Radel Inequitable Reversed Bench Trial
Health Care Conduct
95-1530 Gambro Lundia v. Baxter Archer, Lourie, Rader Validity Derivation Reversed Bench Trial
Health Care
95-1530 Gambro Lundia v. Baxter Archer, Lourie, Rader Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
Health Care
96-1349 In Re Paul Graff Lourie, Newman, Validity Reissue Affirmed BPAI
Rader Decision -
Reissue
96-1304 Rowe v. Dror Friedman, Lourie, Claim General Reversed BPAI
Rader Construction Decision -
Interference
96-1304 Rowe v. Dror Friedman, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Reversed, BPAI
Rader Remanded Decision -
Interference
96-1520 Horphag v. Consac Plager, Rich, Schall  Joinder Vacated, Order on
Industries Remanded Motion
96-1391 In Re William Lueders Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
95-1508 Genentech v. Chiron Clevenger, Plager,  Claim General Reversed Summary
Rich Construction Judgment
95-1508 Genentech v. Chiron Clevenger, Plager, Interference Priority Reversed Summary
Rich Judgment
96-1308 Serrano v. Telular Corp.  Clevenger, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Mayer Fees 44l\élotion
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96-1308 Serrano v. Telular Corp. Clevenger, Lourie,  Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Mayer Construction Judgment
96-1308 Serrano v. Telular Corp. Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Mayer Construction Judg_;ment
96-1308 Serrano v. Telular Corp. Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Mayer Judgment
96-1308 Serrano v. Telular Corp. Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement  Contributory Affirmed Summary
Mayer Judgment
96-1308 Serrano v. Telular Corp. Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement Literal Vacated Summary
Mayer Judgment
96-1298 Young Dental v Q3 Clevenger, Plager,  Claim General Affirmed Summary
Special Products Rader Construction Judgment
96-1298 Young Dental v Q3 Clevenger, Plager,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Special Products Rader Judgment
96-1298 Young Dental v Q3 Clevenger, Plager, Validity Best Mode Reversed Jury Verdict
Special Products Rader
96-1298 Young Dental v Q3 Clevenger, Plager,  Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury Verdict
Special Products Rader
96-1298 Young Dental v Q3 Clevenger, Plager, Evidence Affirmed Order on
Special Products Rader Motion
96-1365 Robotic v. View Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Anticipation Vacated, Summary
Eng_;ineering_; Rader Remanded Judg_;ment
96-1365 Robotic v. View Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Best Mode Reversed Summary
Engineering Rader Judgment
96-1079 Studiengesellschaft v. Bryson, Rader, Amendment Complaint Reversed, Order on
Shell Ol Schall Remanded Motion
96-1079 Studiengesellschaft v. Bryson, Rader, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Shell Oil Schall Judgment
96-1388 NUPLA Corp. v. IXL Archer, Michel, Validity Reissue Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing_; Skelton Judgment
96-1388 NUPLA Corp. v. IXL Archer, Michel, Trademark  Infringement Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Skelton Judgment
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co.v.  Lourie, Mayer, Rader Jury Adverse Inference Affirmed Order on
Goodyear Instruction Motion
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co.v.  Mayer, Rader Laches Affirmed Bench Trial
Goodyear
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co.v.  Mayer, Rader Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Goodyear Construction
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co.v.  Mayer, Rader Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Goodyear Verdict/JMO
L
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co. v. Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement DOE Affirmed JMOL
Goodyear
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co.v. Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement Literal Affirmed JMOL
Goodyear
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co. v. Lourie, Mayer, Rader Antitrust Affirmed Summary
Goodyear Judgment
95-1511 Eastman Kodak Co.v. Lourie, Mayer, Rader New Trial Affirmed Order on
Goodyear Motion
96-5089 Gargoyles v. U.S. Lourie, Michel, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman
96-5089 Gargoyles v. U.S. Lourie, Michel, Damages Reasonable Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman Royalty
p.r.
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96-5089 Gargoyles v. U.S. Lourie, Michel, Validity Best Mode Affirmed Bench Trial
Newman
96-1427 O.l. Corp. v. Tekmar Co. Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Claim General Affirmed-Other Summary
Construction Ground Judgment
96-1427 O.l. Corp. v. Tekmar Co. Lourie, Mayer, Rich  Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Judg_;ment
96-1340 In Re Olaf H. Dossel &  Plager, Rader, Schall Validity Indefiniteness Vacated, BPAI
Walter H. Kullman Remanded Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1468 Laitram Corp. v. NEC Lourie, Michel, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Corporation Plager Fees Motion
96-1468 Laitram Corp. v. NEC Lourie, Michel, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
Corporation Plager Motion
96-1468 Laitram Corp. v. NEC Lourie, Michel, Prejudgment Affirmed Order on
Corporation Plag_jer Interest Motion
95-1093 Magnivision, INC. v. Clevenger, Newman, Evidence Vacated, Order on
Bonneau Company Rich Remanded Motion
95-1093 Magnivision, INC. v. Clevenger, Newman, Jury Vacated, Order on
Bonneau Company Rich Instructions Remanded Motion
95-1093 Magpnivision, INC. v. Clevenger, Newman, New Trial Reversed Order on
Bonneau Company Rich Motion
96-1472 View Engineering v. Bryson, Lourie, Rich Jurisdiction ~ Subject Matter Dismissed NA
Robotic Vision,
96-1526 Harris Corp. v. IXYS Archer, Bryson, Claim General Reversed Summary
Corp., Newman Construction Judg_;ment
96-1526 Harris Corp. v. IXYS Archer, Bryson, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Corp., Newman Judgment
96-1526 Harris Corp. v. IXYS Archer, Bryson, Validity Enablement Reversed Summary
Corp., Newman Judg_;ment
96-1374 Gechter v. Davidson Lourie, Michel, Schall Validity Anticipation Vacated, BPAI
Remanded Decision -
Interference
96-1362 In re Geisler Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Obviousness Affirmed BPAI
Plager Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1101 In Re Robert Lonardo Lourie, Rader Validity Double Patenting Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Reexaminati
on
96-1239 Arkie Lures v. Gene Archer, Newman Validity Obviousness Reversed Summary
Larew Judg_;ment
96-1312 Massey v. Del Newman, Plager, Validity Obviousness Vacated, Summary
Laboratories Rader Remanded Judgment
96-1233 Stark v. Adv. Magnetics Rader, Schall Inventorship Reversed Summary
Judgment
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Sovereign State Affirmed Order on
Co. Newman Immunity Motion
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Co. Newman Construction
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96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Co. Newman
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Co. Newman
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, PHE Affirmed Bench Trial
Co. Newman
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Inequitable Reversed Bench Trial
Co. Newman Conduct
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Validity Written Affirmed Bench Trial
Co. Newman Description
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Inequitable Reversed Bench Trial
Co. Newman Conduct
96-1175 Regents v. Eli Lilly and  Bryson, Lourie, Transfer Affirmed Order on
Co. Newman Motion
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital ~ Archer, Plager, Rade Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Fees Motion
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital Archer, Plager, Rade Validity Obviousness Affirmed JMOL
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital ~ Archer, Plager, Rade Validity Anticipation Reversed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital ~ Archer, Plager, Rade Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital ~ Archer, Plager, Rade Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital ~ Archer, Plager, Rade Validity Obviousness Reversed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
96-1408 Motorola v. Interdigital ~ Archer, Plager, Rade New Trial Affirmed Order on
Motion
97-1168 Aktiebolag v. E.J. Archer, Lourie, Repair Reversed Summary
Company Michel Judgment
97-1168 Aktiebolag v. E.J. Archer, Lourie, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Company Michel Judgment
96-1042 In Re McGrew Clevenger, Plager,  Validity Unspecified Affirmed BPAI
Rich Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1550 Oddzon v. Just Toys Lourie, Michel, Rader Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction Judg_;ment
96-1550 Oddzon v. Just Toys Lourie, Michel, Rader Infringement Design Affirmed Summary
Judgment
96-1550 Oddzon v. Just Toys Lourie, Michel, Rader Validity Obviousness Affirmed Summary
Judgment
96-1550 Oddzon v. Just Toys Lourie, Michel, Rader Evidence Reversed Order on
Motion
96-1550 Oddzon v. Just Toys Lourie, Michel, Rader Trade Dress Infringement Affirmed Summary
Judgment
96-1550 Oddzon v. Just Toys Lourie, Michel, Rader Unfair Affirmed Summary
Competition Judgment
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97-1003 Scosche v. Visor Gear  Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Unspecified Vacated Summary
Newman Judg_;ment
97-1003 Scosche v. Visor Gear  Bryson, Clevenger,  Unfair Affirmed Summary
Newman Competition Judgment
97-1010 Genetic Implant v. Lourie, Plager, Smith Jurisdiction  Personal Reversed Order on
Core-Vent Motion
97-1010 Genetic Implant v. Lourie, Plager, Smith Jurisdiction  Personal Affirmed Order on
Core-Vent Motion
96-1245 Endress + Hauser v. Clevenger, Plager, = Damages Reasonable Affirmed Bench Trial
Hawk Rich Royalty
96-1245 Endress + Hauser v. Clevenger, Plager,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Hawk Rich
96-1245 Endress + Hauser v. Clevenger, Plager, Evidence Affirmed Order on
Hawk Rich Motion
96-1307 Thermalloy, Inc v AAVID Rader, Rich, Schall  Validity Reexamination  Affirmed Summary
Engineering, Inc Judgment
97-1007 Wright v. Osteonics Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Schall Construction Judgment
97-1007 Wright v. Osteonics Lourie, Newman, Claim General Reversed Summary
Schall Construction Judgment
97-1007 Wright v. Osteonics Lourie, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Schall Judgment
97-1007 Wright v. Osteonics Lourie, Newman, Infringement DOE Reversed Summary
Schall Judg_;ment
96-1179 Fina Oil V. Ewen Archer, Clevenger, Inventorship  Sole Vacated, Summary
Michel Remanded Judgment
96-1179 Fina Oil V. Ewen Archer, Clevenger, Jurisdiction  Declaratory Affirmed Summary
Michel Judg_;ment Judg_;ment
96-1380 Berry Sterling v. Pescor Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Reversed Summary
Plastics Rich Construction Judgment
96-1380 Berry Sterling v. Pescor Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Functionality Vacated, Summary
Plastics Rich Remanded Judgment
96-1150 Wayne K. Pfaff v. Wells  Archer, Plager, Validity Anticipation Reversed Bench Trial
Electronics Inc. Schall
96-1150 Wayne K. Pfaff v. Wells  Archer, Plager, Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
Electronics Inc. Schall
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plager Fees Motion
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel, Patent Vacated, Jury
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plager Misuse Remanded Verdict/JMO
L
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Estoppel Equitable Reversed Jury
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plager Verdict/JMO
L
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel, Claim Means for Affirmed Jury Verdict
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plager Construction
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury Verdict
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plager
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plager
96-1508 B.Braun Med. Inc. v. Clevenger, Michel,  New Trial Affirmed Order on
Abbot Lab & NP Med Plag_;er Motion
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96-1425 Morris, Pottebaum, Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed BPAI
Stricklin Plager Construction Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1425 Morris, Pottebaum, Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Anticipation Affirmed BPAI
Stricklin Plager Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1559 In Re Emert Mayer, Michel, Rader Validity Double Patenting Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Interference
96-1214 Richardson-Vicks v. Archer, Michel, Validity Obviousness Affirmed JMOL
Upjohn Plager
97-1162 Ultradent v. Life-Like Bryson, Clevenger, Sanctions Appeal NA NA
Cosmetics Plager
97-1162 Ultradent v. Life-Like Bryson, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Cosmetics Plager
97-1162 Ultradent v. Life-Like Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Anticipation Reversed, Summary
Cosmetics Plag_jer Remanded Judg_;ment
97-1162 Ultradent v. Life-Like Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury Verdict
Cosmetics Plager
97-1162 Ultradent v. Life-Like Bryson, Clevenger, Inequitable Affirmed Jury Verdict
Cosmetics Plager Conduct
97-1024 Rohm v. Brotech Bryson, Rader, Rich Sanctions Rule 11 Affirmed Order on
Motion
97-1024 Rohm v. Brotech Bryson, Rader, Rich Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
97-1024 Rohm v. Brotech Bryson, Rader, Rich Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Conduct
96-1437 SRI v. Advanced Lourie, Michel, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Bench Trial
Technology Newman
96-1437 SRI v. Advanced Lourie, Michel, Patent Affirmed Bench Trial
Technolog_;y Newman Marking_;
96-1437 SRI v. Advanced Lourie, Michel, Willfulness Affirmed Bench Trial
Technology Newman
97-1201 In re Schreiber Bryson, Plager Validity Anticipation Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
97-1201 In re Schreiber Bryson, Plager Validity Obviousness Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1512 Estee Lauder, Inc. v. Mayer, Rader, Schall Interference Reduction to Reversed BPAI
L'Oreal, S.A. Practice Hearing_;
96-1420 Cabinet Vision v. Bryson, Mayer, Inequitable Vacated, Jury
Cabnetware Rader Conduct Remanded Verdict/JMO
L
97-1187 Leatherman v. Cooper  Bryson, Rader, Rich Jurisdiction  Subject Matter Transferred NA
97-1139 Bloom Engineering v. Mayer, Newman, Intervening Affirmed Summary
North American Schall Rights Judgment
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97-1226 Bell & Howell v. Altek Archer, Lourie, Injunction Preliminary Vacated Preliminary
Systems Michel Injunction
97-1226 Bell & Howell v. Altek Archer, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Preliminary
Systems Michel Construction Injunction
Hearing
97-1202 In Re Clement Clevenger, Mayer,  Validity Reissue Affirmed BPAI
Smith Decision -
Reissue
96-1337 Fromson v. Anitec Mayer, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Plager Construction
96-1337 Fromson v. Anitec Mayer, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Plager
96-1337 Fromson v. Anitec Mayer, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Plager
96-1337 Fromson v. Anitec Mayer, Newman, Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
PIag_;er
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Radel Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Fees Motion
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Radel Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
Motion
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Radel Patent Reversed Jury Verdict
Misuse
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Radel Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Construction
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Radel Infringement Contributory Affirmed Jury Verdict
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Radel New Trial Affirmed Order on
Motion
96-1416 Virginia v. Mac Archer, Lourie, Rader Antitrust Reversed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
97-1248 Canon Computer v. Lourie, Rader, Schall Inventorship Affirmed Preliminary
Nu-Kote Injunction
97-1248 Canon Computer v. Lourie, Rader, Schall Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Nu-Kote Injunction
97-1248 Canon Computer v. Lourie, Rader, Schall Infringement Literal Affirmed Preliminary
Nu-Kote Injunction
Hearing
97-1120 ENZO v. GEAPAG Archer, Lourie, Rich  Standing Reversed Summary
Judg_;ment
96-1255 Multiform v. Medzam Clevenger, Newman, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Schall Fees Motion
96-1255 Multiform v. Medzam Clevenger, Newman, Claim General Affirmed JMOL
Schall Construction
96-1255 Multiform v. Medzam Clevenger, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed JMOL
Schall
96-1255 Multiform v. Medzam Clevenger, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed JMOL
Schall
96-1469 Phonometrics v. Northeri Bryson, Clevenger,  Injunction Permanent Affirmed Order on
Tele. Michel Motion
96-1469 Phonometrics v. Northern Bryson, Clevenger, Jurisdiction = Personal Affirmed Order on
Tele. Michel Motion
96-1469 Phonometrics v. Northeri Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Tele. Michel Construction Judg_;ment
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96-1469 Phonometrics v. Norther Bryson, Clevenger,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Tele. Michel Judg_;ment
97-1358 Scholle v. Blackhawk Archer, Michel, Estoppel Equitable Affirmed Summary
Newman Judgment
97-1076 Gentry v. Berkline Friedman, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Rich Fees Motion
97-1076 Gentry v. Berkline Friedman, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Rich Construction Judgment
97-1076 Gentry v. Berkline Friedman, Lourie, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Rich Judgment
97-1076 Gentry v. Berkline Friedman, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Rich Judgment
97-1076 Gentry v. Berkline Friedman, Lourie, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Rich
97-1076 Gentry v. Berkline Friedman, Lourie, Validity Written Reversed Bench Trial
Rich Description
97-1245 Textile Productions v. Archer, Lourie, Rader Standing Affirmed Summary
Mead Corp Judgment
97-1269 Ethicon,Inc. v. U.S. Rader, Skelton Inventorship  Co-Inventors Affirmed Bench Trial
Surgical
97-1269 Ethicon,Inc. v. U.S. Rader, Skelton Evidence Affirmed Order on
Surgical Motion
97-1269 Ethicon,Inc. v. U.S. Rader, Skelton License Affirmed Order on
Surgical Agreement Motion
97-1277 Kahn v. General Motors Gajarsa, Newman, Claim Means for Affirmed Bench Trial
Corporation Rader Construction
97-1277 Kahn v. General Motors Gajarsa, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Corporation Rader
97-1277 Kahn v. General Motors  Gajarsa, Newman,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Corporation Rader
97-1277 Kahn v. General Motors Gajarsa, Newman,  Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
Corporation Rader
96-1536 Bradley v. Chiron Lourie, Newman, Agreement Breach of Affirmed Order on
Corporation Schall Contract Motion
97-1021 Exxon v. Lubrizol Bryson, Clevenger, New Trial Vacated, Order on
Plag_;er Remanded Motion
97-1224 Monarch v. Sulzer Morat Lourie, Mayer, Rader Validity Obviousness Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judgment
97-1173 Nike, Inc. v. Wal-Mart Mayer, Newman, Damages Infringer's Profits  Affirmed Bench Trial
Plager
97-1173 Nike, Inc. v. Wal-Mart Mayer, Newman, Patent Reversed, Bench Trial
Plager Marking Remanded
96-1463 Nobelpharma v. Implant Lourie, Plager, Rich  Validity Best Mode Affirmed JMOL
Innovations
96-1463 Nobelpharma v. Implant Lourie, Plager, Rich  Antitrust Affirmed Jury
Innovations Verdict/JMO
L
96-1463 Nobelpharma v. Implant Lourie, Plager, Rich  New Trial Affirmed Order on
Innovations Motion
97-1042 Dawn Equipment v. Michel, Newman, Infringement DOE Reversed Jury
Kentucky Farms Plager Verdict/JMO
L
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96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Damages Methodology Affirmed Bench Trial
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa,
Lourie, Mayer,
96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa, Motion
Lourie, Mayer,
96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Exceptional Affirmed Order on
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa, Case Motion
Lourie, Mayer,
96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Claim Means for Affirmed Jury
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa, Construction Verdict/JMO
Lourie, Mayer, L
96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa, Construction
Lourie, Mayer,
96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa, Verdict/JMO
Lourie, Mayer, L
96-1286 Cybor Corp. v. FAS Archer, Bryson, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Technologies Clevenger, Gajarsa, Verdict/JMO
Lourie, Mayer, L
97-1367 In Re Berg, Rowenhorst, Clevenger, Gajarsa, Validity Double Patenting Affirmed BPAI
Berg, & Leonard Michel Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
96-1557 Vehicular Technologies v Clevenger, Plager Injunction Preliminary Vacated Preliminary
Titan Wheel Injunction
96-1557 Vehicular Technologies v Clevenger, Plager  Infringement DOE Vacated, Preliminary
Titan Wheel Remanded Injunction
Heaﬂng
97-1429 Fina Research v. Baroid Clevenger, Schall, Jurisdiction  Declaratory Reversed Order on
Smith Judgment Motion
98-1005 Schlafly v Caro-Kann Lourie, Michel, Validity Utility Affirmed Summary
Corp. Skelton Judg_;ment
98-1005 Schlafly v Caro-Kann Lourie, Michel, Discovery Motion to Compel Affirmed Order on
Corp. Skelton Motion
98-1005 Schlafly v Caro-Kann Lourie, Michel, Antitrust Affirmed Summary
Corp. Skelton Judg_;ment
97-1569 Dainippon Screen v. Lourie, Mayer, Miche Jurisdiction  Personal Reversed Order on
CFMT, Inc Motion
97-1569 Dainippon Screen v. Lourie, Mayer, Miche Jurisdiction  Declaratory Affirmed Order on
CEMT, Inc Judgment Motion
96-1258 In Re Zurko Archer, Bryson, Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Clevenger, Gajarsa, Decision -
Lourie, Mayer, Examiner
Final
Rejection
97-1099 Genentech, Inc. v. Lourie, Newman, Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Order on
Reg_;ents of the Univ Rader Motion
97-1099 Genentech, Inc. v. Lourie, Newman, Sovereign State Reversed Order on
Regents of the Univ Rader Immunity Motion
97-1422 Laitram Corp. v. Lourie, Michel, Claim General Affirmed Summary
MoreHouse Indus Skelton Construction Judgment
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97-1422 Laitram Corp. v. Lourie, Michel, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
MoreHouse Indus Skelton Judg_;ment
97-1422 Laitram Corp. v. Lourie, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
MoreHouse Indus Skelton Judgment
97-1422 Laitram Corp. v. Lourie, Michel, Validity Unspecified Affirmed Summary
MoreHouse Indus Skelton Judg_;ment
97-1352 Hester v. Stein Plager, Schall Validity Reissue Affirmed Summary
Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Plager Construction Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Infringement DOE Reversed Summary
Plager Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Infringement Inducing Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Plager Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Inequitable Affirmed Summary
Plager Conduct Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Validity Indefiniteness Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
97-1194 Chiuminatta v. Cardinal Lourie, Michel, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
97-1225 In Re Daniels Bryson, Lourie, Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Newman Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
97-1553 Heidelberg Harris, Inc. v. Bryson, Clevenger, Agreement  License Affirmed Summary
Loebach Gajarsa Judgment
97-1553 Heidelberg Harris, Inc. v. Bryson, Clevenger, Standing Affirmed Summary
Loebach Gajarsa Judg_;ment
97-1553 Heidelberg Harris, Inc. v. Bryson, Clevenger, Collateral Affirmed Summary
Loebach Gajarsa Estoppel Judgment
97-1425 Cravens L. Wanlass v.  Mayer, Michel Estoppel Equitable Affirmed Summary
General Electric Judgment
97-1425 Cravens L. Wanlass v. ~ Mayer, Michel Laches Affirmed Summary
General Electric Judgment
97-5065 Rockwell International v. Clevenger, Michel,  Claim General Affirmed Summary
The U.S. Newman Construction Judg_;ment
97-5065 Rockwell International v. Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Anticipation Affirmed Order on
The U.S. Newman Motion
97-5065 Rockwell International v. Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Obviousness Vacated, Summary
The U.S. Newman Remanded Judgment
96-1514 Hyatt v. Boone Michel, Newman, Interference  Priority Reversed BPAI
Plager Decision -
Interference
96-1514 Hyatt v. Boone Michel, Newman, Interference  Reduction to Affirmed BPAI
Plager Practice Decision -
Interference
96-1514 Hyatt v. Boone Michel, Newman, Interference  Written Affirmed BPAI
Plager Description Decision -
Interference
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97-1418 Wanlass v. Fedders Michel, Rader Laches Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judg_;ment
97-1526 Applied Medical v. U.S. Mayer, Plager, Schall Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury Verdict
Surgical Corp
97-1526 Applied Medical v. U.S. Mayer, Plager, Schall Validity Best Mode Affirmed Jury Verdict
Surgical Corp
97-1526 Applied Medical v. U.S. Mayer, Plager, Schall Evidence Affirmed Order on
Surgical Corp Motion
97-1547 Woodland Trust v. Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Anticipation Reversed Bench Trial
Flowertree Nursery Newman
97-1438 Akron v. Exxel Clevenger, Michel,  Exceptional Reversed Bench Trial
Newman Case
97-1438 Akron v. Exxel Clevenger, Michel,  Inequitable Reversed Bench Trial
Newman Conduct
97-1512 Celeritas v. Rockwell Lourie, Mayer, Miche Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
Fees Motion
97-1512 Celeritas v. Rockwell Lourie, Mayer, Miche Validity Anticipation Reversed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
97-1512 Celeritas v. Rockwell Lourie, Mayer, Miche Agreement  Breach of Affirmed Jury
Contract Verdict/JMO
L
97-1512 Celeritas v. Rockwell Lourie, Mayer, Miche Breach of Damages Affirmed Jury
Contract Verdict/JMO
L
97-1512 Celeritas v. Rockwell Lourie, Mayer, Miche New Trial Affirmed Order on
Motion
97-1327 State Street Bank v. Bryson, Plager, Rich Validity Utility Reversed Summary
Signature Judgment
97-1551 Graphic Controls v. Utah Gajarsa, Plager, Rich Jurisdiction  Personal Affirmed Order on
Medical Motion
97-1564 Mentor v. Quickturn Bryson, Mayer, Estoppel Assignor Affirmed Preliminary
Rader Injunction
97-1564 Mentor v. Quickturn Bryson, Mayer, Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Rader Injunction
97-1466 Pannu v. IOLAB Lourie, Mayer, Rader Inventorship Co-Inventors Reversed, JMOL
Vacated,
Remanded
97-1466 Pannu v. IOLAB Lourie, Mayer, Rader Claim General Affirmed Markman
Construction Hearing_;
97-1466 Pannu v. IOLAB Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Verdict/JMO
L
97-1466 Pannu v. IOLAB Lourie, Mayer, Rader Validity 102(9g) Affirmed JMOL
97-1495 John Hopkins University Lourie, Schall, Smith  Injunction Permanent Vacated in Part  Order on
v. Cellpro, Inc Motion
97-1495 John Hopkins University Lourie, Schall, Smith Claim General Affirmed JMOL
v. Cellpro, Inc Construction
97-1495 John Hopkins University Lourie, Schall, Smith Infringement Literal Affirmed JMOL
v. Cellpro, Inc
97-1495 John Hopkins University Lourie, Schall, Smith  Willfulness Affirmed Jury
v. Cellpro, Inc Verdict/JMO
L
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97-1495 John Hopkins University Lourie, Schall, Smith Validity Enablement Affirmed Summary
v. Cellpro, Inc Judg_;ment
97-1495 John Hopkins University Lourie, Schall, Smith  Waiver Defense Reversed Order on
v. Cellpro, Inc Motion
97-1554 Enercon GmbH v. USITC Gajarsa, Newman, Jurisdiction  Subject Matter  Affirmed USITC
Smith Decision
97-1554 Enercon GmbH v. USITC Gajarsa, Newman, Claim General Affirmed USITC
Smith Construction Decision
97-1554 Enercon GmbH v. USITC Gajarsa, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed USITC
Smith Hearing
98-1079 Mantech v. Hudson Clevenger, Michel,  Claim General Reversed Markman
Schall Construction Hearing
98-1079 Mantech v. Hudson Clevenger, Michel,  Claim General Affirmed Markman
Schall Construction Hearing
98-1079 Mantech v. Hudson Clevenger, Michel, Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Schall Remanded Judgment
97-1399 Hunter Douglas v. Bryson, Clevenger, Jurisdiction  Declaratory Affirmed Order on
Harmonic Design Gajarsa Judgment Motion
97-1399 Hunter Douglas v. Bryson, Clevenger, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Harmonic Design Gajarsa Fees Motion
97-1399 Hunter Douglas v. Bryson, Clevenger, Jurisdiction  Subject Matter  Affirmed Order on
Harmonic Design Gajarsa Motion
97-1399 Hunter Douglas v. Bryson, Clevenger, Preemption Vacated, Order on
Harmonic Desig_;n Gajarsa Remanded Motion
97-1556 Glaxo v. Torpharm Archer, Plager, Rade Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction Judgment
97-1556 Glaxo v. Torpharm Archer, Plager, Rade Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judgment
97-1128 DH Technology v. Newman, Plager, Exceptional Vacated Order on
Synergystex Schall Case Motion
97-1128 DH Technology v. Newman, Plager, Agreement  License Affirmed Summary
Synerg_;ystex Schall Judgment
97-1128 DH Technology v. Newman, Plager, Sanctions Discovery Affirmed Order on
Synergystex Schall Motion
97-1128 DH Technology v. Newman, Plager, Validity Maintenance Fee Vacated, Summary
Synerg_;ystex Schall Lapse Remanded Judg_;ment
97-1302 Cooper v. Goldfarb Clevenger, Schall, Interference  Conception Affirmed BPAI
Skelton Decision -
Interference
97-1302 Cooper v. Goldfarb Clevenger, Schall, Interference  Reduction to Affirmed BPAI
Skelton Practice Decision -
Interference
98-1035 Additive Controls v. Bryson, Clevenger, Contempt Injunction Affirmed Contempt
Flowdata Skelton Hearing
98-1035 Additive Controls v. Bryson, Clevenger, Contempt Injunction Reversed Contempt
Flowdata Skelton Hearing
97-1537 Comark v. Harris Corp.  Gajarsa, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Schall Construction Ruling
97-1537 Comark v. Harris Corp.  Gajarsa, Newman,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury Verdict
Schall
97-1537 Comark v. Harris Corp.  Gajarsa, Newman,  Willfulness Affirmed Jury
Schall Verdict/JMO
L
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97-1537 Comark v. Harris Corp.  Gajarsa, Newman,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury Verdict
Schall

98-1349 Slip Track v. Metal Life  Bryson, Newman, Jurisdiction ~ Subject Matter NA NA
Skelton

98-1349 Slip Track v. Metal Life  Bryson, Newman, Stay Pending Reexam Vacated, Order on
Skelton Remanded Motion

97-1218 Phillips v. Huntsman Newman, Rich, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Schall Construction Judgment

97-1218 Phillips v. Huntsman Newman, Rich, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Schall Judgment

97-1218 Phillips v. Huntsman Newman, Rich, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Schall Judgment

97-1465 Voice Technologies v. VC Lourie, Newman, Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Systems Rich Construction Judgment

97-1465 Voice Technologies v. VC Lourie, Newman, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Systems Rich Judgment

98-1258 In re Cortright Mayer, Newman, Claim General Reversed BPAI

Rader Construction Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
98-1258 In re Cortright Mayer, Newman, Validity Enablement Reversed BPAI
Rader Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
98-1258 In re Cortright Mayer, Newman, Validity Written Affirmed BPAI
Rader Description Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection

98-1294 Engel Industries v. Archer, Clevenger, Rule 60(b) Affirmed Order on
Lockformer Mayer Motion

98-1294 Engel Industries v. Archer, Clevenger, Jurisdiction ~ On Remand Affirmed Order on
Lockformer Mayer Motion

98-1134 National Recovery Gajarsa, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Technologies v. Magnetic Schall Construction Judgment
Separat

98-1134 National Recovery Gajarsa, Rader, Validity Enablement Affirmed Summary
Technologies v. Magnetic Schall Judgment
Separat

98-1063 Sextant Avionique v. Gajarsa, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Analog Devices Smith Construction Judgment

98-1063 Sextant Avionique v. Gajarsa, Lourie, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Analog Devices Smith Judgment

98-1063 Sextant Avionique v. Gaijarsa, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Analog_; Devices Smith Judg_;ment

98-1024 DSC Communicationa  Bryson, Friedman,  Claim General Reversed Markman
Corp. v. Pulse Mayer Construction Hearing
Communications,

98-1024 DSC Communicationa  Bryson, Friedman, Infringement Literal Vacated Summary
Corp. v. Pulse Mayer Judgment
Communications,
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98-1360 Pharmacia & Upjohnv.  Lourie, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Mylan Pharmaceuticals Schall Judg_;ment
98-1360 Pharmacia & Upjohn v.  Lourie, Newman, Collateral Affirmed Summary
Mylan Pharmaceuticals  Schall Estoppel Judgment
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich Damages Personal Liability Reversed Order on
Inc Motion
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Claim Means for Reversed Markman
Inc Construction Hearing
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Claim General Reversed Markman
Inc Construction Hearing
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Inc
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury Verdict
Inc
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Permanent Reversed Order on
Inc Injunction Motion
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSl Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Trademark Infringement Reversed Jury Verdict
Inc
97-1593 Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Int'l Mayer, Rader, Rich  Unfair Reversed Jury Verdict
Inc Competition
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Attorney's Discovery Affirmed Order on
Track & Court Rader Fees Motion
Construction
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Sanctions Discovery Affirmed Order on
Track & Court Rader Motion
Construction
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Track & Court Rader Construction Judgment
Construction
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury Verdict
Track & Court Rader
Construction
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Sanctions Discovery Affirmed Order on
Track & Court Rader Motion
Construction
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Antitrust Affirmed Order on
Track & Court Rader Motion
Construction
97-1432 Seal-Flex v. Athletic Bryson, Newman, Unfair Affirmed Order on
Track & Court Rader Competition Motion
Construction
97-1477 Zeneca Ltd. v. Mylan Gajarsa, Rader Transfer Reversed Order on
Pharmaceuticals Motion
96-1467 Glass Equipment v. Clevenger, Newman, Agreement License Reversed Summary
Besten Rich Judgment
96-1467 Glass Equipment v. Clevenger, Newman, Infringement Inducing Reversed Summary
Besten Rich Judgment
96-1467 Glass Equipment v. Clevenger, Newman, Antitrust Affirmed Summary
Besten Rich Judgment
98-1200 Amana v. Quadlux Archer, Lourie, Mayel Jurisdiction  Personal Affirmed Order on
Motion
98-1171 Signtech USA v. Vutech Mayer, Newman, Damages Enhanced Reversed Order on
Rader Motion
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98-1171 Signtech USA v. Vutech Mayer, Newman, Injunction Permanent Affirmed Order on
Rader Motion
98-1171 Signtech USA v. Vutech Mayer, Newman, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
Rader Construction Hearing
98-1171 Signtech USA v. Vutech Mayer, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Rader
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Technoloc.;y Rader Fees Motion
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Evidence Damages Affirmed Order on
Technolog_;y Rader Motion
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Technology Rader Construction Judgment
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Summary
Technology Rader Construction Judgment
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Infringement Literal Vacated Summary
Technology Rader Judgment
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Tortious Vacated Summary
Technology Rader Inteference Judgment
98-1076 Rodime PLC v. Seagate Friedman, Lourie, Unfair Vacated Summary
Technology Rader Competition Judgment
98-1338 AT&T v. Excel Clevenger, Plager, Validity Utility Reversed Summary
Communications Rader Judgment
97-1470 Karlin Technology v. Clevenger, Gajarsa, Claim General Reversed Summary
Surgical Dynamics Rich Construction Judg_;ment
97-1470 Karlin Technology v. Clevenger, Gajarsa, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Surgical Dynamics Rich Judgment
98-1448 Ohio Cellular Products v. Michel, Plager Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Adams USA Fees Motion
98-1331 Johnson Worldwide Clevenger, Gajarsa, Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Assoc v. Zebco Mayer Construction Judgment
98-1331 Johnson Worldwide Clevenger, Gajarsa, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Assoc v. Zebco Mayer Construction Judgment
98-1331 Johnson Worldwide Clevenger, Gajarsa, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Assoc v. Zebco Mayer Judgment
98-1331 Johnson Worldwide Clevenger, Gajarsa, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Assoc v. Zebco Mayer Judg_;ment
98-1331 Johnson Worldwide Clevenger, Gajarsa, Validity Written Affirmed Summary
Assoc v. Zebco Mayer Description Judgment
98-1498 In re Dembiczak Clevenger, Mayer, Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Michel Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
98-1385 Transmetric v. Gulton Lourie, Michel Prejudgment Vacated Order on
Industries Interest Motion
98-1435 Midwest Industries v. Bryson, Schall, Preemption Reversed Summary
Karavan Trailers Smith Judgment
98-1106 Smiths Industrial Medica Clevenger, Gajarsa Claim Means for Reversed Summary
System v. Vital Signs Construction Judgment
98-1106 Smiths Industrial Medica Clevenger, Gajarsa  Infringement Literal Vacated Bench Trial
System v. Vital Signs
98-1106 Smiths Industrial Medica Clevenger, Gajarsa  Validity Obviousness Vacated Bench Trial
System v. Vital Signs
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98-1296 Delta & Pine Lands v. Michel, Rader Infringement PVPA Affirmed Bench Trial
The Sinkers
98-1296 Delta & Pine Lands v. Michel, Rader Infringement PVPA Vacated Bench Trial
The Sinkers
98-1089 General Electric v. Michel, Newman, Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Nintendo Plager Construction Judg_;ment
98-1089 General Electric v. Michel, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Nintendo Plager Construction Judgment
98-1089 General Electric v. Michel, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Nintendo Plager Judgment
98-1089 General Electric v. Michel, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Nintendo Plager Judgment
98-1089 General Electric v. Michel, Newman, Validity Anticipation Reversed Summary
Nintendo Plager Judgment
97-1365 ScalTech v. Retec/Tetra Gajarsa, Plager, Rich Validity Anticipation Vacated Summary
Judgment
97-1017 Loral Fairchild v. Sony  Archer, Michel, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
Plager Construction Hearinic_]
97-1017 Loral Fairchild v. Sony  Archer, Michel, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Plager Construction Hearing
97-1017 Loral Fairchild v. Sony  Archer, Michel, Infringement DOE Affirmed JMOL
Plager
97-1017 Loral Fairchild v. Sony  Archer, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Plag_;er Judg_;ment
97-1017 Loral Fairchild v. Sony  Archer, Michel, Infringement DOE Affirmed JMOL
Plager
98-1001 Augustine Medical v. Gaijarsa, Mayer, Injunction Permanent Vacated Order on
Gaymer Rader Motion
98-1001 Augustine Medical v. Gajarsa, Mayer, Claim General Reversed Summary
Gaymer Rader Construction Judgment
98-1001 Augustine Medical v. Gaijarsa, Mayer, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Gaymer Rader Judgment
98-1001 Augustine Medical v. Gajarsa, Mayer, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Gaymer Rader Judgment
98-1001 Augustine Medical v. Gajarsa, Mayer, Infringement DOE Reversed Jury Verdict
Gaymer Rader
98-1001 Augustine Medical v. Gajarsa, Mayer, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Gaymer Rader Judgment
98-1388 Pall v. Hemasure Mayer, Newman, Infringement Doctrine of Not Reached NA
Schall Equivalents
98-1411 Finnegan v. ITC Lourie, Michel, Rich  Claim General Affirmed ITC
Construction Determinati
on
98-1411 Finnegan v. ITC Lourie, Michel, Rich  Infringement Literal Affirmed ITC
Determinati
on
98-1411 Finnegan v. ITC Lourie, Michel, Rich  Validity Anticipation Reversed ITC
Determinati
on
98-1298 Pitney Bowes v. Michel, Plager, Rade! Claim General Reversed Summary
Hewlett-Packard Construction Judgment
98-1298 Pitney Bowes v. Michel, Plager, Rade! Infringement DOE Vacated Summary
Hewlett-Packard Judg_;ment
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98-1298 Pitney Bowes v. Michel, Plager, Radel Infringement Literal Vacated Summary
Hewlett-Packard Judg_;ment
97-1273 Burke v. Bruno Archer, Lourie, Radel Claim General Vacated Summary
Independent Living Aids Construction Judgment
97-1273 Burke v. Bruno Archer, Lourie, Rader Infringement Literal Vacated Summary
Independent Living_; Aids Judg_;ment
98-1432 Rhine v. Casio Clevenger, Mayer,  Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Skelton Construction Judgment
98-1432 Rhine v. Casio Clevenger, Mayer,  Claim General Reversed Summary
Skelton Construction Judgment
98-1432 Rhine v. Casio Clevenger, Mayer, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Skelton Judgment
98-1533 Odetics v. Storage Clevenger, Schall Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Technology Fees Motion
98-1533 Odetics v. Storage Clevenger, Schall Damages Enhanced Affirmed Order on
Technology Motion
98-1533 Odetics v. Storage Clevenger, Schall Injunction Permanent Affirmed Order on
Technology Motion
98-1533 Odetics v. Storage Clevenger, Schall Infringement Literal Reversed JMOL
Technology
98-1012 In re Cambridge Biotech Archer, Lourie, Rader Damages Reasonable Affirmed Order on
Royalty Motion
98-1012 In re Cambridge Biotech Archer, Lourie, Radel Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Judg_;ment
98-1288 Zenith Electronics v. Gajarsa, Plager, Preemption Affirmed Order on
Exzec Skelton Motion
98-1512 Brasseler v. Stryker Clevenger, Lourie, Attorney's 285 Vacated Order on
Plag_;er Fees Motion
98-1512 Brasseler v. Stryker Clevenger, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall Damages Methodology Affirmed Bench Trial
Game Technolog_;y
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall Damages Quantum Affirmed Bench Trial
Game Technology
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall Damages Enhanced Vacated Bench Trial
Game Technolog_;y
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall  Claim Means for Reversed Markman
Game Technology Construction Hearing
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall  Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Game Technology
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall  Infringement Literal Reversed Bench Trial
Game Technology
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall  Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
Game Technology
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall  Evidence Affirmed Order on
Game Technology Motion
97-1307 WMS Gaming v. Int'l Rader, Rich, Schall New Trial Affirmed Order on
Game Technology Motion
98-1501 Hockerson-Halberstadt v Gajarsa, Rader, Rich Claim General Reversed Summary
Converse Construction Judg_;ment
98-1501 Hockerson-Halberstadt v Gajarsa, Rader, Rich Validity Reexamination Reversed Summary
Converse Judgment
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98-1214 Zelinski v. Brunswick Bryson, Plager Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction Judgment
98-1214 Zelinski v. Brunswick Bryson, Plager Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Judgment
98-1214 Zelinski v. Brunswick Bryson, Plager Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Judgment
98-1081 Grain Processing v. Bryson, Friedman, = Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Bench Trial
American Rader
Maize-Products
98-1379 Juicy Whip v. Orange Bryson, Rich, Schall Validity Utility Reversed Summary
Bang Judgment
98-1591 Oney v. Ratliff Kelly, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Reversed Summary
Newman Judgment
98-1333 SunTiger v. Blublocker  Friedman, Plager Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction Judgment
98-1333 SunTiger v. Blublocker  Friedman, Plager Infringement Literal Vacated/Reman Summary
ded Judgment
98-1333 SunTiger v. Blublocker  Friedman, Plager Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Judgment
98-1577 United Technologies v. =~ Cudahy, Gajarsa, Breach of Damages Vacated Bench Trial
Chromalloy Gas Turbine Schall Contract
97-1502 Mitsubishi Electric v. Lourie, Newman, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury Verdict
Ampex Skelton
97-1502 Mitsubishi Electric v. Lourie, Newman, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury Verdict
Ampex Skelton
97-1502 Mitsubishi Electric v. Lourie, Newman, New Trial Affirmed Order on
Ampex Skelton Motion
98-1477 Robotic Visions Bryson, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Systems v. View Gajarsa Construction Judgment
Eng_;ineering_;
98-1477 Robotic Visions Bryson, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Systems v. View Gajarsa Judgment
Engineering
98-1477 Robotic Visions Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Summary
Systems v. View Gajarsa Judgment
Eng_;ineering
99-1044 Merck v. Mylan Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Pharmaceuticals Newman Judgment
98-1082 Process Control v. Bryson, Friedman, Claim General Reversed Markman
HydReclaim Gajarsa Construction Hearing_;
98-1082 Process Control v. Bryson, Friedman, Infringement Literal Vacated Bench Trial
HydReclaim Gajarsa
98-1082 Process Control v. Bryson, Friedman, Validity Enablement Reversed Bench Trial
HydReclaim Gajarsa
98-1082 Process Control v. Bryson, Friedman,  Validity Utility Reversed Bench Trial
HydReclaim Gajarsa
99-1041 Atlas Powder v. IRECO Mayer, Michel, Rader Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
97-1313 Seiko Epson v. Nu-Kote Bryson, Newman, Sanctions Contempt Affirmed/Modifie Order on
International Plager d Motion
97-1313 Seiko Epson v. Nu-Kote Bryson, Newman, Attorney's Sanction Affirmed/Modifie Order on
International Plager Fees d Motion
97-1313 Seiko Epson v. Nu-Kote Bryson, Newman, Inequitable Reversed Bench Trial
International Plag_;er Conduct
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97-1313 Seiko Epson v. Nu-Kote Bryson, Newman, Validity Unspecified Reversed Bench Trial
International Plag_;er
98-1380 Diversity Lever v. Ecolab Mayer, Newman, Settlement Affirmed Summary
Schall Agreement Judgment
98-1596 Elkay v. Ebco Gajarsa, Plager, Rich Claim General Reversed Markman
Construction Hearing
98-1596 Elkay v. Ebco Gajarsa, Plager, Rich Infringement DOE Reversed Bench Trial
98-1596 Elkay v. Ebco Gajarsa, Plager, Rich Infringement Literal Reversed Bench Trial
98-1488 L.D. Kichler v. Davoil Lourie, Mayer, Trademark  Cancellation/Likel Reversed/Rema Summary
Newman ihood of nded Judgment
Confusion
98-1488 L.D. Kichler v. Davoil Lourie, Mayer, Trademark  Infringement Reversed/Rema Summary
Newman nded Judgment
99-1011 Tec Air v. Denso Lourie, Mayer, Miche Damages Methodology Affirmed Order on
Motion
99-1011 Tec Air v. Denso Lourie, Mayer, Miche New Trial Affirmed Order on
Motion
99-1038 MEHL/Biophile Milgraum Mayer, Michel, Rader Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Judgment
98-1393 Micro Chemical v. Great Bryson, Plager, Claim General Reversed Markman
Plains Chemical Rader Construction Hearing
98-1393 Micro Chemical v. Great Bryson, Plager, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Plains Chemical Rader Construction Hearing_g
98-1393 Micro Chemical v. Great Bryson, Plager, Infringement Literal Reversed Bench Trial
Plains Chemical Rader
98-1393 Micro Chemical v. Great Bryson, Plager, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Plains Chemical Rader
98-1428 Overhead Door v. Michel, Rader, Schall Claim Means for Vacated in Part Summary
Chamberlain Group Construction Judgment
98-1428 Overhead Door v. Michel, Rader, Schall Claim General Affirmed in Summary
Chamberlain Group Construction Part/Vacated in  Judgment
Part
98-1428 Overhead Door v. Michel, Rader, Schall Infringement DOE Vacated in Part Summary
Chamberlain Group Judgment
98-1428 Overhead Door v. Michel, Rader, Schall Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Chamberlain Group Judg_;ment
98-1428 Overhead Door v. Michel, Rader, Schall Infringement DOE Vacated in Part Summary
Chamberlain Group Judgment
98-1428 Overhead Door v. Michel, Rader, Schall Infringement Literal Vacated in Part Summary
Chamberlain Group Judgment
98-1364 Augustine Medical v. Gajarsa, Mayer, Settlement Affirmed Summary
Progressive Dynamics  Rader Agreement Judgment
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, Willful Affirmed Order on
States Gypsum Gajarsa Infringement Motion
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, Infringement Literal Affirmed in Part Jury Verdict
States Gypsum Gajarsa
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, Infringement Literal Vacated in Part Judgment
States Gypsum Gajarsa
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, Validity Obviousness Reversed/Vacat Judgment
States Gypsum Gajarsa ed
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury Verdict
States Gypsum Gajarsa
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97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, New Trial Reversed Order on
States Gypsum Gajarsa Motion
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, New Trial Vacated Order on
States Gypsum Gajarsa Motion
97-1238 Georgia-Pacific v. United Archer, Bryson, New Trial Affirmed Order on
States Gypsum Gajarsa Motion
98-1308 Intergraph v. Intel Newman, Plager, Injunction Preliminary Vacated Order on
Smith Motion
98-1308 Intergraph v. Intel Newman, Plager, Antitrust Reversed Preliminary
Smith Injunction
97-1468 Univ of Colorado Bryson, Rader, Rich Damages Reasonable Vacated Bench Trial
Foundation v. American Royalty
Cyanamid
97-1468 Univ of Colorado Bryson, Rader, Rich Inventorship Changed Vacated Bench Trial
Foundation v. American Inventors
Cyanamid
97-1468 Univ of Colorado Bryson, Rader, Rich  Unjust Vacated Bench Trial
Foundation v. American Enrichment
Cyanamid
99-1025 Marquip, Inc. v. Fosber  Michel, Gajarsa, Rule 60(b) Affirmed Order on
Am., Inc Rader Motion
99-1025 Marquip, Inc. v. Fosber  Michel, Gajarsa, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Am., Inc Rader Judgment
98-1334 Toro v. White Friedman, Newman Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Consolidated Industries Construction Judgment
98-1334 Toro v. White Friedman, Newman  Claim General Reversed Summary
Consolidated Industries Construction Judg_;ment
98-1334 Toro v. White Friedman, Newman Infringement DOE Remanded None
Consolidated Industries
98-1334 Toro v. White Friedman, Newman Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
Consolidated Industries Judg_;ment
99-1229 Hollyanne Corp. v. TFT, Michel, Schall, Jurisdiction ~ Personal Affirmed Order on
Inc Skelton Motion
98-1363 Wang Lab. v. Am Online Gajarsa, Mayer, Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Inc Newman Construction Judgment
98-1363 Wang Lab. v. Am Online Gajarsa, Mayer, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Inc Newman Judgment
98-1363 Wang Lab. v. Am Online Gajarsa, Mayer, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Inc Newman Judg_;ment
99-1082 Atmel v. Information Black, Lourie Validity Indefiniteness Reverse Summary
Storage Devices, Inc. Judgment
98-1303 Vivid Technologies, Inc v Lourie, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Am Science & En@, Inc Schall Construction Hearing
98-1303 Vivid Technologies, Inc v Lourie, Newman, Infringement Literal Vacated/Reman Summary
Am Science & En%;, Inc Schall ded Judgment
99-1190 Vanmoor v. Wal-Mart Archer, Mayer, Rade! Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Stores Judgment
99-1190 Vanmoor v. Wal-Mart Archer, Mayer, Radel Trade Secret Misappropriation Affirmed Summary
Stores Judgment
99-1035 Pioneer Hi-Bred v. J.E.M Lourie, Mayer, Validity Utility Affirmed Summary
Ag Supply Newman Judgment
98-1553 Winner Intl. Royalty v.  Gajarsa, Michel, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Wang_; Rader
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98-1553 Winner Int'l. Royalty v.  Gajarsa, Michel, Evidence Affirmed Order on
Wang Rader Motion
98-1553 Winner Int'l. Royalty v.  Gajarsa, Michel, Transfer Affirmed Order on
Wang Rader Motion
99-1316 Automated Business Bryson, Michel, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Companies v. NEC Plager Fees Motion
America
99-1267 Eaton v. Evans Archer, Gajarsa, Interference  Reduction to Vacated, BPAI
Rader Practice Remanded Decision -
Interference
99-1086 Phonometrics v. Archer, Rader, Motion to 12(b)(6) Reversed, Order on
Hospitality Franchise Skelton Dismiss Remanded Motion
Sys.
99-1223 Nilssen v. Motorola Bryson, Lourie Transfer Appellate NA NA
99-m595 In re Spalding Sports Bryson, Lourie, Attorney Reversed Order on
Worldwide Rader Client Motion
Privileg_;e
99-1081 Cortland Line v. Orvis Archer, Friedman, Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Rader Construction Judgment
99-1081 Cortland Line v. Orvis Archer, Friedman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Rader Construction Judgment
99-1081 Cortland Line v. Orvis Archer, Friedman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Rader Judgment
99-1081 Cortland Line v. Orvis Archer, Friedman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Rader Judgment
99-1081 Cortland Line v. Orvis Archer, Friedman, Trademark Infringement Vacated, Summary
Rader Remanded Judg_;ment
99-1240 Kraft Foods v. Int'l Michel, Rader, Smith Claim General Affirmed Summary
Trading Construction Judgment
99-1240 Kraft Foods v. Int'l Michel, Rader, Smith Infringement DOE Reversed, Summary
Trading_; Remanded Judg_;ment
99-1240 Kraft Foods v. Int'l Michel, Rader, Smith Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Trading Judgment
99-1241 In re Robert J. Gartside  Clevenger, Lourie,  Validity Obviousness Affirmed BPAI
Rader Decision -
Interference
99-1323 Smith CSU v. Xerox Archer, Mayer, Antitrust Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
99-1018 Ultra-tex Surfaces v. Hill Archer, Lourie, Maye! Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Bros. Chemical
99-1018 Ultra-tex Surfaces v. Hill Archer, Lourie, Mayel Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Bros. Chemical
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Skelton Fees Motion
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Attorney's Discovery Affirmed Order on
Skelton Fees Motion
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Standing Affirmed Bench Trial
Skelton
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Skelton
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Skelton
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98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Skelton
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Skelton Conduct
98-1527 Speedplay v. Bebop Bryson, Gajarsa, Trade Dress Infringement Affirmed Bench Trial
Skelton
98-1377 Semiconductor Energy  Michel, Schall, Preemption Affirmed Summary
Lab v. Samsung Skelton Judgment
Electronics
98-1377 Semiconductor Energy  Michel, Schall, Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Lab v. Samsung Skelton Conduct
Electronics
99-1283 Jeneric/Pentron v. Dillon Archer, Newman, Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Preliminary
Rader Injunction
99-1283 Jeneric/Pentron v. Dillon Archer, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Preliminary
Rader Construction Injunction
Hearing_g
99-1283 Jeneric/Pentron v. Dillon Archer, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Preliminary
Rader Injunction
Heaﬂng
99-1224 Zodiac Pool Care v. Bryson, Gajarsa, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Hoffinger Industries Skelton Fees Motion
99-1224 Zodiac Pool Care v. Gajarsa, Skelton Claim General Affirmed Summary
Hoffinger Industries Construction Judgment
99-1224 Zodiac Pool Care v. Gajarsa, Skelton Infringement DOE Affirmed JMOL
Hoffinger Industries
99-1224 Zodiac Pool Care v. Gajarsa, Skelton Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Hoffing_;er Industries Judg_;ment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
Automation Plager Construction Hearing
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Claim Means for Reversed Markman
Automation Plag_;er Construction Hearing
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Claim General Reversed Markman
Automation Plager Construction Hearing
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Automation Plager Remanded Judgment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Automation Plager Remanded Judgment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement  Contributory Vacated, Summary
Automation Plag_;er Remanded Judg_;ment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Automation Plager Judgment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement Inducing Vacated, Summary
Automation Plager Remanded Judgment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Automation Plager Judgment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Automation Plager Remanded Judgment
99-1019 IMS Technology v. Haas Mayer, Michel, Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Automation Plager Remanded Judgment
99-1299 Clearstream Wastewater Gajarsa, Plager, Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Sys. v. Hydro-Action Schall Construction Judgment
464

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.



99-1299 Clearstream Wastewater Gajarsa, Plager, Infringement  Literal Vacated, Summary
Sys. v. Hydro-Action Schall Remanded Judg_;ment
99-1066 Union Oil v. Atlantic Mayer, Rader Claim General Affirmed Markman
Richfield Construction Ruling
99-1066 Union Oil v. Atlantic Mayer, Rader Validity Anticipation Affirmed Jury
Richfield Verdict/JMO
L
99-1066 Union Oil v. Atlantic Mayer, Rader Validity Written Affirmed Jury
Richfield Description Verdict/JMO
L
99-1066 Union Oil v. Atlantic Lourie, Mayer, Rader Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Richfield Conduct
99-1399 View Engineering v. Linn, Lourie, Michel ~ Sanctions Rule 11 Affirmed Order on
Robotic Vision Sys. Motion
99-1196 Helifix v.Blok-Lok Gajarsa, Rader, Injunction Preliminary Affirmed Order on
Schall Motion
99-1196 Helifix v.Blok-Lok Gajarsa, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Schall Construction Judgment
99-1196 Helifix v.Blok-Lok Gajarsa, Rader, Validity Anticipation Vacated, Summary
Schall Remanded Judgment
99-1225 Optical Disk v. Del Mar ~ Gajarsa, Plager, Claim General Reversed Summary
Avionics Schall Construction Judgment
99-1225 Optical Disk v. Del Mar  Gajarsa, Plager, Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Avionics Schall Remanded Judgment
99-1225 Optical Disk v. Del Mar  Gajarsa, Plager, Infringement  Literal Affirmed Summary
Avionics Schall Judg_;ment
99-1225 Optical Disk v. Del Mar  Gajarsa, Plager, Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Avionics Schall Remanded Judgment
99-1225 Optical Disk v. Del Mar  Gajarsa, Plager, Infringement  Literal Vacated, Summary
Avionics Schall Remanded Judg_;ment
99-1349 Kemco Sales v. Control Clevenger, Lourie, Claim Means for Affirmed Summary
Papers Plager Construction Judgment
99-1349 Kemco Sales v. Control  Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Papers Plager Judgment
99-1349 Kemco Sales v. Control  Clevenger, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Papers Plager Judgment
99-1341 STX v. Brine Lourie, Mayer, Schall Claim General Affirmed Summary
Construction Judg_;ment
99-1341 STX v. Brine Lourie, Mayer, Schall Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Judgment
99-1308 Helfgott & Karas v. Clevenger, Plager, APA Vacated, Summary
Dickinson Schall Remanded Judgment
99-1314 Hill-Rom v. Kinetic Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Concepts Plager Construction Hearing
99-1314 Hill-Rom v. Kinetic Bryson, Lourie, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
Concepts Plager
99-1314 Hill-Rom v. Kinetic Bryson, Lourie, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
Concepts Plager
99-1111 Envirco v. Clestra Lourie, Mayer, Rader Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Cleanroom Construction Judgment
99-1111 Envirco v. Clestra Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement DOE Vacated, Summary
Cleanroom Remanded Judg_;ment
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99-1111 Envirco v. Clestra Lourie, Mayer, Rader Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Cleanroom Remanded Judgment
98-1465 Aqua-Aerobic Sys. v. Bryson, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Aerators Smith Construction Judgment
98-1465 Aqua-Aerobic Sys. v. Bryson, Newman, Infringement  DOE Affirmed Summary
Aerators Smith Judg_;ment
98-1465 Aqua-Aerobic Sys. v. Bryson, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Aerators Smith Judgment
99-1182 In re Hyatt Bryson, Lourie, Validity Anticipation Affirmed BPAI
Rader Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
99-1365 Bayer v. Elan Bryson, Clevenger, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Pharmaceutical Schall Judgment
Research
99-1365 Bayer v. Elan Bryson, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Pharmaceutical Schall Judgment
Research
99-1365 Bayer v. Elan Bryson, Clevenger, PHE Affirmed Summary
Pharmaceutical Schall Judgment
Research
99-1274 Riverwood International ' Gajarsa, Mayer, Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
Mead Schall
99-1012 Advanced Display Sys., Gajarsa, Plager, Sanctions Discovery Reversed Order on
et al. v. Kent State Univ., Schall Motion
99-1012 Advanced Display Sys., Gajarsa, Plager, Jury Reversed Order on
et al. v. Kent State Univ., Schall Instructions Motion
99-1012 Advanced Display Sys., Gajarsa, Plager, New Trial Reversed Order on
et al. v. Kent State Univ., Schall Motion
99-1042 Vehicular Technologies v Clevenger, Plager, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Titan Wheel Int'l. Rader Judgment
99-1586 Valves v. Dray Clevenger, Michel,  Jurisdiction  Appeal NA NA
Rader
99-1586 Valves v. Dray Clevenger, Michel, = Agreement  Breach of Affirmed Bench Trial
Rader Contract
99-1586 Valves v. Dray Clevenger, Michel,  Breach of Damages Vacated, Bench Trial
Rader Contract Remanded
99-1586 Valves v. Dray Clevenger, Michel,  Breach of Damages Affirmed Bench Trial
Rader Contract
99-1586 Valves v. Dray Clevenger, Michel,  Permanent Affirmed Bench Trial
Rader Injunction
99-1466 Hoffman-La Roche v. Friedman, Gajarsa, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Invamed Mayer Fees Motion
99-1466 Hoffman-La Roche v. Friedman, Gajarsa, Exceptional Affirmed Order on
Invamed Mayer Case Motion
99-1466 Hoffman-La Roche v. Friedman, Gajarsa, Sanctions Rule 11 Affirmed Order on
Invamed Mayer Motion
99-1556 Elekta Instrument v. Bryson, Lourie, Claim General Reversed Summary
0O.U.R. Scientific Rader Construction Judgment
Internation
99-1556 Elekta Instrument v. Bryson, Lourie, Infringement Literal Reversed Summary
0.U.R. Scientific Rader Judgment
Internation
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98-1502 Reiffin v. Microsoft Michel, Newman, Validity Written Reversed Summary
Schall Description Judgment
99-1218 Environ Products v. Lourie, Mayer, Inventorship  Sole Affirmed Jury Verdict
Furon Newman
99-1218 Environ Products v. Lourie, Mayer, Jury Standard of Prooil Affirmed Order on
Furon Newman Instruction Motion
99-1208 Northern Telecom v. Archer, Clevenger, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Samsung_; Michel Construction Hearing
99-1208 Northern Telecom v. Archer, Clevenger, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Samsung Michel Judgment
99-1208 Northern Telecom v. Archer, Clevenger, Validity Best Mode Reversed Summary
Samsung Michel Judgment
99-1275 Rotec v. Mitsubishi Gajarsa, Michel, Infringement  271(f) Affirmed Summary
Newman Judgment
99-1275 Rotec v. Mitsubishi Gajarsa, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Newman Judgment
99-5086 Zacharin v. U.S. Bryson, Michel, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Summary
Plager Judgment
99-1463 In re Baker Hughes Lourie, Mayer, Plagel Claim General Reversed BPAI
Construction Decision -
Reexaminat|
on
99-1463 In re Baker Hughes Lourie, Mayer, Plager Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Decision -
Reexaminat|
on
99-1400 Collins v. Northern Bryson, Gajarsa, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Telecom Newman Construction Ruling
99-1400  Collins v. Northern Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement  Contributory Affirmed Summary
Telecom Newman Judg_;ment
99-1400 Collins v. Northern Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement Inducing Affirmed Summary
Telecom Newman Judgment
99-1400  Collins v. Northern Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement  Literal Affirmed Summary
Telecom Newman Judgment
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie,  Attorney's Contract Affirmed Order on
Engineering Rader Fees Motion
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie,  Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Engineering Rader Fees Motion
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie, Damages Lost Profits Vacated, Jury
Engineering Rader Remanded Verdict/JMO
L
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie, Exceptional Affirmed Order on
Engineering Rader Case Motion
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie, Jury Standard of Prooi Affirmed Order on
Engineering Rader Instruction Motion
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie, Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
Engineering Rader Construction
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Engineering Rader Verdict/JMO
L
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie,  Willfulness Affirmed Jury
Engineering Rader Verdict/JMO
L
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99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie,  Motion to Defense Affirmed Order on
Engineering_; Rader Dismiss Motion
99-1064 Embrex v. Service Clevenger, Lourie, Res Judicata Affirmed Order on
Engineering Rader Motion
00-1033 Solomon v. Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Indefiniteness Reversed Summary
Kimberly-Clark Lourie Judg_;ment
00-1033 Solomon v. Bryson, Clevenger, Validity 102(f) Affirmed Summary
Kimberly-Clark Lourie inventorship Judgment
98-1568 Canton Bio-Medical v. Friedman, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Integrated Liner Rader Judgment
Technolog_;ie
98-1568 Canton Bio-Medical v. Friedman, Newman, PHE Affirmed Summary
Integrated Liner Rader Judgment
Technologie
99-1231 In re Werner Kotzab Gajarsa, Linn, Lourie Validity Obviousness Reversed BPAI
Decision -
Reexaminati
on
99-1537 Ishida Co. v. Alfred A. Clevenger, Michel, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
Taylor Rader Construction Ruling
99-1537 Ishida Co. v. Alfred A. Clevenger, Michel, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Taylor Rader Judgment
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
Schall Verdict/JMO
L
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, Damages Price Erosion Affirmed Jury
Schall Verdict/JMO
L
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, Sanctions 1927 Affirmed Order on
Schall Motion
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, PHE Affirmed Order on
Schall Motion
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury
Schall Verdict/JMO
L
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Schall Conduct
98-1560 Fiskars v. Hunt Mfg. Newman, Rader, Evidence Affirmed Order on
Schall Motion
99-1505 Hockerson-Halberstadt, Clevenger, Gajarsa, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Inc., et al. v. Avia Group Mayer Construction Hearing
99-1505 Hockerson-Halberstadt, Clevenger, Gajarsa, Infringement Literal Affirmed Consent
Inc., et al. v. Avia Group Mayer
99-1251 Schering Corp. etal. v.  Archer, Gajarsa, Claim General Affirmed Markman
Amgen, Inc. Rader Construction Hearing
99-1251 Schering Corp. etal. v.  Archer, Gajarsa, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Amgen, Inc. Rader Judgment
99-1251 Schering Corp. etal. v.  Archer, Gajarsa, Evidence Affirmed Order on
Amgen, Inc. Rader Motion
99-1347 Tate Access Floors, Inc., Lourie, Michel, Schall Attorney's 285 Vacated, Order on
et al. v. Maxcess Techno Fees Remanded Motion
99-1347 Tate Access Floors, Inc., Lourie, Michel, Schall Damages Lost Profits Affirmed Jury
et al. v. Maxcess Techno Verdict/JMO
L
468

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.



99-1347 Tate Access Floors, Inc., Lourie, Michel, Schall Damages Enhanced Vacated, Order on
et al. v. Maxcess Techno Remanded Motion
99-1347 Tate Access Floors, Inc., Lourie, Michel, Schall Claim General Affirmed Jury Verdict
et al. v. Maxcess Techno Construction
99-1347 Tate Access Floors, Inc., Lourie, Michel, Schall Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
et al. v. Maxcess Techno Verdict/JMO
L
99-1347 Tate Access Floors, Inc., Lourie, Michel, Schall Infringement Literal Reversed Jury
et al. v. Maxcess Techno Verdict/JMO
L
99-1481 Hilgrave Corp., v. McAfe: Lourie, Michel, Rader Claim General Affirmed Summary
Associates, Inc Construction Judgment
99-1481 Hilgrave Corp., v. McAfe« Lourie, Michel, Rader Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Associates, Inc Judgment
99-1481 Hilgrave Corp., v. McAfe« Lourie, Michel, Rader Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Associates, Inc Remanded Judgment
99-1481 Hilgrave Corp., v. McAfe: Lourie, Michel, Rader PHE Affirmed Summary
Associates, Inc Judgment
99-1506 Genentech, Inc. v. Chiroi Archer, Bryson, Interference  Reduction to Reversed BPAI
Corp. Schall Practice Decision
99-1259 Singh v. Brake Gajarsa, Lourie, Interference  Conception Vacated, BPAI
Schall Remanded Decision -
Interference
99-1581 Prima Tek Il v. A-Roo Clevenger, Gajarsa, Attorney's 285 Reversed Order on
Mayer Fees Motion
99-1581 Prima Tek Il v. A-Roo Clevenger, Gajarsa, Standing Reversed Order on
Mayer Motion
99-1248 KCJ v. Kinetic Concepts Clevenger, Plager,  Claim General Reversed Markman
Rader Construction Hearing
99-1248 KCJ v. Kinetic Concepts Clevenger, Plager,  Claim General Affirmed Markman
Rader Construction Hearing
99-1248 KCJ v. Kinetic Concepts Clevenger, Plager,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Rader Judgment
99-1248 KCJ v. Kinetic Concepts Clevenger, Plager,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Rader Judgment
99-1278 CAE Screenplates v. Bryson, Gajarsa, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Heinrich Fiedler Linn Construction Judg_;ment
99-1278 CAE Screenplates v. Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Heinrich Fiedler Linn Judgment
99-1278 CAE Screenplates v. Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Heinrich Fiedler Linn Judgment
99-1293 Nutrinova v. Intl Trade Bryson, Lourie, Infringement  271(g) Affirmed USITC
Comm Plager Hearing
99-1312 C&F Packing v. IBP Clevenger, Plager,  Preemption Affirmed Order on
Rader Motion
99-1312 C&F Packing v. IBP Clevenger, Plager,  Trade Secret Damages Affirmed Jury Verdict
Rader
99-1312 C&F Packing v. IBP Clevenger, Plager, Motion to 12(b)(6) Reversed Order on
Rader Dismiss Motion
99-1312 C&F Packing v. IBP Clevenger, Plager, Trade Secret Misappropriation Affirmed Jury Verdict
Rader
99-1312 C&F Packing v. IBP Clevenger, Plager,  Prejudgment Reversed Order on
Rader Interest Motion
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98-1325 Perspective Biosystems Clevenger, Plager  Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
v. Pharmacia Biotech Conduct
97-5035 Dow Chemical v. U.S. Archer, Gajarsa, Ricr Damages Reasonable Vacated, CFC
Royalty Remanded Hearing
97-5035 Dow Chemical v. U.S. Archer, Gajarsa, Rict Infringement Literal Vacated, CFC
Remanded Hearing
99-1381 Sibia Neurosciences v.  Gajarsa, Michel Validity Obviousness Reversed Jury Verdict
Cadus Pharmaceutical,
99-1043 Ecolochem v. Southern  Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Anticipation Reversed Bench Trial
California Edison Rader
99-1043 Ecolochem v. Southern  Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
California Edison Rader
99-1043 Ecolochem v. Southern  Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
California Edison Rader
99-1043 Ecolochem v. Southern  Clevenger, Michel,  Validity Obviousness Reversed Bench Trial
California Edison Rader
99-1092 Upjohn v. MOVA Archer, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Jury Verdict
Pharmaceutical Skelton
99-1092 Upjohn v. MOVA Archer, Newman, Inequitable Reversed Jury Verdict
Pharmaceutical Skelton Conduct
99-1092 Upjohn v. MOVA Archer, Newman, Validity Obviousness Reversed Jury Verdict
Pharmaceutical Skelton
99-1593 Caterpillar v. Deere Mayer, Plager Infringement Literal Vacated, Summary
Remanded Judg_;ment
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Infringement Contributory Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Infringement  271(f) Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Infringement Inducing Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Infringement Literal Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Infringement Literal Vacated, JMOL
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Remanded
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Validity Best Mode Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v. Michel, Schall, Validity Enablement Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Validity Indefiniteness Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
99-1213 Southwest Software v. Michel, Schall, Validity Utility Affirmed Jury
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Verdict/JMO
L
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99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Validity Written Affirmed Jury

Harlequin, et al. Skelton Description Verdict/JMO
L

99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Validity Best Mode Vacated, Bench Trial
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Remanded

99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, Validity Enablement Vacated, Bench Trial
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Remanded

99-1213 Southwest Software v.  Michel, Schall, New Trial Affirmed Order on
Harlequin, et al. Skelton Motion

99-1232 Cultor v. A.E. Staley Friedman, Newman, Amendment Complaint Affirmed Order on
Manufacturing_; Rader Motion

99-1232 Cultor v. A.E. Staley Friedman, Newman, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Rader Construction Judgment

99-1232 Cultor v. A.E. Staley Friedman, Newman, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Rader Judgment

99-1232 Cultor v. A.E. Staley Friedman, Newman, Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Manufacturing Rader Judgment

99-1550 Life Technologies v. Bryson, Gajarsa, Inequitable Reversed Bench Trial
Clontech Laboratories Michel Conduct

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Discovery Rule 56 Affirmed Order on
Standard Register Newman Motion

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel Claim General Reversed Summary
Standard Register Construction Judgment

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Standard Reg_;ister Newman Construction Judg_;ment

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Standard Register Newman Judgment

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Standard Register Judgment

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Standard Register Newman Judgment

98-1386 Moore, U.S.A. v. Clevenger, Michel,  Infringement Literal Affirmed Summary
Standard Reg_;ister Newman Judgment

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Claim Means for Affirmed Markman
American Power Rader Construction Ruling
Products

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Claim General Affirmed Markman
American Power Rader Construction Ruling
Products

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Claim General Reversed Markman
American Power Rader Construction Ruling
Products

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Infringement  Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
American Power Rader
Products

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Infringement DOE Affirmed Bench Trial
American Power Rader
Products

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Infringement Literal Affirmed Bench Trial
American Power Rader
Products

00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Infringement Literal Vacated, Bench Trial
American Power Rader Remanded
Products
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00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Validity Anticipation Affirmed Bench Trial
American Power Rader
Products
00-1011 Lampi Corporation v. Bryson, Mayer, Estoppel Judicial Affirmed Bench Trial
American Power Rader
Products
00-1030 Gerald Banks, et al. v. Friedman, Mayer, Ownership  Co-Ownership Vacated, Summary
Unisys, et al. Schall Remanded Judgment
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Amendment Judgment Affirmed Order on
Archer-Daniels-Midland ~ Smith Motion
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Damages Reasonable Modified Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland  Smith Royalty
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Standing Affirmed Order on
Archer-Daniels-Midland  Smith Motion
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Claim General Affirmed Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland Smith Construction
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Infringement 271(g) Affirmed Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland  Smith
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Willfulness Affirmed Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland Smith
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland  Smith Conduct
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Validity Best Mode Affirmed Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland Smith
99-1098 Ajinomoto v. Newman, Rader, Validity Enablement Affirmed Bench Trial
Archer-Daniels-Midland  Smith
99-1467 Bottom Line Friedman, Mayer, Repair Affirmed Summary
Manag_;ement v. Pan Mar Michel Judg_;ment
99-1389 Brown & Williamson Bryson, Clevenger, Validity Obviousness Affirmed Bench Trial
Tobacco v. Philip Morris  Linn
99-1416 Perdue Pharma v. Bryson, Plager, Validity Written Affirmed Bench Trial
Faulding Smith Description
00-1381 Texas Instruments v. Lourie, Newman, Injunction Preliminary Vacated, Preliminary
Tessera & U.S. ITC Rader Remanded Injunction
00-1108 In re Mitchell R. Swartz ~ Archer, Dyk, Plager Validity Enablement Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
00-1108 In re Mitchell R. Swartz  Archer, Dyk, Plager Validity Utility Affirmed BPAI
Decision -
Examiner
Final
Rejection
99-1451 Li Second Family v. Clevenger, Plager,  Inequitable Affirmed Bench Trial
Toshiba Schall Conduct
99-1526 Watts v. XL Systems Bryson, Gajarsa, Claim Means for Reversed Summary
Linn Construction Judgment
99-1526 Watts v. XL Systems Bryson, Gajarsa, Claim General Affirmed Summary
Linn Construction Judgment
99-1526 Watts v. XL Systems Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement DOE Affirmed Summary
Linn Judgment
472

Copyright 2023, All Rights Reserved, LegalMetric, Inc.



99-1526 Watts v. XL Systems Bryson, Gajarsa, Infringement  Literal Affirmed Summary
Linn Judg_;ment
00-1052 LSI Industries v. Hubbell Dyk, Linn, Gajarsa  Jurisdiction  Personal Reversed Order on
Lim Motion
00-1052 LSI Industries v. Hubbell Dyk, Linn, Gajarsa  Motion to Personal Reversed Order on
Ligm; Dismiss Jurisdiction Motion
99-1557 Ruiz v. A.B. Chance Michel, Newman, Attorney's 285 Affirmed Order on
Rader Fees Motion
99-1557 Ruiz v.