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Yao-Hung Huang v. Marklyn Group, Inc % i°

7

2012 # > % Yao-Hung Huang v. Marklyn Group, Inc.% ¢ ¢ » J 2
Huang 45 434 % Marklyn & B &3 D614, 780 & {13k 3+ (4@ 1 #777
BALT80 B A1) > 788 - ¥ % F AT B b e (CR4EE )
AR Y v 850 £ i ke LED %8 (4eBl 1 ¥ 0 Fig.1—Fig.9) s
H ¢ Fig.7-Fig.9 & 3pm 4 ;5 K40 % 780 & f1chv § 0 B F > 10 % 4oim
FEIA B %’é%ﬁ % plAR4R - 2 Marklyn 2348 100 & i mehe
FHRF 780 B A H Y 2 4Em I eh b bl e RA 0 B RP S
P332z FoBlackburn 3 0 R T Y 7 €5 BN E

FEF R AR U TR EF R B JIEFF 0 A Y b B
SRR R ARt VO 0T 44 K EA R LED B 8 2 AR
%23 780 H 4] o B F LR enE_» 2 F Blackburn 3 i &2 F & 12 ;EI—
we FiRFEF R f A PR 780 B o 2 H b i
~ i g H ,&«E%[ﬁ

D614,780 % - & 41
M@ = G > G --_"I“LJ
Fig. 1 T
= - . F“;-; e J_J;_;._‘ b — o d Je—
P e T P =
e (T TaTa =" = Tl Rt o e
AR ey |
AU} § .
Fig. 7 Fig. 8 Fig. 9

Bl 1 Yao-Hung Huang 7780 & {1

° 418 Yao-Hung Huang v. Marklyn Group, Inc., No. 11-cv-01765, 2012 WL 4856720 (D. Colo. Oct. 11,
2012) »



DR PR T SR S Y

e B AR g B AR ¢ R ST en R RS 7
E - BATLARIRL o 2 2 AW 0E BRI EMCF AR
Rk 2 e PR B - B AR K 2H(asawhole )e kit & ¢
B A& B E AR rom 2 P ri g N 2 KA T
YU SR T BFY (whatis shown) @ gkt = i —Frs ARk e
& ~ % (material element) > & — @K 3~ F FHZR v B 22
irid e 2 AR vk m?}“ﬁi@ia‘ B Flgt o 23 - BRIFAF S
~#§ 2 £ % (unimportant) & % & & (immaterial )

Elmer v. ICC Fabricating, Inc. % '

4 Elmer HTH 2 @ (@ # HTH) #% % M D 290,620 % 3* &
1 (4oB1 2 2 ®1#77 > @ ££620 & 1) ERET 2 Fazagand ] >
i fEa 620 B BN i cnE - B R4 H TS G -
Beg ez A RENFRE A RFE LRSS HET mE = &
HRH O TER A F - AN A 620 &l A w e (4o

Ju

19 g ) A4 2P AR (B2 LR57) §3 B3 k2 ko
H- S fidy wk = i“/f«ml”—,ﬂ: TR Y A - ) [
LRI & S 2 Wl RS - S A P S B
fiﬁﬁf%'b“#«*‘ﬁz‘”ﬁ{ B Alena ﬂ;}iﬁi,&mg@ VR L I g A
FR T RE AT BT 620 &)

® £H7 Elmer v. ICC Fabricating Inc., 67 F.3d 1571, 36 USPQ2d, 1417 ( Fed. Cir. 1995 ) -



D 290,620 %3+ & 41

B2 Bh2 620 B fler w2 4 4 F2 1L i

R4 15% 620 LI HREF wkZ 4R 2 g P L3
= LRIy I e e IE AR S P o LR AR AR i o 7 iF
CAFC 35 > 4r% R 414 4 4 R 5 1ehg Bk 2 Hac L B o i 14
fOPERAR L e ¥ SR Rp il # ALY SR ORI Y AR
B MR A AR A AT o BRI R &
FIHEA 2 FLRZER I BaI A BT A > & S gk o



B ;¢ ﬁvmﬁ*rsbzﬁ_;\ Rtz - ;WA

Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., LTD % # '
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