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LTCHFLEFRETH D, 7B, KEFTF6,108,703 5 DR FFHEE 1L, FRAMMIT (v V- F = —
oY TREKS) THY ., FHEFREAKamail XY Fom 57 4t v —Tho T,
7035 RFFF OFAMAINE L1, A X —F > F ETOWebH A K ZHERL L T S 4 D
DIABFT V= B, ENENAT V=7 Mgllar T YT IR —xy hU—7 (C
DN) EIZBRFEESNTWDOIHAIL, arTrYitiEoa s va—2hoWebt A o R
X2 AT INY)—FT5ar 7T IUNY == R HEETLLOTH D,
Akamai & LimelightiZ\W#h b a7 Y7 U AN —xy hU—27 (CDN) O TE
CAAEIToTEY, BEBERICH -T2 2 A, g MILimelight DY —E A Tlda v 7 v
VIEMEOMDIALA TV 2 Nea T YT IR —x%y hU—2 (CDN) Enb
TUNY—F5E & 5T, Limelight L % 7=25 227 V12 {F L ORI O X
L&, arT o RHEE M, Limelighto a5 o F YR —xy v U—2 (CDN)
N, EOMDIARAT V27 IR END LT DONETRT D L0 ) iafk, &
BIZ, FRHDHDIALF TV =7 MZHOWTITa T o VI A LimelightD i BIIZ L
TeRoTHE T T LR, 2OV TIE, a7 U VRIEFE LTI NER B -7,
FETHL~VF a—t v VEEHERIT, 7035 87HI OV TR E L T AR ETRZET
Hr GEEMEE LToHR, IMOL) 'Z F L2 &b, ZHERRE L7-Akamains,
ZOMORFFFHE (U.S.Patent No.7,103,645,LL T64575F5F & 9%, U.S.Patent N0.6,553,41,LL
AMIFHFF LT D) ITOWTOEMMERIC L D7 L — LRI & 4> CHEf (appeal) L. fih
77, Limelighti X KFIZEIZ DV T OREEHINTIZ B U CHlFRHE 2 HIlr QEEREE LT
MW, IMOL) L7eh o722 LITHOWTA YR (cross appeal) #1T7-7-,

1—2 CAFCHp

1—2—1 EEER

Akamai 12>5 1%, Limelight& %722 20T oV #EHEE D172 L - T, 70354712
DWW T OH[ENRE (oint infringement) 23 k2T 5 & DO FRDB R I NI, ZOFEDOFERITD
W TIEBMCE A C A F CHIIR Je O'\MuniauctionF+ 4 C A F CHIRNZEB W T, [—HFEN
7t A EERIZONTO T IEFE7~(control or direction)] 247> T, £AT v 7120
THFEAY br— A Z 7o TWDYEFITFT D L0 REBEKRE L > TVWDOTRITNIRE
FRHFELZR] ETDEXFNRENTZ 2 BEE 2 - ET, 2ok H 7 R UT
fid /= (control or direction) ] ® 7 A h @O H B HES L — X H T D HER F (joint
infringement) DS HIRTOIEIE L 722 L O TS 58, (BRICxT D) Az 2 =
LICE ST, Y EZ TS EET DT AL b > CTRHZITS TR ET 21220 5
LETVRDIDONENI REFZD T, REZEATRShTHWRWE Lk,

% LT, Muniauction®iffC AF CHIR TIZ, B=FIZ L > TR SN DITHITHONTD [
Fic 31345715 (control or direction) | % FE72 4 DM B UL LT, TERN HIENMBANDIT
WZDWTRAZAYIZ (vicariously) I BT AE U D EFHl L 5 ARPUCKHET HHDTHDH &
IHIWE LTRY ., AERRZ L, HIC [ALX I3 R (control or direction) | DIFTER’

! Akamai Techs., Inc. v. Limelight Networks, Inc., 614 F. Supp. 2d 90 (D. Mass. 2009)

2 Akamai Technologies, Inc. v. Limelight Networks, Inc., 629 F.3d 1311 (Fed. Cir. 2010)
3 BMC Resources, Inc. v. Paymentech, L.P., 498 F.3d 1373, 1378 (Fed. Cir. 2007)

* 532 F.3d 1329(Fed. Cir. 2008)



MHORMNRH D L) Z LTI T, ATAEROMIZ, 2 EROITAEMOERIC
HLUTRELED LWV BRERTFET 200G NEN) 2 Lithd & LT, HEREER
EFEAT v T O—EHEIT > TWAHMOIT A EARO R ORI, F1EEIHR (principal &
agentDBARIC B 2 GE121E, HIEAT v 7 O—HOEITAEPEREEFEERICFEL D
% Z & NBMCHMEC AF CH K& O'Muniauction - C A F CH[IEN HEFIZRIB ST
Wb e LT,

F7o. AR, HOTATENTIEAT v 7O—E FET 5 2 & 120X 8K ks
FEEERE ORICEBET T 5N TN D K5 A1 b AR Eoint infringement) 234 U 95
% Z EZo0ThH, BMCHEC A F CHIIR & O'Muniauction 4 C A F CHIPE B HFITR
wBEns &L,

ZOXIBRBRNDL, HEAT v T EERL TOWAITATEROM T, WhpbT—V
v —(agency) DBMENHFEL TN D L X, HDHWEH DITAERBMMOITAERE DR
BRCHERAT v T O—8u2FEMT 5 2 L RRK EFEMT O TS & & 1T THFE
{2 E(oint infringement) 23 L L 9 5 & OHWr FEHEZ$2R7 L 7=,

ZLT, ZOL)RHWEED T TARIFFEREEZE 25 &, Limelight OFE 23 Limelight
DT—T x>y b & LTHFFIED AT » 7% FhE L TV D Z & 2R iR S 17E L 72
WL, B ERBEMTONS Z b, e LA, FHILC X % & Limelight OBZILH 5D
ERol-H, BbOay he— /O FCEERMIITEIL TS Z NP oNnERoTND
L LT, FEOHN (BEIML) 23T 2 &R LT,

1—2—2 Newmanf|FOKMHER(BEE)

Newman| 5513 _ERoiERE RIS LG E R a2 $em L,

Tiebb, WMEFOHBOEKBECH S, FHiEkT Lb— LOFRFFREIIC OV TIHE T4 E
RN R 21T 5 2 & 2895 &\ ) “single-entity rule”® X 5 72— ixEHE 4
fAAEL7ZRW L, CAF COMDAFARESRmE L, 7 L—LASNTEHEDRT v 7T
DWTERRDIEERIZL > THAIN TS EEICHLREFOEMIIGFTIEHM L CE- L
WZ DD TH->T, WMHEHOEIEEROE ZIFITLFI BT 50 28, 2F T
T2, £z, MFHOEEERO L 1T, Wi, EFITRH. 2516, 6. @Bl volc
LORHAH LY, BETARTOERIZONT, FEIEELRLEEENEZREIEZND
D TXELH D \WIFHER] O FIZW, &5 WK EORET 21T > TORWER Y B
SEIIMNL LN E WD EZ HFIZX D L. interactiveZ2 i il & £ 2 K PRI DWW T, 4F
FFHEREVBEIL L AR R, A E T 0T 4 T7RayEa—2 Lo CEB S LB
WSO L RFTHEC L DRENOCHR L, 4/ Vxz—va v aHET L LI rn
RNENWD L EFETDH, INLERILE L OEER RIS T o E AR LT,

1—3 CAFCHRETOIFERSR

AkamaisFfick1T % Gox D) FERGRIE, LTObDTHhoTo R D,

Thbb, BEITATEENPMET L LIk o T, ZLHTY L— A THIE ST
PHETRCHRET DL ) REMERDETIND L5 RGHEI, Wb ML 5T
ERERSMEZ & OIT 2 FERIZH L TROH DD E WS | joint infringement ? % 370> f]
KR LETH D,



7 A U BB Sjoint infringementD A7 IZ OV TIE, BMCHEC AF CHIBELIRE, L
W A A 70 BT R S S Sv7e, BMCHFHEC AF CHIR T aivye T3 E 7213467 )
W D WL R SN, ZRLLRTOHIB] IR S CE B TH D, [{UHEL) (agent)
ERZPLRAICIEZ K 9 L9282 50, HEREZHAOMICEB W TI—EDEH)
(some connection) NEL TWAHZ L& b o> CHEREDHK N ZHEETDHEVWIEZEZFTTH
% [—7EDZH | (some connection){EEE 2L % & joint infringement®D il 7 iR & L ClE &
DRSO & LT INZIZE B A BN TVWD &V D,

1—4 MckessonZ {4

Akamai 4 L IZIZFREEDOF S 2 KD FLRE LT, MckessonStE-n3d 5, = OBEEIILLT
DEIRBEDTH S,

McKesson Technologies Inc. (#25F A, JR3ERE) 23, B & OKEFFFF6,757,898 (U.S. Patent
No. 6,757,898, LL 898 754F#F &4 5) I1Z-oU T, Epic Systems Corporation (B¢4255F A, JF5%
WA X DR E (inducementlZ X 512%E) # LR L CIRFLEFETH D,

McKesson D898 547 & 1%, ERN & OMEFE AT OfEBIFIWeb~— T & W5 Z & &K
LT DN AT o BRI L B ORI T 2 8(E FIEICET %A TH - T
7 L— L0 L BEICL > TIThnd TeEZGT L AT v 7| KONV AT H—
EARMRERERFIC L > TTON D MERAEIZR D —HEDO AT v 7 12X > THEE I
T, PR NEpiclid Y 7 b U = TIPS TH - T, 8985 K7 & Fkk72e~ LA 7 T I
Bl 2MyCharté 5 V7 h U =T A~ NVAF T —E 2R ERERICH LTI A
AL TEBY, FENNATTH—EZAHERTHODOBE CTH LA BEITX L THK
MyChartZ f&fit L T 7z,

JR5E T %2 a — 27 AL DR FRHIER 1T A& A1 joint infringementi A< AR Sz & LT 898
FHEFFOinducement|T & AR ER 2V GEFHIE Osummary judgment TiZ, 898 4D S5
BT V—LDORAT v T OFEfEE, YR AT DEPICDRK 1= 5~V A7 T H— Ak
FEELVIOH-DOERICE>TRINTWD LT 2 2 LITRAREE L CIERE L f)
Br, ) B ®summary judgment (“Summary Judgment Order”) % F L (McKesson Info. Solu-tions
LLC v. Epic Sys. Corp., No. 06-cv-2965, 2009 WL 2915778 (N.D. Ga. Sept. 8, 2009) . Z D]

S OARLTHMN X 9IS, BMCHM: CAFC ¥R TIX, HikY L— AOEERER SISOV TIE S ES
REBE—TEMNMTO) 2L E2FAETE2H00, hofTATREZ 2 bo—L LTWAITATLEERENETNS
DRLODIT 2 TR TIEDS AT v FE2IThE TS &5 RRIICB W TIERIESE (joint
infringement) 723AKS7 L, BARAIZIIMOIT A EE AL [RE 72 13HR] (“control or direction.”) L TV % &
WHZ L EREHELTDLENIEZ T AR L, KT, Muniauction F5E CAFC I3 C & [R5 o f) W R
b o CHERFEORGZHWT 5 2 LR i, LB, joint infringement OFIBIELE U CHENLT 5 &
Lllpoin,

¢ BlzIE, FrEADRKR TG E2MMOFERITI 2 & TRTEIICHRD 7 r ARE/MT 5 L 57
BE. R TREIT I ITA TR RIS OED O TERE{T> TWHEERD agent & LTHRZ T, &
KTRUADOEY OTIEEIT> T D EERE L > CEHEHRET A EAR LG L2361 (Mobil Oil Corp. v.
W.R. Grace & Co., 367 F. Supp. 207, 253 (D.Conn. 1973)) M& 55,

TG, AT AE NS EORED RN BETHZ &S o CI—E D3| (some connection) D {7
EREESNLON, BT LEHALNLTIIARANSDD, 20k 5B T2l L CEBEREORT 2
& L7=9F+5] (Cordis Corp. v. Medtronic AVE, Inc., 194 F. Supp. 2d. 323 (D.Del. , 2002).) &1t 5,



WrZ AR & L 7=McKesson 73CAFC~¥&k (Jid) L7z,

CAF ClzB 2 EES ML, MEERE Dinducement D HIHE & 72 D BEHR FE O RS %
Ko T, W AT- DEpicO@%E (MyChartD#fi) & MyChartdFI i () DD
BRANRE & 72 o 7=, BARAIZIZ, BEIC X > TITh s TEELZGT S Lo 2Ty
T IREPICOAR T H A~V AT T —E A HEE (MyChartO$2(5) IZIRKEL 9 56 D LFF
MLO2DHDENZILDONEID, L) ETAITHST,

MckessonF/::C A F CHIRDIEEE R TIX, ZOFRIZOVW T, BMCEC AF CHlik
S O'MuniauctionF-#: C A F CHPREOHW EEEL R L LT, S HiCAkamaisFif:C AF CH|
TR EN, THEOAT v 72 FERA L TS EROMice—y = b ((REA) ©
BB GETHLE, HOAWEIURAT v 72T HZ LA MANEHT2 L5122 E
FHEAT LTV D & ZITBR-> T, jointinfringement23 sz L 9 51 & DFEAEAR JLIC L CHkr
STz,

fEam e LT, AkamaiifEC AF CHIPIZBIT 24 & [7 C X 512, MyChartfl] & 23

THLOEIRODIC, AbDay ha—)bO FCEEMIITEI L] LW DD TH-
T, LML FTRTDHHOTIHZRWE LT, MyChartfl i D174 % H - CEpicOEE
7= HMyChartZ 2t L T 5 FEE (AR T — B AR {FHEER) [ZRELS 56D T
HDHETHZLIFTERNE LT, £ LT, 885 HFOEBRENGE SN HLLLE, Epic
FHBERER L3R 0BV E DM E LT,

B, 2EETIT, Brysonf|HFiE, UTO L) RBEOREMEEREERTND, T
72 B, BMCEHM:C A F CHIP & UMuniauctionZ4: C A F C IR & O Akamai 4 C AF C
R OKFITBIT D BEHFTOPW OBLE BT D &L AFICBIT D HENIES 2R L O
ELTRETZN, ZNLDOHEAIELWEDTHLONEMNIBIOMBETH - T, #@Y)
7R HERIZEB UV Ten bane (KIEE) ICX > THEFRET S Z & 2R T 212 H0IcE 50D
FRCEERLOTHDL, LW HDTHD,

1—5 Akamai&MckessonE#:C AF C en banc|®

1—-5—-1 ¥§

kDX iz, 4% —xy b RO EREATESE O RN AR 5 EHAT 2 BRI TE
T2 RFAEIR E O 23K 5 . Akamai 14 & U'Mckesson S & W 5 20D FRIZEB W T, B
MCH/CAF CHIRTRINTEEAITS EWRICHT 5 [ E 2136~ (control or
direction) | &5 HIIBIEE B K K OV O FEE Y 7o im0 224 1 A 1> T, Newmanf| 5350
KRB R ZFLE LTRENESN, TOREL~OEEREE -T2 \Wx b, £ T,
C AF ClgmF % 0f5 L Cenbanc(KIEE) TOFEL - Hlrz md 2 & LinoTz,

NAOHFED S H, 6 NIZ L2 LHE R BEEER) . Newmanti| SR HIMIC K 2 O E L.
LINN H/&#, DYKH|F, PROSTH|F, O'MALLEYH|FHDAANIZ X 2 SO E AR &,
HFOM T HHD CTRARIZHENAOND D &7 o7z,

ZHER, EEER) Tld., HiEZ L— A2 Toinducement & & A 122 O 1K

8 Akamai Technologies, Inc. v. Limelight Networks, Inc. and McKesson Technologies, Inc. v. Epic Systems
Corp.692 F.3d 1301 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (en banc))



T HAME & R DEHEREFEOFTMICIONTIL, FEELTOEBRETLABFTHZLT
BY, B—E R Lo TERAT v 7DPMEH SN D EHERICE > TYEHIEZ L—2 0D
AT v TIIMERMENDNENIRE L 2520 E W) M 2488 L, 2 OBLE S FUE
HIWT A EE L. inducement® AR S HIBI D 7= DR L & YW &7 L=,

L L7Z23 5, en bancfiRICEWTIRRSND Z b o & b #lfF SN Tz ILFERE
DIWRIZBN T, BEATZEERD D e 2 BRIEIC B IV ERER EORN A EESNLD D
2, EWIH RIS LR, [SEoFER T, BEEREFCETIMETIER2VWo T, |
BEERGORELE LTo, divided infringementdJFHIZ % 2 2 TlEZvy, | L LT,
FEINIIT S DOIEAEL TR Lo T,

fth 5 ¢, Newmanf|FHDODVHGE Rix, #a—E L THEDCAF CHROEEOE R & [FfkD

BENEZBELTHLOTHD,

F 72, LINN HFEO 0 HE R TR, EEERIF271% (b) DA ORICIS VN TREEE
(REDOHIEIZIIT 2  infringement” D EMR A2 HER ORI & 1T /0> THE L TWDH Z LIZD
WT, 20X ) RPMBITER N EHFTICAT 5 LTAMEROFHICRE £ 5 6 D Th 5 DG
MEBINDZ & EXORIERE &M E I T DUCRTO M/ HE 2B E 2 5 &
2712 (b) ORRNLORHEE LT2715% (a) OHEBAREFEOGFEEZVEAETDHEWVINERD
I DB Z T T HEEBERORZFTEXFF SN b DE NI L, Lol Z b
ZHEME L TEEERICKDEZ HF 2R LTV 5D,

2 EREEBHR

2—1 &SRlifEm

CAF C enbancfliizxt LT, @i m#IIcertiorariZ B L T, AL O /R4 2
Ellrodz, bodk b, EIREBHK 2R T RE & I EERNEE, T )
2715 (a) O T COEBREZITSTLEPFEL TORWESIZ, AIEHE 132715 (b)
@Dinducement|Z L HIREOEMLEZA I DNEN? ] EWHETHD, LER-T, Ih
FTOTFREFE LI BIT D EERF L lro TE =, Wb Sjoint infringement D %45 D
ML 1X, HOERTHAMEN 2 B L5 RICKT DA ~TZ & ot Fio,
Z DT, joint infringement ]k L YEIZ SN T, R EE DM S DY AR T D
ZEIHREMRTERNWZ LI LNE o TWEZ bRV D,

HI R AR X D8R & L CE, fIEEOSRE. g, k35L&, C
AF C en bancHliR OB L CTIIHEN R EmICR S S22/ Ee LT, CAFC
enbanctlikZB LD A TELET WO bD Lol

2—2 ¥HIE

R HHIR O B OMEIILLTDO L H b D TH D,

F3E. CAF COHEH LFEFEAKkamai . W3 70 S Alinducement D %7 I I X ELBE(R
DFERFHEE L TER bR N E NI Z IOV TEH U TWARWN S OO HIEIEY T,

® FC T, LIFO@Y,  “The statutory text and structure and our prior case law require that we answer this

question in the negative. We accordingly reverse the Federal Circuit, which reached the opposite conclusion”
10 Aro Mfg. Co. v. Convertible Top Replacement Co., 365 U. S 336(1963)



inducement & (FEFERENTFEL TWDHAICELI D EENTWVDLZEIEHLNTHD
e, ZOFERELETE LT, bITPAUDIFHIZ OV T AT ) LTS
HLnnE LR bt, CAFC enbancflild, BEERETALIIELOEDD LA
ITERIRICIFEIEL 9 2 Z MO EHREFETAHZIT o TV LENFE LR & 5T
2715 (b) O FTO, inducementiZ X5 E(ENAE LT 5 EOHM 1T o7 2 & T 5,

FOLET, TCAFCIZEDHHTIE, HEZ V— AL AR RETH EILESI WD
CEEBERTOHLOTHLIONE NI ZEEMANICHEME LTI HDENZ D, |

[Muniauction F{4C A F CHIRO W HLIENIE L2y E 9 /M3 & T &, Muniauction 54
(BT HCAFCOHIWT R EZ TR & 975 & | EEREFTHEIT > TV L HEITH DV RNDT
BB, 27114 (b) O FToinducementid ik ¥ S H RN LI 5, | He D RfFEE
~ LT,

IHZ, CAFC enbanctiRDEZ FFZmiE s 325 L, 2715 (b) IZOWTOBHER
HWLER DN CLE ) Z L 2ERHT5, 2oz o0 Cid, BRI, R E
ERERL LIRVMT A 23551925 2 £ 12D0n 2715 (b) O FTOBEENRH D ETLHDOThHiL
X, BHFTE EORE R E b o TRTHER OFINREINZ LM XER2OTHAH
2 BEWSRBEREERIT- T, [ R, ) ATy 7OFut 205 b0i-o7-1
AT TREFITONWT, HEHREE MM IHI &2 3 th - T, o 27 » 7 ixftho
FIITo TN WS LA TH-oTH, Ykl AT v FIZHOWTUIRFFF AR T
Do bHBRAT v T EBEZLNTVOHAEITIEXE I RDDTHAIN? ZDXH 7%
LA, RRELTIIRETAZEHL TV Z L3kt CAFCOEZFOT
TlinducementO EAENH 5 Z L 2 HET HHBMNIFEL TN &b, (L
T, ZOXORBZXFZAHEL T 5 L) LIEOHBICEE L T, BHpTX, EERE (B
1K) OEFEEE 2 D72 DDER Linducement D EAT-2 5 2 5720 DIKZR, & WH BT, 12FE
EBICRBWT, WZT 5 2 0DEREZ RIS EDL Z ERBEL 25 TL 5, | BL OREER
EEIT> TN 5,

Flz, 2715 () ONMEEROBILLE 2V 55 LTS, Thbb, 7 AU AESHNT
O TEHERE] Zhts LR EZ ORI L 2BEFIITEICOVTE, TbEHE
BREEZMR L 20 E VI FIHEDN D, #BRIT2715 () Z233ET5 2 Lk o Tt L

W Tk, LT bY, “Assuming  without deciding that the Federal Circuit’s holding in Muniauction is
correct, there has simply been no infringement of the method in which respondents have staked out an interest,
because the performance of all the patent’s steps is not attributable to any one person. And, as both the Federal
Circuit and respondents admit, where there has been no direct infringement, there can be no inducement of
infringement under § 271(b). ”

Vg secid, LR D@Y,  “The Federal Circuit’s contrary view would deprive § 271(b) of ascertainable
standards. If a defendant can be held liable under § 271(b) for inducing conduct that does not constitute
infringement, then how can a court assess  when a patent holder’s rights have been invaded?

BErcid, LFO@EY,  “What if a defendant pays another to perform just one step of a 12step process, and no
one performs the other steps, but that one step can be viewed as the most important step in the process? In that case
the defendant has not encouraged infringement, but no principled reason prevents him from being held liable for
inducement under the Federal Circuit’s reasoning, which permits inducement liability when fewer than all of a
method’s steps have been performed within the meaning of the patent. The decision below would require the
courts to develop two parallel bodies of infringement law: one for liability for direct infringement, and one for
liability for inducement.”



D, OFN, AL ITRLDRUO T TIEH LR, RELRY D DITANFHRE
DIEREETER L 9D LW D B2 %, I E#ITDeepsouth i TREIZHE L TV 5 M0
ToH - T, inducementOLG A H B S T2 L — NV EZFEHTHEHIZ RN EWV D T L & fEH
7%, DeepsouthF{h DA, BN G RIEEN THANL THNRD ST D THERFA K
ML TH T2 b, FHREORLATRIELGE LD THLIN, KETHIE
BRI, 2 V=LA ENTTR_RTORT v TOERPE—DERIZIFET D52 LN TERVO
THOINHLEBERELRI. L ZR2WOTH- T, Limelighticxf LTH, IRLTHKY LD X
MR EIT A Zinduce T DT H/ICOVWTOEMLEZR S Z LI TERNE W) Ha R LT

15

o

Akamaifill 2 C AF C enbanclik A2 3R 5 & T DA ONTH  WFAL S i fF89 Tl
RNEWVI I EZ R LTV D, ZHUTOWTIE, #REEIL. LR O X 5 IR R
PEMx iz ECHRMEIR LTV A,

B—ORILIT, REITAE (tortlaw) (290D H DO TH S, Akamaifllo FiE & LTI,
AN L TAZETL2HICONT, YFH =F BIRIC OV TIEEENE L WG E
ThHhoTHEMNFTZR L TWVD I &2 LT, BUTL952F 857 HENLIE SN2 DR
EATAEORAZRIRE T2 L2 E 25, AMEICBWTHEEREOELEZA D &
ERFEL TWRNE NS ZEFRBEE R 6R20WS LS D ThHD, Tkt LT, H
& TI&. LimelightiZ->V T2714%(b )DinducementZS A7 L 722D 1L, EER EH DIFAE L
BRNEND ZENRHATIZIRNWD TH-T, TrLA, HEHERFETAHABITOLTWRN &
NHETH 5V 4%, £ LT, Muniauction i/ C A F CHIFRTIX, H— LN IER
DEAT v T HAT> TWRITIUTEBHMREILRNL L22 W (all elementrule) &5 Z & %R
HIE LTWDHDTH - T, Limelight!Z7035F57F D RAT v P2 Fhi L TWRNWZ Enb,
FEIIREINTORVWOTH-> T, BEOE =F% b > CTREOHMNZEE LRWT
BEATOELOD Z LIZOWNT, ENEEPRIN D RIEITEIIMOFE LN L1345
Lnwzxb, &L,

Akamaifll O BE$ 5 Fak & L Cid, B—FEROITHEIRE L UIENEENEL 20 E
LTCHEBTEERDOITEIC L > THEZRESEIHBITTENEENEL YD E VI B D
W olen, PIETIE, 2o L) Rimdlidwks o nEEOREI N DRI EZ LR L T

(collectively) REFEL TWARMICEBWTHHEN 2D THY . Zhizxt LT,
MuniauctionF:f: C A F CHIRD/L—/L D F Tk, REEDT03FHFFFIZ DOV T ORI G 130 &5
SINTWRhrolebDEWNWR D E LT,

14 Deepsouth Packing Co. v. Laitram Corp., 406 U. S. 518 (1972)

Vg sccik, LT @Y, “we rejected the possibility  of contributory infringement because the machines had
not been assembled in the United States, and direct infringement had consequently never occurred. See id., at
526-527. Similarly, in this case, performance of all the claimed steps cannot be attributed to a single person, so
direct infringement never occurred. Limelight can not be liable for inducing infringement that never came to pass.”
W secid, BLF D@ Y, “tort law imposes liability on a defendant who harms another through a third party,
even if that third party would not himself be liable, and respondents contend that, given the background tort
principles against which the Patent Act of 1952 was enacted, itshould not matter that no one is liable for direct
infringement in this case. “

Vg sccid, LR @Y,  “the reason Limelight could not have induced infringement under § 271(b) is not that
no third party is liable for direct infringement; the problem,instead, is that no direct infringement was committed. ”



B OARALIT, 27155 (b) LHURINEME L DT Fa Y —E2 R T HOTH D,

Akamaifll® 5k & LTk, E@FNEI T, JLFROT X TOMREN 2 EEEROM T
SEILTIT - TV ABHAIS, WTFRO ROV TH AR E THREYREINTND L
IHLDTHDH, ZIUIK LT HIETIE, 20X BT Fa Vo —I3k iz, 295,
T b, YEHIEE GEMER) o a—0&FEZF T LA LTS E0 L
LTHENRL TERSRW, OTH- T, aEr0—D FTE, BEREERThENR—
DOOLFEOHEREMDOZNENEIT> TVDEEIZONT, TNEIUT DN TELRE LT
DEMLEEAIZ, LW I EEMRT D, 2O EEE X T, HETIE, 2715%(b) DR
B C, JAIEICBI D&KL L CE 722 b5 DB LI LN L b, BFFcB 0T
7 L— B E AR OB A DR ISR > CTREFHER 1IHER 2 95 & 9 BFikic ks
FOEANBZFEZ DX I RBEX HOREEWERE 25 &, BUTOL952F- Rk & ik
ENPNIETHICEB LT, EFERORED L H72) EADEZ T 2%EE L Wiz alk
PEIX7Z2 b DB % 524, L DRMAER LI,

BEORLE Ui, BUTRRESIELRTORTHEDFRIN & 5,

Akamaifl]® 5k & L CiE, BATRFFERIE LRI OFFFHEDJFANE LT, Fratmk+ 5
AT T O—fHEERLT, FEYVORAT v FIIALOBEIATOES ZLZHE LT
5 &0 eFITx L TR EDinducementiZ K5 EENHH I E AR L TE L EWNWR D5, &
HZHDTHD, HIETIE, 2OV TH, FFHEICL > TH AL TW D HEFR OME %
BRETDHE, AHEE RHDEHERENMTOAEL TORWGAICEEEZFHSI T2 L1200
TOBRMEEZBEDRODLEXRH ST L VOB ERD D Z LITTE R, LW 2R
L7z, £ LT, AkamaiD FiEIZ K 5 & | 1952 KA LLRT O B iR & 2L 1235 & . Muniauction

8 the federal aiding and abetting statute, 18 U. S. C. §2—
P18 U S. C §20ETILUTOLIRLDTH D,
“18 U.S.C. § 2: US Code - Section 2: Principals
(a) Whoever commits an offense against the United States or aids, abets, counsels, commands,
induces or procures its commission, is punishable as a principal.
(b) Whoever willfully causes an act to be done which if directly performed by him or another would be
an offense against the United States, is punishable as a principal. “
2« The analogy does not hold up. “
2! The aiding and abetting statute must be read “against its common-law background,” Standefer v.
United States, 447 U. S. 10, 19 (1980)
2 and at common law two or more defendants, each of whom committed an element of a crime,
were liable as principals. See, e.g., 1 J. Bishop, Commentaries on theCriminal Law §649, p. 392 (7th
ed. 1882).

ek, 2R — EOFEZRMIDINIT XTELE LTREIND &V ) S CEAFNESRIIR R > TH
HEWS, CkIFBZ - 7 AV INECBT D THAITAIC K 28B)) @IRETE0E1511H)
2 Global-Tech Appliances, Inc. v. SEBS. A., 563 U.S. __, (2011)
24 “While we have drawn on criminal law concepts in the past in interpreting§271(), see (slip op., at
10-12), we think it unlikely that Congress had this particular doctrine in mind when it enacted the Patent Act of
1952, given the doctrine’s inconsistency with the Act’s cornerstone principle that patentees have a right only to
the set of elements  claimed in their patents and nothing further.”
% “patent law principles established before the enactment of the Patent Act demonstrate that a defendant that
performs some steps of a patent with the purpose of having its customers perform the remaining steps is liable for
inducing infringement. ”




FECAF CHIRONL—/MZHR L CRMAZ RS 52 8127508, CAF CH271% (a) @
P 2B E ISR T 5 Z L IC ko TRl T L WO ATREMEDN H D & LT, MEHIFTIC
BWTC, BETADMISEL THRWCH b BT RE Zinduced 5174122715 (b)
WCEAELERT D LN IR TR Z D TITORITIIE R bR eV ) BHIZIE e b
NS L LT,

BINOMBIE UL, FrrRAOFEN R RETH D,

Akamaiffll® F8E & L TiE, 2714 (b) 2o\ T, CAF C enbanc o X 9 70k %
Lo, REZEDEL LTI BOBERSa Y br— A b To TWVRNE
EFEOFMORAT » FNZHONWTOFE ML HEIT HZ LIk > TENETZRNLD Z &7
FENDZEITRDTENIEDThHoTz, ZiUIx LT, HIETIE, 20X 5 RREE
WOWTHEHZTARNLOND LD ENZDELENLL, 2O X5 R BREI7: 5 FREX,
MuniauctionFf:C A F CHJIRIZH1T 52715k (a ) OFROFER L LTEL D D TH - T,
MuniauctionF/: C AF CHEMLE XIS ARG 2R L XD L7562 L2 H o
T B FFE D SSTOMEE N RS T S inducement D BRI DWW T DL— L AR ARIICE 2 T L
FHOELHEELBT L LT by, LT, ZOXIREEEITH ZLiE, TNH
BRERPOJENRMEEZE L SELEREHES LR D, EORMER LI, Thbb,
2715 (b) T2\ TIL, “infringement” |2 DT, XM BEX =iz, FHEHIFT R
—WISEAT 5 Z EBREEE 225, HVEVRBMEEZEVHT I LITRBEDOTHEE, &
T L7z,

Z O, Akamaifll © FiE & L TiX, 2715 (a) O FTTOEBRERLIZOWVTO
MuniauctionS-ECAFCHIIZ BT AL — LD RE LIZOWTH ERELTWEZATHS
23, CHIETIE, ZOFHIZOWTOHENII I TORWZ L 2R L, OB & LTI,
ZZCOMBEAIZ, BIH2N2715% (b) AT LN TVEEDTH - T2715 (a) TiX
RN EERFTND, T72bh, AEOFERTIE 271 (a) O FCOEEREEITo7
FERIFELTOWARNE LT, 2715 (b) ®inducementlZ L AR EDEFEL A A H D)
BEPEWVIHIENIIEE L TCAF CIT#R ST 21T 272D 2 | L) JRUZ DN T EES
B L7= L9 %, LimelightiX2715% (a) O FTOEBAREZIT> TWRWEW D T & AEITHE

% “the nature of the rights created by the Patent Act defeats the notion that Congress could have intended to permit

inducement liability where there is no  underlying direct infringement. According to respondents,their
understanding of the pre-1952 doctrine casts doubt on the Muniauction rule for direct infringement under § 271(a),
on the ground that that rule has the indirect effect of preventing inducement liability where Congress would have
wanted it. But the possibility that the FederalCircuit erred by too narrowly circumscribing the scope of § 271(a) is
no reason for this Court to err a second time bymisconstruing § 271(b) to impose liability for inducinginfringement
where no infringement has occurred.”

21 “Finally, respondents, like the Federal Circuit, criticize our interpretation of § 271(b) as permitting a
would-be infringer to evade liability by dividing performance of a method patent’s steps with another whom the
defendant neither directs nor controls. ”

%8 “\We acknowledge this concern. Any such anomaly, however, would result from the Federal Circuit’s
interpretation of § 271(a) in Muniauction. A desire to avoid Muniauction’s natural consequences does  not justify
fundamentally altering the rules of inducement liability that the text and structure of the Patent Act clearly
require—an alteration that would result in its own serious and problematic consequences, namely, creating for §
271(b) purposes some free-floating concept of “infringement” both untethered to the statutory text and  difficult for

the lower courts to apply consistently.

10



Lo TVWDHEDTH- T, 2715 (a) OREIZHOWTIL, +ollima B 2> TR
ZEMH, KHRIZE ST, CAFC~OERLBLIEL 2D | EZR LEZOFIRIZIBNT,
CAF CBMRIZED X HITEIRT 5D THIVUE, 2715 (a) OREIZ OV T H D THrEt
THRENDLTHAHH, LT5%,

3 it

3—1 Akamai&MckessonE{C AF C en bancjik D2 L 38

A [0 D S e s BEI R ORI & 72 > T 5 Akamai&MckessonF4E: C A F C en banc| ik
[ZOWT, ETIEMHICIRY K-> T Z & &35, [AHIRIE, Wb SinducementiZ 5
MR EEHOMEE L TCORRLT, 7T AU DRFFHECE T 2 HFREOHFIEHOE
RIZE T, REREEELLLELLIZEWVWZD,

ThRbb EERRANE - T X 912, MR EFZ Sinducement DRl s & {7~ S AifE & L
THZREDFELZALDHEITE L TE, B—ERICI2EHERFTANRSNDL L
EETHEOTIIRL, BEROEERNPNTETHZ LICL-T IBi5 L L TOEERETA)
DIEETIUZ R Y B L% Di%iTinducement DA IR AR E LTIRZ D LW I &%
FIEREND W2 D, ZHuE, HERT. jointinfringementDEFRIC X 2 HBAHR E R AL 7]
BEME & BRI S ED B 0 HOMRBE SN TWE 2 A, T DX ) RITABERRICRT 2
FEFFRI OIRFEIZ DUV TR, inducement & W O FRIBHR E AT 5 Z LI Lo THIGL & D
EFT BN T D EZ T AR LT b D E VWD, L LAaRS, Tk, 4
FFERITBW T STVt x OEBREIZ T 0 b o T IZh2ITIRR SN
ToIRIERRRE E BV R D,

LTV z ., EEERIT. H< E Thinducementd i ASRIE & U 9 kLA TOHMIWT 2R Lz
I ERWZ & D, FiEY L— AORFFREIC OV THEEAT A ERBNET 2 EEEE
EWVIOBENR UV SIHEZ RN ENW) ZEETHHRLEBD LR A D Z LT TE 220
FolzbBEAONDEZATH-T-,

L7275 T, Akamai&MckessonZ:C AF C enbancflik &z /it E LB AETYH, HiEY
L — AZH1F Sjoint infringement & U 5 R & » CTIEHEHRED RN T 5 &HIWTT- 5 i
LD, KHNHDHE L TH, EEATAERENCWDDNR D BRMERFT D2 RXE RO E
GO RFIREFRNLOBMHIZIED LI b D EHDION, LWV IFEIZOWTIEKIARE L
THEZER L T RNEEFERSNTWARIICH T2 E W2 D,

Mz T, HEZ L—LORFRERNICE W THEEBITAERBMET 2551250 T
inducementiZ X > T L 9 % &\ 9 Akamai&MckessonF-:C A F C en banc ik DiEEE:
ROEZEZTH X, W7 L—24, HEEZ L — LEORFFFREAZRIE & L CTEEITA RN TE

2 “\We decline to do so today. In the first place, the question presented is clearlyfocused on  § 271(b), not § 271(a).
We granted certiorari on the following question: “Whether the Federal Circuit erred in holding that a defendant may
be held liable for inducing patent infringement under 35 U. S. C. § 271(b) even thoughno one has committed direct
infringement under §271(a).” Pet. for Cert. i. The question presupposes that Limelight has not committed direct
infringement under § 271(a).And since the question on which we granted certiorari did not involve § 271(a),
petitioner did not address that important issue in its opening brief. Our decision on the § 271(b) question necessitates
a remand to the Federal Circuit, and on remand, the Federal Circuit will have the opportunity to revisit the § 271(a)
question if it so chooses .”
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THEAICOVWTIREEREDOR I ZMHINE LTEHETDH I LI THIGLY D &%
CAFCIZE B CTRIZ L TNDO L NS Z e A BEE R D & 7 b — LRERRIC K D12 FH W 5L e
DERNPGETHZLIO0NT, EOX I ITERMEEMRET H200E VI BLEN L bHT72
EEAELLSE TS D EEZBNS,

3—2 EFEEBAERORDN

UED XD 2B mAERIC L CTHEAREEAREITENTZ DO THLIN, HETH,
inducement D BiiE CTd> 227155 (b ) D FHELFHIZ DUV TOHWr 277 L7z b DIl E 72V vk
ThoHreELTEMTHZENTELS, £LT, Wb “oint infringement”|ZFH 295
HHNGT D RFEIC X DEFOEY FAKICOWTIE, b2 b 0H iz R LT
R R TIRENT WD B 2 L iX, 2715 (b) @ inducement D Aif#E & 72 5
“infringement” & 1%, [EHEREFITHE] OFETHRL, VTR ORREMT X TH
H-TRick-oTRhans, LVWORKTOESRETA] OZLET2E%RT S, b
LWz D, Lo T, TMEEERIC K> UL LD THFFRHOERESRT X TR Sh
LR AR L iZinducementDRiTHE & 72 D [EHAHR F) WO “infringement” & FFAfl T &
HHDOTERNENWIZETHD, LoT, HEEEMRIC X - TREFFEII O AT
TN &N D EBZEIRRE ] (2% 9 Dinducement & W D 17412 DWW TIE271%% (b) 12k 5
REITRRANL L 272V E W) BRI D,

ZAUTIX, RIZ, Muniauction S {CAFCHIR DL — Vi HIC L - T, FI2E LTE Tk
FIRIZ K o TR O R BN XTI EHERERE) ICBZR20OTH D0,
2715 (a) O T COHEBERFETAHLE L TGHESNTSGE, TO LI RITAEITY Z L%,
B ZATEDOA & —F > b L CHEER - BBBICM ISR LT THE/ME] LTWD L5 7%
FEPFEL TWD5EE, SROEEREEHAROHELZRICLTER DL L, YLERIT
%L TIF27158 (b) OBEENEL L2002 LW BRMBELDEZATHD,

{RiZjoint infringement & V9 JEFRIZ L > T2715k (a) O FCOHEBREI TS LGS NS
RUNFT D L 2R ETIUL, ZOHRAICHIENERTO TE#EREITS) IIFEL
TWbHZENB2TI5 (b) OEMENELD LD L L THMT IR HHLHICHEZD
NDHEZATHDLN, EHEEBHREOREICH > TV, FELELTO H—FEERC
£ 2) E#ERETANEZICHLREVIZLb LT, TOITEEHT D474 EITH LT
inducementO F L2 HET D Z EICH > T LE W #MKEEEIICBIT 2 EOEL
LEZALEFELTLDEICHLEZALNDEZATHD,

W, EFE R EEHE O FIZOWT, WhbWwd [F—n1rx L 2 Fb—/b (all element
rule) | EZHEKEICHEFFTH LW REBTH DL L L THMT 2D ThiLIX, joint
infringement & V™ 9 EFIC X A AR ER TP L LB L ERBOAZ LT L ARD LD
WZHBEZ LIV, ZOEAIE, £D X5 7eiTAI2%F Dinducement D HL 41 9 KT L%
UL IRoTLED LOICB RO, FraFEHOFERIRE & O BLED O b BRI
CTL5EZATHEHD, MAT, ARTED L D BRIHBISIT 20 THIVUE, 728 28

%0 Centillion Data Systems, LLC v. Qwest Communications International, Inc. ~ F.3d(Fed. Cir. 2011)
SHRTHER LTINS LT, [TEARTRIEELRN] L) ZEThoDEb ),
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i Cdb o7z & LT hjoint infringementd{EEE 2 2B L 72 Muniauction =+ C A F CHIRIZE
L= VHREREREL B LERHSTZOTERNOMN?2 L) LoicbEZ6ND,

ZOEITExDE, HEREBHROmME L, ORWHEREH DT, 2715 (b) D
inducement®D Hi#E & 72 % “infringement”’|Z DWW T, R LT, EO X RNEEZTEEERT S
HDToHDDOPREMEICRIT A Z EIFEEHRVWEIICHEE R D,

BEOLL, BT E&SBHROBRE & LTiE, ZHETHBIEE L TER ST E joint
infringementOVEFLHAE T [FEEE] T2FETOERIIRDST2HDOTHD X OITiE
s, 22958, EORMOIRTS, 2715 (a) O FTCOEERFETHLE LTE
INCEEE S 5 D ThIUTE, Ui%iT4I12 oV T DinducementiZ DWW T $,2715% (b) OEE
WAELDRMZSETHHDTIERVEITZZONL2DTH-T, FFELLTO TH—F
RIZ X DEHERFETS] PIFELTORWSEAETH->TH, 27155 (b) ®inducementd 37
MNEBFEINDEN) ZEETERHRE L > THRLIZ LD TIH W EEFET 52 &0
AETIERVNEEZLND,

PLF. B o @ploHBrEmic >\, ff - a2 fmsichnz <<,

£79. TCAF C en bancHlikD#E 2 5 e & 74U, 27155 (b) 2OV TOBEZR
HWEEN DN TLE S ZLIZRA D, | EOBRMICO VT, —EDOFEMEIIH L H D
EEZOND, b LEBRETAEOFEEZEETIC, BEHRFREBOMFE oM
{2 DU T Dmake,use,selletc.) Z % - T, inducementii S DIERE L 35 Z E N TX 5 &7,
T _RCOEBERFIRREDIFE L TE 20 FUZ, inducementil &5 O EIZ72 5D THA 90 ?
ZHE HEBREFIREBD O HIR O A FEE DOIREEIZ DUy Tinducement/sf &3 DAH 1272 2 D
THAIM2EVIRBNELDLEZATHD,

BRIz, BEATATEEROENENDOITA %R GO IULEERER L2 R TI5E Thi
IX. inducementil ST DI &L 72 D & UL, & FE Y IZinducementD RNLAI K Gy L7 D T LR
MAEIND, ZOMBEIZHOWTIECAFC en bancHik THE 2 TV 2V, KIZ, joint
infringement|Z & % B E D RALIZ K 5 FFaFHE O LR 2 S2E I inducement|Z K HIEHIE
TE Lo TERIEDL VI MR LD LT, BELTWHEBERERED S 6,
BARPIZ E ORRFE D IEHEL R 2 51T 4% = B - TinducementD i % HET DD E VD
XBNZOWTHIME SN D LERH A 9,

WIZ, 2715 () ONLEEFITOWTOHERMIZ OV T, DeepsouthFH:TOEBERE N
EE SAVTARILT R M T 2% O R R O HAE R 2o Th - T, all element rule D
DOFERLE L TOHEERENBTEI NI ELRD EZOMHEENRRKE S B> T0D LD
WZHBZONLDTH->T, TREFFNRILE L TRHET Z LIRS R20n e ) 5
MRELDEZATHD,

F7o. TAkamaid EiRIC K 5 & 19524FTELARTO BRI, Muniauction: C A F CHik
D= L TR Z 2T 5 Z L2725, | EDIEMIZHONTY, GERRRILICIT R -
TWZRVDTIXZRVD) WD BERINFET 5, BIATOL19524FELIRTORFFFED A & L
T, RICHZED XD RBZFORRRALIND ETHDOTHIUL, £D XD 72 BAENBAT
EITRSZ SO BE R E WD JIZONTIE, 2 bR TA20E T ST2b D LN
Do

IR EECHETIE, CAF C enbancHiRiZxf 328 E LT, TZD XD REHEET

I EIF, FNBERERD DN RMEEA L SELMREZHL 2 LIThD) LORME
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RLTWS EZATHDM, inducementiik Nz F:4E & 72 5 infringement & 1371 2273 24 i A< BH
Lol v ZELSMT TERNDJENRIE] E3H5DTHA I, L) R
BT D, BENZMERNEHICE TR T2 XX THo72 L9 Ilb B bILD,

Lo X oz, @ mBc ik OBl 2 8B 25 & | fimo L 2 A, 30,
BERL L OFEAEM 2R Z L2 5 A[REME, “infringement” |2 DUV T B 2 LR W35
falErtZz Eild 5 L. CAF C enbancHliR D K 9 RFRALR D Z LICHOWTIHETH 5
REXLWVWH) T ERFEHIRPLLE VWD ZEICRZX 50TV ONEEZ NS, LU
NH, HERAYIZC AF C enbancHlikd & 9 IR A R D 2720 &) o Zeimail 347 L
EREEINTWRNEIICHEE XD, Thbb, ARHEPEIEL, “oint infringement” D1 12 &
% [EHHR 5 A W 2 3K 5 AR B e & inducement o F I & 5 2T A 3K D AR RENE &
HEGLTELLNZYTHLDN, LW BLEN D OFHE TIN5 2 TOfkm TlE7R
WHDTH-> T, L LAZHNE TOinducementiZ L5 EEDE 2 7% Kaifes Lz, K7
~ | WRBEHNDEH SN E WD TR ERMERCTE DL THA D,

3—3 EMEEBHBLOFE L T

FT. AEHERSEHIRZ ORI OV BB 5, 2014457H241012, CAF CIZZER
SN ZOHWZ1T 2 §ORE (suasponte) 73 F 4Lz, ZOFRIZ, Akamaiffllic & 5 joint
infringement | L HEIZ- DU Ten banc THIBIZ RO DL LN TR R EINTEZATH D
D, ZAUZOWTERO b iIveoTz, S HIT, 20144F9H10H 1, JtdpanellZ =R - Toral
argument2> B 7z, ZHvEszlT T, S Tjoint infringement D H| T 3L 7E (2 -S>V Yy Ten banc (K
15E3E) 12 &> T, MuniauctionS-{: C AF CHIRD /L — /LD RE LA 72 S5 &9 /G 2
bz,

¥, CAFClE, TOH%20154E5H13HIZER LEOHIR? 2T Liz, ER LHROH
AT OWTIIR 2 TRET L7203, #isa & LTI, LimelightiZAkamai O R HE & 1%
L2V E OB &2 oD CFFT 24l 2~ LT, HROZHGE R (Moore =573 5kt L
iR LT) IZBITDHEARMNZRZE 2 5L LTI, BEEEFEDOMIIZOW T, 1%V single
entity ruleZ JfiH| & LC, E4EBIFR (principal-agent relationship) . #2#JB4% (contractual
relationship) . a4 > b B2 A (circumstances in which parties work together in a joint
enterprise functioning as a form of mutual agency) D BRERNRWERED . Z OJRAIDNE AT D
W) AR L, REIANEITAD X D B X %2115 (a) OEZRFOMEIZZD
FERMVAND ENWIZXFHEEEL T, ZNTRITRPOLRENE Y WS BEL S
ZEIZOoNTIE, D ULAVIEIC L DFRICER OO RE L WIHINIGEIRR LT L HICE
bbb,

WIZ . RS ECHIRE D « FHIICHOW T, RESHOIGENE LN TRV &
bdho T, TNUIELL DIHRITA BN, bo &b, NREHIRTIX, AEH R
RO % 5 %% %% LT, inducementii A3 T 2B L €. Akamai&MckessonZ4:C AF C en
bancHliR ZHifE & L7 HRA BT 2 HFRN DA NDH LD THDHE, flziX, 71 A

%2 9015 U.S. App. LEXIS 7856
8 Z NIZHOWTEEMNE, Stanley M. Gibson,The Future of Inducing Infringement Claims after
Limelight v. Akamai,(November 5, 2014)(available at

14


http://www.jmbm.com/lawyer-attorney-1868078.html

o v E A O Ultratec, Inc. v. CaptionCall, LLC34 T, inducement(Z & 5121
PRI LT, AR mBARAZG A LT, BRENFDOIL TV DREFFHIEIZOWNWT, £0
BAT v TEITO TOLHE—FERIIMOFIEL TWRWNE LT, ZOERZBITF LN,
— 05 AR inducement D AT IR EAER FIT AE OFEAHITR & T2 MBIV &
A 5 CAF C en bancHIROFFERZ EICEET D& R Lo Z L ITx3 25l & LT
L BREE U RGN AB NG, BlziE, CAF C enbancdinducement!Z L %
f%ax’ﬁ:#fi%%bi ) LT DEZHFITEHEENIRNLE % & - T, joint infringementlZ DWW T2
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3—4 HXRE~ORER
BT, AEF R mECHIE D B AREA~OIRIBIZOW TG 5,
WEEAT A ERBATET A B2 =M o ClE, BRI IZ inducement D %71 & - Txtf

http:/newsletters.jmbm.com/2014/11/05/future-inducing-infringement-claims-limelight-v-akamai/) %
2,

% Case No. 3:13-cv-00346-bbc (D. Wisc. Oct. 1, 2014)
% Nathaniel Grow,Joint Patent Infringement Following Akamai,51 Am. Bus. L.J. 71  (2014)
% Carrier, Michael A., Limelight v. Akamai: Limiting Induced Infringement (July 21, 2014).

Wisconsin Law Review online, 2014:1. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=2469140
FRRSCTIE, IA T, MR EHESFTHEOBIERAIZOVWTOCAF COHWi2 Z & 2 & < B HM
IZOWVWTHIEM L, Kb ZTomhicdh s LT 5,

% John David Evered,Inducement of Patent Infringement After Global-Tech and Akami: A Deadly
Weapon Against New Enabling Technologies?,23 Tex. Intell. Prop. L.J. 43(2014)

% (Global-Tech Appliances, Inc. v. SEB S.A., 131 S. Ct. 2060, 2069 (2011).

% Supranot36 Ti%. Enabling Technologies &9 L& Z AV T 5,

40 Association for Molecular Pathology et al. v. Myriad Genetics,133 S.Ct. 2107 (2013).

“1 Holman, Christopher M., Caught between a Rock and a Hard Place: How Limelight Compounds
the Challenges Facing Biotechnology Innovators after Mayo and Myriad (February 18, 2015).
Christopher M. Holman, Caught Between a Rock and a Hard Place: How Limelight Compounds the
Challenges Facing Biotechnology Innovators After Mayo and Myriad, 33 BIOTECHNOLOGY LAW
REPORT 135 (2014).. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=2566945

RS TlX, CAFC 28 271 4:(a ) F T® joint infringement DL & L Gl b OB END Z L
PHE—DLERTH D T D,

15



JEL 9D EWS CAF C enbanclikDHIRT 5 K 9 728 2 FITHOWTIL, £ 0w OHiHR
LT, WOHIEHEREORICRESND Z L, THE HoHVE TRiE) L L
TOEEREOFELZ DS TREY DL LT, UKEEHR FIRIEDMEE O 7= OIERIREGE O
FELELTUEALEY LI B HFAKIL, HROIITEE SN O THD, £, fiF
Wi & LCHEERMICHAREERE S 2 b0 B2 6 b, L L7 5, inducementiZ B3
HEEREHREZA L TCWRVWHREICB T 2REICR L TE, ZoX2RBEZ2 %
Ho THBNRRB L2508 T Z L ARIINETCH T,

DI, ARIOEHREHEHRTIX, EL LT, FIEELLOXL, BRGRE LTo
BHALNE LD L WHHEBZE T A2 B> T, 20X ) RfFRGE D St oM A 5222 E T
ADDE IR AR RLIZE WA D, LLARS, ZTOMHRGHILZSWTIE, D
WA E EOBAMEZERT LI LNV ZEITHEMTEL 00, BICHIEHM L X 1T,
T Lo B R H L0 L XTI TE R WO BELIOTH- T, HOMKFNI <
7B Z HEBEA L) 2 Tz R L TCVAEITIGRE 20t sEx b5, &5IT,
R 72joint infringement DIEELIZ DWW T HIUR Lie o 7o 2 &b FRERN L, 4
DCAFC en bancHliRLL EICHARIESORBE 72D B DIFM LRI TNRNENDE
LE/RNEIITEBEZOLND,

bobt, HREBECBWTHMBREHREIFT20OTH> T, Wb HEEITATR
I XD EBRFEI T 2 5HE LOERRGE 2B A5 ICBE LT (6RO Egm STV D
HRIEBHRE &V D RN D 0& 2 5Tl BERERE O AT X 2 xhs T ferk
LW T T —FoOa e B Ewm T A MEN AR LTS L W) RE RS LE LTO
BETIEH, —EORBEZRIEL TND LN Z &I 2000 LIvRuy,

N

16



