2

FARE T2 %i:—L:ﬁ%%?iiﬁ—%ﬁuf‘iir%?—ﬁiéﬁﬂ@%,%l%
PY R IR, R oM 2 R B P 2 P o, e

FrEE P, REY R PF B REPN FITHRILF S 0 k2

oL FEMEZETRUKRPEAMA PP R LR LT,
R R EH, RF LT NS FIE PR E LA,
PR Ry BMEP LS L AR, AR 7T R,

AR, O E RE AN 11206)¢F g m e, o, TR i
A2 WP ETRENTRBRY ZAHLEA LN EZTHEETHRT, I 2
FEZFEM N HEFP (2D, BFEF LT RN
(enablement, = 5k & )R %, Bl § & & T4 & 2%, ], 2% RM®
PEEE AR, LRl L - o

PP F o A R, iRt R A, AR Y A
Fle FaEARY TR 2 M, A E VR Sk e R, h 50 R
St Bk T BT LT E (7

A~ ERd E RN bRt 2003 & 11 00 12 P f]*u CFMT,
Inc. & CFM Technologies, Inc., (& &# CFMT) v. YieldUp Int’l

»
e

Corp. (1 * f YieldUp) & #riv2 H|-iv- A 55, & ER 4

(#1) The specification in a patent application must describe the invention in a manner that world
enable one with ordinary skill in the art to make and use the invention without an undue amount of

experimentation.



AN X

£FE 4,778,532 5% 112 T 4532 B 1) 2 ¥ 4,917, 123 4.3

FICTTH 123 24D G F 7 * RS RS R ks, Bl L el

H . ;—v‘ 2. = v 2 7 by N— ) . .
& 2R ¢ | & Jf ¥ a0 hikd4F 4355 4 (contamination), 4 F# ik &

422 e L0 R SRR, ¥ Aol A % B 23k 3% (open

environment)Zz % f& % 88T | ik B A& (immerse) ds [, ¢t 2@ 425 B

RRARESZF A, Y R FERRT LD ERRET

532 % 123 & Fl5 Figdt B 3 ifiF ik sz s, #Fu[ 4, 532 % 123

BT M RBEHP R AR A T TL lB, 2 & [

PER AN HPLFEN, A REIA T RO ER L FRLF

S &

F15 123 & 411 5 532 & f12- » &l(divisional ) &, #714t & & ] &

7 e 24857, #* & fl(parent patent), 7= 532 & fI 5 ¢ #5732

-

FA bR R AIERY L2 555 N4 o

- % F RS S S T2 %3 200 R (full flow) 32, 8 ¢

y 7~

L”:/ & ’:’"V"* 4 3> — =% I N
Fer kit B - B, 2t - BB THP Br, 2 %4 B0~

SR P B p 2 R, ¢ BT A I
()14 3 % = G R T 2 S ), 0 p T & 4 0T R
(b)u - RE Y BT & lﬁ]‘i “//‘f é‘lﬁ:lﬁ%ﬁ,

ORES A SR RSN Bl S e &



%ﬁi - E LR SRV S UNE S E s U R S ARk RN
=

Xl
—
—

o

2adFe 7otk Fl2 B it - "'5'3?77%‘;}3;%}:’}\/
5. — * MR L H R B 2 %A, 2R R, H & 3R B it

57995 ]Fd]%l\"‘ %ﬂ: F\ 5 %/:\"" I%\ﬁ"f Fﬁg F}g?’} %ﬂl , % Tﬁﬁ‘ﬁ'/« /;‘I." )‘}f@/@./;ﬁ

CEREE SE R T SEEIN EEE L RERT 2 L

3 ),i%’v““rifla% rﬁ]—i =~ W, %’?‘;—1 "',T-’i EHB IF‘]%/\’I? ﬁ:%%&—ijf@/@ﬁ %ﬁ%i”ﬁ\‘

R N IR PR RS Y LERCE S

12881 th s A 2%, B gApR2 KRR, p2aY 357146

1% 5 2 3488 Fl2 &5 a2 (wet processing) % %, H ¢ 5.
() Bw £E* AP0 HP FHRAILIH 2 Tl & Fl, 2 Bk

,

\ N N 1) 207 N I \ RS
B R AT S ], T B AT e

|

e

A T B P

PR 1

2

§ 2 AREE T RS
(b)* ML > - fE R D AT R A T s [F] S
FEAZKE, E T RCTH R e i R L KR
(C)* LA 4F— iR I “rif ik i i #Fat By [l 2 R 2 B
RE2 0% % AR E ) IV F R R e 2 KR, R
CIEL IS mE R EdiEL EUSLIOIE - A S

(@) 74 8 RAe A T 4 AT R, 1 a2 g 14 % 8



WORAE, R P R S ST o S A2 o

20, % L H RS Fl2 BN AUmz £E H e d

()% ™ 2 orik & T HP BHRAIL 2 Bx 58, 81 ¢ A
R kR R T S ;2

QLTS ST Yy S TERT TS S aE Tty E

F R EE, STEASLIRE TS B KR, i B KT

ANELEHFP LGS AR E (Texas Instrument, f§ £

TI)%t’\;Q‘%K? r gL ﬁ» ]l\m"’,'z-mﬁé‘?@ i"\”l“l'b;t _Bé_l] /;g

Y
7

2 FlFFEE, #P AR R g R s RS AFNRA LS
BPR&H,ETF L, BFPAEFT T G RAHE R, EE L2565
il e

CFMT % CFM Technology, Inc. #x4 YieldUp International Corp.
T F(YieldUp) &3 H 523 2 123 & 4, wiEeg &, YieldUp % inix
Y 0%k 2% E A& 2P % (nonenabled) A & 3%, M2 Fla ¥ F K
EfIE AP 7 & 75 (inequitable conduct)® i % JI4E% ¥ {7
i (unenforceable), YieldUp #f& ] %4 £ 7 F {2 m &> i> o

T2 (summary Judgment ), CEMT B #3 & 4]+ 7 5 3% 41 -2

A R R



YieldUp 2. # ¥ ¢ & (nonenablement)i#‘Rﬁ%b’ﬂ?\’%iﬁ, % i
CEMT *t iz m 2 B ¥£9%, ~ 7 & 5 Theta tool Full Flow,
1 B AT FRenht 3, dow orak , CAMT 0 TT 2 - 3K 7 - % Full
Flow $# %, * % - c @@, 2P Baz & Tl 257 %1%, 586
PR B, P AR AR T R N M, R, B
532 B Al ¥ & iv i PIO st AP ERE T, § ¥ i@
PE, CFMT %' PTO — 7t 2% 0 2 ifBh2 2 i3, L ¥ A3 4 &
TI 2 WAT2 o PI0, % 44 B P s s 5 532 541, % Lk %,

P4 d 1 R i3% B AT L (inprovement) £ 3 2 - & 1Y 5%,

>&‘\

S AR s kAP EA & L E R 4,011, 761 8% 4I(2 T 4 761 &
F1) e

50000 & 47 5p, 4 FEFaa YieldUp #3532 2 123 & 1
F7 TG a b IR TR, B R R 532 & 12

R IR 2 E A F0F % (cleaning) (2 T AJE (treatment) |

4

AL A LR SR T BMAG A RITA AR E, E RERS
123 B A5 4 A B2 TRV a2 (wet process) |, & #-2_ 23
RRTTFR P RERAERP L TR ARRAY A HE A L
Full Flow s, i FL ER&HF, , @ T4 m 4 F % Full Flow

BACE B, TERMLBE ST 161 BT, 2T



- - - 257 en(routine) e

PoRZRE- BT EF A IR AT CEMT »v 217 532 & {2 ¢
FriEARY LT AL, 200067 6P, o 2]i4-532 %
123 %4176 HPIOPF2 2 X 75 a 33 F (7R, 3 %2 RATIVIYE,
e 032 B B gAY 2 - %, 7 &, CFMT * X% USPTO
FE Aoz TIRGEEES (T HTI data), 2 ek s L FHE A
TR, FLT- A% AL R AT AT PR R P, gL EGEF
B P A TR P R BE2 TR 0 B, Y griaed Y A R i

¥ 12 .5 (obviousness rejection), I it 2 3% P 2. 11 7 iREL,
BRI AR 2 TI F4 9§ @i oMt (laudatory
statement), 15 TI FRM T 3 R £ &, ¥ 72 Iedd TLCPNT & B

#ph (intend to deceive)PTO -

F=1)

8,3 ®ixledt 532 2 123 Bl %%2 2 ¥ Tk 2 55 B fs
)4, CENMT = & Fe b 27, % 28 U.S.C §1295 (a)(1)(2000) ™7, A% &

H -

hRE G PR TRONE RS e T B G 2), 3R R T2

(3x 2)_Pitney Bowes, Inc. v. Hewlett-Packard Co., 182 F.3d 1298, 1309 (Fed. Cir. 1999).
(3 3) Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 245 (1986).
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A R FERTEFY EIFERLZERG o, 7R WS

SMEFIAFLZERE ARV ATEAT ER RS L EELH

Y

Ges), A I FREEZEFHPELF I LA 2WI,MNEEFER
t (materiality) 2 & Bl ¥ § ¥ &, 4% 5 P ¥ 4 % (clear

error)Gr6) °

B ERERYAED LA T F L ALK (1)L F B
(lack of utility)st # ¥ & i+ 4+ (inoperability) ; (2)3 7% % P
“r% 2.8 & F % (undue experimentation) o ¥ ®iZ g LR F -
EEE R S 3 S LR ) Fy %L él%ﬁﬁriﬁ%bi—i“,f(removal
of contamination) , 4= "532 % 123 & fl2 ¥ 5% fI§ F, & i

R Y AL E A L Full Flow s sergFL SR, , #

.‘1

NS

E el Full Flow & Siigd® 2o % — B s [P0 4RP: ™ BT (R40%,
e, % FHFRFEN ARG REIIthy) 5 ¥ Fi2RHE
F, TI FRAEm R o 58, B DI P A8 B 17 30] 716 & 12 %

Foran, &k 3 A t#(particle), ¥ %2 Bein e 1945 532 2 132 &

(3. 4)_Cybor Corp. v. FAS Techs., Inc., 138 F.3d 1448, 1454 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (en banc).

(3x.5) Plant Genetic Sys., N.V. v. DeKalb Genetics Corp., 315 F.3d 1335, 1339 (Fed. Cir. 2003).

(3x.6) This court reviews a determination of inequitable conduct for abuse of discretion and reviews
the underlying factual issues of materiality and intent for clear error.  Bristol-Myers Squibb Co.
v. Rhone-Poulenc Rorer, Inc., 326 F.3d 1226, 1234 (Fed. Cir. 2003).




fU# 52 Full Flow ;53 it iy FL HMEF, , ¥ B2 RRIFP
AgERT TAB S RE TR B RZRAE T

’

RAT Rk m W3k T6l B2t M Z & 532 &I 123 & 4

il
e

LRI J N SRR P

LRI AP RR2RBDENZ TF,, T2, 2 TAS
FJR ) FRUGIFEE R RS T2 2o ), Faiesrk, CAMT &
At AR EE A R F LG R L HE PN AL B S
SR EE ARG TECPE R, AR RARG AL T ELY FE
Tl R, & RR sz 225 %, @ it BIEF % 4§ g,
Aa i, £F 716 % J1¢ 2 e Ao 532 % 123 & 417 i K

(enable, & 7 5 )izt F- R F P 2 ik o

Full Flow s 3%, @ &3 Tl 2 $48, AF 1, 2 2 RB7 7 %1%
z_rezr(enablement bar)%X # * B3, v F W H T AL PP LB LR

HRFEIFZAFEE, BT AR RE 2T T ERY A

\

-

HEAIYEZ @ 235 FEBBLHL ALY FEERIE
*T 7 5‘7%;7,’;,] °
B R R RGP AR - RY ZAEHE LR

SER N 33 L NN e A 2 T RS A



E 2 — AR} SRPE) PR BT BE TR K Sz s a5 ¥ F %, 4rEngel

Indus., Inc. &Gr D#TfL T Fimm P i Q7 w3l 2 & % 355

c7'r\

Fez P 2 iz - 558 (any mode), B e % &7 e R A
Bt Bl RERF L ERLR 2GR, MR R 2R RS Z2JhT,
Teit @ Y A PEF R FERF BT KRR FE F, L&
i LB 1E 112 2 hm A2k, Ry R BFP 2 v%a 5 9T FGes) o
532 % 132 Bl ¥ Bl FY 8 2 R R, 4ok & %2

st EFERREF, P 2R, TR W AR F D 2L

=t

M2 %05 5,00 R fIPRY £ 8- LFFEE, 50 wp ORI &
FlERYZAEEAL N HUE 2Ry - FAANEE VR TERTR
T EREREROE ARG, AMREEFASETH

EReFEpEmP L2 “,% W Fn 5 2 2. R (prototype) 7 ¥k, B P

193

CIEEAR YRR TL AR, B P ORRETFER 2 R 4%

Gedos %ol 23 AR S SRR M AT AR U
AT W EERA AL E S FET R ERE S RY 20
PEAL PRI ERT R, VERT L R R FRG RO

(32 7)_See, e.g., Engel Indus., Inc. v. Lockformer Co., 946 F.2d 1528, 1533 (Fed. Cir. 1991)

(3. 8)_Durel Corp. v. Osram Sylvania Inc., 256 F.3d 1298, 1306-07 (Fed. Cir. 2001); In re
Wright, 999 F.2d 1557, 1561 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Wands, 858 F.2d 731, 737 (Fed. Cir.
1988).




W Tl 2R EDHRTANENIT RN, FLED A KT R
TI2 $rAf £ 221 (5, 5P FRBP 2 PrEa 7R %4, 2
flazbsd g% 2 &, 7 RIERY B AR REJUE A T o 2
£ 4 # (mass-production) ;3% % P A& &2 T, &R gEmp 2 9

Ww,m 2 A1 R SR T G, EAB T TI 2 T4, A 4

N

~

i R E e i K e DR L IR PR 5
B} Ge1o)
PREARM I EREZLRE TR E P H BT

L

A& w(work), =W, i F LR, Flo EFRERT RN

ETTRS

pE A E e ok 2 112 iF R a2 & 2 (enablement

requirement)%* 101 #£9 * {4+ & ¢ (utility requirement) ¥ 2. B i,

NS

4o In re Swartz &Grin, TR ¥ F2 ¢ FE {1 F, FLEZ8P 5
7 ¥ iv# (inoperative)m 2 2.3t @ £ F % M & % | Gr12), B 7F € 7
ARV ZAEHBALINFTEEP A A2 NP ETFHEE D
AL AR E RERPRSEEP KT L F PR R,

B2 A TP SAIT RN ARGRIAT, B RER

GHENEIRIR, T PG RIEFPATERFILLF L

(3. 9) Christianson v. Colt Indus. Operating Corp., 822 F.2d 1544, 1562 (Fed. Cir. 1987).

(3x10)_n re Wright, 999 F.2d 1557, 1563 n.8 (Fed. Cir. 1993).

(3 11)_See, e.q9., In re Swartz, 232 F.3d 862, 863 (Fed. Cir. 2000)

(32 12)_EMI Group N. Am., Inc. v. Cypress Semiconductor Corp., 268 F.3d 1342, 1348 (Fed. Cir.
2001).
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DI AR S ch LR A A S T N a2
% {1 @, 4= Process Control Corp. & Gri“ifiz "#F 3 @ F i
FF 2 7 & 232 (principle of conservation of mass),# ¥ 3% 1 4 [l
LT A FHERIT % 4o Newman & Griafi: T3 & 4 (perpetual
motion machine)z ¥ % fUd RIS T 2 ¥ F 3% 0 £ 5 @—*ﬁ;g,‘r BN

Fldkom 7 3% 2 2 Befd > %k % & (alternative combination), 4 e +

g

1\

R kg Rk, LA VIR IEEZ - B RPN 1 $how 2 F A
REAFHITN AT R 6 (215),532 2 123 & 1L AR ¥ Ak

ER AT IR o

i
ETINS

AR E LFE ) AR T AR A 0 2 R i
FHERGTIZFERELFALEEP AT TR A%

EREP 2P P E TR, iR E - 2 Full Flow % 67 & &

N

RRZ2GFF, Epa 5,73 P 577 3HF, 4 Noleculon

Bt R R R, G G RAGAY FRERTI TR S5 &

eI e AR Y UH R FRHFREEP RP S SRR

(F 13)_See, e.g., Process Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1359 (Fed. Cir. 1999)
2t 14) Newman v. Quigqg, 877 F.2d 1575 (Fed. Cir. 1989) (3£ 15)

(31 15)_EMI Group, 268 F.3d at 1349.

(31.16) See Moleculon Research, 793 F.2d at 1269

(32 17)_Engel Indus., 946 F.2d at 1533.
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323 ;Eﬂ,:t% g Kf EPE L2 R, B R,

-\

T

TR RAEDTFE) R EERAIFMZFF ) 2580 o

T\J

PR A TR e % - BIRd BRI T61 e B A5
FEAHEERF R FE ) ES T2, B R R,
F]5 FF T6l e LB U2 g A ih A TI 2 F4R8, #r g £ 1
* & 532 % 123 % fIxit -

LB ERFP L HF AR, CEFRE b T X7 ¢
HRASFP 27 F 5% WaGo18), - %a 5, B j “HaOgFp v
ZWPEFRESHLPE D AINGFEPFTRE-HFREULETF
Fo, Tt g P L TH b T T @ R TR e .

KPR, b R R IR L oA R P 2 T6] re g

N.
\‘»
1
av\?\

S ERBEIK B, R @A FERY I AP
it 2 -k & (threshold level), 4% {12 103(a)*TRh 2 ' &
FI& &2 BARFP AR RS2 B RME 2,192 #2205 FRE {2
103 2. 2242 7 TEFP LT RRNEDPDF AP %, 0
% 4 &k2 P(flash of genius)m *, ¥ 2 £ & ;; Life Techs.,
Inc. 3Ge 197 fL i3I H P A 2 F P ARG xS 2 B, g2

i-g}'flj-ﬁ [E TR , 761 2 _Ey«fljﬁj&—,;{, —‘;—,l kﬁ&?fﬁiﬁi;{ﬁ

(3x18)_See Hormone Research Found., Inc. v. Genentech, Inc., 904 F.2d 1558, 1568 (Fed. Cir. 1990)
(citing In re Hogan, 559 F.2d 595 (CCPA 1977)).
(3x.19) Life Techs., Inc. v. Clontech Labs., Inc., 224 F.3d 1320, 1325 (Fed. Cir. 2000)
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Flad B2 @ 2 7 F 2N HRE0322 1235 1a

3

Mo b AR R RN e F R BB A HEERY

.

R R4 A L3t g F A 9 % (undue experiments) T, € Hd
ZHEPEREFPRFOFFREIREAETFT LI LR, Aagw

BoEE [ R %E-PT- = WAL, RFIRT LT, N Fren: & 1‘“1-—%’“

L33 CPMT 27 9 s T2 2 b, & L £ e i

M), {FEain, "2 F2¢3EXTF 2y i izt

(misrepresentation), ¥ &AE M &ps L B, oL & B F g HE £

|k

ARPRZEGRUEP | GeoD, ¥ RiFRET 1992 & 12w 2 R
< M (materiality), Fl 5 AR 2 7 5 a8 2 > 1992 & mwh 3%
BT FTRHFY WS- E02 384 0 > €RTE AT A3

- G EARET B AIL R RmE ) RIBF RS £ K e -

(3x 20) Kingsdown Med. Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister Inc., 863 F.2d 867, 872 (Fed. Cir. 1988).
(3x 21)_Molins PLC v. Textron, Inc., 48 F.3d 1172, 1178 (Fed. Cir. 1995).
(31 22) See Molins, 48 F.3d at 1179 n.8.
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B W ik B s CINT 0575 20 532 & 912 ¥ 8 a7 5 0

SPRZEREF M2 B 2 F P REER R, 2 & 230y TI TR, A e

R, F RFRZABATERBEI A TEHLLE g2

1. & f Pt
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PRAE T 1988 & 12 * &2 o

AU RO RL B ERL A VIS R

i
Tl

1" M7 F BIpk2 5%

2.%% 14 R BT E 2 5L

B3 IE B SR B E L F 2 8 E

AXCHFFEZ FOUBR P B S TIRE R 2R A
S it REICE @ A B Z Y%

6.4 ] - 779 1% 1 T 44 Sk,
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e BRI R AR B B 364
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gl
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*rm*

BE RSN ETE A ERBDED 2 It ]

\\_‘

7 ¢ 3135 & it 2. K =< (level of misrepresentation) e

BRERTE R EEIRTF AL Y 2 RS %
F e F AL RN RIEPER PR 2 Jodr2 AW HORT A KT 4
TR -k R F R ARz A TR T RS

b T € R Y B 1 R

\T
/3
S
\ N
[e}
N
I \
b»\-
Ak
¥y
aN
E)

LI B e Bl or3 Ui 2L m 5 sode In re Royka
R TREFERBCEEP Y FE IR TG L EE
Flit B B R T AR RSt i B2 4 £ (secondary consideration), 4
2L¥ SF 8 2. 4% % (unexpected result) 3 #rifz BBEZ HF 0L L IREEE
P2 P58 o MG AR, T SRDIREET 7 s R F TR ISR S 3
RE =

FA R LRNIEA 2 BEPHEP A VIR ST A ARk O
TEEBZ IR Gr2a, 4o In re Geisler & Grosf T I A 2 BEP T

- BV R E F s (prima facie) 2 B F M X229 H

P51~ 4o Inre Soni & Groe)#rfis T ¥ ¢ Féii—‘ﬁ,% VAP FE R

(31 23) In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385 n.9 (Fed. Cir. 1983)
(31 24) See In re Lindner, 457 F.2d 506, 508 (CCPA 1972)
(31 25) In re Geisler, 116 F.3d 1465 (Fed. Cir. 1997)

(31 26) In re Soni, 54 F.3d 746, 750 (Fed. Cir. 1995)
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NMEFHEpE D TS pRPAEEMAE. 7 52 & gron, e i AR
R AT ] e e & 37, CRR. 81132 (2003)T 2 3 F 4
FEFE PRET A W EEE 7 #E g (objective factual evidence)
PTO- &%+ 2 BELIEX 2 iz 4,2 A g AT % F B4
B R A EmT AN AT AT AT LR

HAER o ApFenF AL BP0 5 PATEd PRI HET A K

e

¢
Rl
34
-
3

4 id; P/Z' F’ng &F%pﬁ‘%t\pu ‘:F A 43?]‘— PTO Lr,?~ Fﬁf}— i)
FRUGEE R EMERHF AL AL AR IR AER o
2.4 2 4k TIF#

B ERZER WS CFMT & &/ T 8 § iz (duty of candor) ;%1 5 #

TS
[k

i A PTO 4857 TIF#LE R R s TIFHRET 7524
B o

SR F T FH G GRREE O 2E A M TR R
2V FRFERLT RS At R F T FRF R G EL A
P B RGPS T R R R AT T TR
BEE & aELT_ e

3.% B

ARRAT R R R AT A L BEOR PTO, 2R A, i Al chil

(3x27) (quoting In re De Blauwe, 736 F.2d 699, 705 (Fed. Cir. 1984)).
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AHPpa T RZBROTEEIZLBEepE T KR LF

i
9
B

“T3 @, ¢ 7 4 L(good faith)dp 2 w45, ¢ F4p 1 F &0 L WK
i 32 € 2 o 3 Al 12 (culpability) | o

A PR T £ & CFMT L W #0Rs PTO 2 344 4r 1 12 %, & #h

-\ N

I U SR A AL I S PE N ERRE G N LN S
TR ST FA LR & TR, R F e 2
BN HBY AN Rl Y HE A

Bl Kfafigdly B2 & (752 224

B OR ok st iy k£ 47 % 35, US.C §112 2.7 9 5 %
2 A 2 F AR R AT LHPTOZ AL A5/ 3 7 (7R

2B AR F] P A R R N R EF e L % .

(3x28) Kingsdown Med. Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister Inc., 863 F.2d 867, 876 (Fed. Cir. 1988).
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