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= ol B 25 WHoiA HUSLCE 0S8 pjEEydTRy XAFZ S 012 HRE siMS HalstHA KE
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FELic

2) Markman v.Westview Instruments., 517 U.S. 370, 391,116 S, Ct. 1384, 134 L. Ed. 2d 577 {1996)
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S5 AYEct, Helxor BERAYHA(he Northern
District of California)®| A=l wlz} o 2 2 Eo)
SA AR A a4 X715 Algshs A S8
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3) Phillips Y. AWH Corp., 415 F.3d 1303, .1313 (Fed. Cir. 2005)
4) E51F, 20063 DIZESEMXI=(2Z CAFC —oﬁ%—ﬂ‘é =4
o2y 2006, 166%, %%*%*_/.\_ESS 2005le Phillips ZrZof of
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(Canons of Claim Construction)

1. S5 ETHYE YU HHER siMECt
(Claims Are Construed from Perspective of
One Skilled in the art)

e Hm%loﬂ FA} olafiste vof wel 24
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t}. Phillips v. AWH Corp. AHAY9] Wi o] wrawy
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5) Phillips Y. AWH Corp,, 415 F3d 1303, 1313 {(Fed. Cir. 2005)
6) Key Pharms, v. Hercon Lab, Corp,, 161 F.3d 709 (Fed. Cir.
1998}
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gulsioty HAS S5 HA} 7w Sol2 A EA 2
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Andrx Pharms., Inc. AFA%0)A ‘7195312 WA|Alo|
Al “The pharmaceutically acceptable polymer is a
water—soluble hydrophilic polymer ....” & 7|A3}aL,

“Erythromycin derivative’ as used herein, means .

"("718 patent, col. 3 11, 3 4-35) £ =
“Pharmaceutically acceptable’” as used herein,
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7) Schering Corp. Y. Amgen Inc., 222 F.3d 13471352-1355

{Fed. Cir. 2000)

8) Lear Siegler, Inc. v. Aeroguip Corp;, 733 F.2d 881, 889
(Fed. Cir. 1984)

9) Abbott Labs, v. Andrx Pharms, Inc., 473 F.3d1196, 1211
(Fed. ‘Cir. 2007)

10) Sinorgchem Co. v. ITC,, 511 F.3d1132, 1136 (Fed.Cir. 2007)
11) Irdeto Access, Inc. v. Echostar Satellite Corp., 383 F.3d
1295, 1300 (Fed. Cir. 2004)
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12} NTP, Inc. v. Research in Motion, 418 F.3d 1282, 1310 (Fed.
Cir. 2005)
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