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1. “Expert testimony that Contradicted Prior Art Reference did not Support
USPTO Finding of no Anticipation,” IPO Daily News. 2018 %5 " 30F -

2. Ericsson inc., Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson, v. Intellectual Ventures |
LLC, Fed Circ. 2016-1671., 2018#5* 29p -
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1. “Affirmance of USPTO Invalidity Decision Mooted Appeal of District Court’s
Finding of Validity,” IPO Daily News. 2018 # 5 * 24 p -

2. XY, LLC v. Trans Ova Genetics, L.C., Fed Circ. 2016-2054, 2016-2136,
2018 # 5 7 23 p -
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TR kR “Jury Awards Apple $539 Million in Samsung Patent Case,” The
New York Times. 2018 # 5 * 24 p o

<https://www.nytimes.com/2018/05/24/business/apple-samsung-patent-trial.ht
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