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1. Dedication-Disclosure Doctrine Barred Claim of Infringement under the Doctrine of
Equivalents, IPO Daily News, March 31, 2020.

2. Eagle Pharmaceuticals Inc., V. Slayback Pharma LLC, Fed Circ. 2019-1924.
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1. Assignor Estoppel Did Not Bar Assignor from Relying on Federal Circuit Decision,
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IPO Daily News, April 23, 2020.
2. Hologic, Inc., Cytyc Surgical Products, LLC, V. Minerva Surgical, Inc., Fed Circ.
2019-2054, 2019-2081., April 23, 2020.
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1. Appointments Clause Challenge Was Forfeited, IPO Daily News, May 6, 2020.

2. CIENA CORPORATION, v. OYSTER OPTICS, LLC, Fed Circ, 2019-2117, May 5,
2020.
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