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1. “Court finds USPTO’s Broadest Reasonable interpretation Unreasonable”
IPO Daily News. 2017#%9% 27p -

2. In Re Smith Intl, Inc., Fer Circ. 2016-2303., 2017#9*® 26F -
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1. “Federal Circuit Clarifies “Regular and Established Place of Business” for
Patent Venue,” IPO Daily News. 2017 # 9 * 25 p -

2. InRe Cray Inc., Fed Circ.2017-129. 2017 = 9 " 21 p -
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1. “District Court Properly Applied Ensnarement Defense,” IPO Daily News.
2017 # 10 *» 12 p o

2. G. David Jang, M.D., v. Boston Scientific Corporation, Scimed Life
Systems, Inc., nka Boston Scientific Scimed, Inc., Fed Circ. 2016-1275,
2016-1575.,2017 # 9 * 29 p -
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