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1.“Sony files Patent Lawsuit to Ban Shipments of LG Mobile Telephones to
U.S.” Bloomberg. 2010 &= 12 * 30 P .

<http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-12-29/sony-files-patent-lawsuit-to-ban-I
g-mobile-telephones-from-u-s-.html>
2.“Sony files phone patent.” Bloomberg. 2010 # 12 * 30 p .

<http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-12-30/sony-files-phone-patent-complai
nts-against-lg.html>
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L &R - “Sony, Chimei Settle Patent Cases Over LCD Televisions, Monitors.”
Bloomberg. 2010 &= 12 * 28 p.

<http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-12-28/sony-chimei-settle-patent-cases-
over-lcd-televisions-monitors.html>
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1.“Patents for Inscribing Gemstones Not Unenforceable for Inequitable Conduct
Because Intent to Deceive Not Single Most Reasonable Inference.” IPO Daily
News. 2010 # 12 * 27 p .

2. Lazare Kaplan International, Inc. v. Photoscribe Technologies, Inc and David
Benderly and Gemological Institute of America, Fed Circ. No. 2009-1251, 2010
£1272 22 p.
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1. “Patent Licensee Had Constitutional Standing to Sue Because It Had Right to
Exclude the Defendants Even Though It Could Not Exclude All Others.” IPO
Daily News. 2010 #+ 12 * 28 p .

2. WIAV Solutions, LLC v. Motorola, Inc. and Nokia Corporation and Nokia Inc.
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and Palm, Inc. and Mindspeed Technologies, Inc. and Sony Ericsson Mobile
communications AB, Sony Ericsson Mobile Communciations (USA), Inc. and
Personal Communications Devices LLC, Personal Communications Devices
holdings, LLC and UTStarcom, Inc., Fed Circ. No. 2010-1266, 2010 # 12 * 22
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1. “Inventor Who Should Been Named Co-Inventor in U.S. Patents Failed to
Prove Unjust Enrichment.” IPO Daily News. 2011 # 1 * 3 p.

2. “Award of Net Costs In ‘Mixed’ Judgment Patent Case Not Abuse of
Discretion.” IPO Daily News. 2010 # 1 * 3 p.

3. Frank T. Shum v. Intel Corporation, Jean-Marc Verdiell, and LightLoqgic, Inc.,
Fed Circ 2010-1109, 2010 & 12 * 22 p .
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1.“Companies Sign Letter Supporting Clear and Convincing Evidence
Standard.” IPO Daily News. 2010 & 12 * 29 p .
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2. “More Than 100 Companies Support i4i in Microsoft Supreme Court Case.”
The Seattle Times. 2010 & 12 * 28 p.
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R kR “3M and Minkus Resolve Patent Dispute.” Business Wire. 2011 & 1
16 P.
<http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110106007089/en/3M-Minkus-Re
solve-Patent-Dispute>
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1. “Interval Licensing Relaunches Suit Against Major Tech Companies.” IPO
Daily News. 2010 & 12 * 30 p .

2. “Microsoft Co-Founder Relaunches Tech Patent Suit.” Reuters. 2010 # 12 *
29 p . < http://www.reuters.com/article/ldUSTRE6BS19G20101229>
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1. “Federal Circuit Rejects 25 Percent Rule of Thumb for Determining Patent
Damages and Stresses Limits of Entire Market Value Rule.” IPO Daily News.
2011 # 1" 5¢p.

2. Uniloc USA, Inc. and Uniloc Singapore Private Limited v. Microsoft
Corporation, Fed Circ No. 2010-1035, -1055, 2011 # 1 * 4 p .
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1. “Garmin Infringed Pioneer Corp. Patents in Germany.” IPO Daily News.
2010 = 12 * 28 p .

2. “Garmin, Where, BAT, Motorola: Intellectual Property.” Bloomberg. 2010 &
12 7 27 p.
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4 &k © “The Chilean Supreme Court Rejected the Annulment Recourse
Filed Against the Industrial Property Court’s Judgment Pronouncing, Among
Others, on the Inventive Level.” Estudio Federico Villaseca. 2011 # 1 * 3 p.
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