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1. Cleveland Clinic Foundation v. True Health Diagnostics LLC, Staas & Halsey. 2019
Spring.

2. Cleveland Clinic Foundation, Cleveland Heatrtlab, Inc., V. True Health Diagnostics
Llc, Fed Circ. 2018-1218. April 1, 2019.
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1. Sale of Services Before Critical Date Invalidated Patent Claims, IPO Daily News.
May 22, 2019.

2. Quest Integrity Usa, Llc, v. Cokebusters Usa Inc., Fed circ. 2017-2423. May 21,
2019.
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1. USPTO Erred in Construing Claim Term, IPO Daily News. May 23, 2019.

2. Sony Corporation, v. Andrei lancu, Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual
Property and Director of The United States Patent and Trademark Office, Fed Circ.
May 22, 2019.
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