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1. Singapore Court of Appeal provides guidance on jurisdiction of High Court to revoke
patents, Allen & Gledhill. January 23, 2019.

2. Sunseap Group Pte Ltd & 2 Ors v Sun Electric Pte Ltd [2019] SGCA 04, Supreme
Court. January 10, 2019.
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1. Three Judges Dissent From Denial Of En Banc Rehearing In Google Case On
Venue, IPO Daily News. February 6, 2019.

2. Inre: GOOGLE LLC, Fed Circ. 2018-152. February 5, 2019.
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1. Routine Steps With Some Specificity Not Enough To Overcome Conclusion That
Claims Were Directed To Natural Law, IPO Daily News. February 7, 2019.

2. Athena Diagnostics, Inc., Oxford University Innovation Ltd., Max-Planckgesellschaft
Zur Forderung Der Wissenschaften E.V., v. mayo collaborative services, lic, dba
mayo medical laboratories, mayo clinic, Fed Circ. 2017-2508. , February 6, 2019.
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