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1. “Exceptional Patent Case Finding under Octane Fineness is not Based
on Precise Framework,” IPO Daily News. 2017 # 3 * 24 p -

2. University of Utah v. Max-planck-gesellschaft zur Foerderung der
wissenschaften e.v., a Corporation organized under the laws of germany,
max-planck-innovation Gmbh, a corporation organized under The laws of
germany, whitehead Institute for biomedical research, a Delaware
corporation, Massachusetts Institute of technology, a Massachusetts
corporation, alnylam Pharmaceuticals, inc., a Delaware Corporation,
robert I. Caret, president Of the university of massachusetts in His official
capacity, james r. Julian, jr., Christine m. Wilda, senior vice president For
administration & finance and University treasurer of the university of
Massachusetts, in_his official Capacity, james p. Mcnamara, executive
Director, officeof technology Management of the university of
Massachusetts, in_his official capacity, Their predecessors and
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1. “Distorting Prior Art Reference to Arrive at Claimed Invention was
Insufficient to Prove Anticipation,” IPO Daily News. 2017 # 3 * 28 p -
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