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Tk Jr : “Patent stalemate ends in second-class settlement: Google
strategically prevails over Microsoft,” Foss Patents. 2015 # 10 * 1 p -

<http://www.fosspatents.com/2015/10/patent-stalemate-ends-in-second-class.
html>
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1. “USPTO determination on issue of time-bar in decision to institute IPR not
appealable,” IPO Daily News. 2015 & 10 * 1 p -

2. Achates Reference Publishing, Inc., v. Apple Inc., Fed Circ. 2014-1767.
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1. “Patent Applicant Failed to Establish Possession of Claimed Invention
Prior to Reference’s Effective Date,” IPO Daily News. 2015 & 10 * 2 p -

2. In Re: Thomas Steed, Sourav Bhattacharya, Sandeep Seshadrijois, Fed
Circ. 20141-458.2015 & 10 * 1 p -
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