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7 Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Nos. 2015-1171, (Fed. Cir., October 7, 2016) (en banc).
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http://www.cafc.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/opinions-orders/15-1171.0pinion.9-30-2016.1.PDF
(last visited Jun. 15, 2017).
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® Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Nos. 2015-1171, (Fed. Cir., October 7, 2016) (en banc),
http://www.cafc.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/opinions-orders/15-1171.0pinion.9-30-2016.1.PDF
(last visited Jun. 15, 2017).
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6 Apple Inc. v. Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., Nos. 2015-1171, (Fed. Cir., October 7, 2016) (en banc),
http://www.cafc.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/opinions-orders/15-1171.0pinion.9-30-2016.1.PDF
(last visited Jun. 15, 2017).
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" Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. v. Apple Inc., Supreme Court of the United States, No. 15-777, 6
December 2016, https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/16pdf/15-777 _71ho.pdf (last visited Jun. 15,
2017).
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Wang, S.-J., The obviousness rejection as a barrier to biotech patent prosecuition. Nature
Biotechnology, 2009. 27(12): p. 1125-1126.
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24 Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. v. Sandoz, Inc. 2015, US Supreme Court.
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