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Michael J. pendder, Judicial Review of Patentability: Determinations Under The Substantial
Evidence Standard of Review, 82 J. Pat. & trademark Off. Soc'y 431 (June 2000).
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() De Novo Review

De Novo Anew
Afresh  °
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Childress Davis

2002 7 45-53
Black's Law Dictionary 300 (6th ed. 1991).
United States v. Raddatz, 447 U.S. 667, 690 (1980).

Francis M. Allegra, Mapping The Contours of The Abuse of Discretion Standard of Judicial
Review, 13 Va. Tax Rev. 423 (Winter, 1994).

Herbert C. Shelley, The standard of Review Applied by The United States Court of Appeals
for The Federal Circuit In International Trade and Customs Cases, 45 Am. U. L. Rev. 1775,
1776 (1996).
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706 (a)(2)(e)
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5Jacob A. Stein et a., Administrative Law § 51.01 [2], at 51-44 (1992 ed.).
5U.S.C.A. §706(a)(2)(e).

3Admin. L. & Prac.§ 10.3 (2004).

Dickinson v. Zurko, 119 S, Ct. at 1823 (1999).

Penrod Drilling Co. v. Johnson, 905 F.2d 84, 87 (5th Cir.1990).
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() Arbitrary or Capricious

1946
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Citizens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe
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19 Kelly Kunsch, Standard of Review (State and Federal): A Primer, 18 Seattle U.L. Rev. 11,
40 (Fall, 1994).
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Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Assn of the United States v. State Farm Ins.
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702(2)(A)
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Citizens to Preserve Overton Park v. Volpe
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2 401 U.S. 402 (1971).

2L 463 U.S. 29 (1983).
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2 21.

2 FrancisM. Allegra, Mapping The Contours of The Abuse of Discretion Standard of Judicial

Review, 13 Va. Tax Rev. 423 (Winter 1994).
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Kevin Casey, Standards of Appellate Review in The Federal Circuit: Substance and
semantics, 11 Fed. Circuit B. J. 279 (2001-2002).

Kelly Kunsch, Standard of Review (State and Federal): A Primer, 18 Seattle U.L. Rev. 11,
40 (Fall, 1994).
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Anderson v. City of Bessemer City, North Carolina
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% United States v. United States Gypsum Co., 333U.S. 364, 395 (1948).

% Francis M. Allegra, Mapping The Contours of The Abuse of Discretion Standard of Judicial

Review, 13 Va. Tax Rev. 423 (Winter 1994).

3 Kevin Casey, Standards of Appellate Review in The Federal Circuit: Substance and

Semantics, 11 Fed. Circuit B. J. 279 (2001-2002).

% FrancisM. Allegra, Mapping The Contours of The Abuse of Discretion Standard of Judicial

Review, 13 Va. Tax Rev. 423 (Winter 1994).
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Michael J. pendder, Judicial Review of Patentability: Determinations Under The Substantial
Evidence Standard of Review, 82 J. Pat. & trademark Off. Soc'y 431 (June 2000).
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% Inrezurko, 111 F.3d 887 (Fed. Cir. 1997).
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2 Inre Zurko, 142 F.3d 1447 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (en banc).

95.04 EEMEZATI s H @l



XEBRAERESHRERDEEEZFN

) sds
:‘ ] A JE —A Dickinson v. Zurko A5
559
43
559
1946
CCPA
559
5 44
6 3

52 a

° 559 . ;

7
4 Dickinson v. Zurko, 119 S.Ct. 1816 (1999).

(2 ZELHE# AT 88 Hl 95.04



XEBRASNESHRERDEEEZFRN =A i
— LA Dickinson v. Zurko &0 af JZ_IS @'

g Tt
I 1T 1 B NN .-

1 1946
CCPA CAFC
2
3 559
706
559
CCPA
CCPA
1946 CCPA
559
559

95.04 EEMEZATI s H gk



=A s ZEZPENESHREREEEZFTN
='_ I A JE —LA Dickinson v. Zurko A&

o
-

6 45

InreGartside *°

Dickinson v. Zurko
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Zurko

> InreZurko, 258 F3d 1379 (Fed. Cir. 2001).

" Inre Gartside, 203 F.3d 1305 (Fed. Cir. 2000)

4" Mark D. Torche, Rubber Stamp of Court of Last Resort: The Proper Standard of Review in

Patent and Trademark Cases., 48 Drake L. Rev. 211 (1999).
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" DennisJ. harney, The Obvious Need for Deference: Federal Circuit review of Patent and

Trademark Office Determinations of Mixed Questions of Law and Fact, 28 U. Dayton L.
Rev. at 67 (2002).
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