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(i) 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

This petition presents three questions of great 
importance to patent law that arise from the decisions 
of a deeply divided Federal Circuit:  

1.  Do this Court’s decisions in Graham v. John 
Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 (1966), and KSR International 
Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. 398 (2007), require a court 
to hold patents obvious as a matter of law under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 where the patents make at most trivial 
advances over technologies well-known to a person of 
skill in the art? 

2.  Does this Court’s decision in eBay Inc. v. 
MercExchange, L.L.C., 547 U.S. 388 (2006), require 
application of the four-factor test for injunctions in 
accordance with traditional equitable principles, and 
therefore require more than merely “some connection” 
between an infringing feature and asserted irrepar-
able harm to support issuance of an injunction for 
patent infringement? 

3.  Does this Court’s decision in Warner-Jenkinson 
Co. v. Hilton Davis Chemical Co., 520 U.S. 17 (1997), 
require evidence that an accused product meets all 
elements of the relevant claim to support entry of a 
judgment of patent infringement? 
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ii 
RULE 29.6 STATEMENT 

Samsung Electronics America, Inc. (“SEA”) is a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of Samsung Electronics Co., 
Ltd. (“SEC”), a publicly held corporation organized 
under the laws of the Republic of Korea.  SEC is not 
owned by any parent corporation and no other publicly 
held corporation owns 10% or more of its stock.  No 
other publicly held corporation owns 10% or more  
of SEA’s stock.  Effective January 1, 2015, Samsung 
Telecommunications America, LLC (“STA”) merged 
with and into SEA, and therefore STA no longer exists 
as a separate corporate entity. 
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