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In late 1990s, the interpretation of patent laws features a somewhat different aspect. In the
earlier time, the Supreme Court assigned the role of a fina decision maker on patent laws to the
Federa Circuit almost exclusively. However, in its recent decisions, the court has sent the clear
message that the court will review patent cases postively whenever necessary. Since its
establishment in 1982, the Federal Circuit has played an important role as a driving force of the
policy in favor of patentees. Consequently, the Federal Circuit has attained position as a de fact
IP Supreme Court. However, from now on, the Federal Circuit will have to feel more
involvement in and review of its decisions by the Supreme Court. Eventualy, the Federal

Court will be forced to play the role of an intermediate appeal court with an expertise in patent

laws.
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Polaroid v. Eastman Kodak $873 Jan. 1991
Hawoorth v. Seelcase $211 Dec. 1996
Smith International v. Hughes Tool $205 Mar. 1986
Exxon v. Mobil Oil $171 Aug. 1998
Viskasev. American National Can $165 Jul. 1999
Hughes Aircraft v. United Sates $154 Jun. 1994
3M v. Johnson & Johnson $129 Sep. 1992
Fonar v. General Electric $129 Feb. 1997
Honeywell v. Minolta $96 Jan. 1992
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