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[3] Section 103(c) Exclusion of Joint Research Work [Pre-America 

Invents Act of 2011] 

[4] Use of Temporarily Secret Prior Art to Establish Obviousness 
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 [D] Unexpected Results 

  [1] Generally 

  [2] Timing of Evidence 

  [3]  Placement in Graham Framework 

 [E] Teaching Away 

  [1] Generally 

  [2] United States v. Adams (U.S. 1966) 
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