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(6) Recent Developments in Patent Law at the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals
(1978 and 1982) sponsored by Patent Resources Group, Inc.

(7) Annual Patent Conference sponsored by the Bureau of National Affairs (1983 and
1984).

(8) Recent Developments in Patent Law at the Court of Appeals for the Federal
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(67) IEEE meeting re The Leahy-Smith American Invents Act (AlA) (2011).
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Office.
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American Bar Association (Patent, Copyright, and Trademark Section):
chairman, Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit subcommittee of the Federal Practice
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Member of the Advisory Board of the Patent, Trademark, & Copyright Journal
(1978-2016).

SERVICE AS AN EXPERT WITNESS:

1) Sun-Tek Industries, Inc.* v. Kennedy Sky-L.ites, Inc., C.A. 82-469-ORL-CIV-R,
M.D. FL (jury trial).

2 Black & Decker, Inc. v. Hoover Service Center,* C.A. H-87-851, D. CN
(evidentiary hearing on motion for preliminary injunction).

3 Printex Products Corp. v. Precision Engineered Systems, Inc.,*
C.A. 89-0179T, N.D. NY (affidavit in support of motion for summary judgment).
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West Agro, Inc.* v. Chemland, Inc., C.A. 88-2638-TU, W.D. TN
(affidavit in opposition to motion for summary judgment).

Wolf* v. Dory, C.A. 87 C 1254, N.D. IL (affidavit in opposition to motion for
summary judgment).

Cipher Data Products, Inc. v. Wangtek, Inc.,* C.A. C-86-3792, N.D. CA.

Hollister Inc. v. E.R. Squibb & Sons, Inc.,* C.A. 84 C 1987, N.D. IL.

Anglia Autoflow, Ltd. v. Foodcraft Equipment Company, Inc.,*
C.A.90-2292, E.D. PA.

MOMO S.p.A.* v. DHW, Inc., C.A. 88-0622E, N.D. NY.

Smith Corona Corp.* v. Pelikan, Inc., C.A. 3-90-0479, M.D. TN (jury trial).

Monon Corp. v. Wabash National Corp.,* C.A. L90-0044, N.D. IN.

Leading Edge Technology Corp.* v. Sun Automation Inc., C.A. H-90-2316, MD
(deposition; affidavits in support of and in opposition to motions for summary
judgment; and jury trial).

Dery* v. NBD Bank, N.A., C.A. 88-05085, E.D. MI. (deposition).

Texas Instruments Inc. v. Dell Computer Corp.,* CA-3-90-2086, N.D. TX.

Nordberg, Inc.* v. Telsmith, Inc., C.A. 90-C-0555, E.D. WI (deposition and
bench trial).

Peterson Mfg. Co. v. Adjustable Clamp Co.,* C.A. 92-C-5700, N.D. IL
(deposition and bench trial).

Para-Ordnance Mfg. Inc.* v. SGS Importers International Inc., C.A. 94-117-A,
E.D. VA (deposition and bench trial).

University of South Florida* v. Sherman & Shalloway, C.A. 94-504-A, E.D. VA
(deposition).

Industrias Metalicas Marva, Inc. v. Caribe Glass, Inc.,* C.A. 93-2588(HL), P.R.
(deposition).

Virginia Panel Corp. v. Mac Panel Co.,* C.A. 93-0006-H, W.D. VA (deposition
and jury trial).

New Covent Garden Soup Co. v. Palmer,* CH 1995 T No. 848,
High Court of Justice (of the United Kingdom), Chancery Division.

Baker Hughes Inc. v. Enterra Corp.,* C.A. H-95-975, S.D. TX.
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Gates Formed-Fibre Products, Inc. v. Delaware Valley Corporation,* C.A. 95-
10923 EFH, D. MA (deposition).

Agfa-Gevaert, N.V.* v. Presstek, Inc., ICC Case No. 8694/FMS (testimony before
panel of three arbitrators).

Industrias Metalicas Marva, Inc. v. Empresas Lausell,* C.A. 96-1697 (JP), P.R.
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Unitrode Corp. v. Burr-Brown Corp.,* C.A. No. 94-11393 RGS, D. MA.

Radisson Hotels International, Inc. v. Westin Hotel Company,* C.A. No. 3-96-48
RHK, D. MN (deposition).

Vital Signs, Inc. v. Farris,* C.A. No. 95-2124(JCL), D.N.J. (affidavits)
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Arrow International, Inc. v. Stuart Entertainment, Inc.,* 1:96- CVV-1397, N.D.
Ohio (affidavit).

Emory University* v. Glaxo Wellcome Inc., C.A. 1:96-CV-1868-GET, N.D. GA.
(affidavit).

United States Brass Corp.* v. Mercury Plastics, Inc., T.X. No. 4:97-CV-16.

Affymetrix, Inc. v. Synteni, Inc. and Incyte Pharmaceuticals, Inc.,* C98-4507
FMS, N.D. CA (affidavit).

Allen* v. Howmedica Leibinger GmbH, CA 98-613, D. Del. (affidavit).

Uroplasty, Inc. v. Advanced UroScience, Inc.,* CA 98-2082 MJD/JBL, MN
(affidavit).

Aero Industries, Inc. v. John Donovan Enterprises - Florida, Inc.,* Case No.
1P99-0671 C M/S.

National Instruments Corp. v. PPT Vision, Inc.,* Case No. A-99-CA-187 JN.

In re Certain Magnetic Resonance Injection Systems, ITC Investigation No. 337-
TA-434 (retained by counsel for the respondents).

Atico International USA, Inc. v. Tofasco of America, Inc.,* S.D. Fla., Case No.
02-60984 (affidavit).

Beckman Research Institute of the City of Hope* v. Genentech, Inc., American
Arbitration Association Case No. 74 Y 133 01463 00 GAP.

Gerald E. Frugoli v. Douglas V. Fougnies; Daniel B. Harned: Larry Day;
Freedom Wireless, Inc., A Nevada corporation; Wireless Pathways, Inc. f/k/a/
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Cellexis International, Inc., an Arizona corporation,* AZ CIV 02-957-PHX-RCB
(deposition).

Freedom Wireless, Inc.* v. Boston Communications Group, Inc., et al., MA CIV
00-12234-EFH (deposition).

Sanders v. The Mount Sinai School of Medicine,* S.D. N.Y., 03 CV. 7937 (JGK).

Meritor Transmission Corporation* v. Eaton Corporation, W.D. NC, 1:04 CV 178
(LHT) (deposition).

Maytaqg Corporation* v. Electrolux Home Products Inc., d/b/a Frigidare, N.D. IA
W.D., C 04-4067-MWB (deposition).

Convolve, Inc.* v. Compag Computer Corp., S.D.N.Y., Case No. 00 Civ. 5141
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