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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE
By Mark B. Solomon, Esq., Hamilton Brook Smith Reynolds
organization is of particular
importance now, during uncertain
national and international economic
climates, when employers and
clients are looking to the
intellectual property legal
community for advice and counsel
based on sound legal principles
mindful of fiscal prudence.

President Mark B. Solomon
I would like to welcome everyone
to the 2009 Boston Patent Law
Association (BPLA) and to thank
the membership for its continued
participation, election of the new
Board of Governors, and its
bestowal on me with the honor of
being the BPLA President this year.
I look forward to the privilege and
opportunity to serve as President,
and to work with the Board of
Governors, Committee Chairs, and
all others who volunteer or assist
the BPLA to continue to be a strong
and vibrant non-profit organization.
I believe that the strength of this

number of members from our
organization. After an almost two
year effort, the IP Cases Task
Force effected a change in Local
Rule 16.6 on November 8, 2008
through working with the local
judiciary to improve procedures of
pre-trial activities in patent cases.
The IP Cases Task Force is
currently deciding on its next local
The BPLA can play a role in helping rule to propose. A Social Law
us all maintain or improve our
Library and BPLA co-sponsored
counseling expertise through
panel discussion, which included
holding educational seminars,
Hon. George O’Toole, Jr., Thomas
facilitating service to others who
Saunders, Prof. David Olson, Brian
practice in the intellectual property Michaelis, and Lee Bromberg, was
field, whether by mentorship or
held on January 27, 2009 at the
asking challenging questions of
Social Law Library covering both
mentors, and by providing access
Local Rule 16.6 and Declaratory
to a legal community that shares
Judgments in patent cases after
common issues.
MedImmune.
This year, the BPLA will be offering
another full schedule of legal
seminars and events. We will also
be working with leaders outside the
BPLA to provide opportunities for
members to be involved with
programs that positively affect or
support the local intellectual
property community, such as a
follow-on of the BPLA IP Cases
Task Force, which includes a

In December, a small group of
representatives from the BPLA,
including the BPLA New Lawyers
Committee Chairpersons Giordana
Belenchia, Aaron Connor and Scott
Gerwin, BPLA Activities Chairperson
Patrick Quinlan, new BPLA member
Arvind Jairam, and me, met with
the Director of the Museum of
Science, Ioannis (Yannis) Miaoulis,
(Continued on page 3)
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REMINDER: MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL FEES
This is a reminder that renewal fees for the 2009 BPLA membership can now be paid.
Active Member (attorney) $115
Associate Member (non-attorney) $105
Mailing List only $60
Members wishing to renew their membership for 2008 can do so on-line at www.bpla.org.
The on-line payment option is made available through PayPal. You do not need a PayPal account - payment is made by entering your credit card information, but billing and payment
are facilitated by PayPal. Once your payment is entered, your membership status will be automatically updated for the membership year. You will also receive a statement from PayPal
itemizing your transaction. New member applications continue to be handled through a paper
application.
Firms and companies also have the ability to renew members in bulk. Any member can renew
members of his or her firm or company. After you log in, click on the Firm login tab and a
website-generated list of your firm's/company's members up for renewal will appear. You can
then click on those members you wish to renew or select "all". Payment is made by entering
your credit card information, as above. Once payment is entered, the membership status of
each selected firm/company member will be automatically updated for the current year, and
an itemized transaction statement listing all those members renewed at this transaction will
be sent to your e-mail address. Attempts to renew a member where the renewal is already in
process are prevented.
If you have not already personalized your BPLA on-line password, please visit our website and
simply click on the Member Login tab in the upper right corner of your screen. You will be
prompted to enter your e-mail address and password. Your e-mail address is not case sensitive and your password has temporarily been set to the old, generic password. At your initial
login, you will be asked to change your password. If you have already changed your password and forgotten it, simply enter your e-mail address, and your password will be sent to
you via e-mail.
It is also possible to pay by mail, as in the past. A renewal form can be downloaded and
printed from the website. Please complete the form and mail it to the following address,
along with a check made payable to the Boston Patent Law Association:
Mr. Neil P. Ferraro
BPLA Treasurer
c/o Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks, P.C.
600 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210
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President’s Message Cont.

entitled “The Bounds of Patent
Eligibility in the Aftermath of the
Bilski Decision,” at which Jerry
and the Vice-President of Education Cohen, Stephen Chow, Donald
of the Museum of Science, Paul
Steinberg, Barbara Fiacco and
Fontaine, to discuss feasibility and Jakub Michna were panelists.
high-level programming possibilities
The Judges Dinner is currently
for reinstituting the Inventors
scheduled
for May 1, 2009. Please
Weekend (or Day) at the Museum
mark
your
calendars accordingly.
of Science, which has not occurred
Please also note that this date may
since 1991. The discussion was
very encouraging, with the Director change based on speaker schedule
and other variables.
and Vice-President of Education
suggesting that the Museum of
Our summer outing is once again
Science staff can bring children and
going to be a Red Sox game at
media to the program, and the
Fenway Park, based on the
representatives from the BPLA
popularity of this event. Many
suggesting that the BPLA can bring
thanks to the BPLA Secretary, Joe
adult inventors and intellectual
Maraia, who arranged to get us
property professionals. Those of us
tickets for Friday, July 24, 2009, in
in attendance at the meeting
a game between the Orioles and
walked away with a very positive
Red Sox. A notice will be sent
feeling and believe that we have
closer to the summer outing from
set the groundwork for new
Patrick Quinlan as to when tickets
lawyers and other BPLA members
will be available and any criteria
to be able to participate in this
that will be applied to enable as
wonderful program. Interestingly,
many of our members to attend as
the Director of the Museum of
possible, while still allowing for an
Science participated as an inventor
opportunity to bring guest(s).
during Inventors Weekend in 1990
The Board invites everyone to look
and, like others I have met who
were previously involved, thinks
that the program was very
successful.
(Continued from page 1)

seminar topics to the Committee
Chairs, and offering to be a speaker
or panelist at a BPLA seminar.
Through participation in these
programs, those among us who
have been in the IP community for
many years can share their wisdom
and experience as mentors to those
of us who are newer in this field;
those who are newer in this field
can ask questions of those they
view as mentors, which keeps
mentors challenged and engaged.
On behalf of the Board, I would like

President Mark Solomon presenting Former President Leslie MeyerLeon with the BPLA Plaque

to thank Lee Bromberg as the
outgoing Board member after
serving nine years on the Board,
including his year as President in
2007, and in advance for serving
this year in his new role as the
Boston Patent Law Foundation
(BPLF) Director. I would also like to
thank Leslie Meyer-Leon,
In what is generally a slow time of
Immediate Past President, for her
year eventwise, we had activity in
outstanding service as President
Computer Law Committee Seminar
December by the Corporate
last year, her continued advisory
January 13th, 2009
Practice Committee, chaired by
role on the Board of Governors this
Walter Dawson, William DeVaul and
year, and for being a voice on the
or ask for opportunities to
Anne Marie Longobucco, who
Board for firms of all sizes. I would
participate in BPLA activities,
assembled an excellent panel of
also like to thank last year's
provide suggestions and feedback
speakers, including Jason Fiorillo,
Committee Chairs for their 100%
to the Board and Committee Chairs,
William Gosz, Eric Marandett and
participation in organizing seminars
and contribute to the BPLA
David Olson, in a presentation
and to thank in advance those
community by attending events and
entitled "Does Your Intellectual
returning and those serving their
interacting with mentors,
Property Need Protecting After
first terms as Committee Chairs for
colleagues, and peers. Those who
Quanta Computers v. LG
their service this coming year. We
are not Committee Chairs can still
Electronics?” In January, the
look forward to another
Computer Law Committee, chaired participate in leadership roles
outstanding year of seminars and
through submitting articles to the
by Steven Henry and John
events.◊
BPLA Newsletter, proposing
Stickevers, hosted a seminar
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Calendar Of Events
Tuesday, February 24th

Practical Issues in Complying with the
Duty of Disclosure
Wilmer Hale 8:30-9:30am (see page 9 for details)
Thursday, March 5

GoogleBook Digitalization
Mid March

36th Annual AIPLA Giles Rich
Memorial Moot Court Competition
Friday, May 1

Annual Judges Dinner
at the Federal Courthouse
Friday, July 24

Annual Summer Outing - Boston
Red Sox v. Orioles
Wednesday, December 2

2009 Annual Meeting

Members on the Move
Ion Abraham is now an associate at Hamilton Brook Smith Reynolds.
Michele Liu Baillie has moved as founder and principal of North Shore Patents, P.C. North Shore Patents,
P.C. offers expertise to clients in the leveraging of U.S. and foreign patent
processes to meet business goals. North Shore Patents P.C. can be found
Do you have a new job?
on the web at www.nspatents.com.
Made a lateral move lately?
Been promoted?

David Boundy led a coalition of companies in the proceedings at the
White House Office of Management and Budget that led to the "delay" of
the Appeal, IDS, and Markush rules. Mr. Boundy and his partners continue
to engage with OMB to ensure that these three rules do not go into effect
until the PTO fully complies with its duties under the Paperwork Reduction
Act, Executive Order 12,866, and the Information Quality Act.
David J. Cerveny has moved to Vice President to Intellectual Property
and General Counsel at ConforMIS, Inc.
Leslie Meyer-Leon has moved to Of Counsel at Bromberg and Sunstein.
Thomas M. Saunders has moved as an associate to Rissman Jobse
Hendricks & Oliverio.

Emily R. Whelan is now partner at WilmerHale.
4

We want to hear about your
news. Please send your jobrelated news to:
vice-president@bpla.org
so that we can include an
announcement in our next
newsletter.
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New Local Rule 16.6 Adopted By United State District Court
By Lee Carl Bromberg, Esq., Bromberg & Sunstein LLP
On November 4, 2008, the United States District
Court for the District of Massachusetts formally
adopted new Local Rule 16.6, governing Scheduling
and Procedures in Patent Cases. The new rule was
drafted and proposed by the IP Cases Task Force of
the Boston Patent Law Association. Chief Judge Wolf
was very receptive to the proposal and designated
Judge Stearns as liaison to the Task Force. After
several rounds of discussion and revision, during
which Judges Stearns and Saris provided detailed
feedback to the IP Cases Task Force on drafts, the
Judges of the District Court voted to adopt the new
rule, which now applies to any patent case in the
District of Massachusetts.

include timing for disclosing initial infringement and
invalidity positions, the process for identifying disputed claim terms, claim construction briefing, timing and procedure for a claim construction hearing,
the need for technology tutorials, and related issues.
The Appendix to the Rule then sets forth a sample
special scheduling order for patent infringement
cases, with suggested timing. At the Rule 16 Scheduling Conference, the Court will then set a Scheduling Order that covers both basic timelines, such as
the deadline for discovery, and time lines for patent
specific proceedings.
Patent-Specific Disclosure Requirements. The
suggested timelines provide for exchange of infringement and invalidity contentions as follows:

Purpose. Why a special rule for patent cases? Patent cases have certain peculiar procedures and issues which must be addressed in every case and
•Patentee’s Preliminary Infringement Disclosures
which complicate the conduct of discovery, motion
– 30 days after Rule 16 Conference
practice and trial. These issues arise from the requirement that the Court engage in claim construc•Accused Infringer’s Preliminary Invalidity and
tion to establish the meaning and scope of the asNon-Infringement Disclosures – 60 days thereafserted claims, which in turn has a substantial impact
ter
on the basic issues of infringement and validity. A
claim construction hearing, also called a Markman
•Amended and Supplemented Disclosures may
hearing, will usually be required.
be provided up to 30 days before the Markman
It was the view of the members of the IP Cases
Hearing
Task Force, comprised of leading patent litigators
involved in cases in Massachusetts and throughout
•Further amendment only within 30 days after
the United States, that a local rule would promote
Court’s ruling on claim construction
needed uniformity and predictability in the scheduling and procedures followed in patent cases in Mas- Claim Construction Proceedings. After disclosachusetts. New Local Rule 16.6 now provides read- sures are made, claim construction proceedings take
ily accessible guidelines for the scheduling steps,
place as follows.
timelines and procedures that litigants are likely to
encounter in this jurisdiction. The New Local Rule
•Exchange of claim terms to be construed by
16.6 also incidentally signals to the bar generally
the Court – 120 days following completion of
that the United States District Court in Boston is repreliminary disclosures
ceptive to handling patent cases.
•Filing and exchange of claim construction briefs
Basic Rule 16.6 Operation. Rule 16.6 requires
– 20 days thereafter
that, in addition to the matters listed in Local Rule
16.1 common to all cases, such as deadline for
•Filing and exchange of reply claim construction
amendments, joinder, discovery, motion practice,
briefs – 10 days thereafter
etc., the parties must also address the issues peculiar to patent infringement litigation. These issues
(Continued on page 6)
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The BPLA and Biotechnology Committee Present:
The Duty of Disclosure: Practical Considerations
A Round Table Discussion
Tuesday, February 24, 2009
8:30am-9:30am
Participants will discuss typical scenarios implicating the duty of disclosure and share approaches
that minimize the risk of inequitable
conduct allegations.
An update on current case law and legislative
developments will be presented.
Location: Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr,
LLP (31st Floor)
60 State Street
Boston, MA 02109

Breakfast available for $8, starting 8:15am
Please RSVP by February 20th by contacting
Rochelle Capobianco
WilmerHale
60 State Street
Boston, MA 02109
1 (617) 526 6003 (t)
1 (617) 526 5000 (f)
rochelle.capobianco@wilmerhale.com

Force that the new rule should
permit patent cases to move with
reasonable efficiency through the
•Filing of joint claim construc- claim construction process so that
tion statement – 15 days after time to trial will not be unduly exfiling of reply briefs
tended by the peculiar requirements of patent litigation.
•Claim construction hearing to
be scheduled by the Court
Patent-Specific Proceedings in
promptly after the filing of the Parallel with Discovery. New
joint claim construction state- Rule 16.6 contemplates that patment
ent specific proceedings will take

Local Rule 16.6 Cont.
(Continued from page 5)

place in parallel with the regular
events specified in a Rule 16
scheduling order, in order to avoid
undue delay in the progress of the
case to trial. The Rule provides for
additional time for discovery and
Suggested Time Line. In a case expert discovery upon motion in
where the parties and Court are
the discretion of the Court, limited
moving forward expeditiously un- to issues dependent upon the
der Rule 16.6, it should be possi- claim construction rulings of the
ble to proceed to a claim construc- Court.
tion ruling by the Court in approximately 12 months from the filing
Flexibility. Rule 16.6 provides
of suit. Cases involving more com- flexibility consistent with practice
plexity or in which unforeseen de- and experience in the United
velopments occur may take
States District Court for Massachulonger. Nonetheless, it is the exsetts. The specific schedule for
pectation of the IP Cases Task
•Amendment of disclosures
permitted within 30 days after
Court’s ruling on claim construction

6

proceedings will need to be tailored to the individual case. Counsel will be called upon to work together to craft proposals for the
Court to be imposed in their case.
Although the Rule speaks of
“suggested timing,” once the
Court has entered a LR 16.1
scheduling order in the case, the
parties will be obliged to meet
stringent disclosure and briefing
obligations in connection with patent-specific contentions and claim
construction proceedings.◊

JOB POSTINGS
To add a job posting
to our on-line list of Career
Opportunities
for 3 full months,
and to be listed in a quarterly BPLA
Newsletter,
please e-mail your job posting and
contact information to:
vice-president@bpla.org
(Fee is $300 per listing)
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Congratulations to the Winners of the 2008 BPLA/BPLF Writing Competition
Willy Wonka’s Everlasting Gobstopper as a Never-ending
Trade Secret: The Importance of Cultivating an Effective
Trade Secret Protection Program By Meeting a Client’s
Specific Needs
By Melissa Sikorski,
Attending Suffolk University Law

The Name of the Game is the Claim –
Please Roll the Dice
By Lev Rosenblum,
Attending Boston University School of Law

Judges Needed for
Giles S. Rich Memorial Moot Court Competition
It's time once again for the Giles S. Rich Memorial Moot Court Competition, hosted here in the Northeast by your BPLA. For those unfamiliar with this competition, it is an AIPLA sponsored moot court
competition that brings together students from across the country to write and present on IP-oriented
issues. The students compete at one of four regional levels for an opportunity to move on to a national round held in Washington, D.C. in April. The final two teams will get to argue in front of a panel
of CAFC judges.
The Northeast Regional competition will be held at Suffolk University in Boston on March 20-22. This
year we have 14 teams from law schools around the country. The success of this competition is entirely due to the generosity of volunteers like you who take time to grade briefs and hear oral arguments. With 14 teams this year, we are in need of many volunteers.
For oral arguments, we will need 42 judges to fill the fourteen 3-judge panel benches in order to do a
double first round on Friday, March 20, so that each team gets the opportunity to argue twice. We
will also need 6 judges for Saturday. Each round includes an hour of argument, with each team arguing for 30 minutes, plus additional time for the judges to grade and provide feedback to the students.
Each round usually takes just under 2 hours. We would like to start the first round at 4pm on Friday
and the second round at 6pm. Judges will be provided with a copy of the problem and a bench memo
outlining the issues of law that the students should address.
Those who have volunteered to assist in the Giles S. Rich competition in the past can attest that it is
an enjoyable experience: the briefs are interesting to read, the arguments lively to hear, and it's great
to meet some of the up and coming students interested in IP. (It's also served as an informal reunion
for many of us IP professionals throughout the years!) Please let us know if you are interested in volunteering to help make this year's Northeast regional competition another success. You can email
Tom Johnston (thomas.johnston@hklaw.com) or Jonathan Mutch (JDMutch@rkmc.com) to let us
know your availability.
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In re Bilski
By Patrick A. Quinlan, Esq., Mark B. Solomon, Esq., Hamilton Brook Smith Reynolds
On October 30, 2008, the Court of Appeals for the
Federal Circuit (CAFC) handed down its en banc
opinion in In re Bilski, which held that the Machineor-Transformation Test is the governing test for determining whether a claim drawn to a method is eligible subject matter for patent protection.

or the act of gathering generic data in a non-specific
way before processing that data. The claims reciting
the machine or transformation must be part of the
“real solution.”

The claim at issue in Bilski was admittedly not tied
to a machine or apparatus, so the Court declined to
elaborate as to what would be considered an acceptable particular machine or apparatus according
to the first of the two foregoing requirements.

The Court stated that business methods are subject
to same standard as any other method claim, as
long as they pass the Machine-or-Transformation
Test. The Court refused to adopt any categorical
exclusions of method claims and explicitly declined
to adopt a broad exclusion over software.

The Court, however, did hint at the idea that some
methods may still be eligible even though they do
not pass the Machine-or-Transformation Test and
The Machine-or-Transformation Test
mentions that the test might require modification in
The CAFC stated in Bilski that, under the Machine-or the future.
-Transformation Test, “a claimed process is surely
Past Tests for Eligible Subject Matter are No Longer
patent-eligible under § 101 if:
to be Applied
(1) it is tied to a particular machine or apparatus, or
(2) it transforms a particular article into a different
In articulating the Machine-or-Transformation Test,
the Court held that many of the older tests, such as
state or thing.”
State Street’s useful, concrete, and tangible result
Under the Machine-or-Transformation Test, a
test, for determining whether a claim is drawn tomethod claim will be considered to be eligible subward eligible subject matter are to be used no more.
ject matter as long as it satisfies at least one of the
Business Methods are Still Eligible (Software Too)
two foregoing requirements.

According to the second requirement, a claim will be
considered eligible subject matter if it transforms a
particular article. While many things are without a
doubt particular articles (e.g., specific materials and
chemicals), others are less certain. For example, the
Court did not explicitly say whether an electronic
signal would be considered a particular article. The
Court did state, however, that electronic data representing a particular article could be considered a
particular article.
In considering whether a claim meets the Machineor-Transformation Test, the Court noted that mere
field-of-use and “extra-solution activity” limitations
are insufficient to bring an otherwise ineligible claim
within the requirements of the test. Such limitations
may include, for example, limiting the use of an invention to the general field (e.g., medical devices)
8

Practical Considerations
File applications with a diversity of claim types, i.e.,
not just method claims. Even if a method claim is
found to be ineligible, a counterpart system claim
could very well be found to be eligible. The Machine
-or-Transformation Test applies to method claims,
not system claims.
Include dependent claims that specify particular machines or articles in further detail. In an event that
an independent claim is found to be ineligible, a
more-detailed dependent claim might save the day.
Draft software claims such that any manipulated
data represents a particular article in the real world.
(Continued on page 9)
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You May Have Won the Case, But Those Lost Profits May Not Be Your Own
By David J. Brody, Esq., Hamilton Brook Smith Reynolds
Important patent rights may be lost by careless placement of title to a patent. This pitfall was
highlighted recently when a large multinational corporation prevailed in an infringement case
but, nevertheless, was barred from recovering lost profits because title to the patent was
held by the parent corporation, not a subsidiary. The case is Mars, Incorporated v. Coin Acceptors, Inc., 527 F.3d 1359 (Fed. Cir. 2008).
A patent owner or an exclusive licensee who successfully sues an infringer is entitled to recover damages for the past infringement. In an effort to secure the greatest possible damage
recovery, the multinational corporation in the recent case, the candy maker Mars, tried to recover its lost profits. However, the court permitted damages based only upon a reasonable
royalty, resulting in a far smaller recovery than lost profits. Mars could not recover lost profits
because the parent corporation held title to the patent, whereas an operational subsidiary
suffered the lost profits.
In a belated effort to cure the problem, Mars tried to join the subsidiary as a co-plaintiff. This
tactic failed because another entity in the Mars corporate family was also using the patented
invention and, therefore, the subsidiary could not be considered an exclusive licensee. Because a licensee can sue for infringement only if it is an exclusive licensee, the court would
not allow the subsidiary to join the case. As a result, the infringer avoided liability for the lost
profits that its wrongful conduct had caused.◊
In re Bilski Cont.
(Continued from page 8)

Also consider drafting a
“Beauregard” claim, which is directed toward a computerreadable medium. Such a claim
is a product, not a process. Remember, the Machine-orTransformation Test applies only
to method claims.
When deciding whether to be a
plaintiff in litigation, assess your
patent(s) to make sure the
method claims that you are considering to assert pass the Machine-or-Transformation Test. As
a defendant, consider attacking
the plaintiff’s asserted method
claims for failing to meet the
test.◊

Past Presidents

Board of Governors
9
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2008 Annual Meeting Photos

Joyce Hersh, Raymond Bruttomesso, Jr., Gerald Bluhm
Q. Todd Dickinson—Key Note
Speaker

David Brody, Donald Ware, Vic Lebovici, Lee Bromberg

Peter Lando, Paul Sorkin

Leslie Meyer-Leon

Jeremy Bond and Steve Markowitz
10
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BPLA Committee Chairs
ACTIVITIES & PUBLIC RELATIONS

INTERNATIONAL & FOREIGN PRACTICE

activities@bpla.org

international@bpla.org

Patrick Quinlan, Esq. (978) 341-0036

Deirdre E. Sanders (978) 341-0036
John N. Anastasi (617) 395-7000

AIPLA MOOT COURT
mootcourt@bpla.org

LICENSING

Thomas M. Johnston (617) 573-5805
Amy Brosius (617) 542-5070

licensing@bpla.org
Paul D. Burgess (781) 674-7816

Jonathan Mutch (617) 859-2722

Michael Bergman (617) 868-8871

AMICUS

LITIGATION

amicus@bpla.org

litigation@bpla.org

Erik Paul Belt (617) 443-9292

Martin O’Donnell (617) 951-2500
Douglas C. Doskocil (617) 570-1215

Benjamin Stern
ANTITRUST LAW
antitrust@bpla.org
Justin J. Daniels (617) 573-4826
Steven M. Bauer (617) 526-9700
BIOTECHNOLOGY
biotechnology@bpla.org
Shann Kerner (617) 526-6192
Hak Chang (978) 441-0036
CHEMICAL PATENT PRACTICE
chemical@bpla.org
James T. Olesen, Ph.D (617) 452-1600
Peter Lando (617) 395-7000
COMPUTER LAW
computer@bpla.org
John J. Stickevers (617) 443-9292
Steven J. Henry (617) 646-8238
CONTESTED MATTERS
contestedmatters@bpla.org
Susan Glovsky (978) 341-0036
Michael McGurk (617) 452-1600
Donna Meuth (617) 526-6010
COPYRIGHT LAW
copyright@bpla.org
Stephen Y. Chow (617) 854-4000
Anne Marie Longobucco (617) 263-2600
CORPORATE PRACTICE
corporate@bpla.org
Walter F. Dawson (978) 452-1971
William DeVaul (781) 860-8559
David J. Cerveny (781) 418-1103
ETHICS AND GRIEVANCES
ethics@bpla.org
Timothy A. French (617) 521-7015
Gregory J. Sieczkiewicz (617) 526-9734

MEDICAL DEVICES PRACTICE
medicaldevices@bpla.org
Eric P. Raciti (617) 452-1675
Neil P. Ferraro (617) 573-7867
PATENT LAW
patents@bpla.org
Doris Fournier (617) 348-1814
Joseph A. Capraro, Jr. (617) 526-9700
PATENT OFFICE PRACTICE
patentofficepractice@bpla.org
Emily Whelan (617) 526-6567
Debra Milasincic (617) 227-7400
PRO BONO
probono@bpla.org

The Boston Patent Law Association (BPLA) is an
association of intellectual property professionals,
providing educational programs and a forum for the
interchange of ideas and information concerning
patent, trademark, and copyright laws. Through a
volunteer Board of Governors and committees, it
organizes and hosts educational seminars, social
events, and conventions, and comments on rules,
legislation, and judicial decisions impacting the
profession. Visit the BPLA at www.bpla.org.
Membership in the BPLA is available to attorneys and
other professionals practicing intellectual property law
within the Federal First Judicial Circuit (Maine, New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island and Puerto
Rico). Applications for membership can be obtained
from our web site at www.bpla.org. After February
1st, full membership for 2009 (available only for
attorneys practicing within the First Circuit) costs
$115.00, Associate membership (available to nonattorney intellectual property professionals) costs
$105.00. Mailing list-only affiliation costs $60.00.
Members who renew before February are eligible for
$25.00 early renewal discount.
The BPLA Newsletter is published four times a year by
the Boston Patent Law Association. Articles appearing
in the newsletter represent the views of the authors
and do not necessarily carry the endorsement of the
BPLA.
Editor-In-Chief: Grant Houston, Esq.
Contributors:
Mark B. Solomon, Esq.
Patrick A. Quinlan, Esq.
David J. Brody, Esq.
Lee Carl Bromberg, Esq.

Alan McKenna (617) 267-2300
Mary Rose Scozzafava (617) 526-6015
Publisher: Andrea Dwyer, Staff Advantage

TRADE SECRETS
tradesecrets@bpla.org
Claire Laporte (617) 832-1210
Vickie L. Henry (617) 832-1185
TRADEMARKS & UNFAIR COMPETITION
trademarks@bpla.org
John L. Welch (617) 395-7072
Mark D. Robins (617) 345-6176
WEBSITE COMMITTEE
website@bpla.org
Donna Meuth (617) 526-6010
Erik Paul Belt (617) 443-9292
Gregory J. Sieczkiewicz (617) 526-9734

Letters to the editor, articles and job postings are
encouraged.
E-Mail all correspondence to:
vice-president@bpla.org
©2009 BPLA—All rights reserved.

Mark B. Solomon (978) 341-0036 x3435
NEW LAWYERS & LAW STUDENTS
younglawyers@bpla.org
Giordana Belenchia (617) 439-2517
Aaron E. Connor (617) 990-2806
Scott J. Gerwin (617) 646-8243

Interested in playing a more active role in a committee?
Please contact the committee chair if you are interested in joining, switching, or
taking a more active participatory role in a committee.
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE BOSTON PATENT LAW ASSOCIATION

President Mark B. Solomon, Hamilton Brook Smith Reynolds, 530 Virginia Rd., P.O. Box 9133, Concord, MA 01742
ph 978-341-0036, fax 978-341-0136, mark.solomon@hbsr.com

President-Elect Lisa Adams, Nutter, McClennen & Fish LLP, World Trade Center West, 155 Seaport Blvd.
Boston, MA 02210-2604, ph 617-439-2550, fax 617-310-9550, ladams@nutter.com

Vice President J. Grant Houston, Houston Eliseeva, LLP, 4 Militia Drive, Suite 4, Lexington, MA 02421
ph 781-863-9991, fax 781-863-9931, grant.houston@ghme.com

Treasurer Neil P. Ferraro, Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks, P.C., 600 Atlantic Avenue, Boston, MA 02210-2206
ph 617-646-8267, fax 617-646-8646, nferraro@wolfgreenfield.com

Secretary Joseph M. Maraia, Proskauer Foley 7 Lardner, LLP, 111 Huntington Ave., Boston, MA, 02119
ph 617-342-4000 fax 617-342-4001, jmaraia@foley.com

Member (Immediate Past-President) Leslie Meyer-Leon, IP Legal Strategies Group, P.O. Box 1210, Centerville,
MA 02632-1210 ph 508-790-9299, fax 617-790-1955, LMeyer-Leon@abanet.org

Member Donna M. Meuth, Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr LLP, 60 State Street, Boston, MA 02109,
ph 617-526-6010, fax 617-526-5000, donna.meuth@wilmerhale.com

Member Gregory J. Sieczkiewicz, Theracrine, One Memorial Drive, Cambridge, MA 02142,
Ph 617-218_1605, gsieczkiewicz@yahoo.com

Member Erik Paul Belt, Bromberg & Sunstein, 155 Seaport Blvd., Boston, MA 02210-2600
Ph 617-832-1705, fax 617-832-7000, ebelt@bromsun.com
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