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President’s Message
By Lisa Adams, Esq.,
Nutter McClennen & Fish LLP
It has been a great pleasure serving
as the President of the Boston Patent
Law Association over the past year,
and despite the enormous time
commitment, I am sad to see my
term come to an end. At the Annual
Meeting last year, I was very proud
to announce the launch of our new
website, which has been a big focus
of my attention this year. While we
continue to work through various
issues that arise from time to time,
the website has proven to be a very
useful tool in managing the
organization. On-line event
registration and renewals has
relieved the Board of these
administrative matters and allowed
us to focus more on servicing the
membership. The website is also a
great resource for information,
including Amicus Briefs filed by the
BPLA, Comments submitted to the
United States Patent and Trademark
Office by the Patent Office Practice
Committee, information on past
recipients of the BPLA Distinguished
Public Services Award, information
on the Annual Writing Competition,
the membership directory, and
various other useful information. We
hope to continue to develop the
website to make it an even more
useful tool for our members. You
may have noticed that we have
created a link to a forum on each
committee page. We hope to have
committees start using these forums
as a means to communicate with one
another.

President Lisa Adams
Aside from the website, my focus this
past year has also been membership
outreach to explore ways in which
the BPLA can meet its goals of
Education, Service, and Community.
Early in the year we conducted a
member survey relating to seminars.
This feedback has been very useful
in selecting the location and time of
the various events that we have
offered throughout the year. We
hope to continue to conduct similar
surveys to get feedback from the
membership.
We also reintroduced the Member
Social, which was held at the Westin
Waltham in September. The event
was a great success, with about 50
members in attendance. These
events provide a great opportunity to
meet your fellow members in a
purely social setting. We hope to
hold member social events on a
more regular basis in the future.
(Continued on page 2)
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I am proud to report that the BPLA
has sponsored over 20 events this
year, with a variety of seminars on
diverse topics including reissue
practice, the effects of Ariad v.
Lilly on the written description
requirements, and internal firm
negotiations. One of the most
highly attended educational event
of the year was the Breakfast with
Director Kappos from the United
States Patent and Trademark
Office. I hope you have had the
opportunity to attend some of
these events, none of which would
have happened without the hard
work and dedication of our
committee chairs. All of the
materials for past events can be
found on our website.
I especially want to thank one
person who has dedicated an
enormous amount of time to the
BPLA over the past year.
Giordana Belenchia-Sauer, a
colleague of mine at Nutter
McClennen & Fish, is the current
Activities and Public Relations
Chair. Giordana was responsible
for organizing the Kappos
Breakfast, the Annual Judges
Dinner, the Summer Outing, the
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PCT Seminar, and the Annual
Meeting.

this committee and the Invented
Here! program.

The BPLA, and in particular Past
President Mark Solomon in
conjunction with the New Lawyers
Committee, also continue to focus
on the Museum of Science
Invented Here program. This
Program is expected to be an
annual recognition event that
honors New England’s newest and
most innovative technologies.
Over 75 nominations have been
received and are currently being
reviewed by the New Lawyers
Committee and will be
subsequently reviewed by a MoS
Invented Here! Selection
Committee. The Museum of
Science will host the Invented
Here! event on February 15, 2011
to celebrate and recognize the
selected inventions. The event will
include a cocktail reception,
keynote speaker, and presentation
of the Invented Here! recipients. At
the October Board meeting, I
established a new Special
Committee entitled the MOS
Invented Here Program
Committee, and Mark Solomon
has been appointed the Chair of
the committee. Please feel free to
contact Mark if you are interested
in becoming actively involved with

We also have some very exciting
upcoming events, one of which is
Building Succ es sful Client
Relationships: Perspectives from
In-House Counsel. This event will
be held on November 30, 2010 at
the Institute of Contemporary Art
in Boston. The event will feature a
panel discussion with in-house
counsel from four very prominent
local companies. Discussion
topics include communication, fee
structures, costs, value, project
management, billing guidelines,
and conflicts. This seminar will
benefit both in-house counsel and
private practice attorneys. The
event will conclude with a cocktail
reception. I hope that you will be
able to join us for this event.
I look forward to seeing you at the
upcoming events, and hope that
you can all join us at the Annual
Meeting in December. Again, it
has been a real pleasure serving
as your President, and as always,
please feel free to contact me or
any of the Board members with
any suggestions.◊

NOTICE OF THE NOMINATING COMMITTEE’S RECOMMENDATION FOR
OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS
The Nominating Committee of Lee Bromberg, Mark Salomon, and Leslie Meyer-Leon recommends
the following members to serve as the Officers and Board of Governors of the Boston Patent Law
Association for the upcoming year:
President-Elect:
Vice President:
Treasurer:
Secretary:
Past President:
Board Member:
Board Member:
Board Member:

Neil P. Ferraro
Joseph M. Maraia
Donna M. Meuth
Gregory J. Sieczkiewicz
Lisa Adams
Erik Paul Belt
Monica Grewal
Patrick A. Quinlan

As President-Elect, J. Grant Houston will take the office of President at the Annual Meeting. The vote
will take place at the Annual Meeting on December 10, 2010
2
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Invented Here! – A Collaboration
between the Museum of Science
and the BPLA, Honoring Inventors
from New England
By Mark Solomon, Esq., Hamilton, Brook, Smith & Reynolds,
P.C., Aaron Connor, Esq., Berico Tailored Systems, LLC, Rory
P. Pheiffer, Esq., Nutter McClennen & Fish LLP

For almost two years, the BPLA has been developing
a joint program with the Museum of Science (MoS) in
an effort to celebrate our mutual foundations of
science and innovation. What has emerged is the
Invented Here! program, an event honoring some of
the newest and most innovative inventions “invented
here” in New England. By celebrating the inventions,
including their innovators and the stories behind
them, Invented Here! advances the Museum’s
mission of transforming the nation’s relationship with
science and technology, and advances the BPLA’s
mission of education, service, and community. The
first public event in what will be a continuing series of
Invented Here! programs will occur on February 15,
2011, when the Museum will host an event to
celebrate and recognize significant inventions and
their inventors (“honorees”). The event will convene
luminaries in the technology, engineering, legal, life
sciences, and business communities, as well as
entrepreneurs, academic leaders, and inventors. The
event is expected to include a cocktail reception,
keynote speaker, displays presenting the
breakthrough inventions of twelve honorees selected
by the BPLA, and an announcement by the MoS of
the top three from among the twelve.

• Developed in New England or by at least one
New England resident; and
• Represent a breakthrough whose
significance can be described or demonstrated
effectively to the general public at the Museum of
Science.
The deadline for submitting nominations was
September 15, 2010. Thank you to all the BPLA
members who submitted nominations -- over 100
nominations (by way of patents), which represented
approximately 75 inventors, were submitted! This was
a higher than expected number of nominations, but
that was a good problem for the BPLA Selection
Committee to have. The BPLA Selection Committee
was led by Aaron Connor and Rory Pheiffer, CoChairs of the New Lawyers and Law Students
Committee, who were joined by BPLA members Todd
Armstrong, John Capone, Robert Hess and Janice
Vatland.
The six committee members spent many hours
reviewing the nominees’ patents, researching related
information, and discussing the merits of each before
arriving at the twelve honorees. The committee
members believe that these twelve represent a
diverse group of sciences, with the associated
inventions at different stages in the commercialization
processes, from a patent granted very recently and
being in the process of finding a licensee for the
technology to a patent covering a product having
been sold in the millions.

On July 26, 2010, a call for nominations was sent to
BPLA members and members of other technologyrelated organizations, including academic institutions.
In order to qualify for Invented Here!, the nominated
inventions had to meet the following criteria:
• Covered by a patent that issued within the
last 5 years (pending patent applications were
not accepted);

(Continued on page 4)
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Subwavelength Gaps (Lead Inventor: Eric A.
Dauler; Nominated by: David Granchelli; Patent
Holder: MIT)

Invented Here! Continued
(Continued from page 3)

The twelve honorees submitted from the BPLA
Selection Committee to the MoS Selection
Committee were:

7.

Biological Systems for Manufacture of
Polyhydroxyalkanoate Polymers Containing 4hydroxacids (Lead Inventor: Oliver Peoples;
Nominated by: Kristi Guillemette; Patent
Holder: Metabolix)

Methods of Treating Disorders with Group
ImGluR Antagonists (Lead Inventor: Mark Bear;
Nominated by: Mary Murray; Patent Holder:
Brown University and Emory University)

8.

Powered Orthotic Device (Lead Inventor: John
McBean; Nominated by: Matt Burke; Patent
Holder: MIT)

1.

2.

Fully Automated Control System for Type I
Diabetes (Lead Inventor: Edward Damiano;
Nominated by: Michael Pratt; Patent Holders:
Boston University and University of Illinois)

9.

Reticulated and Controlled Porosity Battery
Structures (Lead Inventor: Yet-Ming Chiang;
Nominated by: Christopher R. Noble; Patent
Holder: MIT, licensed to Atwelve3)

3.

Location Beacon Database and other patents
(Lead Inventor: Edward Morgan; Nominated by:
Maggie Taylor; Patent Holder: Skyhook
Wireless, Inc.)

10.

Silicon-Based Visible and Near-Infrared
Optoelectric Devices (Lead Inventor: Prof. Eric
Mazur; Nominated by: Reza Mollaaghababa
and Thomas Engellenner; Patent Holder:
Harvard University, licensed to SiOnyx Inc.)

4.

Method and Apparatus for Fluid Dispersion
(Lead Inventor: Darren R. Link; Nominated by
and Patent Holder: RainDance Technologies)

11.

Synthesis of UDP-Glucose N-Acylsphingosine
Glucosyltransferase (Lead Inventor: Craig
Siegel; Nominated by: Isabell A. S. Blundell;
Patent Holder: Genzyme)

12.

Temporal Artery Temperature Detector (Lead
Inventor: Francesco Pompei; Nominated by:
Jim Smith; Patent Holder: Exergen
Corporation)

5.

6.

Method of Creating a Virtual Window (Lead
Inventor: Peter Jones; Nominated by: Larry
Bouchie; Patent Holder: Tenebraex)
Multi-Element

Optical

Detectors

with

The BPLA Selection Committee submitted the twelve honorees to the Museum for review on October 15,
2010, and the MoS Invented Here! Selection Committee judged them on October 20, 2010. The MoS
Selection Committee included the following members of the MoS Boards of Trustees and Overseers:
Dan Allred
Howard Anderson
Rick Burnes
Richard Carpenter
Dr. Yet-Ming Chiang
Matt Fates
Dr. George Hatsopoulos
Dr. Tom Leighton
Katie Lewkowicz
Ted MacLean
Ilene Mason
Vinit Nijhawan
Sung Park
Tom Pincince
Lee Silvestre
Elizabeth Riley
Carmichael Roberts
Tom Spera
Jack Turner
Dr. Xiaohua Zhang

Silicon Valley Bank & Museum Young Leadership Committee
MIT Entrepreneurship Center & Museum Trustee
General Partner, Charles River Ventures & Museum Trustee
President, Carpenter Associates
Professor of Ceramics, MIT & Museum Trustee
Ascent Venture Partners & Museum Young Leadership Committee Chair
Founder & Chairman Emeritus, Thermo Fisher
Chief Scientist & Co-founder, Akamai & Museum Trustee
Science Teacher, Excel Academy
General Manager, Microsoft & Museum Overseer
CEO, Rethinking Power Management & Museum Overseer
Managing Director, Technology Development, Boston University
President & Co-Founder, Umagination Labs & Museum Overseer
President & CEO, Digital Lumens & Museum Trustee
Vice President, Mission Innovation, Raytheon
Entrepreneurship, Babson College & Museum Overseer
General Partner, North Bridge Ventures & Museum Overseer
General Counsel, MathWorks, Inc.
MIT Tech Licensing, Lincoln Lab
Museum Overseer
(Continued on page 5)
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Membership Renewal
This is a reminder that renewal fees for the 2011 BPLA Please visit the BPLA website and click on the Member
membership can now be paid after December 1, 2010. Login tab. Enter you username as FirstnameLastname.
If you have forgotten your password, enter your
Attorney Member $115
username (i.e., FirstnameLastname) and a password
Non-Attorney Member $105
reset email will be sent to you. Please remember to
check your spam, as many emails from the new
Members wishing to renew their membership for 2011 website are being blocked.
can do so on-line at www.bpla.org. The on-line
payment option is made available using credit card It is also possible to pay by mail, as in the past. A
payment. Once your payment is received, your renewal form can be printed from the website. Please
membership status will be automatically updated for complete the form and mail it to the following address,
the membership year. You will also receive
along with a check made payable to the Boston Patent
a statement itemizing your transaction.
Law Association:
Firms and companies also have the ability to renew
members in bulk using the on-line bulk renewal
process. Anyone can renew members of his or her firm
or company.

BPLA Treasurer
One Batterymarch Park
Suite101
Quincy, MA 02169 - 7454
Government Relations; Scott Hultman, Advancement
Associate. A special thank you is extended to
Ioannis Miaoulis, Ph.D., President and Director of the
MoS; Paul Fontaine, Vice President of Education of
the MoS; and David Rabkin, Director of Science and
Technology of the MoS, for their enthusiasm in
engaging the collaboration.

Invented Here! Continued
(Continued from page 4)

During the MoS Selection Committee meeting, Aaron
Connor and Rory Pheiffer made a presentation
featuring each BPLA-selected honoree, and the MoS
Selection Committee members thereafter conducted
a lively discussion regarding each as they individually
scored the honorees in three categories, including:

Coordinating the activities for the BPLA was Mark
Solomon, BPLA Board member and Immediate Past
President; Mark Solomon was also instrumental in
bringing the Invented Here! program to life. In
addition to the BPLA Selection Committee members
listed above, particularly Aaron Connor and Rory
Pheiffer, special thanks to the following people for
participating in the process: Lisa Adams, BPLA
President; Grant Houston, BPLA President-Elect;
Monica Grewal, BPLA Board Member; Scott Gerwin,
former Co-Chair of the New Lawyers and Law
Students Committee; Giordana Belenchia-Sauer,
Chair of the Activities Committee; Patrick Quinlan,
former Chair of the Activities Committee; and Kristine
Ferrigno.◊

Wow Factor
Impact on Science/Scientific Breakthrough
Presentability
The three top honorees will be announced at the MoS
Invented Here! event on February 15, 2011, 6 pm – 8
pm. For information regarding the event, including
sponsorship opportunities, contact Scott Hultman at
shultman@mos.org, 617-589-0397.
Coordinating the activities for the MoS were Elizabeth
Callanan, Corporate Relations Manager; Anne
Cademenos, Director of Corporate, Foundation, &

Members on the Move
MJ Edwards was recently named to the
Board of Directors of the Massachusetts
Lesbian and Gay Bar Association (MLGBA).

Do you have a new job?
Made a lateral move lately?
Been promoted?
We want to hear about your news.
Please send your job-related news to:
vice-president@bpla.org
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In Contempt: The Federal Circuit
to Look at Contempt of Injunction
in TiVo Inc. v. Echostar Corp.
By Russell J. Barron, Esq. & Drew H. DeVoogd, Esq.
The United States Court of Appeals for the Federal
Circuit recently vacated the panel decision in TiVo Inc.
v. Echostar Corp. and ordered an en banc rehearing
of the case.1 The bitterly divided panel had found no
error in the district court’s judgment of contempt
against Echostar2 and attendant award of nearly $90
million in sanctions.3 The full Federal Circuit will hear
argument on the case on November 9, 2010, and will
squarely address important questions relating to:

Fastening Systems, Inc. (“KSM”); namely, whether
there is a “colorable difference” between the infringing
device and the redesigned device.6 Whether the
court’s reexamination of these issues will ultimately
strengthen, weaken or simply clarify the tool of
contempt in the redesign context remains to be seen,
but practitioners and their clients should be aware of
the potential for a sea change in this area of the law.
The dispute began in 2004, when TiVo sued Echostar
for allegedly infringing claims covering technology that
allows television viewers to simultaneously play and
record television broadcasts and to “time-shift” (i.e., to
pause, rewind and fast-forward) real time
programming using a digital video recorder, or DVR.7
Claim 31 of TiVo’s patent claimed “[a] process for the
simultaneous storage and playback of multimedia
data, comprising the steps of: [1] providing a physical
data source, wherein said physical data source
accepts broadcast data from an input device, parses
video and audio data from said broadcast data, and
temporarily stores said video and audio data.”8 The
jury found that two categories of Echostar receivers
incorporating a DVR infringed this and other claims of
TiVo’s patent, and awarded TiVo approximately $75
million in lost profits and reasonable royalties.9

(1) the standard employed in evaluating
whether a contempt proceeding is appropriate to
determine infringement by a newly accused,
redesigned device,
(2) the applicable burden of proof if contempt
is determined to be appropriate, and
(3) the weight to be given the adjudged
infringer’s good faith attempts to redesign the
infringing device.4
Echostar has stated that this case “will have a
profound impact on innovation in the United States for
years to come.”5 Hyperbole aside, for the first time in a
quarter century, the Federal Circuit appears set to
confront the manner in which the powerful tool of
contempt is applied in patent infringement cases.

The district court then issued a permanent injunction
against Echostar, ordering it (1) “restrained and
enjoined … from making, using, offering to sell or

Indeed, in its order of rehearing en banc the court
indicated that it is evaluating the familiar standard for
evaluating whether contempt proceedings are
appropriate that it set forth 25 years ago in KSM

(Continued on page 7)

1
See Tivo Inc. v. Echostar Corp., 2010 U.S. App. LEXIS 9971 (Fed. Cir. May 14, 2010) (per curiam) (vacating panel decision and ordering
en banc hearing).
2
The defendants named in TiVo’s complaint were five Echostar entities and DISH Network Corporation, collectively referred to herein as
“Echostar.”
3
See Tivo Inc. v. Echostar Corp., 597 F.3d 1247 (Fed. Cir. 2010).
4
See Tivo Inc. v. Echostar Corp., 2010 U.S. App. LEXIS 9971, at *2-3.
5
See http://dish.client.shareholder.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=469956
6
See TiVo, Inc., 2010 U.S. App. LEXIS 9971, at *2-3 (quoting KSM Fastening Systems, Inc. v. H.A. Jones Company, Inc., 776 F.3d 1522
(Fed. Cir. 1985)).
7
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1250.
8
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1250.
9
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1251.
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complied with the disablement provision. The district
court agreed with TiVo, reading the disablement
provision to encompass all Echostar receivers with
DVR functionality. It also concluded that Echostar’s
redesign efforts were inadequate, as the software
upgrade still satisfied claim 31 of the subject patent,
particularly the “parses video and audio data from said
broadcast data” limitation. Importantly, the software
update still had a mechanism to record, access and
play back television broadcast data. Because the
design-around effort fell short, the district court found
no colorable differences between the infringing
devices and the redesigned devices. A judgment of
contempt subsequently entered against Echostar, and
damages were assessed, compounded by Echostar’s
failure to request the court’s blessings prior to rolling
out the software upgrade.16

TiVo Inc. v. Echostar Corp.
(Continued from page 6)

selling in the Untied States [sic], the Infringing
Products” (the “infringement” provision), and (2) to
“disable the DVR functionality (i.e., disable all storage
to and playback from a hard disk drive of television
data)” in the infringing products (the “disablement”
provision).10
On initial appeal, Echostar did not contest the
permanent injunction, only the underlying judgment.11
The Federal Circuit upheld the jury’s verdict that
Echostar infringed certain of TiVo’s software-related
claims.12 TiVo subsequently moved the district court to
hold Echostar in contempt, on which motion the district
court conducted a series of hearings (during which it
took evidence, including expert testimony). The court
rejected Echostar’s contention that it had in good faith
redesigned its products so that they were more than
colorably different from the adjudged infringing
devices.13

On appeal, a sharply divided Federal Circuit panel in
March of 2010 found no error in the district court’s
conclusion.17 Judge Lourie wrote for the majority and
determined that the district court had abundant
justification to conclude as it did that Echostar had
Echostar argued that it had expended some 8,000 failed to disable the DVR functionality in its existing
man hours to rewrite two key aspects of the offending devices, and had failed to design around TiVo’s
software: it eliminated a record buffer mechanism and patent.18 The panel rejected Echostar’s contention that
also removed a data parsing feature
TiVo was required to show by clear and
that indexed start codes associated
convincing evidence that a contempt
“On appeal, a sharply
with the audio and video data housed
proceeding was appropriate in the first
divided Federal Circuit
in the DVR’s memory. That is, it altered
instance, and noted that although TiVo
was required to show some evidence
the manner in which its DVR devices
panel in March of 2010 that such a proceeding was appropriate,
recorded and identified for purposes of
accessing and replaying audio and
that question was properly left to the
found no error in the
video data, but not the capabilities to
discretion of the trial court.19 Moreover,
record and play back television
as the trial judge had not abused his
district court’s
broadcasts. Echostar downloaded the
discretion in determining that no
conclusion.”
software update to its customers’ DVR
substantial open questions of
infringement remained to be resolved
receivers, and argued to the district
court that these changes put the receivers outside the through a trial on Echostar’s redesigned device, and
scope of TiVo’s patent.14 Echostar also took the because design-around efforts made in good faith
position that only the receivers adjudged to infringe cannot alone absolve a party of contempt, the
were affected by the disablement provision of the judgment was upheld by the majority.20
injunction, and that its infringing receivers had, by way
of the software update, been transformed into non- Judge Rader wrote an emphatic dissent that criticized
infringing receivers.15
the result for “punish[ing]” Echostar’s good faith design
-around effort, and denounced both the district court’s
TiVo, on the other hand, pointed out that Echostar by
(Continued on page 8)
this argument in effect admitted that it had not

10

See Tivo, Inc. v. Echostar Corp., 2:04-cv-00001-DF-CMC, Dkt. No. 776 (E.D. Tex. Aug. 17, 2006).
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1251.
12
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1251.
13
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1251-1252
14
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1250-54.
15
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1252.
16
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1252.
17
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1261.
18
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1262.
19
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1253.
20
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1255.
11
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guidance will take.

TiVo Inc. v. Echostar Corp.
(Continued from page 7)

Perhaps the Federal Circuit will “radically re-shape
“strained interpretation” of the overbroad injunction longstanding precedent and create a starkly
and its conclusion that even if Echostar had achieved unbalanced approach” to contempt proceedings, as
a non-infringing design-around, it would still have been TiVo has stated is Echostar’s goal.27 However, should
in contempt of court due to its tacit admission that it the Federal Circuit make wholesale changes to the
had not complied with the broadly-construed applicable standards for the law of contempt, it is
disablement provision.21 Judge Rader’s major uncertain in which direction the paradigm will shift.
disagreement with the district court and the majority
was that, in light of Echostar’s “vast redesign effort,”
The case may go off on a simple review of the district
TiVo had shifted its focus from the aspect of Echostar
court’s factual analysis of the sufficiency of the designreceivers adjudged to infringe to an “entirely different
around effort. Indeed, it is mystifying that Echostar
22
structure” in the device. This different structure had
proceeded with a design-around plan
always been present in Echostar’s
that appeared to skirt the edge of the
receivers, had never changed between
“From a public policy
injunction without obtaining permission
the infringing device and the
from the judge – something that no
redesigned device, and the parties had standpoint, it seems that
infringer should ever do. Or the court
transparently and “directly switched
may approach this case as an
an orderly system of
positions” as to this structure between
opportunity to provide some clarity and
the infringement trial and the contempt
patent laws would be
direction to the district courts, upholding
23
proceedings.
the c ontem pt judgm ent without
best served if the Federal effectuating the sweeping changes
Indeed, according to Judge Rader, the
envisioned by TiVo.
only thing not different between the Circuit takes a balanced
original infringement action and the
approach.”
If the court adopts aspects of Judge
contempt proceedings was “the identity
Rader’s dissenting view, patent
24
of the parties themselves.” Judge Rader emphasized
infringers will likely be given wider latitude to redesign
that this ran afoul of the basic notion that, in contempt
their infringing devices, particularly if a good faith
proceedings involving a redesigned device, the patent design-around effort is lent greater prominence in the
owner may not seek to broaden the scope of the contempt analysis. If the en banc panel goes the other
claims which were adjudicated and thereby catch the
way and expands the majority’s view, patent owners
modified device. 25 He also noted that such
could find their ability to pursue contempt damages
proceedings “should not be resorted to where there is
strengthened. Granting trial judges wider latitude to
fair ground of doubt as to the wrongfulness of the
impose contempt judgments would clearly sharpen an
26
defendant’s conduct.”
already-robust arrow in patent owners’ quiver.
The Federal Circuit quickly vacated this panel decision
and ordered an en banc rehearing. In doing so, it
requested briefing on, among other things, a
comparison between the KSM “colorable difference”
standard with the “fair ground of doubt” language cited
by Judge Rader in his dissent, drawn from a Supreme
Court case from 1885. As many practitioners are
aware, courts since KSM have had difficulty defining
and applying the “colorable difference” standard, as
the Federal Circuit has not provided specific guidance
on the issue. This may well change when the dust
settles from this round of the dispute between TiVo
and Echostar, but it is yet unclear the form this

From a public policy standpoint, it seems that an
orderly system of patent laws would be best served if
the Federal Circuit takes a balanced approach.
Although application of the KSM standard has proved
difficult, courts and litigants have adapted and
understand the landscape. Thus, it seems that the
court should observe the protections afforded patent
holders in the form of contempt proceedings, while at
once not unduly stifling innovation, particularly in the
form of colorably different, good faith design-around
efforts. While the outcome of this case remains
uncertain, it is clear that patent holders, their counsel
and innovators await its resolution with anticipation.◊

21

See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1263.
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1265-66.
23
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1265-66. Echostar had initially argued that the subject structure was invalidating prior art, which TiVo contested; during the contempt proceedings, TiVo relied on the same structure as infringing, while Echostar took the position that the claimed
elements did not apply to the structure.
24
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1263.
25
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1266 (citing KSM, 776 F.2d at 1529).
26
See Tivo, Inc., 597 F.3d 1247, 1266 (quoting Cal. Artificial Stone Paving Co. v. Molitor, 113 U.S. 609, 618 (1885) (emphasis in original)).
22
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Supreme Court Paves the Way
for Changes to Expert
Discovery
By Neil J. Zoltowski, Esq., & Laura C. Dorner, Esq.,
StoneTurn Group, LLP

typically come at a high cost to parties involved in
litigation and caused major inefficiencies in the overall
discovery process. Attorneys have spent excessive
time and resources attempting to both conceal and
discover expert report drafts in order to keep
information from the discovery record or attempt to
demonstrate improper attorney influence on the
expert’s opinion. This has also created challenges for
experts who, as a result, refrained from note-taking,
limited direct communications with counsel, and
maintained a single report draft from which the final
work product resulted. In certain instances, attorneys
retained a separate team of consulting experts to
provide an added layer of discovery protection for the
testifying expert. These tactics created an increase in
fees for both attorneys and experts alike and at certain
times resulted in an unfair advantage to the party with
deeper pockets. The proposed amendments are
meant to level the playing field, allowing attorneys and
experts to refocus their time and resources on what is
truly at issue – proving out the case at hand.

Earlier this year, the Supreme Court approved
amendments to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Rule
26 (“Rule 26”), concerning expert witness discovery.
This marked the completion of the sixth stage of
formal comment and review required to enact the
proposed amendments into law - the final stage being
Congressional Review.
Rule 26 was last significantly amended in 1993;
however, these amendments created unclear
directives surrounding discovery of expert witness
report drafts, notes, and communications.
Consequently, the newly proposed amendments seek
to prohibit discovery of expert witness report drafts
and limit disclosure rules concerning attorney/expert
communications. To date, these recent Rule 26
amendments have gone through significant
consideration – including review by such bodies as the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Advisory Committee,
Standing Committee on Rules of Practice and
Procedure, Judicial Conference of the United States1
and the U.S. Supreme Court – as well as several
rounds of public comments and hearings. Under the
Rules Enabling Act (28 U.S.C. § 2074), Congress has
until December 1, 2010 to enact legislation to reject,
modify, or defer the proposed amendments.
Therefore, absent Congressional action, the Rule 26
amendments will become law.2

Barring any unforeseen Congressional challenges,
these amendments to Rule 26 are expected to be
enacted on December 1, 2010. The proposed
amendments will provide draft protection for testifying
expert witnesses who are required to prepare a
complete statement of opinions in written report form
as specified under Rule 26(a)(2)(B). Protection will
also be extended to cover attorney/expert
communications, with three fundamental exceptions.
These include communications that:

Over the past 17 years – since the amendments to
Rule 26 were enacted in 1993 – experience with Rule
26 has demonstrated that attorneys and experts have
found ways to circumvent expert discovery
requirements. However, these techniques have

(Continued on page 10)

1
The Judicial Conference committees – composed of law professors and members of the bench and professional bar – are tasked with making policy recommendations to the Judicial Conference of the United States. The Judicial Conference is a gathering of judges that was created by Congress in 1922 to serve as the principal policy making body concerned with the administration of the U.S. Courts.
2
Congress has not rejected any rules changes approved by the Supreme Court since at least 1992. (History of Federal Rules of Civil Procedure Advisory Committee Action on Proposed Rules Amendments, www.uscourts.gov/RulesAndPolicies/FederalRulemaking/
ResearchingRules.aspx)
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The Annual Meeting
Friday, December 10, 2010
Intercontinental Boston, 510 Atlantic Avenue
The Keynote Speaker is:
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
SHARON BARNER
Registration and Cocktail Reception begins at 11:00 a.m.
Program and Lunch begin at Noon.
For more information, please contact Giordana Belenchia at gbelenchia@nutter.com or 617-439-2517
Registration will remain open until Wednesday, December 8th.

evidence employed by the expert to support the
foundation of that opinion.

Changes to Expert Discovery
(Continued from page 9)

Similar rules were implemented in the State of New
Jersey in September 2002 and resulted in an
improved discovery process with no decrease in the
quality of expert opinions. In fact, certain proponents
of the Rule 26 amendments supported the changes
based on the experience of practitioners in the State
of New Jersey under their 2002 expert discovery rules
changes. Howard F. Strongin, a Partner at Strongin
Rothman & Abrams, LLP with significant experience in
both the New Jersey State Courts and Federal District
Courts, noted that there is a bright line difference in
the current structure of the expert discovery rules in
New Jersey compared with Rule 26: “The New Jersey
discovery rules have proven to be an efficient way to
conduct expert discovery as the changes made in
2002 recognized the fundamental problems inherent
with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. While New
Jersey appears to have understood that the digital age
and e-discovery issues have changed the dynamics of
litigation and especially expert discovery, Rule 26 has
not been adapted and results in a much more onerous
discovery process when compared to the New Jersey
State Courts.”

i. relate to compensation for the expert’s study
or testimony;
ii. identify facts or data that the party’s attorney
provided and that the expert considered in forming
the opinions to be expressed; or
iii. identify assumptions that the party’s attorney
provided and that the expert relied upon in forming
the opinions to be expressed.
In addition, Proposed Rule 26(a)(2)(C) would require
those experts not required to submit an expert report
under Rule 26(a)(2)(B) to submit a disclosure outlining
the subject matter, facts and opinions to which that
expert is expected to testify.
Overall, enactment of the Rule 26 amendments is
anticipated to lower costs and result in greater
efficiency of the expert discovery process. These
amendments will permit experts to be more hands-on
through increased participation in meetings and
discussions and will also provide experts with the
ability to generate and maintain written notes and draft
reports. And as a result, experts (and attorneys) will
spend far less time avoiding the creation of a
discoverable record. Additionally, the Rule 26
amendments will allow attorneys to utilize less time
and energy during discovery and deposition exploring
the myriad dead end paths related to what the expert
may, or may not, have done during his/her work on the
engagement for which no record exists and to refocus
their energy on what is most important – examination
of the expert opinion and the principles, methods, and

In summary, the Rule 26 amendments will result in a
less burdensome, less costly, and more efficient
expert discovery process by eliminating unnecessary
consulting fees, refocusing the expert deposition
examination, and increasing work product quality by
enabling experts to concentrate their efforts on the
expert opinion, rather than the discovery trail being
created.◊
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Chang and Konstantin Linnik
Chemical Practice – James Olsen and Peter
Lando
Computer Law Committee – John Stickevers and
Steve Henry
Contested Matters Committee – Susan Glovsky,
Michael McGurk and Donna Meuth
Copyright Law – Stephen Chow, Anne Marie
Longobucco and Amy Brosius
Corporate Practice – Walter Dawson, William
DeVaul, and David Cerveny
Ethics and Grievances – Timothy French and
Greg Sieczkiewicz
International and Foreign Practice Committee –
Deirdre Sanders and John Anastasi
Licensing Committee – Paul Burgess and Mike
Bergman
Litigation Committee – Martin O’Donnell and Doug
Doskocil
Medical Devices – Eric Raciti and Neil Ferraro
New Lawyers & Law Students – Giordana
Belenchia, Aaron Connor, and Scott Gerwin
Patent Law – Doris Fournier and Joe Capraro
Patent Office Practice Committee – Emily Whelan
and Debra Milasincic
Pro Bono – Alan McKenna and Mary Rose
Scozzafava
Trade Secrets Law Committee – Claire Laporte
and Vickie Henry
Trademarks and Unfair Competition Committee –
John Welch and Mark Robbins

ANNUAL MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 4, 2009
BOSTON HYATT REGENCY HOTEL
I. Call to Order
President Mark Solomon called the 85th Annual
Meeting of the BPLA to order and welcomed all
members in attendance. Mr. Solomon introduced the
head table including our guest speaker, Dr. Susan
Windham-Bannister, President and CEO
Massachusetts Life Sciences Center; Leslie MeyerLeon, Immediate Past-President; Lisa Adams,
President-Elect; J. Grant Houston, Vice President; Neil
Ferraro, Treasurer; Joe Maraia, Secretary and Board
Members, Donna Meuth, Greg Sieczkiewicz and Erik
Belt.
Mr. Solomon recognized and welcomed our newest
members and introduced the past BPLA presidents in
attendance.
II. Moment of Silence
Our departed members were recognized. Two
deceased members, Robert Rines and Charles
Winchester, were honored by Peter Lando and Tim
French, respectively. Mr. Solomon then asked for a
moment of silence to recognize all our deceased
members.
III. BPLA Writing Competition Awards

V. Secretary’s Report
Mr. Sieczkiewicz presented the 2009 BPLA/BPLF
Writing Competition Awards. The First Place prize of
$1000 was awarded to Julie Gottselig, Ph.D. for her
article “Obvious To Try”? The History, Meaning and
Application of the Obvious-To-Try Test as a Means for
Proving Obviousness of Patent Claims. The Second
Place prize of $500 was awarded to Peter Ludwig for
his article How (Not) to Discourage the Unscrupulous
Copyist.

Mr. Maraia presented the Secretary’s report. Mr.
Maraia entertained a motion for the waiver of the
reading of the Minutes of the 2008 Annual Meeting,
which had been published in the Fall Newsletter. The
motion was approved by the membership. Mr. Maraia
requested waiver of the 30-day requirement for
publication of Amendments to the Bylaws and made a
motion for passage of the Amendments to the Bylaws
as published. The motion was passed.

IV. Recognition of Committee Co-Chairs
VI. Treasurer’s Report
Mr. Solomon introduced Lisa Adams, who recognized
the hard work of this year’s Committees and
Committee Chairs. Ms. Adams presented gave
thanks and presented gifts to the Committee CoChairs as follows:

Mr. Ferraro presented the Treasurer’s Report. A
motion to accept the Report was entered, seconded
and passed.
VII. Reports of Selected Committees:

Activities Chairs – Patrick Quinlin
AIPLA Moot Court Committee – Tom Johnston
and Jonathan Mutch
Amicus Activities – Erik Belt and Robert
Abrahamsen
Antitrust – Justin J. Daniels and Benjamin Stern
Biotechnology Committee – Shann Kerner, Hak

A. Report of Amicus Committee
Mr. Belt presented a Report of the Amicus Committee.
The Amicus Committee filed three briefs, one for Ex
Parte Gage and two for In re Bilski. The Amicus
(Continued on page 12)
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Joseph Maraia, Treasurer
Donna Meuth, Secretary
Greg Sieczkiewicz, Board Member
Erik Paul Belt, Board Member
Monica Grewal, Board Member

2009 ANNUAL MEETING MINUTES
(Continued from page 11)

Committee is also working on a brief for ACLU v.
Myriad.

X. Election of Officers and Board Members

B. Report of Computer Law and Patent Office
Practice Committees

A motion to accept the Nominating Committee’s
recommendations was entertained, seconded and
carried.

Mr. Henry presented a report of the Computer Law
Committee. Ms. Milasincic presented a report of the
Patent Office Practice Committee.

Pursuant to Article 7, Section 3 of the By-Laws, the
President-Elect, Lisa Adams, assumed the office of
the President. Mr. Solomon presented Ms. Adams
with the gavel.

C. Report of Magistrate Search Committee
Mr. Solomon recognized the appointment of BPLA
Member and Past-President, Susan Glovsky, to the
Magistrate Search Committee.

XI. Presentation to the Past-President
Ms. Adams presented Mr. Solomon with a gift in
recognition of his service as the 2009 BPLA President.

VIII. President’s Report
Mr. Solomon discussed the continued mission of the
BPLA to provide educational programs and a forum for
the interchange of ideas and information concerning
patent, trademark, and copyright laws. Mr. Solomon
noted the full calendar of programs offered by BPLA
during the past year, showing the fulfillment of this
mission.

XII. Speech by Dr. Susan Windham-Bannister
Mr. Solomon introduced our guest speaker, Dr. Susan
Windham-Bannister, President and CEO
Massachusetts Life Sciences Center. Dr. Susan
Windham-Bannister spoke on the work and mission of
the Massachusetts Life Sciences Center.

Mr. Solomon discussed the initiatives he implemented
during his year as BPLA President. These initiatives
included reinstituting the Inventors’ Weekend at the
Museum of Science; activating the IP Cases Task
Force to identify additional local rule proposals;
suggesting the creation of an IP Advisor position to
advise the Governor’s Council or other
Commonwealth Office on IP matters; and establishing
a PTO satellite office in Massachusetts. Mr. Solomon
also noted various events that he attended during the
year as a representative of BPLA.

XIII. Final Announcements by Lisa Adams
Ms. Adams outlined her agenda for the BPLA in the
upcoming year and entertained a motion to adjourn
the Annual Meeting. The motion carried and the
meeting adjourned.◊
We would like to thank our accountants for
providing the BPLA with outstanding
service over the years

Mr. Solomon expressed his gratitude to Hamilton
Brook Smith Reynolds for their support during the year
and, in particular, the help he received from Deirdre
Sanders, Patrick Quinlan and Kristine Ferrigno.
Mr. Solomon also said farewell to Ms. Meyer-Leon as
she retires from the Board. He thanked for her many
years of service to the Board and to BPLA.
IX. Report of the Nominating Committee
Mr. Solomon recognized Ms. Meyer-Leon as the Chair
of the Nominating Committee and invited Ms. MeyerLeon to read the report of the Nominating Committee:

1 Batterymarch Park, Suite 101
Quincy, MA 02169-7454
617-769-9600
www.daviesmonahan.com

Grant Houston, President-Elect
Neil Ferraro, Vice President
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Job Opportunities
IP Attorney
Hamilton, Brook, Smith & Reynolds, P.C.
Associates - Electrical Engineering / Litigation
You can have it all! Be a part of a dynamic IP practice and avoid the hassles of the urban commute. Electrical
Engineering: Minimum of 2-4 years experience as an IP Attorney. Bachelors degree in electrical engineering or
related degree required. Masters degree or equivalent industry experience preferred.
Litigation: Minimum of 3-5 years experience as an IP Litigator. Technical degree from a quality college or
university. Track record of effective advocacy for clients. Experience as a leader on litigation team for complex
patent cases.
All positions require: License to practice law in Massachusetts or the willingness and ability to be so licensed.
License to practice before the USPTO. Law degree from accredited law school. High academic achievement in
technical and law degree. Demonstrated ability to work directly with clients and develop and execute service
strategies. Strong writing and verbal communication skills.
If you would like to step out of the pack and into a highly visible role on our IP team, please send your resume
to:
Recruiting Committee, Job Code: HBSR_LIT60
Hamilton, Brook, Smith & Reynolds, P.C.
530 Virginia Road, PO Box 9133, Concord, MA 01742-9133
Email: legalrecruiting@hbsr.com Fax: 978-341-0136

Patent Associate
Nutter McClennen & Fish LLP
Nutter McClennen & Fish LLP seeks a patent associate with 2-4 years of patent prosecution experience.
Qualified candidates will have prior law firm experience and a strong background in Chemistry with an
advanced degree, preferably a Ph.D. Persuasive advocacy skills, strong interpersonal skills, technical
knowledge and superior writing ability are essential.
Nutter’s patent practice, which is on par for both quality and clients with the most elite firms in the country,
represents clients who develop and produce new technologies, including blue chip companies developing
cutting edge medical devices. This is an exciting opportunity for bright and dedicated mid-level associates with
an interest and ability to work at the cutting edge of law and technology.

Please send resume to:

Terese Cunningham, Director of Legal Recruitment
Nutter McClennen & Fish LLP
World Trade Center West
155 Seaport Boulevard
Boston, MA 02210
Email: tcunningham@nutter.com
617-439-2351
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Job Opportunities
Patent Agent
Infinity Pharmaceuticals
Infinity is seeking a Patent Agent with 3-5 years experience to join its
dynamic legal team. This person will be a critical member of the organization
and will work with a variety of cross-functional teams in a fast-paced
environment to build and maintain a strong intellectual property portfolio in
support of the company’s drug discovery and development efforts. The role
will also involve exposure to a broad range of non-patent legal issues and
require the development of independent partnerships with senior scientific
and business management.
RESPONSIBILITIES
* Draft patent applications and responses to PTO correspondence
* Identify patentable inventions through interactions with project teams
* Conduct periodic patent and scientific literature searches in all
technology areas of the company
* Perform and analyze patentability and freedom to operate searches
* Review potential disclosures prior to submission for publication
* Assist with due diligence reviews
* Supervise outside counsel
* Perform inventorship determinations with minimal supervision
* Identify potential freedom to operate issues and advising project
teams regarding these issues
* Negotiate CDA’s, MTA’s, and sponsored research agreements
* Educate other Citizen-Owners about intellectual property issues

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:
vicepresident@bpla.org
(Fee is $300 per listing)

Contact: Colleen Wilson, 617-453-1335, colleen.wilson@infi.com
For more information, go to http://www.bpla.org/jobbank.cfm

Office Assistant/Paralegal

Docketing Clerk

Miele Law Group PC

Cesari and McKenna, LLP

Part Time Office Assistant

Boston IP Law Firm located in the Seaport Area seeks
Docketing Clerk who is a hard working detail oriented
individual with knowledge of Patent Prosecution
Procedures. PLAW software experience a plus, will
train the right person.

Seeking candidate with office and computer skills for
part-time entry level position at Marlborough office of
growing Intellectual Property Law Firm. Potential for
quick growth and learning. 10 hours per week. Ideal
candidates will have law firm experience, or even
experience as a patent paralegal or secretary.

Please send letter and resume to:
Joan Barry Walsh, CLM, Firm Administrator
Cesari and McKenna, LLP
88 Black Falcon Avenue
Boston, MA 02210
jbw@c-m.com

Contact:
Kathy
508-533-4410
kathy@mielelawgroup.com
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Committees
ACTIVITIES & PUBLIC RELATIONS

IN-HOUSE PRACTICE

activities@bpla.org

inhouse@bpla.org

Giordana Belenchia, Nutter McClennen & Fish

William DeVaul, Cubist Pharmaceuticals Inc.

AIPLA MOOT COURT

David Miranda, Jr., Raytheon

mootcourt@bpla.org

INTERNATIONAL & FOREIGN PRACTICE

Jonathan Mutch, Robins, Kaplan, Miller &

international@bpla.org

Ciresi, L.L.P.

Deirdre E. Sanders, Hamilton, Brook, Smith &

Elizabeth Burkhard , Holland & Knight

Reynolds, P.C.

AMICUS

John N. Anastasi, Lando & Anastasi, LLP

amicus@bpla.org

LICENSING

Erik Paul Belt, McCarter & English

licensing@bpla.org

Robert M. Abrahamsen, Wolf, Greenfield &

Michael Bergman, Bergman & Song, LLP

Sacks, P.C.

Paul D. Burgessm, Transform Pharmaceuticals

ANTITRUST LAW

LITIGATION

antitrust@bpla.org

litigation@bpla.org

Benjamin M. Stern, Proskauer Rose LLP

Martin O’Donnell, Cesari and McKenna LLP

Stephen Y. Chow, Burns & Levinson LLP

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.
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.

Douglas C. Doskocil, Goodwin Procter LLP

BIOTECHNOLOGY

MEDICAL DEVICES PRACTICE

biotechnology@bpla.org

medicaldevices@bpla.org

Konstantin M Linnik, PhD, Pfizer Inc.

Eric P. Raciti Esq., Finnegan, Henderson,

Leslie Meyer-Leon, Sunstein Kann Murphy &

Farabow, Garrett & Dunner

Timbers

Jim Flaherty, Foley Hoag

CHEMICAL PATENT PRACTICE

NEW LAWYERS & LAW STUDENTS

chemical@bpla.org

newlawyers@bpla.org

Peter Lando, Lando & Anastasi, LLP

Rory Pheiffer, Nutter McClennen & Fish

James T. Olesen, Ph.D., Finnegan, Henderson,

Aaron E. Connor
PATENT LAW

Farabow, Garrett & Dunner

patents@bpla.org

COMPUTER LAW

Editor-In-Chief: Neil Ferraro, Esq.
Contributors:
Lisa Adams, Esq.
Mark Solomon, Esq.,
Aaron Connor, Esq.
Rory P. Pheiffer, Esq.
Russell J. Barron, Esq.
Neil J. Zoltowski, Esq.
Laura C. Dorner, Esq.

Doris Fournier, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,

computer@bpla.org
John J. Stickevers, Sunstein Kann Murphy &

Glovsky and Popeo, PC
Justin J. Daniels, Skadden, Arps, Slate,

Timbers

Meagher & Flom LLP

Christopher Everett, Foley Lardner

PATENT OFFICE PRACTICE

CONTESTED MATTERS
contestedmatters@bpla.org

patentofficepractice@bpla.org

Susan G.L. Glovsky, Hamilton, Brook, Smith &

Emily Whelan, WilmerHale LLP
Debra Milasincic, Lahive & Cockfield

Reynolds, P.C.
Michael R. McGurk, Finnegan, Henderson,

PRO BONO
probono@bpla.org

Farabow, Garrett & Dunner

Mary Rose Scozzafava, Ph.D., Wilmer Cutler

Donna M. Meuth, Eiasi Inc.

Pickering Hale and Dorr LLP

COPYRIGHT LAW

Robert J. Sayre, Modern Times Legal

copyright@bpla.org
Anne Marie Longobucco, Demeo & Associates,

Publisher: Andrea Dwyer,
Staff Advantage

TRADE SECRETS
tradesecrets@bpla.org

P.C.

Vickie L. Henry, Foley Hoag LLP

Amy L. Brosius, Fish & Richardson P.C.

Claire Laporte, Foley Hoag LLP

ETHICS AND GRIEVANCES

TRADEMARKS & UNFAIR COMPETITION

ethics@bpla.org
Timothy A. French, Fish & Richardson P.C.

trademarks@bpla.org

Steven J. Henry, Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks, P.C.

John L. Welch, Lando & Anastasi, LLP
Mark D. Robins, Nixon Peabody LLP

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.

Letters to the editor, articles and job
postings are encouraged.
E-Mail all correspondence to:
vice-president@bpla.org
©2010 BPLA—All rights reserved.
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