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When I started on the "ladder" as the 
Second Vice President of this Association 
in 1993, I was totally unaware that I would 
be the President leading the Association 
into its Diamond Jubilee year and its Dia­
mond Jubilee Dinner in honor of the Fed­
eral Judiciary. But, obviously, that is what 
has happened, and so I am honored not only 
to be President of the Association, but at a 
particularly auspicious time. 

Q

Our Association is unique; that is not a 
jingoistic statement. Alone among regional 
Intellectual Property Law Associations, we 

e asked to participate and to have, at least, 
server status in WIPO Conferences. We 

participate in a variety ofother associations 
and groups, by invitation, when other re­
gional intellectual property law associa­
tions are not invited. 

This status is a tribute to our member­
ship and to our past leadership. Only be­
cause of the substantive efforts of these 
dedicated lawyers have we been able to 
achieve this status, and it is our obligation 
to maintain that status. 

When our Association is mentioned by 
other lawyers, particularly those outside of 
this area and frequently active in their re­
gi onal associations and in the national asso­
ciations, ofcourse, the reference is often to 
our "Judge's Dinner." There is no question 
that that is our "jewel in the crown." How­
ever, it is not, and must not, be our only 
activity. 

To name only a few more specific 
examples, our Publications Committee now 
publishes a very erudite "Intellectual Prop­
erty Law Annual." Our CLE Committee 

Aas been very active in taking a leading oar 
\ } thej oint CLE program ofthe New Jersey, 

, Connecticut and Philadelphia Intellectual 
Property Law Associations; in participat-, 

iIlg with Fordham Law School in programs 
and in running and developing programs of 
its own. Our Committee on Meetings and 
Forums sponsors a monthly luncheon at 
which speakers from a variety of disci­
plines offer substantive information and 
advice. 

Periodically, the question is raised as 
to what the other committees do. I must 
admit that, at times, I have raised the same 
question. However, particularly after at­
tending our Annual Meeting in May, I have 
concluded that "the trouble, dear Brutus, 
lies in ourselves." We just don't publicize 
what we do, and in many cases don't even 
communicate it to our members. 

A significant number of well-thought 
out, substantive reports were delivered at 
that Annual Meeting. This column is not 
the place to single out the ones ofparticular 
interest. Those reports, however, could not 

have been written only for the meeting; a 
substantial amount ofwork by a number of 
people had to have been done in order to 
generate the information which was found 
in those reports. We must find a way to 
communicate this work at least to ourmem­
bers. 

In short, while our Association can and 
should continue to focus on events such as 
the Dinner in honor of the Federal Judi­
ciary, we must also continue all of the 
substantive work which has truly gained us 
the national, and indeed international, repu­
tation which we have, and we must find a 
way to communicate it. Your suggestions 
on how to disseminate this information 
would be most appreciated. 

- Martin E. Goldstein 
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NEWS FROM THE 
BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS 

by John F. Sweeney 

The Board of Directors met at The 
Yale Club on Thursday, May 23, 1996. 
Gregory Battersby presented the Treasurer's 
Report. He commented that the 
Association's balance is greater than last 
year. Upon motion by Howard Barnaby, 
the Treasurer's Report was approved. 

Martin Goldstein led a discussion on 
possible speakers for the 1997 Judges' Din­
ner. Included in the possibilities discussed 
were Supreme Court Justices, Circuit Court 
Judges and public figures. There was also a 
.short discussion on who might be chosen to 
sing the "Star Spangled Banner." It was 
reported that a Judge Gawthorp of the Dis­
trict Court of Pennsylvania is a trained 
operatic tenor and may be considered. 

Pending applications for new mem­
ber:s were considered. Upon motion by 
Alfred Haffner, Jr., the pending applica­
tions for membership were approved. 

Alice Brennan suggested that the Board 
consider accepting voluntary financial con­
tributions. Mr. Goldstein indicated that a 
resolution along these lines could be enter­
tained. 

Mr. Goldstein commented that a sim­
plified membership application procedure, 
in accordance with the resolution passed at 
the Annual meeting, will be published in 
the Bulletin. • 

PENDING 

LEGISLATION 


by Edward P. Kelly 

NEW PROTECTION FOR 

DATABASES 


A company which makes a substantial 

financial investment in creating an elec­
tronic database has an economic interest in 
preventing competitors from merely copy­
ing a substantial part of the factual data­
base. However, finding a form of intellec­
tual property which can prevent a competi­
tor from extracting the factual information 
contained in the database for its own com­
mercial use has proven problematic. Copy­
right protection might be asserted at least 
with respect to the selection, coordination 
or arrangement of the facts, although not to 
the facts themselves. The facts are gener­
ally deemed available to all and therefore 
not original works under the copyright stat­
ute. The Supreme Court has held that merely 
because the creator of the database used his 
"sweat of the brow" to compile the facts 
does not mean that the facts cannot be 
copied. See Feist Publications v. Rural 
Telephone Service. Co.. inc., 494 U.S. 340 
(1991). 

Representative Carlos Moorehead (R­
Ca.) recently introduced a bill (HR 3531) 
that would prevent competitors from ex­
tracting facts from a database. The bill is 
entitled "The Database Investment and In­
tellectual Property Anti-Piracy Act of 
1996." The bill would add amendments to 
Title 15 ofthe U.S. Code. Section 4 of the 
Act makes it a violation for a person "to 
extract, use or reuse all or a substantial part, 
qualitatively or quantitatively, of the con­
tents ofa database in a manner that conflicts 
cumulatively with the database owners' 
normal exploitation of the database or ad­
versely affects the actual or potential mar­
ketfor the database." "Database" is defined 
broadly to mean any collection or compila­
tion in any form or medium now or later 
known or developed. 

In introducing the bill, Rep. Moore­
head noted that there is currently a Euro­
pean Union Directive On Legal Protection 
ofDatabases which is set to go in effect by 
1998. The EU directive creates a new non­
copyright form of protection for databases 
to supplement copyright protection. United 
States companies would not be able to take 
advantage of the EU directive unless the 
U.S. offered comparable protection to Eu­
ropean databases. Therefore, according to 
Rep. Moorehead, there would be an enor­
mous competitive disadvantage to U.S. 
companies throughout the entire European 
market. 

Under Rep. Moorehead's proposed 

law, the database would be subject to pro­
tection for 25 years. The bill also provides 
for civil remedies like injunctions andmov-.. 
etary relief, including defendants' proti. ') 
and any damage sustained by plaintiff a~ 
costs. 

H.R. 3531 has been referred to the 

House Judiciary Committee. 


TRADEMARK COUNTERFEITING 

The President recently signed into law 

a bill (S.1136) intended to prevent counter­

feiting of trademark and copyrighted goods. 

The major provisions ofthe bill (which add 

to previous counterfeiting bills) are as fol­

lows. 


1. 	 Counterfeiting would become a 
violation of The Racketeer Influ­
ence and Corrupt Organizations 
Act (RICO). 

2. 	 The bill would provide up to 
$1,000,000 in damages for willful 
violations and provide for statu­
tory damages from $500 to 
$100,000 per counterfeit trademark 
for each type ofgood. These statO. 
tory damages are in addition t 
actual damages that would be re­
coverable under the Lanham Act. 

3. 	 The Customs Service would be 
required to destroy counterfeit mer ­
chandise rather than return the 
merchandise to the owner who at­
tempted to import the counterfeit 
goods. 

OMNIBUS PATENT BILL 

The House Judiciary Committee re­
cently approved an Omnibus patent bill 
(HR-3460) which contains several inde­
pendently introduced pieces of legislation 
regarding patent issues. The following is­
sues are now addressed in the Omnibus bilL 

Invention Marketing Industry 

Bills have previously been introduced 
in the House (HR-241) and Senate (S.909) 
which deal with the issue of control over 
companies who promise to bring the invent) 
tions of small inventors to market. Prev 
ously introduced bills would have required 
the invention marketing firms to enroll an­
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nually with the PTO and would have given 
the PTO the authority to suspend a finn for 

i(~isconduct and monitor complaints. The 
vmnibus bill eliminates the enrollment re­

quirement but makes false and misleading 
statements made by a company in connec­
tion with the marketing of an invention a 
misdemeanor and provides for fines up to 
$10,000 for each offense. 

Reexamination Proceedings 

The patent statute currently provides 
that a third party may request reexamina­
tion of a patent. However, the third party's 
participation does not go beyond the initial 
request for reexamination and a reply to the 
patent owner's statement in response to the 
request for reexamination. For instance, 
amendments made to the claims during 
reexamination may not be addressed by the 
third party which requested examination. 

Representative Carlos Moorehead (R­
Calif.) previously introduced a bill (H.R. 
1732) that would make certain amendments 
to the reexamination provisions ofthe patent 
statute so that third parties requesting ex­
amination would have a greater role in ..... .nfluencing the outcome of the reexamina­Qtion. For instance, the bill would allow the 
third-party requester to not only comment 
on the patent owner's response to reexami­
nation, but also to address the issues raised 
in the Patent Office during the reexamina­
tion procedure. The basis for reexamina­
tion would also be expanded to include 
compliance with Section 112 of the patent 
statute. A third-party requester would also 
be able to file an appeal of the examiner's 
final decision with the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences. The House J u­
diciary Committee essentially adopted H.R. 
1732 but also added a requirement that the 
real party in interest reveal its identity in the 
request for reexamination. 

Prior Use Defense 

As a general rule, a company that pro­
tects its technology by keeping it a trade 
secret does so at its peril because it could be 
liable for patent infringement if someone 
obtains a patent on that technology. A bill 

a reViOUSlY introduced by Rep. Moorehead 
H.R. 2235 and now incorporated into the 

Omnibus bill) would change that result by 
amending the patent statute to provide for a 

limited defense to patent infringement where 
the. alleged infringer made prior use of the 
patented invention. 

The bill would amend § 273 of the 
patent statute to assert a defense to patent 
infringement if the person had, acting in 
good faith, commercially used the subject 
matter in the U.S. before the effective filing 
date of the patent. "Commercially used" 
means use in the U.S. in commerce whether 
or not the subject matter at issue is acces­
sible to or otherwise known to the public. 
"Use in commerce" means any actual sale 
or commercial transfer. There is also a 
special exception for subject matter that 
cannot be commercialized without signifi­
cant investment of time and money. In that 
case, a person shall be deemed to have 
commercially used the subject matter if: 

(A) before the effective filing date 
of the patent, the person reduced the 
subject matter to practice in the U.S., 
completed a significant portion of 
the total investment necessary to 
commercially use the subject mat­
ter and made a commercial transac­
tion in the United States in connec­
tion with the preparation to use the 
subject matter and (B) after the ef­
fective filing date ofthe patent, dili­
gently completed the remainder of 
the activities and investments nec­
essary to commercially use the sub­
ject matter and promptly began com­
mercial use of the subject matter. 

While a literal reading of the bill indi­
cates that the use or reduction to practice 
must occur before the effective filing date, 
the bill is not that broad. A later section of 
the bill entitled "one year limitation" pro­
vides that the defense provided by the bill is 
only available if the use or reduction to 
practice occurred more than one year prior 
to the effective filing date of the patent. 

The bill would specifically add a sec­
tion stating that the defense does not consti­
tute a general license but only applies to 
subject matter claimed in the patent that the 
person asserting the defense had commer­
cially used before the effective filing date. 

Publication of U.S. Patent Applications 

The United States converted to a patent 
term which expires 20 years from the filing 

date as part of its accession to the GAIT 
treaty. Many of the countries that are signa­
tories to the GAIT treaty publish patent 
applications 18 months after they are filed. 
The U.S., however, currently does not pub­
lish patent applications prior to issue of the 
patent. A bill (H.R. 1733) previously intro­
duced by Rep. Carlos Moorehead (and now 
incorporated into the Omnibus bill) would 
bring the U.S. into confonnity with those 
countries that do provide for publication 18 
months after filing. The published applica­
tion would be considered prior art under § 
102(e) of the patent statute. 

The bill also contains a provision that 
would allow the patent holder to obtain 
provisional rights to obtain a reasonable 
royalty from infringers who infringe during 
the time between the publication and the 
time the patent issues. The bill had been 
pending last year and was not favorably 
received. New provisions that were added 
this year include a provision that an inde­
pendent inventor's application would not 
be published until three months after the 
first office action. The application would 
not be published even if more than 18 
months have passed from the filing date. If 
enacted, the bill would take effect on Janu­
ary 1, 1996. 

TRADJi: SECRET THEFT 

Two bills are pending in the House 
(3723) and Senate (1525) which would 
address the issue ofeconomic espionage or 
theft of trade secrets. The most recent bill 
introduced by Rep. Bill McCollum (R-Fla.) 
would make theft of trade secrets a criminal 
offense under Title, 18 of the U.S. Code. 
The bill protects all types of proprietary 
economic information including financial, 
business, scientific, technical and engineer­
ing infonnation from theft. Previous mea­
sures protecting theft of trade secrets had 
been only civil violations. The bill would 
apply to thefts intended to benefit foreign 
governments or individuals. The bill gener­
ally applies to espionage occurring in the 
United States. However, the bill also would 
apply to conduct occurring outside the 
United States if the offender is a United 
States person or an act in furthermore ofthe 
offense was committed in the United States. 

• 
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RECENT 

DECISIONS OF 


INTEREST 


by Thomas A. O'Rourke 

PATENTS 

Claim Interpretation 

In Ultradent Products Inc. v. Life-Like 
Cosmetics. Inc., 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXlS 
6571 (D. Utah May 10, 1996), the court 
held that a patent claim for a dental bleach­
ing method that covered a specified range 
ofan ingredient was literally infringed only 
ifthe ingredient was contained in the speci­
fied range in the end product. 

The plaintifflntradent sued the defen­
dants, collectively referred to as Life-Like, 
for infringement of U.S. Patent Nos. 
5,098,303 and 5,234,342, which cover 
methods for bleaching teeth, and U.S. Patent 
No. 5,376,006, which covers methods and 
compositions for dental bleaching. 

The court considered each of the pat­
ents separately. The asserted claims of the 
'003 patent covered a method for bleaching 
a patient's teeth, comprising, in pertinent 
part, at paragraph (b), "a matrix material 
into which the dental bleaching agent is 
dispersed, said matrix material including 
carboxypolymethylene in the range from 
about 3.5% to about 12% by weight ofthe 
dental bleaching composition" (Emphasis 
added). See id. at * 16. 

Relying on the Federal Circuit deci­
sion in Exxon Chern. Patents, Inc. v. Lubrizol 
Corp., 64 F.3d 1553 (Fed. Cir. 1995), the 
court interpreted the claim as follows: 

Claim 1 is not a process claim drawn 
to a specific method ofmanufacture 
ofa bleaching comparison; it is not 
a recipe of ingredients which when 
mixed together will yield a desired 
result. Instead, the language ofpara­
graph (b) sets forth attributes ofa 
chemical comparison to be used in 
practicing the patented method of 
bleaching teeth. (Emphasis added). 
1995 U.S. Dist. LEXlS at * 16. 

The court added that there can be no 

literal infringement by showing that about 
3.5% to 12% carboxypolymethylene by 
weight was an initial ingredient in the for­
mula used to produce the composition. The 
court reasoned that "[i]f, during the manu­
facturing process, chemical reactions yield 
a composition including less than about 
3.5% or more than about 12% 
carboxypolymethylene by weight, the re­
sultant composition cannot be found to 
literally infringe claim 1." 

The '342 patent, like the '302 patent, 
also claimed a method for bleaching teeth 
requiring "a matrix material into which the 
sustained release dental bleaching agent is 
dispersed, said matrix material including 
carboxypolymethylene in the range from 
about 3.5% to about 12% by weight of the 
dental bleaching composition." The court 
interpreted claims of the '342 patent iden­
tically to the claims of the '302 patent. 

Doctrine of Equivalents 

In Maxwell v. J. Bakar, Inc., 39 
USPQ2d 1001 (Fed. Cir. June II, 1996), 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit held that embodiments ofan inven­
tion disclosed in the specification but not 
claimed are dedicated to the public. In­
fringement under the doctrine of equiva­
lents does not exist if the putative infringer 
utilizes an embodiment of the invention as 
disclosed in the specification and that em­
bodiment was not covered by the claims. 
As a matter oflaw, J. Bakar, Inc. could not 
infringe Maxwell's patent by using any 
embodiment of the invention dedicated to 
the public. 

The patent in-suit, U.S. PatentNumber 
4,624,060 to Maxwell, claimed a system 
for connecting two shoes so as to keep them 
organized in a retail context. The system 
involved securing tabs inside each shoe 
through which a filament could be threaded 
which connected the shoes. The claims of 
the '060 patent described the tab as being 
fastened to the shoe between the inner and 
outer soles. The District Court interpreted 
this language as requiring the tab to be a 
separate piece from any other shoe part 
which extended from between the inner and 
outer shoe soles. 

Two designs sold by J. Bakar, accused 
of infringement, had the securing tabs at­
tached to seams on the interior walls of the 
shoes. The jury found that these designs 

infringed the'060 patent. 1. Bakar made a 
motion for JMOL, maintaining that lan­
guage in the specification, i'Oe, 
"[a]lternatively, the tabs may be stitch' . 
into a lining seam of the shoes at the sides 
or back of the shoes," dedicated the em­
bodiments it was using to the public, mak­
ing it clear that the tabs could not .now be 
reclaimed by the patentee under the doc­
trine of equivalents. Maxwell countered 
that inclusion of the alternative description 
in the specification actually supported a 
finding of equivalents. 

The CAFC agreed with J. Bakar's in­
terpretation. The Court held that matter 
disclosed but not claimed is :dedicated to 
the public and a finding of literal infringe­
ment is prohibited. The Court expanded the 
rule saying: 

[t]his rule, however, applies equally 

to prevent a finding of infringement 

under the doctrine ofequi valents. A 

patentee may not narrowly claim 

his invention and then, in the course 

of an infringement suit, argue that 

the doctrine of equivalents should 

permit a finding of infringement 

because the specification discloses 
 0 1 
the equivalents. Such aresult would 

merely encourage a patent appli­
cant to present a broad disclosure in 

the specification of the application 

and file narrow claims, avoiding 

examination of broader claims that 

the application could have filed con­
sistent with the specification. See 

Genentech,Inc. v. WellcomeFound, 

Ltd., 29 F.3d 1555, 1564, 31 

USPQ2d 1161, 1167 (Fed. Cir. 

1994). 


Maxwell limited her claims to tabs 
attached between the inner and outer soles. 
By failing to claim other embodiments con­
tained in the specification, she led others 
skilled in the art to believe these embodi­
ments were dedicated to the public. They 
may not now be reclaimed under the doc­
trine of equivalents. 

Prior Art 

In In reRecreative Technologies corp,O 
No. 95-1337 (CAFC May 13, 1996), th .' 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit 
reversed a decision of the Board of Patent 
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Appeals and Interferences that invalidated 
patent chums in areexamination proceed­·g. The Board found the patent claims O valid based on a prior art reference that 
was considered in the original examination 
of the patent. 

Recreative Technologies Corp. held 
U.S. PatentNo.4,918,800(the '800 patent), 
directed to a cleaning device for use by 
golfers. On reexamination, the examiner 
rejected certain claims of the '800 patent as 
unpatentable on the ground of obviousness 
in view of a reference to Ota. The Ota 
reference had been cited in the original 
examination on the same ground, obvious­
ness, and the claims were held patentable 
over Ota. The Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences reversed the examiner's re­
jection, holding that the claims were not 
obvious in view ofOta. However, the Board 
sua sponte rejected claims I, 2 and 4 based 
on the same Ota reference, but now for a 
lack of novelty. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit stated that 35 U.S.C. §303 autho­
rized reexamination only when there is a 
substantial new question of patentability. 
According to the Court, a second exam ina­

Oon on the identical ground that had been 
. 	 previously raised and overcome is barred. 

In order to address the Commissioner's 
argument that a different interpretation 
should prevail, and that the PTO has the 
authority to reach a different result on reex­
amination on the identical ground, the Court 
reviewed the considerations that underlay 
the reexamination statute at the time of 
enactment. 

According to the Court, the propo­
nents of reexamination anticipated three 
principal benefits: 

First, reexamination based on refer­
ences that were not previously in­
cluded in the patentability examina­
tion could resolve validity disputes 
more quickly and less expensively 
than litigation. Second, courts would 
benefit from the expertise of the 
PTO for prior art that was not previ­
ously of record. Third, reexamina­
tion would strengthen confidence in 
patents whose validity was clouded 

o because pertinent prior art had not 
previously been considered by the 
PTO. 

Thus, the Court concluded that reex­
amination is barred for questions ofpatent­
ability that were decided in the original 
examination. The Court held that the ques­
tion of patentability in view of the Ota 
reference was decided in the original ex­
amination, and thus it could not be a sub­
stantial new question. The Board's deci­
sion was reversed and remanded since the 
reexamination should have been terminated 
when no other ground of rejection was 
raised. 

TRADEMARKS 

In Starter Corp. v. Converse, Inc., 84 
F.3d 592 (2d Cir. May 23; 1996), the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 
reversed and remanded a District Court 
judgment of dismissal of the plaintiff's 
declaratory judgment action on the defend­
ant's motion to dismiss. TheCourt held that 
an actual case or controversy exists, suffi­
cient to bring a declaratory judgment ac­
tion, where a party has engaged in a course 
ofconduct evidencing a "definite intent and 
apparent ability to commence use" of the 
marks on the product. 

Both the plaintiff and defendant owned 
trademark registrations offive-pointed stars 
in connection with athletic wear. The plain­
tiffhad taken substantial steps in bringing a 
line of sneakers bearing the five-pointed 
star logo to market, up to one of the final 
steps of choosing a manufacturing partner. 
Converse had opposed several of Starter's 
trademark applications and threatened to 
sue Starter for infringement of its marks if 
Starter used a five-pointed star on its foot­
wear. Starter, in response, brought this ac­
tion for declaratory judgment on May 19, 
1995. The District Court dismissed the com­
plaint six months later for lack of subject 
matter jurisdiction. The Second Circuit re­
viewed the District Court's factual findings 
for clear error and legal conclusions de 
novo. 

Converse contended that because 
Starter had not yet used the mark "in com­
merce" as required by the Lanham Act, no 
statutory basis for federal questionjurisdic­
tion exists. The Second Circuit held that 
Starter's prior use ofother embodiments of 
its marks places the marks sufficiently "in 
commerce" to sustain jurisdiction under 
the Lanham Act. 

of whether an actual case or controversy 
existed at the time the suit was filed. This 
involved the two prong test ofWindsuifing 
Intern. Inc. v. AMFInc., 828 F.2d 755 (Fed. 
Cir. 1987): 

(1) has the defendant's conduct cre­
ated a real and reasonable appre~ 
hension ofliability on the part ofthe 
plaintiff, and (2) has the plaintiff 
engaged in a course ofconduct which 
has brought it into adversarial con­
flict with the defendant.ld. at 757­
58 (applying Second Circuit Law). 

The parties agreed that the first prong 
of this test was satisfied by Converse's 
threats. Converse, however, contended that 
Starter's course of conduct up until this 
point had not been sufficient to bring the 
parties into adversarial conflict, Le., the 
relationship between the parties cannot be 
said to be an actual case of controversy. 

The District Court saw Starter as plead­
ing "no more than a desire and intention to 
use its trademark on athletic footwear at a 
future time." Starter p. 595. Starter main­
tained that actual use of the mark was not 
the appropriate test here. The Second Cir­
cuitagreed,applyingthetestfrom Wembley. 
Inc. v. Superba Cravats, Inc., 315 F.2d 87, 
89-90 (2d Cir. 1963). Applying that test, an 
actual case or cQntroversy exists where the 
plaintiff has engaged in a course ofconduct 
evidencing a definite intent and apparent 
ability to commence use of the marks in 
commerce. The Court remarked that fur­
ther proofofthe appropriateness of this test 
was the similarity of trademark and patent 
declaratory judgment actions. Courts de­
ciding patent declaratory judgment cases 
often use the immediate intention and abil­
ity test. 

Using this test and the basic premise of 
declaratory judgment actions. i.e .• substan­
tial expense incurred by parties should be 
avoided ifpossible, the Second Circuit held 
that Starter had demonstrated an actual 
intent and ability to imminently engage in 
the allegedly infringing conduct. This 
"meaningful preparation" on the part of 
Starter had raised an actual case or contro­
versy under the declaratory judgment stat­
ute and the District Court was required to 
entertain the case. • 

The Court then turned to the question 

http:defendant.ld
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COURSEBOOKS AVAILABLE FROM THE 1995 -1996 

JOINT PATENT SEMINAR PROGRAMS 


A limited number of coursebooks from the annual joint seminars on patent practice sponsored by the 

Connecticut, New Jersey, New York and Pennsylvania intellectual property law associations 


are available for both the 1995 and 1996 programs. The cost for the coursebooks are as follows: 


1996: $20 
1995 $10 
Both: $25 

Those interested in obtaining copies should send a check for the appropriate amount, made payable to 

the Connecticut Patent Law Association, to: 


John S. Child, Jr. 

Dann, Dorfman, Herrell and Skillman 


1601 Market Street 

Suite 720 


Philadelphia, P A 19103-2307 


THE NYlPLA INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY ANNuAL 

1996 


Is Available to All NYIPLA Members for a Special Discount!! 

NYIPLA members can order extra copies of the INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAw 

ANNuAL 1996 for only $25.00 each ($49.95 for non-members) 


To Order Extra copies of the ANNuAL, Contact: 


Gregory J. Battersby 

Publications Chair 


P.O. Box 1311 

Stamford. CT 06904-1311 


Telephone: (203) 324-2828 

Telefax: (203) 348-2720 
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Great News 


NYIPLA Disability Insurance Is Improved! 

Coming in October 1996, we are pleased to announce a new and 
improved price structure on our individual disability insurance 
plan. The program has been specifically designed for members of 
the New York Intellectual Property Law Association at rates not 
available to the general public. The key features are: 

• 	 The policy cannot be cancelled, modified or 
reduced by the insurance company. 

• 	 Premiums are significantly discounted and 

guaranteed not to increase. 


• 	 State of the art contract. "Own occupation" 

and residual (partial) benefits included. 


• 	 Benefits can be tailor made to correspond to 

each person's individual needs. 


Please be on the lookout/or an update in October. If 
you have any questions before then please call 
Randy Rasmussen at 203 637-1006. 
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CLASSIFIED ADVERTISEMENTS 

Connecticut Intellectual Property to: Charles Rodman, Rodman & Rod­
and Entertainment boutique with fun man, 7 South Broadway, White 
practice seeks associate with 1-3 years Plains, NY 10601 or fax information 
experience. Must be self-starter with to (914) 993-0668. 
demonstrable record of independent 
achievement. Trademark and litiga­ Darby & Darby, a progressive intel­
tion experience preferred. Send lectual property law fum with major 
resume and writing sample to Grimes U.S. and foreign corporate clientele, 
& Battersby, P.O. Box 1311, Stam­ invites exceptional patent attorneys to 
ford, CT 06904-1311. join its growing practice. Successful 

candidates will have a degree inelec~ 
FormerNYC Assistant Corporation trical engineering, physics or a related 
Counsel, 6 years litigation and trial technical field and substantial experi­
experience, Berklee CoUege of Music ence in patent prosecution. Patent liti,. 
graduate seeks associate position prac­ gation experience would be a plus. 
ticing intellectual property law. Refer­ Compensation and benefits will be 
ences available. Tel. (71S) 76S-6272. commensurate with demonstrated 

ability. Interested candidates should 
White Plains, NY law firm seeks at­ send their resumes and writing 
torneys with chemical and mechanical samples to Leslie Brittman, 805 Third 
expertise and 5 years minimum experi­ Avenue, 27th Floor, New York, NY 
ence. Law fum background with clien­ 10022. All submissions will be kept in 
tele following preferable for fast track the strictest confidence. 
to partnership. Respond in confidence 

THE IP Litigator~ 
The IP Litigator is the first and only publication to focus exclusively on the fastest growing area of 

commercial litigation - intellectual property litigation. Written specifically for the intellectual prop.,. 

erty litigation and enforcement professional, The IP Litigator covers every area of importance to 

practiCing attorneys and industry profeSSionals and offers practical solutions to current problems 

facing these litigators every day. 

Timely feature articles in each issue address the pressing issues that intellectual property profes­

sionals must conSider, from policing the market for infringers and the subsequent actions that must 

be taken, to selecting expert witnesses and juries and conducting trials. 

SUBSCRIBE NOW AND RECEIVE A 20% DISCOUNT OFF THE REGULAR SUBSCRIPTION PRICE!!! 

o Send me a one year (six issues) subscription to The IP Litigator for $180 
Name ______________________________________________________________ 

Firm ________________________________________________----,___________ 
Add~ss ____________________________________________________________~ 

City _______________________ State _________ Zip ____________________ 

Te/ephone _________________________________________________________ 

. 0 Payment Enclosed 	 o Bill my (circle one) Me VISA AMEX 
Account v._________________________ Exp. Date _____ 

Signature ----------------------------------------­


