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President’s L etter

(Reprinted from September 22 E-mail)

Greetings!

At our Annual Meeting held last year, | was honored by being elected President-Elect of
thisfine Association. | wish to thank you and welcome you to what | hope you'll agreeis
going to be avery exciting year to be a member of MIPLA.

| am optimistic that the upcoming monthswill establish MIPLA asthe premier stateintellectual
property law association inthe U.S.A. Since wewon't achieve such |ofty status unlesswe
work together, | would like to recognize two that have helped the Association grow and
prosper. First, our immediate Past-President, John Gresens, hands me an Association
in great shape and possessing lots of momentum. Second, our Vice-President/President-Elect, Catherine Klima-
Silberg, who | know will do agreat job leading the Association next year!

Asyou may know, the president of MIPLA has the opportunity to appoint, "during his or her term, the authority to
appoint Special Committees to hold office during his or her term.” Accordingly, | have decided to appoint three
such Special Committees, namely, an |P-Sudent Committee led by Jaclyn " Jacie" Sprtel, a Past Presidents
Committee, and a Patent Agent Committee led by James Keogh. During my term | hope that all the committees
of MIPLA encourage participation and attendance at our various social- and professionally-oriented events, but in
particular these committees should invigorate their respective members and the Association as a whole. Please
consider whether you or one of your colleagues might benefit from joining one of the Special Committees.

MIPLA wasfounded in 1942 and the By-Laws haven't been reworked since, | believethelate 1980's. | plan to work
with David Peterson, Chair, and other members of the By-L aws Revision Committee to bring MIPLA into the
21st Century. | hope that we would formally amend the By-Laws to officially implement: (i) tele-presence for
example, video-conferencing, teleconferencing, and thelike and (ii) electr onic voting such asviae-mail or remotely
via a computer network. Further, we need to amend the By-L aws due to a change in the structure of our state bar
association, theMSBA. | inviteyou tojointhe committee and participatein thishbit of "house-keeping” progress of the
Association.

I would also like to take this opportunity to thank all my fellow officers and members of the Board of Directors for
their support and assistance during the upcoming year.

Sincerely,

Paul H. McDowall
2005-2006 MIPLA President



Committee News

Women in the Legal Profession

(WIPLA) Committee Report
by Lynn Cameron and Gretchen Skarohlid
WIPLA Co-Chairs

WIPLA, theWomen's Committee of MIPLA, hasgotten
off to a great start this year. The committee hosted a
social/networking event held at the offices of Faegre &
Benson LLP on October 4. The next planned event
will be a lunchtime session on the proposed USPTO
rule changes. Date and time are still pending.

Our plansinclude four substantive eventsand at least a
couple of social events distributed throughout the year
until June 2006. Some of our goalsfor thisyear include
increasing participation by in-house counsel and
attorneys outside of downtown Minneapolis, aswell as
an outreach effort toward female IP law students at
the four area law schools.

The WIPLA Random Lunch program provides an
opportunity for female attorneys and/or law students,
who are randomly matched up in small groups every
couple of months, to meet for lunch and get to know
each other in asocial setting. This program is up and
running again under the new leadership of Sandra Epp
Ryan of Merchant & Gould. Please contact her at either
(612) 332-5300 or seppryan@merchant-gould.com for
moreinformation or to join thelist of participants.

We look forward to an exciting year. Please contact us
with any questions or with any suggestionsfor activities
or topics of discussion. Thank you!

Publications & Website

Committee Report
by Eduardo Drake, Committee Chair

Thanksto all those who made thisissue possible. The
committeeisgrateful to al of the contributing members,
and gives special recognition to Brad Forrest of
Schwegman, Lundberg for graciously contributing his
aritcleon Business Method Patents. We are al so deeply
indepted to MSBA staffer Sue Bores for her work in
putting thisissuetogether. The major committee news

is that we continue to make progress, though slow, in
our effort to remodel the MIPLA website. We hopeto
unveil it December or Jaunary.

In closing, the committee notesthat the next New Matter
istenatively slated for March-April timeframe. Further
details will be announced via email. In the meantime,
comments on this issue and ideas or submissions for
the next issue may be submitted via email to
edrake@slwk.com or viatelephone at 612-349-9593.

MIPLA Golf League Update
by Robin Sannes and Gary Speier

FORE FUN: The MIPLA Golf
L eague completed its second golf
season this fall at the Como Park
Golf Coursein Saint Paul. A block
of tee times starting at 4:56 p.m.
wasreserved on Monday evenings
for our league from mid May until
late August. Last year there were
27 players, and this year there
were 25 players.

The purpose of the MIPLA Golf League isto provide
another opportunity to socialize with other MIPLA
members in an informal environment. If you are
interesting in joining the MIPLA Golf League, please
watch for ane-mail in April 2006 or contact either Robin
Sannes (rsannes@iplmgroup.com) or Gary Speier
(gspeier@slwk.com) this spring. Depending upon the
level of interest this spring, we may changethelocation
to a northern/western suburb.

We are looking forward to another fun season!



Business M ethod Patents - Dealing With Rejection

by Bradley Forrest of Schwegman Lundberg Wobessner & Kluth PA

Business method patents have been routinely rejected
by the US Patent and Trademark Office over the last
few years. Allowance rates as low as 12% have been
published. That is about to change. This article
describes the mechanisms by which such patent
applications have been rejected, how to deal with such
rejections, and why it isbelieved that the allowancerate
will soon significantly increase.

A simpledefinition of abusinessmethodisoffered. "A
patent application that appearsto claim something rel ated
to the way business is conducted, as opposed to
inventionsthat arerelated to classical technology.” Such
patent applications have drawn public criticism, and
responses from the USPTO that have resulted in
examinersand supervisorsbeing reluctant to alow them.

One reason for the low alowance rate is the second
pair of eyes requirement prior to allowing a case.
Examinershave perceived thisreview as confrontational
and many timesresulting in rejection. They have been
hesitant to move cases forward. Just as the rest of the
patent office appears to be implementing the second
pair of eyes review, the art unit examining business
methods is moving away from it toward a conference
with the examiner, the supervisor, and another examiner.
It is viewed as much less confrontational and likely to
increase allowance levels.

Examiners have used many rejections that are
reminiscent of the early software rejections to reject
business method patent claims. One particularly vexing
rejectionisthe "rolling 102/103" rejection. Art will be
cited against the claims, and when overcome, new art
will becited in anon-final rejection. This process may
repeat, and roll on for many years, leading to overall
loss of patent term. One suggestion for dealing with
these types of rejections is to file a request for pre-
apped brief conference, along with the notice of appeal
for every rejection after the first regjection. This will
stem the bleeding away of the patent term, and
experience is showing, give the patentee afair review.
Of course, the extreme measure is to file a writ of
mandamus to require the patent office to perform their
examination dutiesproperly. | suggest waiting until near
retirement for this course of action.

Another regjection of businessmethod patentsisreferred
to as the "not part of the technological art” rejection
under 35 USC 101. A set of guidelinesissued by TC
2100inApril of 2005 isentitled a"8101 Help Guide". It
guided examiners to determine whether all stepsin a
claim be done by a person as a mental step or using
pencil and paper. If so, the claim is said to be directed
to abstract idea, and not tied to atechnological art which
would result in auseful, concrete and tangible resullt.

An easy way to overcome such arejection is to make
sure at least one element positively recites a computer.
Thisisusually not a problem, but one must make sure
that acomputer isrequired to perform such an element
inevery practical implementation of the businessmethod.

A recent expanded appeal board precedential decision,
In re Lundgren, indicated that this is an improper
rejection. Lundgren claimed amethod of compensating
amanager based on absolute and rel ative performance.
No computer wasrequired to perform the method. The
board found that therewas no basisfor thetechnol ogical
arts rejection, and since the claim provided a useful,
concrete and tangible result, the claim was statutory.

Within aweek of thisdecision, on October 26, 2005, the
USPTO posted interim guidelines for the examination
of patent applicationsfor patent subject matter eigibility.
http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/
preognotice/guidelines101 20051026.pdf. The
guidelinesprovideafairly clear framework for claiming
business methods in a statutory manner. Judicial
exceptionsto subject matter are set forth - abstract idea,
law of nature, or natural phenomenon. These
exceptions, standing alone are not patentable. However,
claimsthat recite such ajudicial exception are patentable
if a practical application is claimed. A practical
applicationisfurther defined assomething that physically
transforms an article or physical object, "or" otherwise
produces a useful, concrete and tangible result.

If one cannot find the transformation in the claim, a
determination of whether the claim produces a useful,
concrete and tangible result should be made. The
guidelines make clear that it is the final result of the



claim that is at issue, not whether each element of the
claim provides such aresullt.

Theterm"useful" isdescribed as something having utility.
Utility is a requirement of every patent application,
although rarely an issue in the predictable arts. The
basic requirement is that the utility be specific,
substantial and credible asdescribed in MPEP2107. A
"tangible" result is described as reciting more than one
of thejudicia exceptions - abstract idea, law of nature,
or natural phenomenon. It also produces a real world
result, and is the opposite of abstract. Okay, that was
real helpful, but we don't see that as being used often
for arejection, as afinal number representative of the
value of multiple accounts was found to be a tangible
result in State Street.

Finally, the guidelines attempt to describe a" concrete"
result as substantially repeatable and the opposite of
unpredictable. This appears to relate more to the
enablement requirement than anything else. Enablement
in computer implemented inventions and other business
methods in general has not been a problem in the past,
and is not anticipated to be problematic going forward.

Theguidelines also make clear that it does not matter if
ahuman performs some or al of the steps of a method
claim, or whether any of the steps can be performed in
the human mind. They reiterate that the test iswhether
the claim as awhole produces a practically application
- aphysical transformation, or a useful, concrete and
tangibleresult.

If oneof thejudicia exceptionsisclaimed, alongwitha
practical application, a fina hurdle is that the claim
cannot preempt every substantial practical application.
To rgject aclaim using thisfinal hurdle, the "examiner
must identify the abstraction, law of nature or natural
phenomenon and explain why the claim covers every
substantial practical application thereof."

The US Supreme Court may soon have a say in the
matter patentable subject matter. They have agreed to
hear a case (Laboratory Corporation of Americal
Holdings, DBA LabCorp v. Metabolite Laboratories,
Inc., et al.) that involves several issues, one of whichis
whether a claim can cover a step of a claim that is
performed in the mind. The Supreme Court requested
the advice of the United States (USPTO) asto whether

claim 13 of USPatent No. 4,940,685 is"invalid because
one cannot patent 'laws of nature, natural phenomena,
and abstract ideas." The US Amicus Curiae brief on
the petition for write or certiorari mirrored the reasoning
of the interim guidelines. The US indicated that the
issue was not considered by the lower courts, and that
such an important issue should be decided based on a
full record wheretheissuewas properly raised, litigated
and decided below.

Claim 13 recites: "A method for detecting thedeficiency
of cobalamin or folate in warm-blooded animals
comprising the steps of: Assaying a body fluid for an
elevated level of total homocysteine; and correlating an
elevated level of total homocysteine in said body fluid
with adeficiency of cobalaminor folate." The petitioner
indicates that the claim as interpreted prevents
"...doctors from even thinking about a basic medical
fact..." Thereislittlesupportif any intheir petition for
why this makes the claim unpatentable. The petition
does set forth several other grounds for cert, including
stating a conflict within panels of the CAFC regarding
inducement of infringement. GiventheUS position that
the issue is not fully developed, and the clear lack of
any lower court discussions of issues of subject matter
patentability, it is unlikely that the US Supreme Court
would decide the case on that issue.

Conclusion:

Business method patents are more likely to be allowed
inview of theinterim guidelines. Patent examinersnow
have some clear guidance on how to examine business
method patents and other patents that appear to have
claimsfdlingwithinthejudicia exceptions. If apractica
applicationis present, asevidenced by finding auseful,
concrete and tangible result of the entire claim, and the
claim does not preempt all substantial applications, it
should befound statutory. Theguidelines, whileinterim
and not binding, appear to be based on the same
reasoning as the US Amicus Curiae brief in the
Metabolite case, as well as consistent with In re
Lundgren. Thus, examiners would be well advised to
follow them. In addition, the business method art unit
has implemented a more examiner friendly review
process, which should lead to lessreluctance to allowing
business method patents.



The ABA Section of Business L aw

|ntellectual Property Desk Book Project

Professor Sharon Sandeen, Director of the Intellectual Property Law Program at Hamline University School
of Law, is working on an |P Deskbook Project for the Intellectual Property Committee of the Business Law
Section of the ABA and is looking for one or more Twin Cities based attorneys to write chapters of the book.

Below is a memorandum that explains the project. Interested volunteers should contact Professor Sandeen at
either (651) 523-2762 or ssandeen@gw.hamline.edu.

MEMO TO: Interested Members of the |IP Committee

FROM: Sharon K. Sandeen, Co-Chair of 1P Desk Book Working Group
Associate Professor of Law
Hamline University School of Law

DATE: October 14, 2005
RE: Proposed Topics and Draft Introduction

At the meeting of the Intellectual Property Desk Book Working Group held in Chicago in August of this year, the
purpose of an Intellectual Property Desk Book was explained and potential areas of coveragewereidentified. Inthis
memorandum, | set forth my recollection of that meeting asabasisfor advancing this project to thedrafting stage. To
begin the drafting process, | present adraft "Preface” asaway of documenting the intent behind the |P Desk Book.
After you have had an opportunity to review what follows, your suggested changes and additionswould be very much
appreciated.

DRAFT PREFACE:

The purpose of the Intellectual Property Desk Book is to ook beyond the basic principles of intellectual property
law and examine the myriad waysthat intellectual property issues arise in the business context. Itisthe culmination
of an effort initiated by the Intellectual Property Committee of the Business Section of the American Bar Association
and reflects the work of numerous Business Section members.

In the Intellectual Property Desk Book you will find a collection of articles by practicing attorneys and academics
ontopicssuch asintellectual property representations and warranties, security interestsinintellectual property, estate
planning for intellectual property owners and the protection of intellectual property rightsin outsourcing transactions.
The goal of each chapter isto identify the key intellectual property issues that business attorneys should consider in
the course of their work on various transactional matters and to discuss potential traps for the unwary.

While the Intellectual Property Desk Book contains a general discussion of applicable law, because the analysis of
intellectual property law isvery fact intensiveit focuses more on identifying issues than on explaining the intricacies
of thelaw. To assist lawyersin conducting a more fact-driven analysis of the identified legal issues, the Desk Book
includesabibliography of articlesand books on the subject of intellectual property law that members of the Business
Section have found useful.



PROPOSED CHAPTERS:

9.

10.

Oncewe havefinalized theforegoing list of proposed chapters, we can begin toidentify individualswho arewillingto
spearhead the preparation of each chapter. Rather than starting from scratch, it isanticipated that wewill rely heavily
on materials that have been prepared in conjunction with recent Business Section presentations. As drafts of the
various chapters are prepared, | am hoping that a common format will emerge and that all chapters can be edited to

Intellectual Property Issues for Business Start-ups

Security Interestsin Intellectual Property

TheLicensing of Intellectual Property Rights

Antitrust Concerns

Related to the Licensing of Intellectual Property Rights
Related to Mergers and Acquisitions

Intellectual Property and Pre-Bankruptcy Planning
Protecting Intellectual Property in Outsourcing Transactions
Estate Planning for the Intellectual Property Owner
Intellectual Property Representations and Warranties

Employment Policies

Other?

conform to that format.

PROPOSED DEADLINES:

Assuming that we want to complete adraft of the Desk Book before the Business Section Spring Meeting scheduled

for April 6 through April 9, 2006, | propose the following deadlines:

October 31, 2005:

December 15, 2005:

January 15, 2006:
February 28, 2006:

March 2006:

Finalize chapter topicsand identify all authors

and formatting.

up for review by at the Spring Meeting.

First drafts of chapters to be submitted to Sharon Sandeen for review, suggested changes

Suggested changes/additions to drafts due to authors.
Second drafts of chapters to be submitted to Sharon Sandeen.

Further review/editing of chapters, cite checking, formatting, etc.... in order to prepare mock



L aw School News

PCT Symposium 2006
The Patent Cooperation Treaty and the International Patent System

Saturday, February 11, 2006
9:00am. - 6:00 p.m.
Where: William Mitchell College of Law, 875 Summit Avenue, St. Paul, Minnesota 55105
Cost: $100for practitioners; $20 for non-William Mitchell students
CLE Credits. 6.75 Standard (Minnesotaand Wisconsin)

For more information and registration go to: www.wmitchell.edu/lectures or call Meg Daniel at (651) 290-6425

Description:

William Mitchell College of Law is partnering with the World Intellectual Property Organization and the executive
director of the Office of the PCT, Jay Erstling, for this one-day intellectual property conference to examinetherole
that the PCT playsasatool for obtai ning patent rightsworldwide allowing acompany the ability to better leverageits
intellectual assets.

Sponsored by Minneapolislaw firm Fredrikson & Byron, the symposiumwill feature six international speakersincluding
representatives from the Office of the PCT, European Patent Office, U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, Japan
Patent AttorneysAssociation, and Shanghai Patent and Trademark Law Office. Ten additional patent law practitioners
from around the world will join the symposium as commentators.

A pre-conferenceretreat isalso being offered in northern Minnesota at the Rainbow Resort in Waubun, Minnesotaon
February 8-10.

left to right: SIPLA Officers Jim Rieke, Jacie Sortel, Ben Tramm, and Andrew Michaelson

TheWilliam Mitchell College of Law Student Intellectual Property Law Association, Office of Career Development,
and Office of Alumni Relations wish to thank all the Law Firms and Lawyerswho attended our recent "Meet the |IP
Employers' event.



Minnesota | nventor s Congress

Greetings from the Minnesota I nventors Congress (MIC).

What does an independent inventor; economic development and consumer protection have
in common? The Minnesota Inventors Congress!

Through an appropriation from the MinnesotaL egislature and the Minnesota Department of
Employment and Economic Development, the MIC office is once again able to guide the
independent inventor through the product devel opment process, by referring themtoreliable
resources. Most independent inventors have no knowledge of how to take that first step, let alone have a Research
and Development Department behind them. Throughout its 48 years, the MIC has promoted the fact that new ideas
and products lead to new markets and how new markets create jobs. We were promoting ‘economic development’
long before it became acatch phrase. The noviceinventor isnot aware of how many marketing firms there are that
targets them specifically because of their emotional connection to their idea.

Our two major programs are:

1) The Minnesota Inventors Congress Annual Expo. Since 1958, this event has been held in Redwood Falls; where
inventors can showcase their product before the general public, attend seminars and network with consultants and
other inventors. The oldest annual invention convention is proud of thefact that MIPLA has been aresource partner
for 48 years. Thank you to all of you that have volunteered your time and expertise over the years. The next event
isscheduled for June 9-11, 2006.

2) The year round Inventors Resource Center. Since 1986, we have provided guidance to the independent inventor.
A typical day involves contact with someonelooking for aspecific manufacturer or acompany that will sponsor their
idea. After afew questions, it becomes obvious that what they really need is Inventing 101. Many have been
targeted by invention promotion firms or they have called one and don't know what to do next. No matter wherethey
are in the process we can direct them to the appropriate resources. No government agency or private business is
designed to carry them through from the beginning to the end. We provide technical assistance on what stepsto take,
theorder to takethemin and when spending money, who to spend it with. Our definition of Inventing 101: Documenting
and protecting their intellectual property, conducting aneutral product evaluation to determineif thereisamarket for
their idea, conducting apreliminary patent search and helping them understand the importance of being an educated
inventor working with a patent attorney will help them create the most solid patent application.

Asaprofessional, your timeis very valuable and my goal is to share with you alittle about what we do and let you
know that we would welcome referrals from inventors who just don't know what to do after they come up with that
great idea.

Best regards,

Deb Hess

Executive Director

Minnesota I nventors Congress
507.637.2344 Cell/office
mic@inventhel per.org
www.inventhel per.org
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Srategic Uses of M eans-Plus-Function Claims

by Eduardo Drake of Schwegman Lundberg Woessner & Kluth PA

In the kingdom of patents, means-plus-function and step-plus-function claims (collectively M PF claims) are second-
classcitizens. Being an underdog myself, I've always had a soft spot in my heart for other underdogs, whether they
live down the hall, down under, or down deep in abox of patent-making tools. Witnessthat some prolific and astute
corporate patent filersin Americahave policies discouraging or forbidding use of MPF claims. Such policiessignal,
at least to me, alikely under-appreciation for the strategic power of this claim type, and a corresponding need to
trumpet the beauty of an arguably endangered species. So, | offer thefollowing list of 17 strategic usesto awaken the
zealotsamong usto view MPF claims, not as dusty relics of aby-gone era, but astop-drawer, strategic toolswith the
immediate potential to add significant value to our work as patent makers and advocates:

1.

2.

10.

Use in independent claims to obtain broad U.S. coverage based on broad disclosure.
Useinindependent claimsto obtain broad international protection, particularly in EP applications.

Usein independent claimsto bolster case that other non-means claim elements (with functional language)
are not subject to 35 USC 112P6 by virtue of claim differentiation doctrine.

Usein dependent claims to drive broad interpretation of elements in independent claims based on doctrine
of claim differentiation.

a. Thedevice of claim X, wherein the rotator comprises means for rotating.

b. Themethod of claimY, wherein coagulating comprises a step for coagulating.

Useto reducerisk of non-infringement rulings in summary judgment motions based on factual questions of
equivalents under 35 USC 112P6.

Use as a hedge against loss of doctrine of equivalents, since 112P6 guarantees that M PF elements will
have some scope of equivalents even if narrowed during prosecution.

Use for alternate coverage of synergistic aspects of an invention that stem from cooperation of multiple
elements. For example, if components A, B, C cooperate to reduce a surface temperature of a
microprocessor to room temperature, recite "means for reducing operating temperature of the processor to
room temperature.” This approach may have value in chemical context.

Use to secure apparatus claims based on intended use or to secure apparatus claims based on new use.

Useto mitigaterisk of publicly dedicating disclosed, but unclaimed subject matter; particularly with dense
specifications.

Useto enhance likelihood of recovering pre-issuance damages based on publication under 35 USC 154

(d)(2).

Use as awrapper for overly broad structural elements to gain broad non-means coverage; for example,
means, including first and second rigid orthogonal structures, for supporting ashelf.

11



12. Useto bolster depth and effectiveness of provisional applications.
a. MPFs can outline and succinctly describe the invention.
b. MPFsimplicitly organize material, such asrelated patents, that may include alternative corresponding
structure for recited functions.
¢. Any claimswould act as hedge against any foreign resistanceto recognizing U.S. provisionals asbonafide
patent applications.

13. Use as hedge against invalidity, since M PF claims might be the last claims standing.

14. Useto add uncertainty to claim scope that may not only help with negotiations and deterrence effect, but also
drive up infringer's cost of analysis.

15. Use after identification of allowable subject matter to reduce potential for estoppel (based on arguing issue of

equivalents.)
16. Useinlinking claimsto reduce need for divisional filings.
17. Useto overcome omission of specific claimed element from original drawings.

For helping me grow thislist toitscurrent length, | thank my colleagues at Schwegman L undberg and membersof the
lowalntellectual Property Law Association towhom | spokeonthistopic. Lastly, | inviteyou to contact meviaemail
at edrake@slwk.com or viatelephone at 612-349-9593 with your thoughts and comments on other uses of the MPF
format.

NEW MINNEAPOLIS INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY LAW FIRM

Curtis Hamre, Michael Schumann, Douglas Mueller and James Larson are pleased to announce the formation of
Hamre, Schumann, Mueller & Larson PC. (HSML) in Minneapolis, Minnesota. All four attorneys were formerly
with Merchant & Gould P.C. in Minneapolis, where Mr. Hamre, Mr. Schumann and Mr. Mueller were partners and
Mr. Larson wasan associate. Joining HSML asattorneys are Kristina Foudray, formerly an associate with Merchant
& Gould, and Dwight Holmbo.

HSML representsclientsin all aspects of intellectual property including U.S. and international patent and trademark
prosecution; reexaminationsand interferences; patent novelty, infringement and validity opinions; trademark searches,
trademark registrability and use opinions, trademark oppositionsand cancellations; trademark infringement opinions;
copyrights; Internet law; | P acquisition and licensing; and counseling clientswith respect to | P portfolio management
and business strategies.
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JOHN A. CLIFFORD JOINS
INTERNATIONAL TRADEMARK ASSOCIATION'S PANEL OF NEUTRALS

John A. Clifford of intellectua property law firm Merchant & Gould has been appointed to the
International Trademark Association's (INTA) Panel of Neutrals.

The Panel of Neutralsis part of INTA's Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) Program. The
Panel isaselect group of highly qualified individuals with experience in trademark matters that
help partiesresolvetrademark and unfair competition disputeswithout litigation. Cliffordisonly

the third Minnesotan to serve on the Panel of Neutrals.

New Maembers

David JBovitz

2706 Humboldt Av S#101
Minneapolis, MN 55408
(612) 868-7778
dbovitz@wmitchell.edu

Andrew Budish

2538 NE Howard St
Minneapolis, MN 55418
(952) 215-4683
abudish@wmitchell.edu

Kirk A Cesari

6809 XerxesAv S
Richfield, MN 55423
(952) 250-2113
kirk.a.cesari @seagate.com

Brian R Dorn

Merchant & Gould PC

80 SEighth St #3200
Minneapolis, MN 55402-2215
(612) 766-6025

Fax: (612) 332-9081
bdorn@merchant-gould.com

Shelley RGilliss

RobinsKaplan Miller & Ciresi LLP
800 LaSalle Av #2800

Minneapolis, MN 55402-2015
(612) 349-8401

Fax: (612) 339-4181
srgilliss@rkmce.com

Garen Jens Gotfredson

Merchant & Gould PC

80 SEighth St #3200

Minneapolis, MN 55402-2215
(612) 332-5300

Fax: (612) 332-9081
ggotfredson@merchant-gould.com

Joseph P Kendrick

Fogg & Associates LLC
10 SFifth St #1000
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 332-4720

Fax: (612) 332-4731
kendrick@fogglaw.com

Brett Klein

108 Arabian Ct
Jordan, MN 55352
(952) 492-5518
bklein@wmitchdl.edu

Matthew R Kyle

425 Comstock Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55447
matthewrkyle@gmail.com

Amy JLazniarz

1300 Yde Pl #226
Minneapolis, MN 55403
(612) 338-7238
dazniarz@wmitchell.edu
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Andrew B Michaelson
318 W Colvill St

Cannon Falls, MN 55009
(612) 306-1145

amichagl son@wmitchell.edu

Michagl S Sherrill

Sherrill Law Offices PLLC
4756 Banning Av #212

White Bear Lake, MN 55110
(651) 426-2400

Fax: (651) 426-2322
michagls@sherrilllaw.com

Paul Trescony

11648 Oakview Ct

Champlin, MN 55316

(763) 323-4965

paul .trescony @medtronic.com

Jeffrey D Wilford

1257 Brandlwood Rd

White Bear Lake, MN 55110
(651) 336-5438
jwilford@wmitchell.edu



Application for Member ship/Address Change

Please Check:
d Address Change
d Application for Member ship

Name

Business Address
or

Home Address

Business Telephone

Fax

Home Telephone

E-mail Address

1. Class of Membership U Active U Student/Graduate
2. Are you admitted to practice US PTO? 0 Yes 0 No

3. Are you admitted to the bar? 0 Yes 0 No
State(s)

4. Are you actively engaged in practice of U Yes 0 No
intellectual property law?

5. Are you amember in good standing of U Yes 0 No
of the Minnesota State Bar Association?

6. For Student/Graduate membership:

Law school and year of graduation.

Annual duesin the amount of:
O $100 Active Member 0$10 Student
U $50 Active Member (from January 1 thru June 30)

Return to: Minnesota State Bar A ssociation,
Attn: MIPLA Administrator,
600 Nicollet Mall, Suite 380, Minneapolis, MN 55402.
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