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n June 2, 2014, the United States Supreme Court made it more difficult
for plaintiffs with poorly written or vague patents to win patent
infringement suits. This is a victory for defendants faced with the
challenge and litigation costs of defending patent infringement suits.

Because defendants have a stronger hand defending patent infringement suits,
innovative companies must take more care in drafting their patents.

In Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc. (Nautilus), the Supreme Court
expanded the ability of district courts to invalidate patents for being unclear or
vague. The Supreme Court replaced the previous “insolubly ambiguous” standard
with a new standard. The Nautilus decision held that a patent is invalid for
indefiniteness if the claims, read in light of the description and the prosecution
history, fail to inform those skilled in the art with reasonable certainty about the
scope of the invention. The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) is
adopting this standard as part of the examination process. Therefore, we should
see an increase in the rejection of claims in pending patent applications due to
indefiniteness.

What is a Vague Patent?
A vague patent is one that includes claims that are unclear to a person working

in the technology of the claimed invention. The claims of a patent define the
invention. Therefore, the claims must be clear enough to allow a person skilled in
the same field of technology as the patent to determine what the language of the
claims mean. Courts generally look to the specification and the drawings of a
patent as well as its prosecution history to determine whether the claims are
sufficiently clear. The requirement that claims must be clear or definite is
articulated in 35 U.S.C. § 112(b), which states that “[t]he specification shall
conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming
the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention.”

The claim at issue in Nautilus was directed to an invention that measures a
user’s heart rate on exercise equipment. The invention included a pair of
electrodes (sensors) placed on a handlebar of exercise equipment (such as a
treadmill). The sensors were to be placed such that each of the sensors was in
contact with a portion of the user’s hand when using the equipment. In describing
the spacing of the sensors, the patent claim used the terminology “spaced
relationship.” The Court of Appeals (Federal Circuit) held that those words were
not vague. The Court inferred from the patent that the spacing of the sensors was
at most the distance from one end of a user’s hand to the other. Using this
inference, the Court decided that the “spaced relationship” language was clear or
definite enough for those persons skilled in the field of designing heart-monitoring
sensors to understand the meaning of this term.

The Supreme Court did not agree. In a unanimous decision, the Supreme Court
overturned the “insolubly ambiguous” standard previously used by the Federal
Circuit. The Supreme Court reasoned that use of this lower standard allowed
patents to be granted containing claims a knowledgeable person in the art could
not understand to determine the scope of the invention. The Supreme Court
reasoned that vague patents discourage innovation by creating anxiety in
designers and developers that their products would infringe vaguely defined
patents interpreted in an overly broad manner.

The Supreme Court introduced a new higher standard for indefiniteness to
remedy this perceived problem. After Nautilus, a patent is invalid if it fails to
inform, with reasonable certainty, those skilled in the art about the scope of the
invention. It will take some time to understand how district courts are going to
apply this new indefiniteness standard. However, we are fairly certain that district
court judges will require better written and clearer patent claims with more
detailed support in the specification. For example, if the specification of the patent
at issue in Nautilus had defined an optimal spacing distance, a range of optimal
spacing distances or even a method for determining the optimal spacing
distance, then the claim limitation “spaced relationship” probably would not have
been considered too vague. If a specification fails to provide any guidance as to
the scope of a claimed feature, a district court may likely find that the
specification, drawings and claims do not inform, with reasonable certainty, one
skilled in the art about the scope of the claimed feature and hold that the patent is
invalid.

What Does This Case Mean for Your Business?
The ruling in the Nautilus case should prompt a review of your patent portfolio

to make sure your patents are not vague and unclear. If you think you have some
vague patents, you may want to institute a reexamination proceeding on the
patent at issue in order to correct or clarify the patent. We recommend that you
take action quickly if you determine that you have a vague patent; time limits do
exist for instituting certain types of proceedings.

Alternatively, if any continuation applications exist or can still be filed, you may

O
New Supreme Court Ruling Kills Vague Patents

by Ketan Vakil, Partner, and Joseph Teleoglou, Associate, Snell & Wilmer

want to rewrite the claims or draft new claims in the continuation application to
better define the scope of the invention. Other strategies can also be
implemented to protect your patents and minimize the risk of having your patents
ruled invalid.

How Do You Minimize Your Risk of Producing Vague Patents?
To reduce the risk of producing vague patents, companies should consider

having a skilled patent attorney perform a thorough review of all of your patents
and patent applications to ensure that the claim language is clear and supported
by the specification. If the patent attorney determines that a potential problem
may exist, several procedures may be available to correct the unclear patent
application or granted patent.

For a patent application, amendments to the claims and/or the specification are
available to clarify the scope of the patent application. This is a fairly easy
solution to remedy an indefinite claim feature. For example, if alternate clearer
terminology is present in specification, the claims can be amended to clarify and
better define the scope of the claims.

For a granted patent, the process is more complicated and expensive. One way
to correct the language in a granted patent is to start a reissue proceeding. A risk
of a reissue proceeding is that the original granted patent must be surrendered
and a new examination process started. If filed within two (2) years, the reissue
proceeding may allow the claims to be broadened, resulting in claims that are
broader and clearer.

If the original application or patent is not properly written or detailed enough to
produce a clearly drafted claim, a continuation-in-part application (CIP) may be
an option. A CIP allows for the addition of information not contained in the original
pending application. The CIP can add sufficient detail to the specification to
explain or describe the previously submitted indefinite claim language. One
drawback of filing a CIP is that the priority date of the claims including the
additional information will be the filing date of the CIP, not the filing date of the
original pending application. However, the priority date of the claims that do not
include the additional information will maintain the filing date of the original
pending application.

Conclusion
The higher standard for indefiniteness articulated in Nautilus will significantly

impact both pending patent applications and granted patents. Moving forward, it
is very important to ensure that pending patent applications and granted patents
are well drafted so that the claims are sufficiently clear and all the claim elements
have sufficient support in the specification.

If you are responsible for the patent portfolio at your company, you should
ensure that your company’s patents are drafted with claims that are clear enough
to avoid being deemed indefinite. In patent litigation, both plaintiff’s and
defendant’s counsel should carefully study the patent at issue and determine
whether the claims of the patent are vague or unclear to better advise their
respective clients.

Ketan Vakil
Ketan Vakil is a partner and co-leader of the firm’s

Intellectual Property and Technology practice group. Vakil’s
practice is concentrated in intellectual property protection,
litigation, counseling, and licensing including the
procurement and litigation of patents, trademarks,
copyrights and trade secrets. He has significant experience
in preparing and prosecuting patents and trademarks,
evaluating prior art for patentability, infringement and
validity, preparing infringement and validity opinions, and
counseling clients on intellectual property strategies, development, licensing
and infringement. Reach Vakil at 714.427.7405 or kvakil@swlaw.com.

Joseph Teleoglou
Joseph Teleoglou’s practice is concentrated in intellectual

property. He is registered with the United States Patent and
Trademark Office and has experience preparing and
prosecuting patent applications in a variety of industries,
including electronic and mechanical devices, as well as
software and business methods. Reach Teleoglou at
714.427.5247 or jteleoglou@swlaw.com.
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ast year, the Leahy–Smith America Invents Act (“AIA”) significantly
changed the rules for obtaining a patent. The AIA has been called “one of
the most significant legislative reforms to the patent system in our Nation’s
history,” and for good reason.1 The AIA provided many updates, but

perhaps the most important change relates to when to file a patent application.
Companies that take the time to understand the updates could possibly obtain a
business advantage.

First-to-File wins.
Under the old system, inventors were not incentivized to disclose their invention

until the product was fully developed and ready for market. However, on March 16,
2013, the United States followed the lead of many other patent offices around the
world and moved to a first-to-file patent system. This system awards a patent to
the first inventor to file a patent application. The system also may encourage early
filings by large companies with a dedicated budget for Intellectual Property. This
could hurt smaller companies that don’t have the dedicated budget. So, what can
a smaller company do to ensure they are competitive with the big companies? 

File early, and often.
One method to help inventors become the “first-to-file” is to file a provisional

patent application to secure the earliest possible filing date. Provisional patent
applications are generally shorter and less formal than their full-blown, utility
patent counterparts. As the concept is further developed, additional provisional
applications may be filed incorporating the improvements. By continuously filing
new applications that incorporate the improvements, even the most nascent
embodiments have a better chance of being protected. Additionally, the AIA also

L
The Early Bird Gets the Worm: Practical  IP Strategy Post-AIA

by Hani Z. Sayed, Partner, and Ravi Mohan, Associate, Rutan & Tucker LLP

included different fee structures that incentivizes smaller companies to file patents
because the fees are reduced for those entities.

Make inventors aware.
Organizations and in-house counsel can do their part by informing their

inventors about the changes in the law and the significance of early disclosure. To
fast-track the disclosure process, companies could implement invention harvesting
techniques and do monthly check-ins to determine if there are any potentially
patentable improvements. Another technique might be to create a dedicated email
address so that potentially patentable ideas may be monitored by a registered
patent attorney. Nonetheless, the patenting process will be more streamlined if
your patent attorney is engaged as early as possible in the inventive process, and
kept informed regarding any improvements to your company’s offerings.

Indeed, the changes made to the patent laws by the AIA are remarkable.
Companies that take the time to understand the changes will be the best equipped
to take advantage under the new laws.

1http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2012/09/17/patent-reform-celebrating-one-
year-anniversary-america-invents-act

About Rutan & Tucker LLP
Rutan & Tucker has enjoyed a leading role in shaping Orange County and

California businesses and communities, today standing as the largest full-
service business law firm based in Orange County. With approximately 151
attorneys, Rutan & Tucker is well-positioned to meet the legal needs of a broad
range of clients doing business in California and beyond.

Rutan & Tucker represents a broad spectrum of clients, from major

multinational corporations and financial institutions to family-owned businesses
and private individuals; from high-technology and industrial enterprises to
agricultural firms; from real estate developers to governmental agencies,
educational institutions and charities. The firm’s practice extends throughout the
United States and includes both the representation of foreign companies doing
business in the United States and domestic companies engaged in activities
abroad.

Hani Z. Sayed
Hani Z. Sayed is a partner in the Intellectual Property

section of Rutan & Tucker LLP where his practice
emphasizes intellectual property prosecution and
litigation, with particular emphasis on patent, trademark
and copyright prosecution. Mr. Sayed has extensive
experience in IP licensing, development and due
diligence along with analysis and opinion work. Mr.
Sayed has prosecution experience in a wide variety of
technical fields including mechanical, electrical and
software, medical devices, pharmaceuticals, biotech including cellular and
plant technology, and chemical compositions. He can be reached at
hsayed@rutan.com or 714.641.3492.

Ravi Mohan
Ravi Mohan is a registered patent attorney in the firm’s

Intellectual Property Section, where his areas of practice
focus on patent litigation, application and prosecution,
intellectual property due diligence, opinion work and
client counseling for a wide variety of technologies.
Ravi’s biggest asset is his broad understanding of
technology. With a background in electrical engineering,
he is uniquely positioned to communicate and translate
technical concepts into simple English. He can be
reached at rmohan@rutan.com or 714.641.3403.

On March 16, 2013, the United States followed the
lead of many other patent offices around the world
and moved to a first-to-file patent system. This
system awards a patent to the first inventor to file a
patent application. The system also may encourage
early filings by large companies with a dedicated
budget for Intellectual Property. This could hurt
smaller companies that don’t have the dedicated
budget.

Organizations and in-house counsel can do their part
by informing their inventors about the changes in the
law and the significance of early disclosure. To fast-
track the disclosure process, companies could
implement invention harvesting techniques and do
monthly check-ins to determine if there are any
potentially patentable improvements.
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ased on the number of news reports
discussing patent lawsuits, one would think
patent litigation in America is on the rise.
They’re right. According to a public report

by a patent analysis firm, the number of patent
cases has risen dramatically in recent years, from
2,502 in 2009, to 6,088 in 2013. Some of this increase is attributable to the 2011 America
Invents Act, which ended the common practice of naming multiple defendants in a single
case. Post-AIA each defendant must (generally) be named in separate cases. Yet, the AIA
alone does not account for this increase. Between 2012 and 2013 (post-AIA), the number of
patent cases jumped from 5,417 to 6,088 cases, a 12.4 percent increase. And it shows no
sign of slowing down.

This trend has not gone unnoticed by the United States Supreme Court. The Court only
hears 70-80 cases per term. Between 1982 to 2005, the Court decided a total of eight
patent cases. But during this most recent term, the Court heard five separate patent cases.
As of this writing, four of the cases have been decided, and in each case the Court provided
defendants with additional tools to defend against patent infringement claims.

Most recently, the Court decided Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., and Limelight
Networks, Inc. v. Akamai Technologies, Inc, both of which overturned the holdings of the
Federal Circuit, the intermediate court of appeals that hears patent cases. In Nautilus, the
Supreme Court made it slightly easier to invalidate a patent as “indefinite.” Under the
relevant statute, 35 U.S.C. § 112 ¶ 2 (now codified at 35 U.S.C. § 112(b)), a patent’s
“claims” are indefinite if they fail to “particularly point[] out and distinctly claim[] the subject
matter” of the invention. The Federal Circuit’s case law, in turn, held that a claim was
indefinite only if it was “not amenable to construction” or “insolubly ambiguous.” The
Supreme Court found this test too onerous to defendants.

Patents are, as the Court recognized, a grant of a limited monopoly to exploit an
invention. The boundaries of the invention must be clear to allow others in the field to
innovate in areas not covered by the patent. The Court overruled the “insolubly ambiguous”
test for indefiniteness, reasoning that this test is overly permissive of vague patents,
thereby permitting an “innovation-discouraging zone of uncertainty.” Instead, the Court held
that a patent is invalid for indefiniteness if the patent “fails to inform, with reasonable
certainty, those [with experience in the patented area] about the scope of the invention.”
While the ultimate effect of this case remains to be seen, the immediate effect is that patent
defendants faced with allegations of infringing a vague patent can more easily and
forcefully attack the patent and avoid liability. 

While Nautilus addressed whether a patent can be asserted against a defendant,
Limelight addressed whom the patent can be asserted against. In Limelight, the Supreme
Court limited the types of parties who may be found liable for “induced infringement” of
method patents. A method patent is one that claims steps to accomplish a specific task;
e.g., steps “A,” “B,” and “C,” to accomplish “X.” Under the Federal Circuit test, if a defendant
performed steps A and B, and the defendant’s customer performed step C, the defendant
could be liable for induced infringement. The Supreme Court reversed, holding that a
defendant must perform each and every step in order to be found liable. Once again the
Supreme Court gave defendants in patent cases another tool to avoid liability.

Whether a defendant is able to avoid liability is, however, only part of the concern facing
patent litigation defendants. The other aspect, and the most onerous one for companies
involved in patent litigation, is the expense of defending the case. Even perceived
“nuisance” cases can impose substantial attorneys’ fees costs that include: engaging in
discovery, retaining experts, and preparing technical briefing. Several recent articles

B
Supreme Court Adds Tools to a Patent Defendant’s Toolbox

by J. Rick Taché, Shaun Hoting, and Jenny Kim, Greenberg Traurig LLP

estimate that the average cost to take a case
through trial exceeds $4 million. Even in meritless
cases that are dismissed before trial, fees easily
run into the high six figures. While patent law
permits a prevailing defendant to recover its
attorneys’ fees and costs in “exceptional” cases, the

Federal Circuitset a high bar for a case to be considered “exceptional.” Moreover, even if
the trial court believed the case to be exceptional, on appeal the Federal Circuit reviewed
the fee decision without any deference to the trial court. Both of these issues—the standard
for awarding fees and the deference accorded a trial court’s decision—were changed in a
pair of cases the Supreme Court decided this past April: Octane Fitness, LLC v. ICON
Health & Fitness, Inc., and Highmark Inc. v. Allcare Health Management Systems, Inc.

In Octane Fitness, the Court relaxed the standard for a case to be deemed “exceptional.”
Finding the existing standard “unduly rigid,” the Supreme Court held that an “exceptional”
case is “simply one that stands out from others with respect to the substantive strength of a
party’s litigating position . . . or the unreasonable manner in which the case was litigated.” In
the companion case, Highmark, the Court held that the trial court’s decision whether a case
is exceptional is entitled to deference, and will only be overturned if the trial court abused its
discretion in making the decision. Already, these cases are affecting fee awards; multiple
courts, each relying on Octane Fitness, have awarded attorneys’ fees to defendants who
had previously succeeded in fending off a patent plaintiff’s complaint. 

The ultimate effect of these four decisions remains to be seen. Both Nautilus and
Limelight were sent back to the Federal Circuit for further proceedings, and fee awards
based on Octane Fitness have not yet reached the Federal Circuit on appeal. When these
cases arrive, the Federal Circuit will develop further case law interpreting the Supreme
Court’s decisions. The outcomes notwithstanding, the collective result of these four
Supreme Court decisions is to increase significantly the tools available to patent defendants
both during litigation and after successfully defending against such litigation.

J. Rick Taché
J. Rick Taché is the managing shareholder of the

Greenberg Traurig’s Orange County office and co-chair of
the Global Patent Litigation Group. Rick’s practice is
focused on intellectual property law, with an emphasis on
patent, trademark, copyright, and trade secret litigation and
with experience in the medical device, aerospace,
mechanical, software, hardware, Internet, business
methods and various other technologies. Rick can be
reached at 949.732.6600 or tacher@gtlaw.com.

Shaun A. Hoting
Shaun A. Hoting is an associate in Greenberg Traurig’s

Orange County office and focuses his practice on
intellectual property and commercial litigation. Shaun’s
practice includes litigation matters related to patents,
copyrights, trademarks, securities, and white collar defense
and his cases involve technologies as diverse as software,
cellular telephones and waterpark attractions. Shaun can
be reached at 949.732.6587 or hotings@gtlaw.com.

Jenny S. Kim
Jenny S. Kim is an associate in Greenberg Traurig’s

Orange County office and focuses her practice on
intellectual property litigation. Jenny can be reached at
949.732.6811 or kimje@gtlaw.com.

About Greenberg Traurig LLP
Greenberg Traurig, LLP is an international, multi-practice law firm with

approximately 1750 attorneys serving clients from 36 offices in the United
States, Latin America, Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. The firm is among
the “Power Elite” in the 2014 BTI Client Relationship Scorecard report, which
assesses the nature and strength of law firms' client relationships. For
additional information, please visit www.gtlaw.com.
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n the ongoing Apple v. Samsung litigation,
Apple won a $1 billion jury verdict against
Samsung. The verdict was largely based on
Apple’s design patents for the iPhone. Though

the amount was reduced after appeal, it currently
stands at a still respectable $930 million. Granted,
few companies have as much at stake as Apple does in this case, but it
illustrates the powerful protection that can be obtained with design patents.
Design patents are an essential part of an overall patent strategy.

A design patent protects the ornamental design of an article or product. This
can include the product’s configuration, shape and/or surface ornamentation.
Design patents do not cover structural or utilitarian features.

I
Design Patents, an Essential Part of Your IP Protection Strategy

by Brent M. Dougal, Partner, Knobbe Martens

Many different types of products
and aspects of products can be
protected by design patents. Not only
can you obtain protection for
consumer goods like sun glasses,
bicycles and shoes, but you can also
get design protection for products as
diverse as medical devices and
electronic user interfaces.

Design patents offer a quick and
relatively inexpensive avenue for
obtaining patent protection. Design
patents are generally less expensive
than utility patents to obtain and have
no maintenance fees. They have a
high allowance rate and generally
issue more quickly than utility
patents. For example, in 2013 the
average time from filing until
issuance was 14.4 months for design
patents. This is in contrast to the
current average pendency of 38
months for utility patents. Expedited
examination can result in issuance of
a design patent in as fast as three to
four months. Once a design
application is on file, the product can
be labeled as “patent pending.” Like
utility patents, the product is
“patented” once the design patent
issues.

Design patents can be very useful in stopping
others from making or selling knockoffs or
products with a substantially similar design.
Conversely, design patents offer limited to no
protection for the basic idea or function of the
product. This is the domain of utility patents. A
strategic combination of utility and design patents

can create robust protection for a company’s products, and more options for
enforcing its intellectual property rights against others.

Design, as a means to stand apart from the competition, is playing an ever
increasing role in today’s economy. Design patents can play an important role
in protecting innovative products and keeping competitors at bay, whether they
are used alone or in combination with other components of a strategic
intellectual property portfolio.

Brent M. Dougal
Brent M. Dougal is a partner in

the Orange County office of
Knobbe Martens, where he is
chair of the Design Patent
Practice Group. Dougal’s practice
emphasizes strategic patent
protection, clearance and due
diligence. A registered patent
attorney, he focuses primarily in
the mechanical and medical
device fields, but also has an
extensive design patent practice
covering a broad spectrum of
industries. Dougal’s clients range
from individual inventors and
start-ups to publicly traded
companies. He can be reached at
949.760.0404 or
brent.dougal@knobbe.com.
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ish & Tsang LLP is an intellectual property law firm. On the surface, the
firm’s partners and associates deal with patents, trademarks, trade secrets
and similar tools of the trade. It is a full-service IP firm that
provides prosecution, litigation, licensing and portfolio

development for clients with domestic and/or international needs.
But dig a little deeper and you discover a law practice far different

from most other law firms. We asked Fish & Tsang partners Bob Fish
and Mei Tsang just why, and how, the firm fills such a unique space
in the Orange County legal landscape.

Q. Intellectual property seems to be fairly clear-cut – attorneys
help clients apply for patents, preserve trademarks and protect
trade secrets. How does Fish & Tsang use these tactics so differently?

A. Bob Fish, founding partner: I think you can sum it up best by saying that we
are very creative in our approach to intellectual property law. Yes, we deal with

F

Fish & Tsang Deliver IP Services With Expertise, 
Creativity and, Yes, Humor

patents, trademarks and the like, but our approach is more like internal counsel
working on behalf of the client to achieve both short-term and long-term goals. We

always want to know why: Why do you want to get a patent or a
trademark? We strategize with the client to get IP assets that match
their goals. We don’t stop once we secure a patent – we look at the
different uses and applications of the invention. We look at new areas
of profitability and places to gain market share. It’s a much broader,
more strategic approach. And it pays dividends to the clients. 

A. Mei Tsang, partner: Another big difference stems from how we
manage our staff. Yes, we have billable work like most firms, but we
reward and value our team of attorneys and paralegals for far more
than the hours they work. They are encouraged to form strong and

trusting client relationships – regardless of whether or not the additional efforts
relate to time we bill. We all have a passion to teach and we educate our clients
about the processes so they know why we are doing something. We also are
honest with our clients. We may turn away work or tell someone to come back later
because we don’t think something will fly or they are just not ready. We always put
our clients’ best interests first. This not only makes our clients comfortable with us,
it makes our attorneys more fulfilled, happier employees. They do better work for
our clients. They know we care about them professionally and personally.

Q. A visit to your office in Irvine is quite an experience, it’s definitely not the
usual law office. Tell me how your culture of creativity came about – and
why?

A. Fish: I guess I’m the original culprit. Our claim to fame is our creativity. Sure,
we have all the scientific and academic degrees that IP attorneys have. But we also
have a creative bent and have fun while we practice law. Because of this, we tend
to come up with dozens of new ideas for our clients during brainstorming sessions
that they haven’t thought of – or even thought to ask for. As far as the visual side of
our office, we have “patent artwork”
showcased on our walls, we have a
patent board game that our clients enjoy
(no, Monopoly doesn’t have to worry, it’s
not that good!), we have an easy-to-use
international guide book on IP terms
called The Rainbow Book, and, of
course, my comic strip, The Patent
Beast, which I’ve been doing for seven
years. When we laugh at ourselves, it
takes the edge off the daily challenges
we face in IP law. And when I see faces
light up in the conference room, and
laughter in the offices, I know we are on
the right track.

Q. Understanding that Fish & Tsang
is steeped in creativity, what do
clients typically experience?

A. Tsang: When prospective clients
come here, our goal is always the same:
to help them make their dreams come
true. We are very people oriented in all
that we do. Clients are warmly welcomed
by our people and they quickly discover
that their F&T team is dedicated to
helping and educating them. Our field of
intellectual property is very complicated,
which is why we make sure our clients clearly understand their decisions so they
can strategically make correct decisions for their business. 

Beyond the warmth, which is our hallmark, we also are proud of our IP
DiagnosticsSM overview, which we conduct to determine just what, if anything,
should be protected. If we determine there is sufficient value in their intellectual
property, we analyze what types of IP assets should be procured and then map out
a strategy for this, including future value. True, this is process-oriented, but we are
here to listen and be part of their team. 

The truth is, IP is an investment, not just a cost center, and to truly maximize the
investment you need the right team. Our people are inspired each and every day
by our clients and their creations. Perhaps this is why our tagline, Making Dreams
Come True, is so much more than just words. Our expertise, creativity and strategy
yield what our clients require. As a result, we do make their dreams come true. And
if you ask our employees, you’ll find their dreams are coming true, too.

About Fish & Tsang LLP
Robert (Bob) Fish and Mei (May) Tsang are partners at Fish & Tsang LLP, a

premier Southern California full-service intellectual property (IP) law firm
providing strategic services of only the highest caliber to help make clients’
dreams come true. Founded in 2007, the firm represents inventors,
entrepreneurs, investors, startups and multi-billion-dollar Fortune 500
companies through all aspects of the IP process, including patents,
trademarks, copyrights and trade secrets, as well as litigation and licensing.
For more information, visit www.FishIPLaw.com or call 949.943.8300. 

Fish & Tsang LLP Partners Robert Fish and
Mei Tsang
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