TTAB Roundtable - A Dialogue about TTAB Processing Time 
November 1, 2011; 12:45 pm – 4:00 pm

USPTO Madison South Auditorium
12:45 – 1:00
Welcoming Remarks by Deputy Under Secretary and Deputy Director Teresa Stanek Rea

1:00 – 1:25
Discussion of existing TTAB performance measures; context for further discussion
(Chief Administrative Judge Gerard Rogers, Managing Interlocutory Attorney Cindy Greenbaum)

1.      What are the existing pendency measures utilized by the Office to measure pendency of matters at the Board?  What does each such measure capture?  What types of Board activities or cases may be overlooked by existing measures?  Would it be useful to develop new measures for reporting on such activities or cases?
1:25 – 2:15
Discussion of contrasts between Board and District Courts; stipulated extensions and suspensions; advantages or disadvantages offered by Board litigation schedules

(Assembled panel)

2.      How do the Board’s proceedings differ, in processing time and scheduling of litigation related activities, from the Federal district courts?  Do stakeholders find existing Board litigation schedules to provide more flexibility and require a lesser commitment of resources than district court proceedings and, if so, are these desirable advantages in an alternative forum to district court?  Should the Board continue granting automatically approved extensions and suspensions to accommodate settlement discussions when filed on consent of the parties?  Should restrictions be placed on the length of, or number of, available extensions or suspensions, notwithstanding agreement of the parties?  
2:15 – 2:30
BREAK

2:30 – 3:45
Discussion of motion practice, including suspension for certain motions; timing of motions; Board’s sanctioning authority; limitations or restrictions on motion practice; opportunities for saving time

(Assembled panel)
3.      Should the Board explore amendment of the rules to make suspension for certain motions a case by case determination, rather than mandatory?  Should the Office explore rulemaking that would provide the Board greater powers to sanction parties, or are the potential satellite litigation costs regarding motions for sanctions not worth the potential benefits?
4.      What opportunities exist for savings of time and resources in motion practice?  Should certain types of motions be limited or excluded from Board practice?  Should leave of the Board be required before particular motions may be filed?  Should the filing of various types of motions be more limited as to time for filing?  Summary judgment motions result in few judgments dismissing or sustaining entire cases.  Should their availability be limited based on the nature of the claims or defenses, or their filing be limited to certain times within a proceeding?  Should a party moving for summary judgment on the eve of trial be required to agree that the motion may instead be considered as an opening ACR brief, so that the adverse party may elect to respond and seek judgment as to the entire case?
3:45 – 4:00
Open discussion of related issues, future opportunities to dialogue


(Assembled Panel)
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