
2016-2745, 2017-1057

United States Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit 

 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND BIOTECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE, 

Appellant,

v.

PRESENS PRECISION SENSING GMBH,

Cross-Appellant.

Appeals from the United States Patent and Trademark Office,
Patent Trial and Appeal Board in Reexamination No. 95/000,615

OPENING BRIEF FOR APPELLANT
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND BIOTECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE

_____________________________________

René A. Vazquez
SINERGIA TECHNOLOGY LAW GROUP, PLLC
18296 St. Georges Ct.
Leesburg, VA 20176
rvazquez@sinergialaw.com
(571) 353-1520

Counsel for Appellant 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
BIOTECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE

January 9, 2017

COUNSEL PRESS, LLC (888) 277-3259

Case: 16-2745      Document: 16     Page: 1     Filed: 01/09/2017

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

schmik
Typewritten Text
NeoChord v. Univ of Maryland
            IPR2016-00208
     NeoChord Exhibit 1021

https://www.docketalarm.com/


i

CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST

Counsel for Appellant certifies the following:

1. The full name of the party represented by me is: University of 

Maryland Biotechnology Institute (“UMBI”).

2. The names of the real parties in interest are: (a) University of 

Maryland Baltimore County (“UMBC”); and (b) Sartorius Stedim Biotech GmbH.

3. Parent corporations and publicly held companies that own 10% or 

more of stock in the party represented by me: UMBI and UMBC are part of the 

University of Maryland system.

4. The names of all law firms and the partners or associates that 

appeared for the party or amicus now represented by me in the trial court or agency 

or are expected to appear in this court (and who have not or will not enter an 

appearance in this case) are: None.
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