NORTHERN HSTRICT OF 1!
(}/\@\\’ : __FILED
O\\G\ IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 0CT 2.0 2008
O FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
_ ﬁ;!;mw.s.msmcrml
IN RE DIPPIN’ DOTS, INC,, MDL DOCKET NO. 1411 - ooes
PATENT LITIGATION

CIVIL ACTION FILE NO.
3:96-CV-1959-X (TX)
1:01-CV-262-TWT (GA)

VERDICT

PATENT INVALIDITY

1.  Were any sales of cryogenically frozen ice cream by Curt Jones before
March 6, 1988 prior art?

V"/ Yes.

No.

2. Ave claims of the ‘156 patent invalid as obvious?

l//-‘ Yes.

L~ All
Claims

No.
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ANTITRUST CLAIMS

7.  Did Curt Jones or Warren Schickli make mistépresentations or
omissions that violated their duty of candor, that were material to the
issuance of the patent, and that were made with the intent to deceive
the Patent Office?

l/ Yes.
No.

8.  Have the Defendants shown that the relevant market is the
manufacture and sale of eryogenically frozen pieces of ice cream in
the United States?

v Yes.
No.

9.  Did the Plamtiffs possess {sempictopossesa] monopoly power in the
relevant market?

- Yes.
) No.

10. Did the Plamtffs willfolly acquire or maintain [attempt teacquire-or
meintwiss] monopoly power through restrictive or exclusionary
conduct?

L Yes.
No.

11. Did the Plaintiffs* conduct occur or affect interstate commerce?

- / Yes.

No.
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FRAUD ON THE PATENT OFFICE

Did Curt Jones make a misrepresentation or omission that violated the
duty of candor to the Patent Office?

/ Yes.

No.

Did Warren Schickli make a misrepresentation or omission that
violated the duty of candor to the Patent Office?

" Yes.
: No.

Were the misrepresentations or omissions material to the issnance of
the patent?

sl Yes.
No.

Were the misrepresentations or omisgions made with the intent to
deceive the Patent Office?

j/ Yes.

No.
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12.  Did the Plaintiffs’ monopolization [atemmicertnencpotiec] the
relevant market directly and proximately cause damage to the business

or property of the Defendants?
I/ Yes.
No.

13.  The actual damages of Defendants Mini Melts Inc. f/k/a Frosty Bites,
Inc. are § ég e Y\f_'_> :

T

14. The actual dgnagcs of Defendaqt Frosty Bites Distribution are
[

$ howv e
_\_ ry

This S0 day of October, 2003,

FOREPERSON
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