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May You 
Always Invent
Are you aware that May is National Inventors Month? Yes, an entire month 
is devoted to honoring the men and women behind the novel ideas that have 
transformed our world. Of course, if you’re an inventor, every month is Inventors 
Month. Inventing is an ongoing process, a part of who you are. Everywhere you 
look, you observe opportunities for solving problems that make our lives easier, 
often imagining ideas that have never been conceived.

In Time Tested, Inventors Digest takes a look at just a few of the inventors who 
have made lasting contributions to humanity. Where would we be without the 
printing press, automobiles, penicillin, the World Wide Web, sewing machines, 
the electric furnace, airplanes and cell phones? Martin Cooper, I’m sure, could 
not have imagined when he made the first call on a portable cell phone in 1973 
that by 2016 more than two billion people worldwide would own smartphones. 
Oddly enough, there are more mobile devices on the planet than people.

Mothers Day also happens to fall in May, so this month we also pay tribute to 
inventor moms—women who have solved problems that many moms face during 
their daily routines. Angelique Warner needed to nurse her baby while she was 
tending other children and invented Nurse ’N Go. Linsey Ebuen was worried about 
her infant daughter scratching herself with her long fingernails when she came 
up with the ultimate coverup: a new take on mittens. When Lisa Pinnell found it 
difficult to take a toddler and an infant to the grocery store at the same time and 
still fill a cart with groceries, she designed a grocery cart hammock to hold a baby.

These women are not simply inventors, however, they’re successful mompreneurs. 
What you’ll note as you read “Ready to Sell” is the variety of marketing methods the 
women employed to start and develop flourishing businesses. No matter how great 
your product, if it’s not marketed properly, you won’t be successful. From children’s 
expos to the Web to social media, these women discovered the best marketing 
vehicles to reach their particular markets.

If you haven’t reached the marketing stage but have an idea for a product that 
you are ready to manufacture, you know how difficult sourcing can be. Locating a 
manufacturer with the right equipment at the right price can be a time-consuming 
and frustrating process. Finding a manufacturer in the United States is even more 
problematic. Maker’s Row to the rescue. The startup, based in Brooklyn, N.Y., 
connects product developers with American manufacturers. The brainchild of 
Matthew Burnett and Tanya Menendez, Maker’s Row is a Web-based service that 
can be particularly valuable for emerging brands. 

What do Flash Gordon, a turkey carcass and a calf ’s eye have to do with LASIK 
surgery? Find out when you read about Dr. James Wynne and his colleagues, 
who invented excimer laser surgery. The team found that an excimer laser could 
be used to create clean cuts in tissue without causing collateral damage to the 
surrounding tissue, which led to the somewhat miraculous sight-correcting 
procedure. Imagine how difficult it would be to test a laser that cuts plastic on 
your own skin. Even Flash Gordon would be impressed.

—Cama
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T A K E  A C T I O N  A T  S A V E T H E I N V E N T O R . C O M

America has been on the cutting edge of innovation for over 200 years because of a strong patent system. 
 If Congress passes harmful patent legislation, it  will  devalue the system that has helped turn America’s 
best thinking into our nation’s #1 export. That will  mean fewer new ideas brought to market, fewer jobs 
and a weaker economy. We can’t maintain our global competitive edge by undercutting our greatest asset.

BROUGHT TO YOU BY THE INNOVATION ALLIANCE
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Bright Ideas
Compiled by Eleanor Merrell

What if you could control all of the lights in your home using your 
smart phone? What if your lights knew when you were about to 
come home? What if you never again had to fiddle with dimmer 
switches or timers? Thanks to emberlight, a smart socket created 
by Atif Noori of San Francisco, you don’t have to wonder anymore. 

Emberlight is a smart socket that is compatible with all dimable 
bulbs, including halogens and LEDs. Just screw your current 
lightbulb into the emberlight base, then configure the WiFi con-
nection via your smart phone. Taking advantage of Android or 
iOS technologies, emberlight owners can control lights and set 
timers within their homes using Bluetooth, or from anywhere in 
the world using WiFi. 

Emberlight can even rec-
ognize when you and your 
phone are approaching the 
house and turn on selected 
lights, meaning you’ll nev-
er need to come home to 
a dark house again. Have 
you ever wished you could 
group your dimable lights 
together, controlling user-
created sets with just one 
button? Emberlight can do 
that, too. Finally, emberlight 
users can program their lights to 
gradually brighten as they awake, creat-
ing the ultimate morning experience.

Emberlight is shipping now in a variety 
of packages, starting at $49.

emberlight
SMART LIGHTING MADE EASY
emberlight.co
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QuietOn
COMFORTABLE QUIET
quieton.com

The amount of time you spend asleep affects 
your mood, your health, your productivity and, 
generally, your entire outlook on life. Unfortu-
nately, there are many obstacles that threaten to 
block light sleepers from the rest they need. QuietOn is 
the noise-cancelling answer to light sleepers’ restless nights.

QuietOn is a product that blocks sound, including lower 
frequency sounds that often defy earplugs. In fact, QuietOn 
provides the same quality noise cancellation as over-the-ear 
headphones but does so with far less material. The earplugs 
fit comfortably in wearers’ ears so that they can be worn in-
conspicuously while allowing ease of rest on a pillow. Not 
only can QuietOn be worn to improve sleep, but it can also 
be used to improve concentration in noisy environments or 
reduce the stress that can accompany boisterous situations.

The QuietOn case, which is portable and sleek, doubles as 
a charging unit. QuietOn powers on immediately after being 
disconnected from the charging unit and relies on batteries 
that can last up to 50 hours between charges.

QuietOn ships in June and is available in packages start-
ing at $130. All packages include at least two QuietOn tips, 
one for larger ears and one for smaller ears.

In less than 30 minutes, you can make and assemble your very 
own 3D scanner, the CowTech Ciclop. The CowTech Ciclop fea-
tures a scan volume of 200 millimeters wide by 205 millimeters 
high, requires only two to eight minutes to scan an object and 
produces scans with up to .5 millimeter precision.

Print Ciclop’s plastic parts on your own 3D printer, in any color 
or resolution, and assemble the printer. Then, place the object 
you want to replicate on the 200-millimeter acrylic turntable and 
start scanning. The turntable rotates as line lasers flash, tracing 
the object’s outline. The Ciclop’s camera then takes over, produc-
ing hundreds of thousands of points in space. These points are 
stitched together, in effect replicating the object. 

Before deciding to purchase CowTech Ciclop, know that the 
technology does not yet support the exportation of .STL files, 
which are generally the most compatible with 3D printers. Cow-
Tech does, however, have a number of recommendations for 
programs that can bridge the gap between the files produced by 
the scanner and the format needed by printers.

The CowTech Ciclop is available on Kickstarter for $99. It be-
gins shipping this month. 

CowTech Ciclop
OPEN SOURCE 3D SCANNER

cowtechengineering.com
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Sometimes it’s just not possible to avoid using disposable 
tableware, such as at fast-food restaurants or large family 
outings. With landfills growing larger and larger, however, 
Sarah Munir came up with a solution to plastic spoons that 
should appeal to even the most discriminating picnic plan-
ner: edible cutlery.

Munir has created a line of spoons made from rice, wheat 
and sorghum flours. The spoons contain no high-fructose corn 
syrup, no preservatives and are 100 percent organic. What’s 
more, they’re available in a variety of flavors, including sugar, 
ginger-cinnamon, ginger-garlic, cumin, celery, black pepper, 
mint-ginger and carrot-beetroot. 

Munir eventually hopes to add all manner of tableware, in-
cluding cups and plates, to her line, as well as to offer a wider 
variety of flavors. The products are not only edible but are also 
entirely biodegradable, which means that even if you are not 
in the mood to eat your spoon, you can rest assured that it 
will not take up space or poison the Earth in a distant landfill.

Edible cutlery is shipping now. A pack of 100 spoons in 
assorted flavors can be ordered from Kickstarter for $10.

Edible Tableware
CREATIVE SOLUTIONS 

TO EXCESS WASTE
bakeys.com

BRIXO Building Blocks
WHIMSY MEETS PRAC TICALIT Y
getbrixo.com 

Although this product may look like LEGOs, it is so much more 
than plastic blocks.

BRIXO was created for designers, engineers, architects, devel-
opers or anyone with an active mind and a curious disposition. 
BRIXO can be used for whimsical purposes (creating a sound-
activated treat dispenser), practical purposes (transforming your 
home into a smart house), educational purposes (teaching your 
child about electrical circuits) or design purposes (building a 
small-scale prototype of your next invention).

BRIXO is comprised of three different types of bricks: a trig-
ger block, a connector block and an action block. Trigger blocks 
set an action in motion in response to sound, light and other 
blocks—or almost anything if you have enough technical knowl-
edge. Action blocks are outfitted with LED lights and motors, 
enabling them to move, spin and light up once triggered. Con-
nector blocks connect the trigger blocks to the action blocks, 
funneling electricity among them. BRIXO is also equipped with 
a Bluetooth sensor that enables you to wirelessly connect your 
phone to your building blocks, thereby setting them in motion 
with the touch of a button.

BRIXO ships October 2016. The standard kit includes one bat-
tery case, one motor block, 53 blocks of varying size, two LED 
lights, one light switch, one sound switch and one proximity 
switch. Prices begin at $35.

BRIGHT IDEAS   

“Be alone, that is the secret of invention; 
be alone, that is when ideas are born.” 

—nikola tesla
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TIME TESTED

GAME CHANGERS
THE MEN WHOSE IDEAS SHAPED THE MODERN WORLD

BY ELEANOR MERRELL

In the spirit of National Inventors Month,  
Inventors Digest takes a look at a few major innovators  

whose ideas shaped the modern world. 

Karl Benz, Gottlieb Daimler
and Wilhelm Maybach
AUTOMOBILE

Like many inventions, the creation of the automo-
bile was a group effort, as inventors who spanned 
across time and place built on the ideas of those who 
came before them. However, officially, the credit os-
cillates between Karl Benz and partners Gottlieb 
Daimler and Willhelm Maybach.

On January 29, 1886, both Benz and Daimler’s 
team filed for patents for two different versions 
of gasoline-powered automobiles. Benz’s version 
(German Patent No. 37,435) had three wheels, an 
integrated chassis and an internal combustion en-
gine. Daimler and Maybach’s version (U.S. Patent No. 
349,983), on the other hand, featured four wheels, a 
gear-shift system and a high-speed engine. While 
both inventors made important contributions to the 
gas-powered automobile, Benz’s prototype ultimately 
incorporated more features that can be found in au-
tomobiles today. As a result, he is frequently credited 
with the birth of the modern automobile.

Benz’s wife, Bertha, played a critical role in popu-
larizing the automobile, which, amazingly, was slow 
to catch on. In 1888, Bertha snuck her husband’s au-
tomobile and her two teenage sons out of the house 
and drove from Mannheim to Pforzheim, a distance 
of 66 miles. Bertha’s road trip publicized the poten-
tial of automobiles and generated the much-needed 
interest for Benz to increase production.

Wilhelm Maybach

Gottlieb DaimlerKarl Benz with his wife, Bertha Benz, 
in a Benz Victoria, model 1894.
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Sir Tim Berners-Lee
WORLD WIDE WEB

In 1989, Tim Berners-Lee quietly changed the world when he came up 
with the idea for the World Wide Web. While working at the European 
Organization for Nuclear Research in 1980, Berners-Lee created a pro-
gram called Enquire that, using hypertext, enabled him to store infor-
mation regarding fellow researchers and their scientific works. Through 
his experience with Enquire, Berners-Lee realized the potential of a 
technology that could link information across computers, regardless of 
those computers’ softwares, so, in 1989, he submitted a formal proposal 
to CERN to realize his idea. CERN responded slowly and unenthusiasti-
cally, prompting Berners-Lee to proceed independently. 

By the mid-1990s, the World Wide Web was not only up and running 
but was also widely used. To ensure that the Web remained both free 
and public, Berners-Lee founded a consortium to govern web activity. 
It continues today.

Martin Cooper
CELL PHONE

Reginald Fessenden made the first wireless phone call in 
1900 using radio waves sent from one tower to another. 
Forty-seven years later, William Rae Young, an engineer 
working for AT&T, suggested that radio towers could be 
rearranged to enable a telephone network that would al-
low calls to be passed among towers as callers changed 
locations. More than 25 years later, while engineers at 
AT&T worked to transform Young’s ideas into the first car 
phones, Martin Cooper, who was working for Motorola, 
built the first portable cell phone. What the first call made 
on a cellular phone reveals about Cooper is that he was 
a rascally fellow. In April of 1973, Cooper took his new 
invention to the streets of New York City and publicly 
called Joel Engel, who was directing AT&T’s cellular pro-
gram. Cooper was careful to inform Engel of the means 
by which he was calling him.
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Alexander Fleming
PENICILLIN

In the autumn of 1928, Alexander Fleming discovered one of medicine’s 
first antibiotics: penicillin. Fleming, who worked at St. Mary’s Hospital 
in London, entered his lab after a summer vacation to find mold rather 
than a bacteria called Staphylococcus aureus growing in some of his pe-
tri dishes. Intrigued, Fleming placed a dish under his microscope and 
learned that a substance excreted by the mold prevented the growth of 
the bacteria. Fleming identified this substance as penicillin and pub-
lished his findings with the recommendation that researchers attempt to 
isolate the penicillin and further investigate its therapeutic applications.

Research directed by Howard Florey and Ernst Chain continued at 
Oxford University for more than 10 years. Finally, in 1941, penicillin 
was injected into a human for the first time with incredible results. Thus 
began the era of antibiotics.
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Sir William Siemens
ELECTRIC FURNACE
The electric furnace was first demonstrated by Sir William Siemens at 
the Paris Exposition in 1879. Siemens used carbon electrodes to create 
an electric arc over crucibles containing iron. The arc was able to reach 
over 2,800 degrees Fahrenheit, which is the temperature at which iron 
melts. Siemens’ contraption could liquify one pound of iron in an hour.

Many industries, including transportation, chemical and food-pro-
cessing, owe their efficiency, if not their existence, to Siemens’ initial 
foray into electric furnaces. 

Johannes Gutenberg
PRINTING PRESS
Gutenberg’s name is synonymous with the printing press, although the first 
movable type was created by Bi Sheng in the 11th century. Sheng used baked 
clay to create movable characters, and a mixture of wax, resin and ashes to cre-
ate ink. Over time, movable type technologies could be found across China, as 
well as in Korea and Japan. These technologies appeared in a variety of forms 
with different materials comprising the ink and characters.

Four centuries after Sheng created the first movable type, Johannes Guten-
berg, a German goldsmith, expanded on Sheng’s invention, creating the first 
device that could allow for the mass production of books and documents. Un-
like the Asian movable types, Gutenberg’s technology included a mechanism 
that automatically stamped the press’s characters onto paper. As a result of 
Gutenberg’s efforts, literacy rates across Europe spiked, and information be-
came exponentially more accessible.

Elias Howe, Jr.
SEWING MACHINE

In 1844, Elias Howe, Jr. created a working prototype of a practical sew-
ing machine. Howe’s machine relied on a feature called a lockstitch, 
which was created by a needle pushing through fabric to form a loop 
on the needle’s opposite side. A shuttle then inserted a second piece of 
thread into the loop, forming the lockstitch. Howe patented his inven-
tion in 1845, then scheduled a host of demonstrations in America, hop-
ing to show the utility of mechanised sewing and arouse interest in his 
machine. Unfortunately for Howe, tailors across the country remained 
skeptical and he remained profitless.

Howe briefly tried his luck in Europe but returned to the United States 
empy-handed. Upon his arrival, he learned that his sewing machine was 
now widely used, yet he had not been compensated. Another inventor, 
Isaac Singer, had created a sewing machine in which the needle moved 
up and down, rather than side to side as did Howe’s. It was also powered 
by a foot treadle rather than a hand crank. Ultimately, Singer’s model, not 
Howe’s, caught the interest of the textile industry. Because Singer’s device 
relied on the lockstitch method designed by Howe, however, it infringed 
on Howe’s patent, causing Singer to lose a protracted lawsuit in 1854. 
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Wilbur and Orville Wright
AIRPLANE
Brothers Wilbur and Orville Wright became household 
names when, on December 17, 1903, they became the 
first individuals to fly an airplane. Emerging from a mod-
est background, the brothers received very little scientific 
training but were autodidactic, and, Orville especially, had 
a natural curiosity and knack for mechanics. The brothers 
jointly operated two businesses: a printing company and a 
a bicycle repair and manufacturing shop. These businesses 
not only supported the brothers’ day-to-day expenses but 
also were lucrative enough to fund their efforts to invent a 
flying machine.

In the 1890s, the brothers perused as much research as 
they could access to get a sense of what was working and 
what was not working in the aeronautical field. Based on 

their readings, the brothers identified the primary problems 
with the machines previously built: propulsion, wings, bal-
ance and control. Gradually, the brothers addressed these 
flaws, building the Wright Kite in 1899 and three gliders 
from 1900 to 1902. With each new iteration of their vision, 
the brothers carefully recorded and evaluated test flight data 
that they then incorporated into their next designs. By 1903, 
the Wright brothers had designed, built and flown the first 
controllable, powered airplane.

The brothers applied for a patent in 1902, when they began 
to believe that they had made significant advancements in the 
aeronautical field. In 1906, the brothers received U.S. Patent 
No. 821,393 for their 1902 glider, which was a crude draft of 
their 1903 airplane. 
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It’s hard to imagine how expensive and inconvenient 
running an office might be without a machine to make in-
stant copies. At a cost of 4 cents each, copies are a bargain. 

Pretend that you are a young office worker in 1958. Your boss 
tells you he needs a copy of an important legal document. You 
run out to Staples. Wait, there is no Staples. Okay, you run out 
to the local Photostat® service. The clerk puts the document on 
a copy board and copies its image photographically. Because 
the image is passed through a reversing prism, it appears for-
ward reading on the photo paper. The exposed paper must then 
be developed and fixed using wet chemicals. Finally, since the 
process yields white printing on a black background, if you 
want black printing on a white background, you need to take a 
photostat of your photostat, then develop and fix it. The cost of 
making the copy today would be about $12. 

SOME OF THE BEST IDEAS ARE 
THE HARDEST SELLS
BY JACK LANDER

Patience and 
Persistence

LANDER ZONE

Dry Run
Luckily, Chester Carlson set out to invent a copy process that 
developed a dry print on ordinary paper. By education, Carlson 
was a physicist, who worked at the Bell Telephone Company for 
a few years, first as a researcher and later as an assistant to the 
company’s patent attorney. All was well until he was fired for 
working with a few other Bell employees outside the office to 
develop their own business.

He then found a job at the electronics firm P. R. Mallory Com-
pany, known these days as Duracell, and attended night school at 
New York University. Within three years, Carlson had earned a 
degree in law as a patent attorney. 

Carlson was promoted to a managerial position within Mal-
lory’s patent office, where he observed first-hand how impracti-
cal the copying process was. Although Carlson patented some of 
the 400 ideas he kept in his inventor notebook, his main interest 
was practical copying. Carlson developed a dry duplicating pro-
cess, which he named electrophotography. The process can be 
explained simply:

A 1920 Commercial Camera 
Company advertisement for 
Photostat in American Machinist.

A replica of Chester Carlson’s  
original Xerox copier.
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1. An insulated plate, kept in total darkness, is charged with static 
electricity. 

2. The plate is exposed to the image of the item to be copied. The 
light falling on the plate discharges the white areas on the im-
age. The black print area, which is not exposed to light, retains 
its charge on the plate.

3. A fine carbon powder mix is dusted over the surface and sticks 
to the dark areas that are still holding the electrostatic charge.

4. A piece of plain paper is electrostatically charged with the po-
larity opposite the plate charge, and the carbon dust transfers 
to and adheres to the paper.

5. The paper is heated to set the carbon mix, which includes a bit 
of powdered resin. The resin melts and “glues” the carbon to 
the paper. A copy is born.

Pitching the Process
Carlson’s crude model certainly was not the Xerox® machine we 
know today, but he did receive U.S. Patent No. 2,297,691 in 1942 
for “Electrophotography” and set about finding a company to 
develop a machine based on his process. The road was long and 
difficult, partly because the copying process seemed too chal-
lenging to automate. Carlson spent several years pitching his 
process to more than 20 companies, including IBM, and was 
turned down by every one. 

Carlson’s luck changed when a man named Russell Dayton 
visited the company where Carlson worked at the time. Day-
ton was ecstatic about the prospects of Carlson’s invention and 
pitched it to his company, Battelle Memorial Institute, which de-
cided to undertake developing Carlson’s idea. Once again, how-
ever, product development dragged.

Finally, in 1948, the Model A copier was announced. It in-
volved 39 steps, mostly manual, to make a copy. The Ford Mo-
tor Company began buying the large, awkward, semi-automatic 
machines to make masters for lithographic printing machines, 
which saved Ford a great deal of money and time.

Buoyed by the success of the sales of Model A, a program for 
streamlining the process progressed, and, in 1959, Model 914, 
the first practical Xerox® machine for offices, was released. The 
leap from Carlson’s crude manual demonstration prototype to 
a 30-page-per-minute copier is nothing less than a miracle of 
engineering. Even modern-day laser printers employ substan-
tially the same process as their Xerox® predecessor, but instead of 

creating a camera-like photo image of the item to be copied, a 
laser scanning system is employed.

Carlson is to copying what Edison is to the light bulb and Bell 
is to the telephone, yet few people are aware of his name. Carlson 
died in 1968 at age 62 before knowing of the massive success of 
personal printers or that a 30-sheet-per-minute electrophotog-
raphy-based printer, like the Brother HL-L2300D, could be pur-
chased for under $100. 

Lessons Learned
So, what lessons can we learn from Chester Carlson? 

1. Complicated inventions based on unknown processes 
are tough sells. For reasons that had nothing to do with 
electrophotography, Carlson was ready to give up when he 
met Russell Dayton. Think long and hard before taking on 
complex inventions and remember Mark Twain’s advice: “It’s 
easier to stay out than to get out.” (Twain invested in an au-
tomated typesetting machine, lost a substantial fortune and 
had to move his family to Europe to escape his creditors.)  

2. Patience and persistence are essential qualities once you 
have perfected the basics of your invention. Rejection is 
difficult for most inventors, but smart failure is a natural part 
of the ongoing invention process. Finding the balance be-
tween persistence and retreat is not easy, but only a damned 
fool risks losing everything, including his beloved spouse, due 
to fatalistic heroism.

3. Quantity improves the odds. Each time we pitch an inven-
tion and are rejected, we learn a bit more about how to present 
our invention to the next person. But we must create the future 
for those folks who don’t have the imagination to foresee it.  
     IBM rejected Carlson’s process, no doubt, because the com-
pany’s marketing team couldn’t grasp the immense potential 
of a dry, plain-paper copier. Carlson may have convinced IBM 
if he had surveyed the potential users of the eventual Model 
914 first, quoted their responses in a sell sheet and then esti-
mated the number of 914 copiers that would be sold and the 
revenue produced. 

Selling is an intimate associate of inventing, and you don’t have 
to be a carnival pitchman to practice it. As the legendary salesman 
Elmer Wheeler urged, “Don’t sell the steak. Sell the sizzle.” 

Jack Lander, a near legend in the inventing 
community, has been writing for Inventors Digest 
for 19 years. His latest book is Marketing Your 
Invention–A Complete Guide to Licensing, 
Producing and Selling Your Invention. You can 
reach him at jack@Inventor-mentor.com.

IBM rejected Carlson’s process, no doubt, 
because the company’s marketing team 
couldn’t grasp the immense potential of 
a dry, plain-paper copier.  
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MARKETING TIPS

Ready
  to Sell
MARKETING STRATEGIES FOR 
MOMPRENEURS BY DON DEBELAK
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ABOVE: Linsey Ebuen invented goumimitts when she couldn’t find 
mittens that would keep her infant daughter from scratching herself.

RIGHT: Lili Yeo and Linsey Ebuen, the co-founders of  goumikids, 
poise with their children Iliana , Ariana,  Maliya and Kaiya.

Babies and young children are sources of 
inspiration for a growing number of innovative 
moms. While baby boutiques, sales representa-
tives and trade shows remain marketing main-
stays, social media connections have made it 
possible to turn a popular product into an in-
stant commercial success. The three women in 
the following story used a variety of marketing 
strategies to introduce their products and cre-
ate successful businesses. 

Mighty (Tiny) Mittens

L insey Ebuen worried about her new baby scratching 
herself with her long fingernails and had trouble find-
ing mittens that would stay on her baby’s busy hands. 

Ebuen decided to create her own solution and spent several 
years working on a design for baby mittens. 

A project manager for Intel at the time, with no product de-
velopment experience, Ebuen wasn’t sure how to introduce her 
invention to the market. Luckily, Ebuen’s friend Lili Yeo worked 
in the women’s sportswear and footwear division at Nike and 
knew a great deal about commercializing products. The two de-
cided to form a partnership, and in 2011, founded goumikids.

The company has since expanded its product line and, in 
addition to goumimitts, offers hats, boots and goumijamms. 
The goumikids division, which includes all retail products, 
has tripled its sales each year since 2011, with annual sales 
now well over $500,000. 

Alternate Plans
Yeo’s outsourcing experience proved beneficial in finalizing the 
mitten design and arranging production. The two women wanted 
to manufacture in the United States but found they couldn’t get 
the prices low enough to be competitive in the market, so they 
resorted to overseas production. 

Ebuen and Yeo’s original plan was to attend the industry’s 
leading trade show, the ABC Kids Expo, in 2011, but their ini-
tial shipment wasn’t delivered on time. So, they switched to plan 
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B, selling direct to baby boutiques. Ebuen went door-to-door, 
samples in hand, to every baby boutique in the Beaverton, Ore., 
area. After she experienced a 100 percent buy rate, the partners 
couldn’t wait to expand their market.

Reveling in Retail
Yeo talked to several sales representatives, but the reps, who 
generally won’t carry a product unless they can make a com-
mission of at least $5,000 to $10,000 a year, weren’t interested 
in a one-line company. The partners decided, instead, to make 
sales kits that included information about the product, high-
lights of the company’s sales efforts to date (with an emphasis 
on stores that were carrying the product) and an offer to send 
a sample to any store interested in carrying the product. Ebuen 
and Yeo then sent these kits to baby product retailers that they 
had identified via local phone directories and Internet searches. 

Retailers started to buy as soon as they got their hands on 
a sample. By the time the 2012 ABC Kids Expo came around, 
goumikids had more than 100 retail customers. Success breeds 
success, and with a firm customer base, the company had no 
problem convincing new retailers to take on the product line.

Working the Web
With their mittens now in stores, the women had to determine 
whether they should sell the product on the company website. 
With the understanding that retailers don’t like their suppliers 
selling their products on the Internet below the retail price, to 
get nationwide coverage, goumikids opted to sell online at re-
tail. As a result, the store locator is the most frequently visited 
page on the site. 

The company also launched an aggressive public relations 
campaign to support its sales efforts. Yeo and Ebuen hired a 
PR firm recommended by an industry contact to send out press 
releases and photographs to facilitate company exposure. Yeo 
doesn’t know how much impact the press releases had, but she 
feels the publicity was instrumental in promoting site visits and 
landing retailers. The goumikids site now lists 40 websites or 
magazines that have covered the goumikids product line.

Success breeds success, and with a 
firm customer base, the company had 
no problem convincing new retailers 
to take on the product line.
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Lisa Pinnell, inventor of the Binxy Baby Shopping Cart Hammock, 
relaxes at the beach with her family. 

A Swinging Success

L isa Pinnell is a young mom whose success is large-
ly due to social media. Her company, Binxy Baby, 
started selling the first commercial version of her 

product—an infant hammock for use in grocery carts—in 
2014. Binxy Baby experienced sales of $250,000 in 2015, 
and Pinnell expects to double or even triple sales in 2016. 

To date, most of the sales have been made on the company’s 
website, which Pinnell promotes on Facebook, Instagram and 
Pinterest. As is typical for most inventors, Pinnell’s path to 
market was fraught with hiccups before her social media 
strategy took hold. 

Making Space
In September 2008, after her second child was born, Pinnell 
learned that taking a young child and an infant to the gro-
cery store at the same time was impossible. The baby’s car-
rier needed to be set in the grocery cart, and the older child 
had to sit in the cart’s safety seat, which left no room for 
groceries. Pinnell came to the conclusion that a baby ham-
mock that hung across the shopping cart was the solution.

Pinnell borrowed a shopping cart and started experi-
menting with product design. She could only work when 
her children slept, so the project took longer than expected. 
Two years after she started, Pinnell had a viable product. 

Once she had a design in mind, Pinnell hired a seamstress 
to produce two prototypes and applied for a provisional pat-
ent. She then invited friends from her church to test the 
product. Pinnell was encouraged by the positive comments 
and made a few improvements based on consumer feedback.

American manufacturing proved too expensive, so Pinnell 
decided to hire a sourcing agent and explore opportuni-
ties in China. After two years of sending samples back and 
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forth from China to the United States, Pinnell placed her first 
order for delivery in the fall of 2014. 

Pin It
Pinnell’s unanticipated marketing plan started when she placed 
a photo of the product on her Facebook site. One of her friends 
pinned the picture to Pinterest with a reference to Pinnell’s 

Facebook site. From there, interest grew rapidly. Moms who 
knew moms loved the picture of the baby in the hammock. Sud-
denly, more and more moms were looking at the photograph.

Pinnell was not equipped for the amount of traffic she re-
ceived, but she moved fast. She set up an email list on her fledg-
ling website for people who wanted to know when the product 
would be available. She also let people friend her on Facebook 
and follow her on Instagram, so that when her product was 
available, she could let them know.

About six weeks before the hammock’s delivery date, Pinnell 
alerted her network by sending emails and posting pictures on 

Marketing Matters 
T R A D I T I O N A L  R O U T E S

I n addition to boutiques and social media, a third market-
ing route is to attend trade shows to establish a sales net-
work. You can find retailers and reps, who are frequently the 

best option for landing large retail chains, at trade shows. Inven-
tors with strong products can also use this approach to launch 
their lines without relying on baby boutiques or social networking.   

ABC Kids Expo
The starting point for every mom (or other baby product inventor) 
who is thinking about introducing a new product should be the ABC 
Kids Expo. This show has sections for toys and games, clothes, furni-
ture and, of most interest to mom inventors, a section for mompre-
neurs. I recommend inventors attend this show before introducing 
their products to the market. The show offers opportunities to:
• See how products are displayed and priced.
• Meet inventors with new products and get tips from them on 

finding reps and introducing products.
• Find other inventors who might be willing to partner in a joint 

marketing effort to cut costs.

• Meet representatives that might be willing to sell the prod-
uct. You can meet reps in the various booths or at lunch and 
break tables.

Trade Magazines
The industry has several trade magazines, which also have web-
sites: Baby Maternity Retailer, Baby and Children Product News, 
Baby Shop Magazine, which includes maternity products, and 
Playthings, which focuses on toys. Trade magazines often have 
information on sales representatives, but their most useful fea-
tures are the new product sections, which allow you to send for 
literature and complimentary products from a variety of compa-
nies. The literature often contains the names of representatives 
in your area, who, if they like your product, will give you tips on 
how to move forward.

Sell Locally
One of the benefits of the young children’s market is that almost 
every major city has several small shops through which inventors 

 

MARKETING TIPS

With more than 600  
preorders, the Shopping  
Cart Hammock sold out  

within 30 days.
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can introduce their product. You will have an easier time put-
ting together a rep network to sell your product nationally if 
you can first prove the product sells locally.

You must be fairly aggressive in marketing to local stores 
and keep your momentum going to interest sales reps. Typi-
cal tactics include either offering products on consignment or 
on a guaranteed basis, in which inventors agree to take back 
any unsold products and return funds.

Build a List 
Although attending trade shows and perusing trade maga-
zines can help you build a list of possible sales reps, only one 
out of 20 reps may be willing to sell your product, so you need 
to start with a long list. Be sure to check out local gift markets 
at www.giftmarts.com. The reps at these marts often carry 
children’s items.

Note: Visit InventorsDigest.com for a list of 150 rep groups, 
provided courtesy of One Stop Invention Shop. 

Don Debelak is the founder of One Stop Invention 
Shop, which offers marketing and patenting assistance 
to inventors. Debelak is also the author of several 
well-known marketing books, including Entrepreneur 
magazine’s Bringing Your Product to Market. 

 Pinnell still markets through Pinterest,  
Facebook and her favorite, Instagram.

both Facebook and Instagram. She received more than 600 pre-
orders on her website. Within 30 days, Pinnell sold out of her 
first order.

Today Pinnell still markets through Pinterest, Facebook and 
her favorite, Instagram. The only promotional program she 
runs is on Etsy.com, a site where many moms sell handmade 
baby items. During a spring giveaway promotion, for example, 
Pinnell teams up with three other sellers, who post pictures of 
four baby-related products. To be eligible for a prize, site users 
have to sign up to follow all four sellers. Pinnell mentions that 
this is a great way to attract people to follow or friend her.

Pinnell has tried more traditional marketing, such as attend-
ing the ABC Kids Expo, where her booth and samples caught 
the attention of a few retailers. However, Pinnell discovered 
that the show was not as profitable as her website, where the 
hammock sells for $49.95. The key, says Pinnell is that “when 
moms of infants see my product, they want to buy.” 
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AMERICAN INVENTORS

H ow did Flash Gordon and a leftover turkey dinner 
factor into bringing us better eyesight? Each helped 
lead Dr. James Wynne, program manager of Local 

Education Outreach at IBM, to his seminal discovery. In col-
laboration with his colleagues, Dr. Rangaswamy Srinivasan and 
Dr. Samuel E. Blum, Wynne found that an excimer laser could 
be used to create clean cuts in tissue without causing collateral 
damage to the surrounding healthy tissue. This invention, pat-
ented in 1988, claimed the foundational technology on which 
laser-assisted in-situ keratomileusis (LASIK) and photorefrac-
tive keratectomy (PRK) surgeries are based, and changed the 
quality of vision for millions of people worldwide.

Wynne, who was inducted into the National Inventors Hall 
of Fame in 2002, had been destined by his family to become a 
medical doctor. However, with a love of light beams and phys-
ics, as a child Wynne was inspired by heroes such as Flash Gor-
don. After his third year at Harvard University, where he ma-
jored in physics, Wynne returned home to Long Island, N.Y., to 
work for private research company Technical Research Group 
on projects inspired by Gordon Gould, who is widely recog-
nized as the inventor of the laser. Wynne’s summer at TRG con-
vinced him that he should apply to graduate school for physics, 
rather than medical school.

In Harvard’s graduate applied physics program, Wynne was 
introduced to the work of IBM legends Peter Sorokin and John 
Armstrong, which ultimately led him to the company’s Watson 
Research Center in Yorktown Heights, N.Y., where he made 
and patented his most famous discovery to date, and where he 
still works today. 

In the following interview, Wynne discusses how he and his 
colleagues conceived of this game-changing technology (includ-
ing the role of the turkey dinner), how patents helped, and why 
the research community and the public depend on the patent 
system in order to bring great discoveries like his to the world.

Innovator Insights: How did you come to work with the 
technology that ultimately led to IBM’s patent on excimer 
laser surgery?
Dr. James Wynne: In 1966, IBM’s Peter Sorokin invented the 
dye laser. Working with him, I got involved in using dye lasers 
and doing optical spectroscopy—an old field that had done great 
things but was stale by then, until the dye laser totally revolu-
tionized it. I was promoted to manager of the laser physics and 
chemistry group, and one of the people who came into my group 
was Dr. Rangaswamy Srinivasan (I call him Sri for short). Sri 
joined IBM research at the Watson Research Center when it was 

Above: An electron micrograph with the letters I B M 
photoetched into human hair using an excimer laser.

Right: The VISX laser refractive surgical system.

In the Line of Sight
HOW DR. JAMES WYNNE DISCOVERED EXCIMER LASER SURGERY

This article was originally published February 8, 2016 in  Innovator Insights,  a blog interview series of the IPO Education Foundation.  
For information, visit www.ipoef.org.
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brand new, back in 1960, and he studied how chemical reactions 
were created by light, which is known as photochemistry.  

Around the time Sri joined the laser physics and chemistry 
group in 1976, the excimer laser had become commercially avail-
able. “Excimer” stands for “excited dimer.” One of the atoms in an 
excimer laser had to be a rare gas atom, such as argon, krypton or 
xenon, which are known to be nonreactive. In the ground state, 
these atoms will not form molecules. They are considered rare gas-
es because they don’t react with anything else, but if you mix them 
with a halogen like fluorine or chlorine and create an electrical dis-
charge in the gas mixture, they will form a molecule, or dimer, in 
the excited state (excimer). When you combined argon with fluo-
rine to create excited argon fluoride, it turned out to be the work-
ing substance of a very powerful laser that emitted short pulses of 
ultraviolet light. We didn’t have a laser like that in our group, so I 
got the OK from management to buy one, and I encouraged the 
members of my group to think of ways they might use it.  

Sri and his technical assistant, Veronica Mayne-Banton, got 
some time on the laser and irradiated one of the polymers Sri 
had been studying. He discovered that each short pulse of light 
from that laser would remove a miniscule amount of material 
from the polymer. Sri recognized what was going on, which 
was that you could create very clean patterns in plastics with 

this laser, without any additional chemical processing steps.
Once he understood that, he and I started talking about other 

applications of the laser. My concept was that, if this laser could 
make these clean holes in plastics, maybe it could make clean 
holes in human and animal tissue; I was thinking specifically 
of skin. I thought it might be a terrific scalpel that would make 
cuts and remove tissue without producing collateral damage to 
the underlying and adjacent viable tissue.

To test this, first we started irradiating our own fingernails and 
making patterns in them. Then we irradiated our own hair and 
made clean patterns in hair. The breakthrough occurred when, the 
day after Thanksgiving in 1981, Sri brought some turkey leftovers 
into the lab. He had a turkey bone with some cartilage on it, and he 
used the laser to make a very clean incision in the cartilage. He and 
our colleague Sam Blum, over the next week or two, did some much 
more careful and quantitative analysis of these findings. Sometime 
early in December, Sri showed the turkey cartilage sample to me, 
and I took it into the lab where I was working with a different laser. 
I took the turkey sample and irradiated it with a conventional laser. 
Instead of making a clean incision, all I could do was burn and char 
it. It was the difference between this ultra-clean incision that the ar-
gon fluoride excimer laser produced and the burned charred area 
produced by the conventional laser that was the aha moment for me.  

“ First we started irradiating our own fingernails and making patterns in 
them. Then we irradiated our own hair and made clean patterns in hair. 
The breakthrough occurred when, the day after Thanksgiving in 1981, 
Sri brought some turkey leftovers into the lab.” — dr. james wynne

Dr. James Wynne and  
Dr. Rangaswamy Srinivasan  
receiving the National Medal 
of Technology and Innovation  
for Excimer Laser Surgery from 
President Obama in 2012.
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II: Did you decide then to patent it? 
DJW: Sri, Sam and I brainstormed and wrote an invention dis-
closure that we finished at the end of 1981. Then we submitted 
it to IBM’s intellectual property law department. From then on, 
we were told not to disclose this information to the outside world 
until the patent was filed, which happened in December of 1982.

In the meantime, we continued to do experiments and decid-
ed that if we were making such clean holes in cartilage and nails 
and hair, we should try it on our own skin. So we got brave and 
I put the pinky of my left hand in front of the argon fluoride la-
ser beam. I felt no heat and no pain. It was the same feeling as if 
I had blown a puff of air onto my finger from my mouth. So it 
looked like we had a pretty good idea.

II: What did the patent that IBM filed claim?
DJW: The patent that ultimately issued in 1988 claimed a new 
form of surgery on all human and animal tissue. I thought it 
would be great on skin, and I pictured brain tissue, orthopedics 
and dentistry. But in no way did we imagine this would be used 
on eyes. The reason was that the light would not get through the 
cornea to the retina, and all the laser surgery on eyes that we 
knew about was being done on the retina.  

II: So how did it become the foundational patent with re-
spect to surgery to modify the curvature of the cornea? 
DJW: We got lucky. Our patent was filed in December of 1982, 
so we could now talk about our research, and Sri gave an invit-
ed talk at the Conference on Lasers and Electro-Optics in May of 
1983 in Baltimore. Attending the conference were two ophthal-
mologists affiliated with Columbia University, Stephen Trokel and 
Francis L’Esperance, Jr. They were colleagues but also competitors. 
They both learned about our work at the CLEO conference, and 
Trokel got in touch with us and came up to the Watson Lab on 
July 20, 1983 with enucleated calf eyes. Using the excimer laser, 

he worked with Sri and his technical assistant, Bodil Braren, and 
made clean incisions in the cornea of the calf eyes.

L’Esperance, meanwhile, actually conceived and wrote the 
first patent application on reshaping the front of the eye by the 
procedure now known as photorefractive keratectomy (PRK). 
The work that Trokel did with Sri was published in the American 
Journal of Ophthalmology in December of 1983, and things 
moved forward from there relatively quickly. By 1987 or 1988, 
sighted humans were being treated with the excimer laser.

Today, about 33 million people worldwide have had laser 
refractive surgery with an excimer laser, and about 59 million 
procedures have been done.

II: How important was getting the patent to this whole 
process? 
DJW: The patent gained important recognition for me 
and Sri and Sam Blum, but it also laid the groundwork for 
Trokel’s and L’Esperance’s work and for the work I’m doing 
now, which could be even more important. We are currently  

collaborating with Stony Brook University to perform testing of 
excimer laser surgery on severely burned skin. All indications so 
far are that we will be able to remove necrotic tissue caused by 
burns with faster healing, less pain and less scar tissue formation.

II: Do you think patenting is important for the research 
community? 
DJW: If the cost of developing a practical application of your 
discovery is significant, you have to raise funds for that or be 
protected so that other people can’t cannibalize what you’re do-
ing. The patent system rewards the inventor by giving him or her 
protection so that he or she can work with whatever is needed to 
turn it into a practical implementation. When you hear of peo-
ple buying patents and becoming patent trolls, that maybe per-
verts the system and gives it a bad reputation, but if you believe 
in capitalism as promoting innovation, then getting protection 
for your IP is a very important part of it. You try to have a law in 
place that will be advantageous to society, and the patent laws I 
believe are most definitely advantageous to society.

II: What advice do you have for future great inventors? 
DJW: First, you have to find something you love. Then, use other 
people’s judgment to find out whether you’re good at it. If you 
love it and you’re good at it, go into that field. Chance favors the 
prepared mind. You have to get good training and then keep 
your eyes open. 

Innovator Insights is IPOEF’s forum for inventors and other IP stake-
holders to discuss their work and the role IP plays for them, and to 
help educate the public on the link between strong IP protection 
and robust innovation. Read more at www.ipoef.org. 

Rodney Hodgson, 
Peter Sorokin and 
James Wynne in a 

laser lab at the IBM 
Watson Research 

Center in1974.
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M ultitasking seems to be the 
answer to coping with life in 
the 21st century. Busy moms 

and dads are faced not only with hectic work 
schedules but also with housekeeping, caring 
for their children and juggling a multitude 
of extracurricular activities. Taking time 
to nurse an infant can add pressure to the 
mix. Enter Angelique N. Warner, who cre-
ated Nurse ’N Go™, a product that allows for 
hands-free nursing and gives harried moth-
ers a bit of a reprieve.

I met Warner in 2010 at INPEX, Amer-
ica’s largest invention trade show. Warner 
approached me because I was discussing 
product safety and China manufactur-
ing. She had concerns about product safe-
ty, especially since the Consumer Product 
Safety Improvement Act had just become 
law. In the months after the show, I helped 
Warner address the various regulations 
surrounding having Nurse ’N Go safely 
manufactured in China. Six years and sev-
eral revisions to her prototype later, Nurse 
’N Go is ready to launch. 

The following is an edited version of an 
interview with Warner.

Edith G. Tolchin: Please tell us about 
your background and family.
Angelique Warner: I have a bachelor’s 
degree in psychology from Wheaton Col-
lege. My husband, Bryan, and I have four 
beautiful children. My mother lives with us, 
so we have a full house of seven. We are an 
active family with our days filled with work, 
school, sports and church. I am a Realtor, 
a product entrepreneur, a lunch supervisor 
at an elementary school, a mentor at Pretty 
Brown Girl and a greeter at my church. 

Nurse ’N Go was developed from a vi-
sion I had when my youngest daughter was 
born. The baby was nursing, the twins were 
1 year old, my son was 4 years old, and Bry-
an and I were serving as house parents, tak-
ing care of 14 boys who lived with us 
at a boarding school. I need-
ed my hands, to say the 
least. I envisioned a 
carrier that held the 
baby for feeding in 
privacy, and my hands 
were free. I checked the 
Internet for a product 
like this, and there were 
none. I didn’t begin work-
ing on my idea at that time 
because I had 18 children 
at home and three of them 
weren’t yet in preschool.  

EGT: How does Nurse ’N Go 
work?
AW: Nurse ’N Go looks similar to 
a baby carrier that is worn over the 
shoulders and across the chest. 
Younger infants, 3 to 4 months 
old, can be carried in the fetal po-
sition in the center of the user’s 
body, but they cannot nurse hands-
free until they can hold their heads 
up on their own. Older babies that can 
hold their heads up on their own are po-
sitioned low on either hip to be close to 
Mom’s breast for nursing. A detachable, in-
terchangeable nursing cover  for privacy is 
stored in the front pocket. The sides of the 
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Moveable Feast
NURSING SOLUTIONS FOR MODERN MOMS

BY EDITH G. TOLCHIN

Angelique N. Warner’s Nurse ‘N GoTM  
allows for hands-free nursing.



carrier are adjustable to accommodate the recommended “M” 
seated position for hip support as baby grows. When simply be-
ing carried, bigger babies can either be positioned high on either 
hip with their legs straddling the user’s body or they can be posi-
tioned in the center of the user’s body with their legs straddling 
the user’s body.

EGT: Can a mom really nurse a child, hands-free while tend-
ing to chores, other children and life in general?
AW: Yes. Beginning at around 3 to 4 months of age, baby can 
nurse while Mom is doing other things. Nurse ’N Go is de-
signed for hands-free nursing during light activities and walk-
ing, nothing rigorous.

EGT: How easy is it to take baby out of the carrier when it’s 
time for burping and diaper changing? 
AW: Very easy. You unbuckle one of the carrier shoulder straps 
and simply lift the baby out.

EGT: What is the product made of? How durable is it? What 
about big babies or babies that nurse longer than one year?
AW: The product is 98 percent cotton and 2 percent spandex 
stretch denim. Denim is extremely durable. The Nurse ’N Go 
HipHugger model holds an infant up to 35 pounds. I launched 
this design primarily because of its longevity of use.    

EGT: Can / should dads use the product as well? If so, how?
AW: This baby carrier is ideal for dads, which is why I designed 
it using black stretch denim with a black leather logo label. It is 
gender neutral for Mom, Dad, or baby boy or girl. The detach-

able, interchangeable nursing covers are made from 
100 percent cotton flannel with geometric or animal 
prints, which, again, are gender neutral. The nursing 
cover can be used to lay the baby on when chang-
ing a diaper. It can also be used to swaddle baby or 
to throw across your shoulder when holding baby. 
Mom or Dad can also use the nursing cover to shield 
baby from the elements. Each carrier is sold with 
one nursing cover; other fashionable designs are 
sold separately.  

EGT: How did you create your prototype? How 
many versions did you have before you got it 
perfect?
AW: The original Nurse ’N Go design took seven 
years to perfect. It was my first attempt at designing 
anything, and I neither sew nor draw. I had to rely 
on describing my vision to seamstresses. Through 

My goal is to supply moms (and dads) with a high-quality, modern, stylish  
and comfortable baby carrier for hands-free nursing (and carrying).

 Nurse ‘N Go is sold 
in a black muslin 
drawstring bag and 
includes a detach-
able, interchangeable 
nursing cover stored 
in the front pocket. 
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continuous trial and error, design and re-
design with five different seamstresses, I 
found the perfect design. I was unable to 
launch at that point early last year due to 
a lack of funding. In 2014, I had a vision 
at 3 a.m. about another carrier design, 
but I didn’t work on it because I intended 
to launch my original design first. 

In 2015, I had another vision at 3 a.m. 
for three more carriers I would design. I 
took out my mom’s sewing machine, and 
we sewed rough prototypes of each carri-
er as best we could, then took them to my 
aunt to create a cleaner version of each. I 
then met with my mentor, Andre Hughes 
of Powered by Action, and his team, and 
they, along with the moms who accom-
panied me for a demonstration, all agreed that HipHugger was 
the carrier to launch first because of its longevity of use. After 
that meeting, I focused on Nurse ’N Go HipHugger. I had fit-
tings with more moms and babies, and tweaked the design two 
more times until I perfected it. At that point I had a manufac-
turer in Chicago make my working prototype. I am still using 
that manufacturer to make my first run of 200 carriers.

EGT: Is Nurse ’N Go patented?
AW: I have a provisional patent-pending status.  

EGT: Are you working with an overseas factory? What types 
of obstacles have you had to overcome? 
AW: I worked with a great manufacturer in China to tweak and re-
design my original prototype. My mentor has a relationship with 
this manufacturer, and as a favor to him, the manufacturer was 
willing to work with me as I finalized my original design. They 
were even willing to do a minimum order of 1,000 carriers instead 
of the traditional MOQ of 10,000 units. However, after I decided 
to shift gears to work on HipHugger and do a very small first run 
of 200 carriers, I had to use the Chicago manufacturer. I still plan 
to use the China manufacturer when I move to larger quantities.  

 
EGT: What safety issues, if any, were involved concerning the 
Consumer Product Safety Improvement Act? How important 
is safety/production testing for your type of product?
AW: Ensuring product safety for a baby carrier is paramount to 
success. Ensuring the product is made using sturdy materials, for 
example, fabric, buckles and webbing. Ensuring proper safety 
labeling is visible on the carrier and manual. Ensuring there is a 
registration card attached to each product. Ensuring the product 

is tested and passes safety and labeling 
requirements. These and obtaining lim-
ited liability insurance are essential.  

EGT: How is your product packaged? 
Did you design the packaging?
AW: My product is sold in a black mus-
lin drawstring bag, which I designed 
using my logo on each side of the bag. 
The bag is reusable. 

EGT: You launched Nurse ’N Go on 
January 31, 2016. How are you selling 
the product?
AW: I am selling on my website but will 
pursue sales on Amazon.com and Way-
fair.com, as well as in local boutiques, if 

I don’t sell my first 200 carriers through my website and word 
of mouth. 

EGT: What are your goals for this product?
AW: My goal is to supply moms (and dads) with a high-quality,  
modern, stylish and comfortable baby carrier for hands-free 
nursing (and carrying). I would love to license my product af-
ter my initial sales. I have a contact who will be able to initiate 
the conversation with a large baby company. I’d love to stay on 
board with that company and launch my other Nurse ’N Go de-
signs through them. 

EGT: Can you share what you have learned or offer any 
words of encouragement for readers of Inventors Digest 
concerning all phases of product development? 
AW: I encourage them to never give up. Though the road may 
be hard and rough, the reward is greater for the one who en-
dures to the end. If you have a vision, honor it by giving life to 
it. It is better to have tried and failed than to never have tried at 
all. I’ve learned that you are the only one who can make your 
dreams come true. One would wish for someone else to catch 
your vision and run with it on your behalf and for your finan-
cial gain. but that isn’t reality. You have to put feet to your faith 
to see what the end will be. 

Edie Tolchin has contributed to Inventors Digest 
since 2000. She is the author of Secrets of Successful 
Inventing and owner of EGT Global Trading, which 
for more than 25 years has helped inventors with 
product safety issues, sourcing and China manufac-
turing. Contact Edie at egt@egtglobaltrading.com.

The Nurse ‘N Go HipHugger allows users to  
carry an infant that weighs up to 35 pounds. 
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U.S. MANUFACTURING SOLUTIONS FOR STARTUPS AND PROS

BY JEREMY LOWSAW

O ne of the biggest hurdles between your product 
and the market is sourcing. Finalizing a design for a 
new product is a massive task, but the challenges do 

not end there. Locating a manufacturer with the right equipment 
to produce the product at a price that makes business sense can 
take months. Despite the distance and the language barriers, it is 
common for firms to opt for overseas factories to take advantage 
of their more favorable labor rates. 

Maker’s Row, a startup based in Brooklyn, is looking to change 
all that. The company has created a subscription-based Web da-
tabase and education platform to help American designers and 
corporations find domestic manufacturing solutions. Factories 
pay a fee to be listed, and companies pay a monthly fee to have 
access to the list of factories and in-house industry experts who 
help guide the process, which is particularly valuable for new or 
emerging brands. In addition, Maker’s Row takes no commis-
sion on any deal resulting from a partnership forged on the site. 

A six-step process outlines the path to production, and there 
are a plethora of videos and articles that explain every step. Ex-
perienced corporations will find the site boasts over 10,000 do-
mestic factories that are easily searchable and can help ease the 
transition from overseas to domestic production. The site cur-
rently only lists manufacturers for clothing, accessories and 
home décor but Maker’s Row has plans to expand to other 
product categories in the future.

Maker’s Row is the brainchild of Matthew Burnett and his part-
ner, Tanya Menendez. Burnett, originally from Detroit, watched 

as his home town was ravaged by the loss of manufacturing jobs. 
He went on to study industrial design and graduated from the 
Pratt Institute in New York City in 2007. Burnett’s first job out 
of school was designing watches for established companies 
such as DKNY and Marc Jacobs.

No Piece of Cake
Eventually, Burnett decided to set out on his own, and he 
founded the watch company Steel Cake. In 2010, he landed his 

first department store account—with Nordstrom—which re-
sulted in placing an order for 10,000 watches with an overseas 

factory. Unfortunately, chaos ensued. 
It took three months to get the order fulfilled, and the shipment 

was held up in the U.S. Customs and Border Protection office in 
Alaska. Eventually the goods were cleared, but Burnett found that 
2,000 of the watches had a crucial defect and could not be deliv-
ered to his customer. Missing the delivery deadline cost Burnett 
$20,000. It was the last time he sourced a product overseas. “What 
I had to do in order to grow at the pace that I wanted to grow was 
to start producing domestically,” says Burnett. 

Undeterred by the failure of his watch line, Burnett started a 
brand of leather goods called the Brooklyn Bakery, and he sourced 
all of his products domestically. Menendez joined the team to help 
with sales and operations, but the two found that as they scaled up, 
it was difficult to find U.S. factories that could produce the quanti-
ties they needed. Often, a group that could make handbags would 
not be equipped to make apparel, which made it difficult to add 
products to the line. Finding new factories was a time-consuming 
process because most factories had limited presence on the Web, 
relying instead on sales reps and word of mouth for new business.

Matthew Burnett and his partner, 
Tanya Menendez, founded Maker’s 
Row to help American designers and 
corporations find domestic manu-
facturing solutions. p
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Domestic Sourcing 
Burnett knew there had to be a better way to find domestic re-
sources. Sites like Alibaba.com made it easy to find overseas 
factories, but there was nothing like it for domestic manufac-
turing. Burnett and Menendez decided to create a site on which 
brands and factories could meet and form partnerships to get 
more products made in the United States. The vision was to design 
a site that was transparent and easy to navigate. 

“I like manufacturing. I like video games. I tried to make manu-
facturing as close to a video game as possible,” says Burnett. 

Neither Burnett nor Menendez had experience building a tech 

company, but they got a massive boost when they were chosen to 
be a part of the 2012 Brooklyn Beta Summer Camp, an incubator 
program for tech companies. Once in the program, they received 
seed capital and partnered with a Web developer to get the site up 
and running. 

Maker’s Row was launched in November of 2012 and facilitated 
over 20,000 interactions between brands and factories in the first 
six months of operation. In 2013, the company received an addi-
tional $1 million to continue its aggressive growth. There are now 
more than 10,000 factories in the data base, with 100,000 users 
sourcing products.

“ I like manufacturing. I like video games. I tried to make manufacturing 
as close to a video game as possible.” — Matthew Burnett
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Knowledge Is Power
One of the keys to the popularity of Maker’s Row is the edu-
cational component. Burnett and his team have made it their 
mission to empower their users with knowledge about the pro-
totyping and manufacturing process so that they can have the 
smoothest path to market. 

“We are huge on education. We want for you, as a brand, 
whether you have been producing overseas or if this is your 
first time producing, to get you to produce in the United States,” 
says Burnett. 

The backbone of the educational process is comprised of six 
stages of sourcing listed on the homepage. The page gives each 
brand a graphical and easy-to-understand path from ideation to 
sampling to final production. Through a section of the site called 
“The Academy,” users can sign up for free multi-day email courses 

about manufacturing, such as “Quality Control 101” and “Make 
Your First Apparel Sample.” The Academy spills over to the compa-
ny’s YouTube channel, which is populated with how-to videos and 
profiles of successful brands that have made use of Maker’s Row 
for sourcing. The main site also has a treasure trove of blogs de-
voted to the manufacturing process and issues related to startups.

In the same way that the slow food movement has demanded 
and promoted locally sourced foods, Maker’s Row is facilitat-
ing the domestic production of consumer products. The United 
States has a strong manufacturing sector that produces high-
quality goods quickly, but factories have been notoriously dif-
ficult to find. Maker’s Row is helping to break down the barri-
ers that have kept people from sourcing goods in the United 
States while also providing valuable educational tools for bud-
ding and established companies. 

CLOCKWISE FROM TOP LEFT:
Tanya Menendez discusses business 
with an employee of belt manufacturer 
Universal Elliot; Made in USA tags at 
MCM Enterprise; Matthew Burnett and 
Tanya Menendez talk with a rep from  
Citilog, a wood upcycling and repurposing  
company; a worker at Brooklyn-based 
fabrication shop Anchor and Canvas. 

OPPOSITE PAGE, CLOCKWISE FROM  
TOP LEFT: One of the many knitwear 
manufacturers listed on makersrow.com; 
workers constructing leather handbags 
at Park Avenue International; a Western 
hat maker at Serratelli Hat Co. 
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BY JEREMY LOSAW

LEGO KIDSFEST TEACHES KIDS THE POWER OF COLORED BRICKS

PROTOTYPING
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W e were in a little bit of a funk at my house. My 
4-year-old daughter, Harper, and I were at an ac-
tivity impasse. I usually try to do things with her 

that involve building or have a scientific bent, but they had be-
come hard sells. 

I suggested drawing or painting our Tony Stewart NASCAR 
model that we call “the princess car,” but Harper showed no in-
terest. We resorted, instead, to putting together puzzles or play-
ing games like Chutes and Ladders. Surely these activities are 
not as mind-numbing as playing video games, I thought, but I 
was on the lookout for something new and challenging to add 
to our play routine. When I heard that the LEGO® KidsFest was 
coming to Charlotte, I jumped at the chance to go.

 The LEGO company has a long history of creating great toys 
for building, and the interlocking pieces have inspired generations 
of future engineers and architects. Many of my coworkers have at 
least one story about their formative years that involves LEGOs. 

I am no exception. A child of the ’80s, I accrued more than a 
few buckets of LEGOs. I had the standard red, yellow, blue and 
black bricks, as well as plenty of wheels to create a fleet of cars. I 
spent many Saturdays building, which surely helped put me on 
an education path that led to a career in engineering. 

LEGO helps foster kids’ innate desire to build, which drove 
my excitement to get Harper to the show. In the days prior to 
the KidsFest, I got out one of my old tubs of LEGO bricks, and 
Harper and I did some building. Although she enjoyed them, 
she had no idea just how awesome LEGOs could be.

Master Builders
The day before the show, I was able to convince two of the LEGO 
Master Builders, Dan Steininger and Paul Chrzan, to join me for 
lunch. It was a great honor, as there are only seven LEGO Master 

Builders in the world. They are definitely in the running for the 
coolest job on the planet. Both Steininger and Chrzan are long-
time LEGO employees with a passion for building. They work at 
the Enfield, Conn., model shop but travel the world constructing 
LEGO models, participating in LEGO store openings and teach-
ing kids how to put together their own structures. 

Steininger is from South Hadley, Mass., and acquired his en-
thusiasm for LEGOs as an adult while “playing” alongside his 
children. He has a background in art and sculpture but admits 
that he is a “hack” in the art world. However, he is no slouch 
with LEGO. In 2014, Steininger built the world’s largest Darth 
Vader model in Sydney, Australia, which was made from more 
than 250,000 bricks. 

Chrzan hails from Huntington, Mass., and was exposed to 
LEGOs as a child. He has a background in sculpture but took a 
circuitous route to the position of Master Builder, working for a 
time as a French pastry chef. One of Chrzan’s most memorable 
experiences with LEGO was getting to build the model that ap-
pears at the end of The LEGO Movie. He traveled to Hollywood 
to participate in the filming and taught star Will Ferrell how to 
interact with the model. 

Kids were fascinated with the Big Brick Pile at the LEGO KidsFest 
in Charlotte, N.C.

LEGO Master Builder Dan Steininger teaches young LEGO fans  
how to construct strong structures.

photos by jeremy losaw

PROTOTYPING
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Play Well
It was inspiring to hear about the huge projects, but I was also 
fascinated to learn the history of LEGO. The original LEGO 
Group, founded in 1932 by Ole Kirk Kristiansen, made wood-
en toys. It was not until the late 1940s that the Danish firm, 
whose name roughly translates to “play well,” started produc-
ing the first interlocking bricks. The original plastic bricks were 

Harper Losaw’s 
LEGO castle  
before and  

after the LEGO 
KidsFest.

Harper buries her dad, Jeremy Losaw, in the Big 
Brick Pile.

Tour Details
The LEGO KidsFest is an interactive show that celebrates 
everything LEGO. Included are various LEGO product lines, 
statues built from LEGOs, technique classes and building 
challenges. The purpose is to inspire kids of all ages to get 
building. The tour started in 2009 and has been hosted by 
more than two dozen cities across North America. Charlotte 
was the first of seven tour stops in 2016. All five sessions 
were sold out weeks before the show.

hollow on the bottom and, therefore, did not have a good fric-
tion lock. Children found they were only good for stacking. 

In the late 1950s, the production material was changed to ABS 
and hollow tubes were added to the bottom side of the bricks. 
The new design yielded greater locking power, allowing for the 
construction of bigger models. It also gave the bricks the pleasing 
snap-together action that is familiar today. Armed with my new-
found knowledge of LEGO, it was time to hit the show.

Characters and Creation Nation
Harper and I descended the seemingly endless escalator down 
to the ground level of the Charlotte Convention Center. As we 
entered the show, we were met with life-size LEGO sculptures 
of movie and TV characters: Hulk battling Iron Man, a Star 
Wars storm trooper, a full-size Lightning McQueen race car 
and even the Scooby Doo gang. From there, the show fanned 
out into stations that highlighted the different LEGO product 
lines and focused on getting kids to build. Steininger and Chrzan 
manned the Master Builder Lab, where they gave tips on how to 
create strong LEGO structures. 

There was a station for kids to assemble cars and race them 
down a track. In the Brick Battle Zone kids were challenged to 
construct the tallest LEGO tower they could build. (Seventy-one 
bricks was the tallest that I witnessed.) There also was a huge pile 
of Duplo blocks for the younger kids. At the rear of the exhibit 
space was Creation Nation, where LEGO staff members laid out 
a map of the United States and kids built “counties” to complete 
the map.

 
Conquering the Castle
Harper and I started out at the Disney Princess station, where 
a full-size LEGO Cinderella stood guard. We spent a few min-
utes building our own castle, then moved to my favorite area, the 
monochromatic build. All I could see were 2- by 4-inch purple 
bricks, the classic LEGO shape. I was amazed at the variety of 
structures that could be built with just one type of brick. 

Toward the end of the show, Harper and I visited the Big 
Brick Pile. As the name suggests, it was a 30-foot-square area 
with a huge pile of LEGOs. This LEGO-phile was pleased with 
the din a few dozen kids made walking through and pushing 
the colored shapes around. Kids were burying themselves up to 
their necks in bricks as if the LEGOs were sand. Harper even 
took a turn burying me.

 The LEGO KidsFest was so much fun I didn’t want the event 
to end. On the way out of the show, I took Harper to the gift 
store, and she picked out a set of Disney Frozen LEGOs. She 
was much more enthusiastic about the multicolored bricks in 
the kit than she was about my boring blue and yellow ones. 
Each night after dinner for five days, Harper begged to work on 
the castle. After conquering 115 instruction steps in four hours, 
I had one Arendelle Castle and one very proud kid. 

The Creation  
Nation takes shape.
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PATENT PENDING

The goal in a patent application is to provide a full, 
clear and exact description of the invention in a man-
ner that distinctively points out and identifies what 

you believe you have invented and want to protect. In so doing, 
you need to understand the legal requirements and translate 
the application into actionable information that will allow you 
not only to meet but to exceed the legal requirements.

Perhaps the best way to understand what you need to do is 
to consider some of the common patent application mistakes 
that inventors make when attempting to describe their inven-
tions. Comprehending these errors and learning why they are 
mistakes will set you on the right track for drafting a strong pat-
ent application.

Explaining Functionality Is Not Helpful 
It slices! It dices! Great! But what is “it” and how exactly does 
it slice and dice?

One of the biggest mistakes inventors make is spending too 
much time talking about what the invention does and very little 
time explaining what the invention is and how it operates to de-
liver the functionality described.

Explaining the functionality or the components of an inven-
tion is helpful, but explaining something only in terms of func-
tion leaves many questions and leads to a disclosure that is not 
terribly descriptive, which is an absolute nightmare for a pat-
ent application.

Patent 
Drafting

LEARNING FROM COMMON  
PATENT APPLICATION MISTAKES 

BY GENE QUINN
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Gene Quinn is a patent attorney, founder of IP-
Watchdog.com and a principal lecturer in the top 
patent bar review course in the nation. Strategic 
patent consulting, patent application drafting 
and patent prosecution are his specialties. Quinn 
also works with independent inventors and start-
up businesses in the technology field. 

For example, assume that you are unfa-
miliar with a couch. If I described a couch 
as a piece of furniture that you sit on to 
watch TV, what would you envision? Per-
haps a couch, but you might also picture a 
chair, a recliner or a love seat. Notice, also, that 
when I describe the couch as a piece of furniture for 
sitting, I leave out the possibility of lying on the couch. If I 
were to describe the couch structurally, however, you would be 
able to understand that you could sit or lie on it. The best meth-
od would describe the structure of the various components and 
how they are put together, and then tie that with a description 
of the functionality.

Remember, describing function can be helpful in getting the 
patent application reader to think in the right direction, but it 
does not normally bring the reader to an unambiguous under-
standing of the invention. When drafting a patent application, 
it is essential that you remove any ambiguity and specifically 
describe the components of the invention and how they are 
configured to achieve the structural invention. Then feel free to 
explain the functionality, but don’t assume the functional de-
scription can replace the structural description.

Don’t Be Too Specific
Many inventors make the mistake of only generally describing 
their invention, but being light on specifics is extremely dan-
gerous to the patent-drafting process. Here is an example.

Assume your invention requires a towel. “A towel made of 
cotton” is not a good description because it is too limiting. It 
would be better to say “a towel made of a washable fabric, such 
as cotton, nylon, polyester, cotton/polyester blend, etc.,” which 
is more comprehensive. Notice how the description starts off 
as generic, i.e., washable fabric, and then makes reference to 
specific types of fabric. Notice, also, that saying “washable fab-
ric” is limiting with respect to fabrics that are not washable and 
need to be dry cleaned. 

Thus, the key is using generics to start the description, which 
will capture as much ground as possible, and then to specifical-
ly identify as many of the particulars as possible. By pointing 
out the particulars, you are specifically including those items in 
the disclosure and, therefore, will have support for them in the 

original filing. You are also expanding the 
scope of the application, and by explaining 
more, you are explicitly disclosing more, 

which increases your implicit disclosure.
  In the preceding example I used the term 

“etc.,” which is a huge mistake, because it is nei-
ther particular nor specific. You would be better 

off to continue the list and include some type of specific 
characterization. Try this: “A towel made of a washable fabric, 
such as cotton, nylon, polyester, cotton/polyester blend, or other 
breathable fabric or blend.” We have now introduced the term 
“breathable fabric” to our description. The term “breathable fab-
ric” means a fabric that allows moisture vapor to be transmitted 
through the material. 

When using a term of art such as this, you have a couple of 
choices. First, you can rely on the definition that someone of 
skill in the art would understand the term to mean. 
Second, you can define the term more clear-
ly. Patentees are allowed to be their own 
lexicographers, which means you can 
define the terms you use. This tends 
to be the best practice.

Notice, however, that in order 
to avoid common, everyday, non-
specific language, i.e., “etc.,” we in-
troduce a term that has a specific 
meaning. This is what makes draft-
ing a patent so difficult. As you ad-
dress one issue another pops up. The 
moral here is to be specific, but not only 
specific. Consider using general characteristics 
when appropriate, and if a term of art creeps into your writing, 
best practice is to define it to remove ambiguity. 

Ambiguity is 
one of the worst 

enemies of patent 
drafting.

Don’t assume 
functional 

descriptions can 
replace structural 

descriptions.
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Trade 
Show 

Secrets
LOOK, LISTEN AND LEARN  

BY EDITH G. TOLCHIN

I have participated in and attend-
ed inventor trade shows since 1997. 
In addition to speaking on various 

topics and consulting with inventors on is-
sues ranging from product safety to manu-
facturing, I have walked trade show floors 
to see the newest, strangest, cutest, most 
complex and innovative ideas conceiv-
able—ideas that exceed the imagination of 
the average Jane. 

Of course, inventors are not average Janes. 
Inventors take risks. They research. They of-
ten put aside a good portion of their nest 
eggs and take second mortgages on their 
homes. They make “kindergarten-style” pro-
totypes (practice makes perfect), learn new 
software and contact reputable industry pro-
fessionals to help get them started on their 
vastly unpredictable journey to the top. 

They also attend trade shows, which offer 
multiple opportunities to learn and test the market. This knowl-
edge is provided courtesy of the cost of an exhibitor booth and 
travel expenses.

Promotion and Pricing
Trade show attendees are quick to offer opinions on the vari-
ous features of new products, so be sure to take your prototype. I 
have found CAD drawings or videos alone are not as effective as 
prototypes; however they can be used productively in conjunc-
tion with your prototype. 

A sell sheet is a must, as are any other handouts you can cre-
ate. These should be printed professionally and look as estheti-
cally pleasing as possible. Don’t forget to bring packaging sam-
ples, so your prospective buyers can envision stocking your 
product in their stores. 

Know what your wholesale and retail pricing will be and do 
not pre-sell your product if, one, you plan on manufacturing 
and importing your product from overseas for the first time, 
or two, you do not have inventory ready to sell. Understand 
that if you plan on manufacturing your invention overseas, af-
ter researching product safety regulations, studying U.S. gov-
ernment regulations, finding a capable and reputable offshore 
factory, negotiating prices, production testing, quality control 
and making shipping arrangements, it can take anywhere from 
four to 12 months to get your new product on the shelves.

Stand Out in the Crowd
Try to make your booth unique. How can you make it stand out 
among the hundreds of other booths? Flashing holiday lights? 
Wearing a gorilla suit? What type of gimmick would go natu-
rally with your invention?

Edie Tolchin will be at 
the Resource Center at 
the upcoming INPEX 
show in Monroeville, 
Penn., June 7-9, 2016. 
Visit www.inpex.com 
for information.
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You have already taken time away from 
your day job, so why not take full advantage 
of the show’s entire agenda? Find time to par-
ticipate in seminars and panel evaluations of-
fered before the show floor opens. Through 
these you will get additional ideas on almost 
every aspect of developing, publicizing, mar-
keting and selling your new idea. Take an 
hour or so to walk the show floor while your 
co-worker watches your booth, if only to get 
ideas about how you might better exhibit your invention. 

Golden Opportunities
Be sure to network at the evening, after-show functions, where 
other weary exhibitors will be relaxed, less inhibited and more 
likely to give you their true opinion of your invention. You might 
even meet a famous inventor who could offer invaluable advice 
based on his/her experience of what it took to get to the top. In 

fact, I once had dinner at a trade show with 
the inventor of Post-it Notes. 

Also, latch on to any prospective PR op-
portunities that might come your way. 
Members of the media and TV production 
crews often attend, and your invention may 
be just what interests them. After a recent 
show, I rode to the airport in the same limo 
with the producers of Shark Tank. Keep 
those antennae up for golden opportunities.

After the show is over, be sure to thank your hosts. Make an 
impression by being gracious, even if you only won the third-
place award. You never know when they may hear of retailers 
seeking new products or someone looking to license a product 
just like yours.

Enjoy the trade show experience. Camaraderie rules, and 
many beneficial liaisons are forged. It is exhausting, intriguing 
and eye-opening, to say the least. Look, listen and learn. 

You might even  
meet a famous  
inventor who  

could offer 
invaluable advice.
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Iam a big fan of provisional patent 
applications and encourage inde-
pendent inventors, small businesses 

and universities to start the patent process 
by filing a provisional application when-
ever possible. In fact, now that the Unit-
ed States has a first-to-file system, the best 
practice is to file a provisional patent ap-
plication as early as feasible and continue 
to file multiple applications as your inven-
tion takes shape. You want and need the 
earliest priority filing date possible.

In light of this advice, it is important 
to understand what a provisional pat-
ent application is, what benefits are pro-
vided and, perhaps, more important, 
what a provisional patent application is 
not. First and foremost, there is no such 
thing as a provisional patent. It is abso-
lutely critical to understand that a provi-
sional application will never mature into 
an issued patent. Ultimately, to obtain a 

patent, you will need to file a non-pro-
visional utility patent application. Thus, 
a provisional patent application is best 
viewed as an economical first step on the 
path to a patent.

Why File a  
Provisional Patent?
If a provisional patent application does 
not mature into an issued patent, why 
would you file one? Cost for one thing. 
The fees due to the United States Patent 
and Trademark Office for a provisional 
patent application are currently $130; 
$65 for a micro entity. Fees for a non-
provisional patent application jump to a 
minimum of $730 for a small entity and 
$400 for a micro entity.

The second reason is that a provisional 
patent application allows for filing without 
a formal patent claim, oath, declaration or 
information disclosure (prior art) state-
ment. In fact, there are virtually no formal-
ities required to file a provisional patent 
application, which means that it is almost 
always possible to file a provisional appli-
cation and pay less in attorney fees than 
with a non-provisional patent application. 

Now that the  
United States has a  

first-to-file system, the 
best practice is to file a 

provisional patent  
application as early as  

feasible and continue to 
file multiple applications 

as your invention  
takes shape. 

Sorry,
Inventors

PROVISIONAL

PATENTS BY GENE QUINN

DO NOT EXIST
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Provisional patents are most appropri-
ate when you continue to work on your 
invention. File on what you currently 
have to establish rights as soon as possi-
ble, and then later, if the project contin-
ues to make sense, file the comprehensive 
non-provisional patent application. You 
can file serial provisional applications for 
your invention, but once you file a non-
provisional patent application, you are 
locked in. The only way to add informa-
tion is with another non-provisional fil-
ing, which can run the costs up quickly.

Undoubtedly, some attorneys will vo-
ciferously disagree and say the only way 
to move forward is to spend large sums of 
money to prepare a comprehensive pro-
visional patent application. Is that good 
legal advice? Yes. Is that good business 
advice? Not generally, but the truth is it 
is absolutely possible to prepare and file 
a thorough provisional patent without 
breaking your budget.

So, let’s talk truth. Is it better to spend 
more time, and therefore more mon-
ey, drafting at the provisional patent ap-
plication stage? Yes. The more time you 
spend, the more detailed the patent filing 
with be. A provisional patent application 
is mostly about protecting your inven-
tion at any given moment to the best, 
most economically reasonable extent 
possible. You probably don’t even know 
if there is a market for your invention at 
this point, so spending an appropriate 
amount of money to file something rea-
sonable makes good business sense. 

Cover Sheet Filing 
Now let’s discuss something you should 
not do, which is what many in the indus-
try refer to as a cover sheet filing. You can 
download the USPTO’s cover sheet and 
attach it to anything and file a patent. I’ve 

watched inventors download the cover 
sheet, pay the fee and file without attaching 
anything. What do they have? Absolutely 
nothing. A provisional patent application 
is only as good as the description of the in-
vention attached. 

On the other hand, if you file a single 
page with a single paragraph describing 
your idea, you have a pending provision-
al patent application. Of course, only the 
patent application is going to be useful, be-
cause sufficient details can’t be described in 
a single paragraph. Therefore, I do not rec-
ommend attaching a cover sheet to a ran-

dom set of papers. Such a filing allows you 
to claim you have a “patent pending,” but 
that patent pending is almost certainly 
worthless. Although there are no formal 
requirements with respect to describing 
your invention in a provisional patent 
application, in order to be a useful prior-
ity document, the invention needs to be 
completely described in the filing.

Patent Pending
Let’s assume you take the necessary steps 
and file a provisional patent application 
of appropriate depth and description. 
The beauty of the provisional patent ap-
plication is that it locks in your applica-
tion date and provides you with “patent 

pending” status. You now have 12 months 
to decide whether it makes sense to move 
forward with the expense of filing a non-
provisional patent application. During 
these 12 months, you can also file subse-
quent provisional patent applications that 
either describe the invention more com-
pletely, describe new versions of the in-
vention or provide further details you’ve 
learned along your invention journey. 
You can then claim priority to each of the 
previous provisionals filed within this pe-
riod prior to the filing of your non-provi-
sional patent application.

Finally, it is critical to understand that 
a provisional patent application does not 
protect your invention from copying by 
others. Remember, there is no such thing 
as a provisional patent. You will not ob-
tain exclusive rights until a patent issues, 
which won’t happen until after you file a 
non-provisional patent application that 
has been reviewed and allowed by a pat-
ent examiner. Thus, it is incorrect to think 
of a provisional patent application as a 
type of exclusive right. Although you can 
file a provisional patent application as a 
low-cost first step toward achieving a pat-
ent, the Patent Office will never issue a 
provisional patent. Period. 

A provisional patent application is mostly about  
protecting your invention at the given moment to the 

best, most economically reasonable extent possible. 

Sorry,
Inventors

PROVISIONAL

PATENTS BY GENE QUINN
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If you get a patent that won’t make anyone, including 
yourself, any money, the government seems willing to 
presume that your patent is valid. However, if you get a 

commercially valuable patent covering an invention that be-
comes ubiquitous, the government does not presume your 
patent to be valid. Does this seem sensible? No, but unfortu-
nately, that is reality today.

The United States Patent and Trademark Office states that pat-
ents that have returned to the USPTO for review have never been 
presumed valid, so they shouldn’t be considered valid when chal-
lenged in an administrative trial. What the USPTO conveniently 
leaves out, however, is that before the creation of the Patent Trial 
and Appeal Board, when a patent returned to the USPTO for fur-
ther consideration, an examination, not a litigious challenge, oc-
curred. The post-grant procedures are substitutes for litigation in 
federal court, yet the patent office applies examination standards 

while nearly universally refusing to allow patent owners the abil-
ity to amend their patents.

In short, when it created the administrative trial proceedings, 
the USPTO created an unfortunate mixture of examination and 
litigation, taking the elements of examination that are least fa-
vorable to the applicant and elements of litigation that are least 
favorable to the patent owner. What resulted was not only an 
extraordinarily speedy trial with limited procedural rights 
commonly associated with trials in federal court, but also the 
burdens and standards associated with a patent examination 
procedure with none of the rights. 

Right to File a Motion
The inability to amend claims isn’t fair to patent owners and 
doesn’t comply with the statute. For example, 35 U.S.C. 316(d) 
specifically gives the patent owner the right to “file 1 motion 
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THE INEQUITIES OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRIAL PROCEEDINGS
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to amend the patent…,” yet, ignoring the straightforward 
language of the statute has become a recurring theme at the 
PTAB. In this case, the PTAB will tell you it is not ignoring 
the statute: It does give patent owners the right to file a single 
motion to amend, but it then nearly always denies the mo-
tion. This misinterpretation of the statute and open disregard 
for the clear terms of the legislative history has alarmed many 
within the industry.

Sadly, rather than operate as a check on this unfettered execu-
tive power, the United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir-
cuit has largely been a rubber stamp for the interpretations from 
the PTAB. The Supreme Court will soon 
step into this fray in Cuozzo Speed Tech-
nologies v. Lee. This case will be decided 
before the end of June, but given the Fed-
eral Circuit’s abdication of oversight, like-
ly means there will be many more oppor-
tunities for the Supreme Court to weigh 
in on PTAB practices and procedures in 
coming years.

Speed at All Costs
Why has the USPTO adopted rules of 
procedure that are slanted so notice-
ably toward the challenger and against 
the property owner, who is supposed 
to own a patent that is presumed valid? 
Why have PTAB interpretations of the 
rules and PTAB decisions led to such 
obvious procedural unfairness? 

The answers are obvious, though less 
than satisfying. The USPTO has only 12 
months to complete these reviews, so 
corners have been cut in order for the ad-
ministrative proceedings to be conduct-
ed in expedited fashion. Of course, ex-
pedited fashion is not always associated 
with the conventional notions of justice and fair play. This is per-
haps best exemplified by the PTAB ruling that a patent owner has 
a right to file motions, but any and all motions can be denied, even 
if authorized by rule.

The one rule that doesn’t seem to fit with the speed-at-all-
costs modus operandi by the USPTO is the failure to presume 
issued patents are valid, as required by 35 U.S.C. 282. Given 
the necessity of conducting these proceedings so quickly, you 
might think the USPTO would have erred on the side of sup-
porting the decision previously reached, which would make 

sense and comply with the statute. You would be wrong.
Those who support the USPTO rules and PTAB interpreta-

tions will tell you that the standards applied are not outcome 
determinative. Whether patents are presumed valid is also irrel-
evant, as is whether the PTAB applies the district court standard 
for claim construction or the broadest reasonable interpretation 
standard applied during examination. It is conceivable that newly 
discovered prior art could create a problem for a particular patent 
claim so that the standard applied would not matter, but to say or 
suggest that it would never matter seems extraordinarily unlikely 
and not entirely accurate.

What’s the Point? 
Of course, if the standard applied is 
not outcome determinative, what is the 
harm in presuming patents are valid, as 
the statute demands? Not only would 
this presumption comply with the stat-
ute, but if the USPTO presumed the 
patent examiner were also correct and 
placed the burden on the challenger, 
the Patent Office would spare itself the 
backlash of patent owners. As it stands, 
many feel the Office is engaging in a 
game of bait-and-switch that grants ap-
plicants a patent after a long, arduous 
and costly patent prosecution, only to 
have patents that are commercially vi-
able challenged in post-grant proceed-
ings in which none of the previous 
work is assumed to be correct.

What is the point of this cumbersome 
patent examination in the first place 
if the PTAB refuses to apply the pre-
sumption of validity? The patent exam-
ination process easily takes four to five 
years under the best of circumstances, 

but in many areas of technology the examination process rou-
tinely lasts more than a decade. What good is an examination 
process that ends with a patent being assumed invalid by the 
agency that granted the patent in the first place? If the USPTO 
does not presume that the work product of patent examiners is 
solid, why should anyone else? 

Without substantial reforms to either the patent examination 
process or to post-grant administrative proceedings, the USPTO 
will create lasting damage to the U.S. patent system. We can only 
hope that damage won’t be irreparable. 

As it stands,  
many feel the Office  

is engaging in a game  
of bait-and-switch  

that grants applicants  
a patent after a long,  
arduous and costly  
prosecution only to 
have those that are 
commercially viable 

challenged in post-grant 
proceedings in which 
none of the previous 
work is assumed to  

be correct.
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In a comment on a recent article I posted on ipwatch-
dog.com, an anonymous individual claiming 10 years of 
patent prosecution experience lamented the transfor-

mation of the U.S. patent system into a Byzantine one that 
appears to have the goal of denying the benefits of owning 
a patent. “It now looks like a bait-and-switch system,” the 
commenter, known as Ternary, wrote. “You will get a patent, 
which will be taken away in post-issuance procedures, prefer-
ably at the moment when you want to obtain its legal benefits 
as a rightful owner.”

I often hear that same sentiment from inventors, small 
businesses, patent attorneys and even large corporations that 
find themselves caught in the snare of the Patent Trial and 
Appeal Board. Many may be tempted to write off this senti-
ment as nothing more than emotional ranting, but that would 
be a mistake. The sentiment runs deep and is shared by some 
in the industry who are intimately familiar with the loom-
ing United States Patent and Trademark Office budget crisis. 
While frustration can explain some of the underlying anxiety, 
there is also a factual basis for these feelings. 

Maintenance Fees
A substantial portion of the fees collected by the Patent Office 
comes from maintenance payments. For example, in FY 2011, 
the USPTO collected approximately $819 million in mainte-
nance fees and around $1,035 million in fees related to work 
performed. Dennis Crouch, an associate professor of law at 
the University of Missouri School of Law, has called mainte-
nance fees “easy money for the USPTO because the Office has 
already done the work of examination.”

With that amount of revenue at stake, the Patent Office has 
a conflict of interest, if not an outright ethical dilemma. The 
Office bemoans low-guality patents, but if it does not issue 
patents, it cannot collect issue fees nor charge maintenance 
fees. To put this in perspective, current issue fees for a large 
entity are $960 per patent, while maintenance fees for a large 

Equal 
Opportunity

USPTO LIKES THE 
COLOR OF EVERYONE’S MONEY

BY GENE QUINN
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entity range from $1,600 for the first payment to $3,600 for 
the second and cap at $7,400. These charges are in addition to 
application fees, extension fees and the almost certain contin-
ued examination fees.

Budgetary Crisis
The Patent Office finds itself caught between the proverbial rock 
and a hard place. With so much of the Office’s funding stem-
ming from maintenance fees, the agency’s budget depends upon 
patent owners applying for, receiving and then paying to keep 
the patents they own. In recent years, however, thanks in 
large part to the dismal record for patent owners in 
inter partes review proceedings and an increas-
ingly antagonistic Supreme Court, less is being 
maintained because the stakeholder com-
munity views patents as harder to enforce 
and, therefore, not as valuable. The USP-
TO budget is far from secure.

In addition to the budgetary uncertain-
ty created by a decrease in applications 
and maintenance fees, during the August 
20, 2015 Patent Public Advisory Commit-
tee meeting, USPTO Director Michelle Lee 
announced a shared services initiative. Under 
this initiative, agencies falling under the Depart-
ment of Commerce will utilize shared services for hu-
man resources, information technology and procurement. 
The fear is that since the USPTO is funded by user fees, it will be 
required to pay for the IT and other needs of the various Com-
merce agencies with funds that are supposed to be designated 
for the operation of the USPTO. At a time of decreased revenue, 
a shared services initiative threatens to further deplete USPTO 
coffers and become the new face of fee diversion.

USPTO Doesn’t Play Favorites
Not only does the Patent Office handsomely charge for the 
acquisition and maintenance of a patent, it also charges for 
the right to challenge those patents after issue. For example, if 
you want to challenge inexpensively, you can use ex parte re-
examination, which costs a large entity $12,000 to file. If you 
want to challenge more than three independent claims or a 
total of 20 claims, you must pay additional fees.

If a large entity wants to avail itself of new administrative tri-
als created by the America Invents Act, it can request institution 

of an inter partes review for up to 20 claims for $9,000, but there 
is a post-institution fee of $14,000 for up to 15 claims. In both 
situations, there are the inevitable extra claim fees, but it gets 
really expensive if you want to file a covered business method 
challenge. The CBM petition fee for a large entity is $12,000 for 
up to 20 claims, and the post-institution fee is $18,000 for up to 
15 claims instituted. Extra claim fees apply to both situations.

Is the Patent Office intentionally manipulating the system so 
it can charge extra fees? Absolutely not, but many people are 
openly discussing about how much the USPTO charges pat-

ent applicants, patentees, and subsequently, challeng-
ers. When you add the uncertainty of the USP-

TO budget and the fact that the Patent Trial 
and Appeal board reports to the Director 

of the USPTO, thereby not experiencing 
true judicial autonomy, it is difficult to 
come up with a more conflicted struc-
ture or system.

Conclusion
As a result of the USPTO’s policies, 

many in the stakeholder community 
have lost faith in the patent system, and 

there is a growing sentiment that the rug 
will be pulled out from under inventors in the 

end. Perhaps this is why, for the better part of a 
century, the Patent Office steadfastly refused to publicly 

comment on even the possibility that a patent could be invalid.[1] 

For the patent system to work, the Patent Office must be 
perceived to be completely neutral. If you deserve a patent, 
you get a patent. In addition, the entity handing out the pat-
ents cannot be viewed as anti-patent or in favor of getting rid 
of patents, even low-quailty ones. A Patent Office that is con-
stantly discussing how many low-quality patents it has issued 
does nothing to inspire confidence in the next generation of 
innovators and does long-term damage to the system. 

[1]See Staying Litigation Pending Reexamination of Patents at pg 
283, citing United States v. General Electric Co., 183 U.S.P.Q. 551, 
552 (Comm’r Pat. 1974) in which the Commissioner of Patents and 
Trademarks reaffirmed the Office policy of refraining from com-
menting on possible invalidity of a patent.

The Office
bemoans low- 

quality patents, but 
if it does not issue 

patents, it cannot collect 
issue fees nor charge  

maintenance  
fees.
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Alabama

Auburn Student Inventors  
and Entrepreneurs Club
Auburn University Campus
Samuel Ginn College of Engineering
1210 Shelby Center
Auburn, AL 36849
Troy Ferguson  
twf0006@tigermail.auburn.edu 

Invent Alabama 
Bruce Koppenhoefer
137 Mission Circle
Montevallo, AL 35115
(205) 222-7585
bkoppy@hiwaay.net

Arizona

Carefree Innovators
34522 N. Scottsdale Road 
Scottsdale, AZ 85266
ideascouts@gmail.com
www.ideascout.org 

Inventors Association of Arizona, Inc.
Laura Myers, executive director
P.O. Box 6438
Glendale, AZ 85312
(602) 510-2003
exdir@azinventors.org
www.azinventors.org

Arkansas

Arkansas Inventors’ Network 
Chad Collins
P.O. Box 56523
Little Rock, AR 72215
(501) 247-6125
www.arkansasinvents.org

Inventors Club of NE Arkansas
P.O. Box 2650
State University, AR 72467
Jim Melescue, president    
(870) 761-3191
Robert Bahn, vice president
(870) 972-3517
www.inventorsclubofnearkansas.org

California

Inventors Forum  
George White, president
P.O. Box 1008
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
(714) 540-2491
info@inventorsforum.org
www.inventorsforum.org

Invention Accelerator Workshop
11292 Poblado Road
San Diego, CA 92127
(858) 451-1028
sdinventors@gmail.com

San Diego Inventors Forum 
Adrian Pelkus, president
1195 Linda Vista, Suite C
San Marcos, CA 92069
(760) 591-9608
www.sdinventors.org

Colorado

Rocky Mountain  
Inventors’ Association 
Roger Jackson, president
209 Kalamath St., Unit 9
Denver, CO 80223 
(303) 271-9468
info@rminventor.org 
www.rminventor.org

Connecticut

Christian Inventors Association, Inc. 
Pal Asija
7 Woonsocket Ave.
Shelton, CT 06484
(203) 924-9538
pal@ourpal.com
www.ourpal.com

Danbury Inventors Group  
Robin Faulkner
2 Worden Ave.
Danbury, CT 06811
(203) 790-8235

Inventors Association of Connecticut 
Doug Lyon
521 Popes Island Road
Milford, CT 06461
(203) 254-4000 x3155 
lyon@docjava.com
www.inventus.org

Aspiring Inventors Club
Peter D’Aguanno
773 A Heritage Village 
Hilltop West 
Southbury, CT 06488
petedag@att.net 

District of Columbia

Inventors Network of the Capital area 
Glen Kotapish, president 
P.O. Box 18052
Baltimore, MD 21220
(443) 794-7350
www.dcinventors.org

Florida

Inventors Council of Central Florida 
Dr. David Flinchbaugh, 
executive director 
4855 Big Oaks Lane
Orlando, FL 32806
(407) 255-0880; (407) 255-0881
www.inventcf.com
doctorflinchbaugh@yahoo.com

Inventors Society of South Florida   
Alex Sanchez, president
P.O. Box 772526
Miami, FL. 33177
(954) 281-6564
www.inventorssociety.net

Space Coast Inventors Guild 
Angel Pacheco
4346 Mount Carmel Lane
Melbourne, FL 32901
(321) 768-1234

Tampa Bay Inventors’ Council 
Wayne Rasanen, president
7752 Royal Hart Drive
New Port Richey, FL 34653
(727) 565-2085
goodharbinger@yahoo.com
www.tbic.us

Georgia

The Columbus Phoenix City  
Inventors Association
Mike Turner, president
P.O. Box 8132
Columbus, GA 31908
(706) 225-9587
www.cpcinventorsassociation.org

Southeastern Inventors Association
Thor Johnson, president 
2146 Roswell Road, #108-111

Marietta, GA 30062
(678) 463-013
gthormj@gmail.com 
(470) 210-4742
sec4sia@gmail.com
www.southeasterninventors.org 

Idaho

Inventors Association of Idaho 
Kim Carlson, president
P.O. Box 817
Sandpoint, Idaho 83854
inventone@hotmail.com
www.inventorsassociationof
idaho.webs.com

Creative Juices Inventors Society
7175 W. Ring Perch Drive
Boise, Idaho 83709
www.inventorssociety.org
reme@inventorssociety.org

Illinois

Chicago Inventors Organization
Calvin Flowers, president
M. Moore, manager  
1647 S. Blue Island 
Chicago, IL 60608
(312) 850-4710
calvin@chicago-inventors.org
maurice@chicago-inventors.org
www.chicago-inventors.org

Illinois Innovators and Inventors 
Don O’Brien, president
P.O. Box 58
Edwardsville, IL 62025
(314) 467-8021
ilinventor.tripod.com
inventorclub@yahoo.com

Indiana

Indiana Inventors Association 
David Zedonis, president
10699 Evergreen Point
Fishers, IN 46037
(317) 842-8438
www.indianainventors 
association.blogspot.com

Iowa

Iowa Inventors Group  
Frank Morosky, president
P.O. Box 10342
Cedar Rapids, IA 52410
(206) 350-6035
info@iowainventorsgroup.org
www.iowainventorsgroup.org

Kansas

Inventors Assocociation of South 
Central Kansas  
Richard Freidenberger 
2302 N. Amarado St.
Wichita KS, 67205
(316) 721-1866
inventor@inventkansas.com 
www.inventkansas.com

Kentucky

Central Kentucky 
Inventors Council, Inc. 
Don Skaggs
699 Perimeter Drive
Lexington, KY 40517
dlwest3@yahoo.com
ckic.org

Louisville Metro Inventors Council
P.O. Box 17541 
Louisville, KY 40217
Alex Frommeyer
lmic.membership@gmail.com

Louisiana

International Society of Product 
Design Engineers/Entrepreneurs 
Roderick Whitfield
P.O. Box 1114, Oberlin, LA 70655
(337) 246-0852
nfo@targetmartone.com
www.targetmartone.com

Maryland

Inventors Network of the Capital Area
Glen Kotapish, president
P.O. Box 18052
Baltimore, MD 21220
(443) 794-7350
ipatent@aol.com
www.dcinventors.org 

Massachusetts

Innovators Resource Network
P.O. Box 6695
Holyoke, MA 01041
(Meets in Springfield, MA)
info@IRNetwork.org
www.irnetwork.org

Inventors’ Association
of New England 
Bob Hausslein, president
P.O. Box 335
Lexington, MA  02420
(781) 862-9102
rhausslein@rcn.com
www.inventne.org

Michigan

Grand Rapids Inventors Network 
Bonnie Knopf, president
2100 Nelson SE
Grand Rapids, MI 49507
(616) 293-1676
Steve Chappell
940 Monroe Ave.
Grand Rapids, MI 49503
(616) 935-5113
info@grinventors.org
www.grinventors.org

Inventors Council of Mid-Michigan 
Mike Ball, president
P.O. Box 311, Flushing, MI 48433
(810) 245-5599
www.inventorscouncil.org

Jackson Inventors Network
John D. Hopkins, president
2755 E. Berry Rd.
Rives Junction, MI  49277
(517) 787-3481
johndhopkins1@gmail.com
www.jacksoninventors.org

Michigan Inventors Coalition
Joseph Finkler
P.O. Box 0441
Muskegon, MI 49443
(616) 402-4714
www.michiganinventorscoalition.org

Muskegon Inventors Network  
John Finkler, president
P.O. Box 0441, Muskegon, MI 49440
(231) 719-1290
www.muskegoninventorsnetwork.org

INVENTOR GROUPS
Inventors Digest only publishes the names and contacts of inventor groups certified with the United Inventors Association. To have 
your group listed, visit www.uiausa.org and become a UIA member.
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West Shore Inventor Network
Crystal Young, director
West Shore Community College
3000 N. Stiles Road, Scottville, MI 49454
(231) 843-5731
cyoung2@westshore.edu
www.wininventors.com

Minnesota

Inventors’ Network  
(Minneapolis/St.Paul)
Todd Wandersee
4028 Tonkawood Road
Mannetonka, MN 55345
(612) 353-9669
www.inventorsnetwork.org

Minnesota Inventors Congress 
Deb Hess, executive director
P.O. Box 71, Redwood Falls MN 56283
(507) 627.2344, (800) 468.3681
info@minnesotainventorscongress.org 
www.minnesotainventorscongress.org

Missouri

Inventors Association of St. Louis
Gary Kellmann, president
13321 N. Outer 40 Road, Ste. 100
Town & Country, MO 63017
www.InventSTL.org
info@InventSTL.org

Inventors Center of Kansas City  
Curt McMillan, president
P.O. Box 411003, Kansas City, MO 64141 
(913) 322-1895
www.inventorscenterofkc.org
info@theickc.org 

Southwest Missouri  
Inventors Network
Springfield Missouri
Jan & Gaylen Healzer
P.O. Box 357, Nixa, Mo 65714
(417) 827-4498
janhealzer@yahoo.com

Mississippi

Mississippi SBDC  
Inventor Assistance 
122 Jeanette Phillips Drive
University, MS 38677 
(662) 915-5001, (800) 725-7232
msbdc@olemiss.edu
www.mssbdc.org

Nevada

Inventors Society of  
Southern Nevada 
3627 Huerta Drive
Las Vegas, NV  89121
(702) 435-7741
InventSSN@aol.com

Nevada Inventors Association 
Kyle Hess, president
P.O. Box 7781, Reno, NV 89510
(775) 636-2822
info@nevadainventors.org
www.nevadainventors.org

New Jersey

National Society of Inventors 
Stephen Shaw
8 Eiker Road
Cranbury, NJ 08512
Phone: (609) 799-4574
(Meets in Roselle Park, NJ)
www.nsinventors.com

Jersey Shore Inventors Group 
Bill Hincher, president
24 E. 3rd St., Howell, NJ 07731
(732) 407-8885
ideasbiz@aol.com 

New Mexico

The Next Big Idea: 
Festival of Discovery,  
Invention and Innovation
Los Alamos Main St.
109 Central Park Square
Los Alamos, NM 87544
(505) 661-4844
www.nextbigideaLA.com

New York

The Inventors Association  
of Manhattan (IAM)
Ananda Singh, 
membership manager
Location TBD every 2nd  
Monday of the month
New York, NY
www.manhattan-inventors.org
manhattan.inventors@gmail.com

Inventors Society of 
Western New York 
Alan Reinnagel
174 High Stone Circle
Pitsford, NY 14534
(585) 943-7320
www.inventny.org

Inventors & Entrepreneurs 
of Suffolk County, Inc. 
Brian Fried
P.O. Box 672
Melville, NY 11747
(631) 415-5013

Long Island Forum for 
Technology, Inc.
111 W. Main St.
Bay Shore, NY 11706
(631) 969-3700
LCarter@lift.org

NY Society of Professional Inventors  
Daniel Weiss
(516) 798-1490 (9AM - 8PM)
dan.weiss.PE@juno.com

North Carolina

Inventors’ Network of the Carolinas 
Brian James, president
520 Elliot Street, Ste. 300
Charlotte, NC 28202
www.inotc.org
zliftona@aol.com

North Dakota

North Dakota Inventors Congress 
2534 S. University Drive, Ste. 4
Fargo, ND 58103
(800) 281-7009
info@neustel.com
www.ndinventors.com

Ohio

Inventors Council  
of Cincinnati
Jackie Diaz, president 
P.O. Box 42103
Cincinnati, Ohio 45242
(513) 898-2110 x4
Inventorscouncil@ 
inventcinci.org
www.inventcincy.org

Canton Inventors Association
Frank C. Fleischer
DeHoff Realty
821 South Main St.  
North Canton, OH 44720
(330) 499-1262
www.cantoninventorsassociation.org

Inventors Connection of  
Greater Cleveland 
Don Bergquist 
Secretary 440-941-6567
P.O. Box 360804
Strongsville, OH 44136
icgc@aol.com
Sal Mancuso- VP  
(330) 273-5381
salmancuso@roadrunner.com 

Inventors Council of Dayton 
Stephen W. Frey, president
Wright Brothers Station
P.O. Box 611
Dayton, OH 45409-0611
(937) 256-9698
swfday@aol.com
www.groups.yahoo.com/ 
group/inventors_council

Inventors Network
4525 Trueman Blvd.
Hilliard, OH  43026
(614) 470-0144
www.inventorscolumbus.com

Youngstown-Warren
Inventors Association 
100 Federal Plaza East, Ste. 600
Youngstown, OH 44503
(330) 744-4481
rherberger@roth-blair.com 

Oklahoma

Oklahoma Inventors Congress 
Dan Hoffman
P.O. Box 204, 
Edmond, OK 73083-0204
(405) 348-7794
inventor@telepath.com 
www.oklahomainventors.com

Oregon

North West Inventors Network
Rich Aydelott, president 
5257 NE Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
Ste. 201, Portland, OR 97211
(360) 727-0190
www.NWInventorsNetwork.com 

South Coast Inventors Group 
James Innes, president 
SBDC, 2455 Maple Leaf Lane
North Bend, OR 97459
(541) 888-4182
jamessinnes@gmail.com
www.southcoastinventors.org

Pennsylvania

American Society of Inventors  
Jeffrey Dobkin, president
Ruth Gaal, vice-president and treasurer
P.O. Box 354, Feasterville, PA 19053
(215) 546-6601
rgaal@asoi.org
www.asoi.org
www.americansocietyofinventors.com

Pennsylvania Inventors Association
Jerry Gorniak, president
2317 E. 43rd St., Erie, PA 16510
(814) 825-5820
www.pa-invent.org

Williamsport Inventor’s Club
One College Ave., DIF 32
Williamsport, PA 17701
www.wlkiz.com/resources/ 
inventors-club
info@wlkiz.com

Puerto Rico

Associacion de Inventores 
de Puerto Rico  
Dr. Omar R. Fontanez  
Canuelas
Cond. Segovia Apt. 1005
San Juan, PR 00918
(787) 518-8570
www.inventorespr.com

Tennessee

Music City Inventors 
James Stevens
3813 Dobbin Road 
Springfield, TN 37172
(615) 681-6462
musiccityinventors@gmail.com 
www.musiccityinventors.com

Tennessee Inventors Association
Carl Papa, president
P.O. Box 6095, Knoxville, TN 37914
(865) 483-0151
www.tninventors.org

Texas

Amarillo Inventors Association
Paul Keifer, president
2200 W. 7th Avenue, Ste. 16
Amarillo, TX 79106
(806) 670-5660
info@amarilloinventors.org
www.amarilloinventors.org

Houston Inventors Association 
Ken Roddy, president
2916 West TC Jester, Ste. 100
Houston, TX 77018
(713) 686-7676
kenroddy@nol.net
www.inventors.org

Alamo Inventors 
George Burkhardt 
11235 New Sulphur Springs Road
San Antonio, TX 78263
(210) 240-5011
invent@alamoinventors.org
www.alamoinventors.org 

Austin Inventors and  
Entrepreneurs Association
Lill O’neall Gentry
12500 Amhearst
Austin, TX
lillgentry@gmail.com
www.austininventors.org

Wisconsin

Inventors & Entrepreneurs  
Club of Juneau County 
Economic Development Corp.
Terry Whipple/Tamrya Oldenhoff
P.O. Box 322
122 Main St.
Camp Douglas, WI 54618
(608) 427-2070
www.juneaucounty.com/ie-club-blog
jcedc@mwt.net 

INVENTOR GROUPS

Every effort has been made to list all inventor groups accurately. Please email Carrie Boyd at cboyd33@carolina.rr.com if any changes need to be made to your group’s listing.
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CLASSIFIEDS

NEED A MENTOR? 
Whether your concern is how to get started, what to do next, 
sources for services, or whom to trust, I will guide you. I have 
helped thousands of inventors with my written advice, including 
more than nineteen years as a columnist for Inventors Digest 
magazine. And now I will work directly with you by phone, 
e-mail, or regular mail. No big up-front fees. My signed 
confidentiality agreement is a standard part of our working 
relationship. For details, see my web page: 

www.Inventor-mentor.com
Best wishes, Jack Lander

PATENT FOR LEASE

DRILL ALIGNMENT TOOL
PAT. No. US 8,757,938 B2

https://www.youtube.com/

watch?v=5mdyoHuSfAs

Julian Ferreras, Owner
(907) 852-7310 • ferreras@gci.net

• MULTIPLE PATENTS: One product sold over 60 million worldwide
• 35 years experience in manufacturing, product development & licensing
• Author, public speaker and consultant to small companies & individuals
•  AREAS OF EXPERTICE: Micro Chip Design, PCB and PCBA Design and Fab-

rication, Injection Tooling Services, Retail Packaging, Consumer Electronics, 
Pneumatics, Christmas, Camping, Pet Products, and Protective Films

www.ventursource.com
David A. Fussell  |  (404) 915-7975  |  dafussell@gmail.com

3366 N. Ocean Shore Blvd, Flagler Beach, Florida 32136 

PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT &
OFF SHORE MANUFACTURING

Work with an expert who has actually achieved success as an inventor

CHINA MANUFACTURING 

“The Sourcing Lady”(SM). Over 30 years’ experience in Asian 
manufacturing—textiles, bags, fashion, baby and household inventions. 
CPSIA product safety expert. Licensed US Customs Broker.

Call (845) 321-2362. EGT@egtglobaltrading.com  
or www.egtglobaltrading.com.

EDI/ECOMMERCE

EDI IQ provides EDI (Electronic Data Interchange)/Ecommerce Solutions 
and Services to Inventors, Entrepreneurs and the Small Business 
community. Comprehensive scalable services when the marketplace 
requires EDI processing. Web Based. No capital investment. UPC/Bar Code 
and 3PL coordination services. EDI IQ—Efficient, Effective EDI Services.  

(215) 630-7171 or www.ediiq.com, Info@ediiq.com.

INVENTION DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Market research services regarding ideas/inventions.  
Contact Ultra-Research, Inc., (714) 281-0150. 
P.O. Box 307, Atwood, CA 9281.

NOT JUST TALK

For 52 years I ran a business that designed and manufactured over 300 
products, mostly of my own invention. I learned how to sell to the largest 
retailers in the country and maintain those relationships by providing top 
quality and on-time delivery. Our products were manufactured in our own 
factory and later supplemented by importing. My experience with patents 
goes back decades. Starting with an idea, we marketed innovations to 
established and new customers, then designed and produced them from a 
variety of materials: metals, wood, plastics, electrics and fabrics.

After voluntarily closing the business, I began to consult with and advise 
inventors and small companies to help them avoid mistakes that I made 
in the early years of my company. View my website at www.popular-
design-works.com or call Richard at (561) 844-0107.

ONLINE PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT COURSE

DON’T LOSE MONEY! Do you have an idea for a product you’d 
like to have made and take to market, but don’t know how to make it 
happen? We’re the GS360 INNOVATION LAB, and we’re here to teach 
you how. We’ve been successfully developing new product ideas for big 
and small companies for over 20 years, and now we’re offering to share 
our knowledge and skills with you. Take our affordable online courses 
BEFORE you set off or become involved with an Invention Development or 
Marketing Company. We are here to help protect you. See us on 
YouTube: GS360 Innovation Lab. 

Learn more at WWW.GLOBALSUPPLY360.COM. Click on TRAINING, 
review, download our brochure and sign up. Phone: (775) 410-0071. 

PATENT SERVICES 

Affordable patent services for independent inventors and small business. 
Provisional applications from $600. Utility applications from $1,800. Free 
consultations and quotations. Ted Masters & Associates, Inc.

5121 Spicewood Dr. • Charlotte, NC 28227 
(704) 545-0037 or www.patentapplications.net.

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING

• Drawings + 3-D CAD Pictures—$499

• Preliminary Patent Application—$499

• Plastic Prototypes—$499 

STRUCTURALENGINEERING@LIVE.COM

(812) 595-3003
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1 YEAR  $36.00 U.S. 2 YEARS $63.00 U.S.

Make sure to enclose payment and send to 
INVENTORS DIGEST 520 Elliot St., Suite 200
Charlotte, NC 28202 

NAME (please print)

ADDRESS

CITY/STATE/ZIP

E-MAIL PHONE

TO PLACE NEW ORDERS OR RENEW SUBSCRIPTIONS BY 
MAIL FILL OUT CARD, OR CALL 1-800-838-8808 OR EMAIL 
US AT INFO@INVENTORSDIGEST.COM.
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Whether you just came up with a great idea 
or are trying to get your invention to market, 
Inventors Digest is for you. Each month we 
cover the topics that take the mystery out of 
the invention process. From ideation to proto-
typing, and patent claims to product licensing, 
you’ll find articles that pertain to your situation. 
Plus, Inventors Digest features inventor pros 
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T A K E  A C T I O N  A T  S A V E T H E I N V E N T O R . C O M

America has been on the cutting edge of innovation for over 200 years because of a strong patent system. 
 If Congress passes harmful patent legislation, it  will  devalue the system that has helped turn America’s 
best thinking into our nation’s #1 export. That will  mean fewer new ideas brought to market, fewer jobs 
and a weaker economy. We can’t maintain our global competitive edge by undercutting our greatest asset.

BROUGHT TO YOU BY THE INNOVATION ALLIANCE


