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Introduction.
U.S. District Court patent litigation con-
tinues to be one of the most consequential 
and data-rich arenas in intellectual property 
enforcement. Between July 1, 2020, and June 
30, 2025, 18,352 patent cases were filed 
across federal courts, involving tens of thou-
sands of companies, law firms, attorneys, 
and patents. These disputes influence com-
petitive outcomes, licensing strategies, and 
often define the boundaries of entire tech-
nology markets. Notably, filings increased in 
2025, reflecting shifts in litigation dynamics 
that our analysis captures in detail. 

This report provides a comprehensive, data-
driven examination of the patent litigation 
activity. We analyze how litigation volume 
evolved over a five-year period, where cases 
were filed, which technologies were most 
frequently contested, and how outcomes 
varied across courts, judges, companies, 
law firms, and attorneys. Our analysis is 
grounded in publicly available court records, 
enhanced through document-level review, 
natural language processing, and proprietary 
scoring methodologies designed to evalu-
ate activity, success, and performance in a 
consistent and transparent manner.

A central feature of this report is the evalu-
ation and ranking of stakeholders across the 

patent litigation ecosystem. Companies, law 
firms, and individual attorneys are assessed 
separately for their overall involvement, as 
well as their roles on the plaintiff and defen-
dant sides. By combining activity with suc-
cess and performance metrics, the report 
provides a clear picture of who drives the 
most cases, which participants achieve 
the highest outcomes, and how influence 
is distributed across the ecosystem. This 
multi-dimensional ranking approach allows 
readers to identify both highly active par-
ticipants and consistently successful litiga-
tors, offering practical insights for strategic 
decision-making.

Beyond these rankings, this study highlights 
the concentration of patent litigation within 
a small number of jurisdictions and court-
rooms, the repeated assertion of certain 
patents and patent families, and the strategic 
role played by experienced firms and litiga-
tors. It also examines how procedural prac-
tices, venue selection, and judicial assign-
ment patterns influence where cases are 
filed and how they progress. By pairing filing 
activity with outcome-based performance 
metrics, the report offers a practical lens into 
who is most active, who performs best, and 
how the patent litigation ecosystem func-
tions in practice. 

Scope and Methodology 
This report focuses on patent litigation filed 
in U.S. District Courts between July 1, 2020, 
and June 30, 2025. Our analysis covers all 
publicly available cases within this period, 
capturing activity from 1,304 judges, 14,197 
attorneys, 3,047 law firms, 47,639 compa-

nies, and 17,811 unique patents across 523 
International Patent Classification (IPC) 
codes.

Key metrics, including activity, success, 
and performance scores, were calculated 
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for companies, law firms, and individual 
attorneys. These scores account for the 
role of stakeholders as plaintiffs, defen-
dants, and overall participants, providing 
a multi-dimensional view of engagement 
and effectiveness within the patent litiga-
tion ecosystem. To address gaps in reported 
case statuses, our methodology incorporates 
automated status detection and manual veri-
fication of judgment outcomes. This allows us 
to reliably capture case terminations, includ-

ing dismissals, settlements, judgments, and 
other resolutions.

For readers seeking a comprehensive under-
standing of our approach, the complete 
methodology is detailed in Section 7 of this 
report or can be accessed through our online 
Methodology Guide, providing step-by-step 
explanations of scoring, case classification, 
and analytical techniques.

Who Can Use This Report and How? 
This report is designed to serve a wide range 
of stakeholders involved in or affected by U.S. 
patent litigation. It provides actionable insights 
for anyone looking to understand trends, eval-
uate performance, or make strategic decisions 
in the intellectual property space.

•  In-house legal teams and corporate 
counsel can use the data to benchmark 
their litigation strategies, identify the 
most active courts and judges, and lever-
age the rankings to evaluate law firms and 
attorneys in handling patent disputes. The 
report also helps guide decisions around 
venue selection, risk assessment, and 
resource allocation for current or potential 
litigation.

•  Law firms and attorneys can leverage the 
analysis to understand market dynamics 
and evaluate where their services are most 
in demand. The rankings of activity, suc-
cess, and performance across plaintiffs, 

defendants, and overall roles provide a 
comparative view of how individual prac-
titioners and firms benchmark against their 
peers. Furthermore, the report’s coverage 
of lateral moves provides valuable insight 
into attorney transitions, helping firms 
identify opportunities to recruit experi-
enced talent or expand practice areas. 

•  Investors, analysts, and industry 
observers can benefit from the report’s 
insights into litigation trends, technology 
hotspots, and recurring patents, helping 
to analyze the competitive landscape and 
potential exposure to patent risk across 
industries.

By combining filing activity, patent data, and 
performance metrics, this report provides a 
practical, evidence-based tool for decision-
making, benchmarking, and strategic plan-
ning in the rapidly evolving world of patent 
litigation. 

Report Contents
The report combines high-level analysis with 
data-driven insights into the parties, law 
firms, attorneys, local counsel, and judges 
involved in patent disputes. The study is pre-
sented in two complementary parts:

1  This PDF document, which offers a nar-
rative overview of trends, key statistics, 
and insights across all participants in pat-
ent litigation. It highlights patterns in filing 
activity, technological focus, venue selec-

https://solutions.patexia.com/patent-litigation-intelligence-report-ranking-methodology-2026/
https://solutions.patexia.com/patent-litigation-intelligence-report-ranking-methodology-2026/
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tion, and litigation outcomes, while provid-
ing top 100 rankings of the most active and 
best-performing plaintiffs, defendants, law 
firms, attorneys, and judges.

2  An accompanying Excel dataset, which 
contains full rankings and detailed metrics 
for the top 1,000 most active attorneys, 
companies, and law firms, as well as judges 
and local counsel. This dataset allows 
users to explore performance and activity 
scores in detail, supporting benchmark-
ing, strategic planning, and more targeted 
analyses.

The report is organized into the following key 
sections: 

1  Patent Litigation Overview: This sec-
tion provides a comprehensive analysis of 
District Court Patent Litigation, offering 
high-level statistics on all parties, judges, 
and cases filed from July 1, 2020, through 
June 30, 2025. 

2  Plaintiffs and Defendants Analysis: Our 
study identifies the most active and best-

performing plaintiffs and defendants in 
patent litigation. 

3  Law Firm Performance: This section 
evaluates the performance and activity of 
law firms, ranking the top firms represent-
ing plaintiffs and defendants and compar-
ing their results.

4  Evaluation of Litigation Attorneys: The 
performance and activity of patent litiga-
tors representing both plaintiffs and defen-
dants are compared and ranked.

5  Local Counsel Evaluation: This section 
identifies the most active local counsel 
representing plaintiffs and defendants, 
comparing and ranking their results.

6  Judicial Performance: The performance of 
judges assigned to all patent cases during 
the study period is analyzed based on the 
outcome of their judgments.

7  Ranking Methodology: This section 
explains our performance model and 
details how we calculated the activity, suc-
cess, and performance scores and rankings 
for plaintiffs, defendants, their representa-
tives, and judges. 

What’s Coming Next?
This sixth annual edition of our compre-
hensive patent litigation report kicks off a 
series of seven Patexia Intelligence Reports 
scheduled for release in 2026. Now entering 
the tenth year of publication, these reports 
have become increasingly popular among 
corporations, law firms, and IP profession-
als. A simple search for “Patexia rankings” 
highlights thousands of mentions across law 
firm websites, demonstrating how widely our 
data-driven insights and rankings are used 
for marketing, business development, and 
strategic planning across a variety of Intel-
lectual Property fields.

In addition to this report, Patexia plans to 
release the following Intelligence Reports in 
2026:

•  ITC Section 337 (scheduled for release on 
Feb 26, 2026)

•  Patent Prosecution (scheduled for release 
on March 26, 2026)

•  Trademark Prosecution (scheduled for 
release on April 30, 2026)

•  ANDA Litigation (scheduled for release on 
August 27, 2026)

•  PTAB Intelligence (scheduled for release on 
September 10, 2026)

https://www.google.com/search?q=patexia+rank+-patexia.com&oq=patexia+rank&aqs=chrome.0.69i59l3j69i57j69i64j69i60l2j69i61.1700j0j1&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
https://www.patexia.com/insight/itc-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/patent-prosecution-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/trademark-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/anda-litigation-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/ipr-report
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•  CAFC (Court of Appeal for the Federal 
Circuit) (scheduled for release on October 
29, 2026) 

Patexia is continually improving our 
capabilities, refining our processes, and 
enhancing our data extraction methods to 
ensure the highest level of accuracy, con-
sistency, and insight in our patent litigation 
analyses. 

Furthermore, we are excited to announce the 
upcoming launch of a monthly subscription 
service, designed to provide prompt-based 
access to real-time analytics, rankings, and 
IP insights. This new service will allow sub-
scribers to interact with our datasets, run 
queries, and receive actionable intelligence 
on demand, complementing our annual 
reports and providing ongoing support for 
strategic decision-making in patent litigation 
and intellectual property management.

Pedram Sameni 
Founder and CEO

Disclaimer: The data for this report was obtained from public sources including PACER, USPTO, and PTAB, as 
well as self-reported by attorneys on the Patexia website. Patexia has gone to great lengths to provide valid and 
accurate analysis based on this data. However, Patexia does not guarantee 100 percent accuracy nor take any 
responsibility for possible losses caused by the use of any information provided in this report.

https://www.patexia.com/insight/federal-circuit-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/federal-circuit-report
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Executive Summary.
This report provides a comprehensive over-
view of U.S. District Court patent litigation 
over the five-year period from July 1, 2020, to 
June 30, 2025. During this timeframe, 18,352 
cases were filed, involving a broad spectrum 
of stakeholders: 1,304 district court judges, 
47,639 companies, 14,197 attorneys, includ-
ing local counsel, and 3,047 law firms. The 
analysis evaluates activity levels and rank-
ings across the full dataset, while success 
and performance scores focus specifically 
on the 15,684 cases that had reached a con-
clusion as of December 1, 2025. 

Patent litigation activity varied notably 
throughout the study period. Monthly filings 
averaged 323.5 cases in 2020 and increased 
to 329.4 cases per month in 2021. Activ-
ity then declined, falling to 306.3 cases per 
month in 2022 and reaching a low of 248.8 
cases per month in 2023. This downturn was 
followed by a recovery, with filings rising to 
an average of 297.5 cases per month in 2024 
and accelerating further to 371.2 cases per 
month in 2025. 

Across the study period, 17,811 unique pat-
ents were asserted, spanning 523 IPC classi-
fications. Litigation activity was heavily con-
centrated in a narrow set of technical areas, 
led by G06F (“electric digital data process-
ing”), which appeared in 29.39% of all cases. 
Notably, the ten most frequently cited IPC 
codes were all tied to electronics, commu-
nications, and semiconductor technologies, 
underscoring the continued centrality of 
these sectors in patent disputes.

From a venue perspective, filings remained 
highly concentrated. The Eastern District of 
Texas (TXEDCE) handled the largest share 
with 3,485 cases, followed closely by the 

Western District of Texas (TXWDCE) with 
3,480 cases, and the District of Delaware 
(DEDCE) with 2,258 cases. At the state level, 
Texas accounted for 41.85% of all patent 
cases, far outpacing California (13.12%) and 
Delaware (12.30%). Combined, these three 
jurisdictions were home to 67.27% of all fil-
ings, totaling 12,346 cases during the study 
period.

Samsung Electronics ranked as the most 
active company across all patent litigation 
during the study period, posting an activity 
score of 99.91%. The company appeared in 
321 cases involving 1,147 unique patents and 
was particularly dominant on the defense 
side, where it participated in 291 cases cov-
ering 1,065 patents and achieved a defendant 
activity score of 100%. On the plaintiff side, 
Cedar Lane Technologies Inc. recorded the 
highest level of activity, filing 361 cases tied 
to 84 unique patents and earning an activity 
score of 96.91%. When measured by perfor-
mance, Canon Inc. led among plaintiffs and 
overall, with performance scores of 93.08% 
and 93.15%, respectively. Samsung Electron-
ics distinguished itself on the defense side, 
ranking as the top-performing defendant 
with a performance score of 96.46%. 

Fish & Richardson emerged as the most 
active law firm in U.S. patent litigation dur-
ing the study period, recording an activity 
score of 98.83%. The firm was involved in 
1,146 cases spanning 2,051 unique patents 
and showed particularly strong activity on 
the defense side, where it appeared in 1,041 
matters involving 1,697 patents. Plaintiff-side 
activity was led by Rabicoff Law, which filed 
1,553 cases tied to 310 unique patents, earn-
ing an activity score of 98.70% and stand-
ing out as the most active firm represent-
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ing plaintiffs. Venable achieved the highest 
overall performance score at 94.92% and 
also led among plaintiff-side firms with a 
score of 94.47%. On the defense side, Quinn 
Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan delivered the 
highest performance, posting a score of 
97.59%.

At the attorney level, Isaac P. Rabicoff of 
Rabicoff Law ranked as the most active 
patent litigator overall, posting an activ-
ity score of 98.14%. His activity was par-
ticularly pronounced on the plaintiff side, 
where he appeared in 1,554 cases involving 
310 patents and achieved the highest plain-
tiff activity score at 99.61%. Defense-side 
activity was led by Neil J. McNabnay of Fish 
& Richardson, who earned a activity score 
of 100.00% based on his participation in 578 
cases covering 556 unique patents. Per-
formance rankings highlighted a different 
group of leaders. John M. Guaragna of DLA 
Piper emerged as the strongest performer 
overall and among defendant-side attorneys, 
recording performance scores of 93.86% 

and 97.01%, respectively. For plaintiffs, Steve 
Moore of Ni Wang & Massand achieved the 
highest performance score, finishing the 
period at 91.85%. This report also examines 
changes in attorney affiliations to capture 
shifts within the patent litigation field. We 
reviewed lateral movements occurring since 
the release of the prior report in Q1 2025, 
focusing on the 1,000 most active patent 
litigators. The analysis identifies 70 attorneys 
who moved to a different firm or launched 
their own practices during this period.

Across the 18,352 patent cases filed between 
July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2025, 1,304 district 
court judges presided over at least one mat-
ter. Judicial workloads varied substantially, 
with the most active judge overseeing 2,587 
cases, compared to an average of roughly 
16 cases per judge. Judge Scores, reflecting 
the likelihood that an adjudicated decision 
favored the plaintiff, ranged from 0 to 1, with 
an overall average of 0.56. This indicates 
that, in adjudicated patent cases, plaintiffs 
prevailed slightly more than half of the time. 



Section 01

Patent 
Litigation 
Overview.
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Patent Litigation Overview.
The Patexia 2026 Patent Litigation Intel-
ligence Report examines U.S. patent litiga-
tion activity over the past five years, from 
July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025. During 
this period, courts recorded 18,352 cases 
involving 17,811 unique patents. This activ-
ity underscores the ongoing role of patents 
as a critical strategic tool for businesses 
across sectors. The figures highlight both 
the substantial number of disputes and the 
broad spectrum of technologies at the cen-
ter of litigation. The analysis that follows 
examines filing patterns over the five-year 
period, shedding light on emerging trends, 
sector-specific activity, and the dynamics 
that have influenced the U.S. patent litigation 
environment. 

Over the five-year period reviewed, patent 
litigation filings reached their highest point 

in 2021, with 3,953 cases initiated. Activ-
ity declined in 2022, falling 7.01% to 3,676 
filings, indicating a pullback from the prior 
year’s peak. The downward trend contin-
ued in 2023, when filings dropped to 2,985 
cases, an 18.80% decrease from 2022. This 
decline reversed in 2024. A total of 3,570 
cases were filed during the year, represent-
ing a 19.60% increase compared to 2023. 
The rebound was already visible in the first 
half of 2025, which recorded 2,227 filings. 
When compared with the first half of 2024, 
which saw 1,728 cases, this reflects a 28.88% 
increase. By late December 2025, total filings 
had reached 4,426 cases, offering a clearer 
view of full-year activity. Taken together, 
these figures indicate that the contraction 
observed in 2023 was temporary, with pat-
ent litigation activity regaining momentum 
rather than continuing to soften.

Figure 1.1. Annual District Court Filings from July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025 (2020 and 2025 are half years)
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Over the five-year period analyzed, 23,638 
patents were litigated across the 18,352 
patent cases, resulting in an average of 
approximately 1.29 patents per case. When 
considering only unique patents, the average 
falls to 0.97 patents per case, indicating that 
a subset of patents appeared repeatedly in 
multiple actions. The gap between total and 
unique patent counts highlights the recurring 
assertion of certain patents across differ-
ent disputes. This repetition is not incidental 
and often signals patents of particular com-
mercial or strategic value. In practice, such 
patents tend to be concentrated in tech-
nology-driven industries and are frequently 

leveraged as part of broader enforcement 
strategies, especially in highly competitive 
markets where intellectual property plays a 
central role.

Observation 1 
From July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2025, there were:

18,352
Patent Cases

17,811
Unique Patents

1.29
Average Number of Unique Patents per Filing per Year

Figure 1.2. Average Monthly Filings from July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025

To allow for a fair year-over-year compari-
son, the chart below normalizes the data on 
a monthly basis, accounting for the fact that 
both 2020 and 2025 represent partial cal-
endar years. This normalization provides a 
clearer view of changes in filing volume and 
patent involvement over time.

In 2020, litigation activity averaged 323.5 
cases per month, with an average of 
421.3 patents asserted monthly. Activity 
increased slightly in 2021, reaching 329.4 
cases per month, while patent involve-
ment rose to 430.8 patents per month. 
Both measures declined in 2022, with fil-
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ings dropping to 306.3 cases per month and 
patent involvement falling to 355.1 patents 
per month. The decline in filings continued 
in 2023, averaging 248.8 cases per month, 
although patent involvement increased to 
365.2 per month. In 2024, activity recov-

ered to an average of 297.5 cases per 
month, alongside 385.9 patents per month. 
This upward movement accelerated in 2025, 
where filings peaked at 371.2 cases per 
month, accompanied by a monthly average 
of 444.3 patents involved.

YoY Comparison of Filings (Case and Patent Levels)
The data does not suggest a direct relation-
ship between annual filing volume and the 
number of patents asserted. Instead, the ratio 
of patents to cases offers a more useful indi-
cator of how litigation has evolved over time. 
Higher ratios generally point to cases involv-
ing multiple patents, which often correspond 
to more complex disputes. Lower ratios, by 
contrast, reflect matters built around fewer 
asserted patents. In 2022, this ratio reached 
its lowest point at 1.16 patents per case, indi-
cating that disputes during that year tended 
to involve fewer asserted patents. This pat-
tern shifted notably in subsequent years. By 
2023, the ratio climbed to 1.47, signaling a 
move toward cases involving a broader set 
of asserted patents and, in many instances, 
greater complexity.

Looking across the full five-year window, 
the ratio stood at 1.30 in 2020 and edged 
up slightly to 1.31 in 2021 before dropping in 
2022. In 2024 and 2025, the ratios settled at 
1.30 and 1.20, respectively. Taken together, 
these fluctuations point to alternating periods 

of simpler and more patent-dense litigation.

Several external and procedural factors may 
have influenced the fluctuations observed in 
patent litigation filings between July 2020 
and June 2025. The early part of the period 
coincided with the COVID-19 pandemic, 
while later variations may reflect ongoing 
adjustments in venue strategies, changes 
in district court practices, use of parallel 
PTAB proceedings, and shifts in enforcement 
behavior among large technology compa-
nies and non-practicing entities. More recent 
increases in filing activity may also be associ-
ated with heightened commercial competi-
tion, the maturation of patent portfolios, and 
greater predictability around litigation timing 
and forum selection.

Observation 2
District Court patent litigation filings saw a 

year-over-year decline beginning in 2021. This 
downward trend leveled off in 2024, suggesting 

a possible stabilization in overall activity. 

Most Popular States for Patent Litigation
Patent litigation in the United States is heav-
ily concentrated in a small number of states. 
From July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025, Texas 
emerged as the most active venue, handling 
7,681 or 41.85% of all cases. California followed 
with 2,407 cases (13.12%), reflecting its prom-

inent role in technology-focused disputes. 
Delaware, long favored for corporate litigation 
due to its business-friendly legal framework, 
accounted for 2,258 cases (12.30%). Com-
bined, these three states represent 67.27% of 
all patent litigation filings during the period.
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Beyond the top three, Illinois recorded 1,280 
cases (6.97%), New York 768 cases (4.18%), 
and Florida 636 cases (3.47%), rounding out 
the six most active jurisdictions. All other 
states individually accounted for less than 3% 
of total filings, highlighting a strong geo-
graphic concentration of patent litigation in 
the United States. 

The Eastern District of Texas has long been a 
preferred venue for patent litigation, in large 
part due to its procedural practices and his-
torically plaintiff-friendly reputation. Courts 
in this district have developed specialized 
expertise in handling patent disputes, offering 
relatively fast trial timelines and predictable 
procedures. For plaintiffs, these character-
istics often translate into more efficient case 
resolution and the potential for favorable 
outcomes, which has contributed to the sus-
tained high volume of filings in the state. As 
discussed in later sections, the top two most 
active judges preside in the Eastern and West-
ern Districts of Texas, further highlighting the 
central role of these courts in patent litigation.

California attracts patent litigation due to its 
proximity to the heart of the technology sec-
tor, including Silicon Valley. Many high-tech 
companies, startups, and established innova-
tors are headquartered in California, which 
naturally results in a concentration of intel-
lectual property disputes within its courts. 
This geographical and commercial con-
nection makes California a logical venue for 
cases involving cutting-edge technology and 
complex software, hardware, and electronics 
patents.

Observation 3
The District Courts in Texas, California, and Delaware 

together handled 12,346 of the 18,352 patent cases 
filed between July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2025, 

representing 67.3% of all filings during this period.

Delaware’s dominance is largely tied to its 
status as the corporate home for a substan-
tial number of U.S. businesses. The state’s 
courts are well-versed in complex com-

Figure 1.3. District Court Patent Cases by State, July 1, 2019, through June 30, 2024
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mercial and corporate litigation, offering 
predictability and extensive experience in 
handling intellectual property matters tied 
to corporate defendants. For patent own-
ers, Delaware provides a forum where the 
judicial system is familiar with sophisticated 
corporate structures and the business impli-
cations of patent enforcement, making it an 
attractive venue for cases involving large 
corporations. 

The Geographic Heat Map below offers a 
visual overview of patent litigation activity 
across the United States during the study 
period. Color gradients indicate the relative 
volume of filings in each state, making it easy 
to see where litigation is most concentrated. 
This map provides a clear perspective on 
the geographic distribution of patent cases, 
highlighting the states that serve as primary 
venues for patent disputes.

Figure 1.4.  Patent Litigation Activity Across US, July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025

Most Active District Courts for Patent Litigation
Patent litigation in the United States is highly 
concentrated not only by state but also by 
specific federal judicial districts. The choice 

of venue can have a significant impact on 
case strategy, influencing factors such as 
trial speed, procedural rules, local legal 
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expertise, and perceived plaintiff or defen-
dant advantages. Companies and attorneys 
often consider these elements when select-
ing a forum, a practice commonly referred 
to as venue shopping. Other considerations 
include the experience of judges in handling 
patent cases, the historical outcomes of 
similar disputes, and the familiarity of local 
counsel with particular districts.

However, over time, legal developments have 
altered the ease with which litigants can 
choose their preferred venue. In 2017, the 
U.S. Supreme Court’s TC Heartland decision 
restricted the ability to file patent cases in 
any district where the defendant conducts 
business, narrowing the pool of potential 
forums. This ruling redefined the distribu-
tion of patent cases nationwide, prompting 
shifts in filings across various districts. In 
addition, local rule changes and procedural 
enhancements in certain districts have influ-
enced where cases are concentrated. For 
example, the introduction of expedited trial 
procedures and specialized patent dockets 
in districts such as the Eastern and Western 
Districts of Texas and the Northern District 
of California has made these courts particu-
larly attractive for patent holders and defen-

dants seeking efficient and predictable case 
management.

The chart below presents the top ten most 
active district courts for patent filings 
between July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2025. 
It highlights the districts with the highest 
volume of cases during this period, providing 
insight into patterns of venue selection and 
the concentration of patent litigation across 
the United States.

The Eastern District of Texas (TXEDCE) ranks 
as the most active court, handling 3,485 
cases, closely followed by the Western Dis-
trict of Texas (TXWDCE) with 3,480 cases, 
and the District of Delaware (DEDCE) with 
2,258 cases. A key development during this 
period is the gradual slowdown of filings in 
Delaware, while the Eastern District of Texas 
continues to see rising activity, solidifying 
its position as the leading venue for patent 
litigation. 

The District of Delaware has experienced 
a relative decline in patent filings in recent 
years, a shift that appears tied to changes 
in court practices rather than a loss of rel-
evance. In particular, enhanced disclosure 

Figure 1.5. Most Active US District Courts for Patent Cases, July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025

https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/16pdf/16-341_8n59.pdf
https://patentprogress.org/2024/02/not-just-delaware-litigation-funding-transparency-progress-across-multiple-states/
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requirements introduced in the district, 
especially those related to litigation fund-
ing and corporate ownership, have increased 
transparency obligations for plaintiffs. These 
requirements, coupled with active judicial 
enforcement, have altered filing incentives 
for certain litigants, including non-practic-
ing entities that previously accounted for a 
substantial share of Delaware’s caseload. As 
a result, some cases that might historically 
have been filed in Delaware have migrated to 
other districts, contributing to a redistribu-
tion of patent litigation activity while Dela-
ware continues to remain an important forum 
for complex corporate disputes.

California's Northern District (CANDCE) and 
Central District (CACDCE) also stand out with 
1,119 and 1,037 cases, respectively. The North-
ern District of Illinois (ILNDCE) meanwhile is 
on the rise, driven in large part by the preva-
lence of “Schedule A” cases, a litigation mech-
anism that allows a plaintiff to sue numerous 
unidentified online sellers in a single complaint 
under a sealed Schedule A attachment. In 
these matters, defendants are often listed 
by online identifiers rather than legal names, 
which facilitates targeting large numbers of 
alleged infringers in one action and enables 
early injunctive relief and asset freezes against 
sellers who may otherwise evade process.

Trends in Patent Litigation Across Key U.S. District 
Courts 
Over the past five years, patent litigation 
activity has shown fluctuations across the 
three most active district courts. The fol-
lowing chart illustrates year-by-year fil-
ing trends in the Western District of Texas 
(TXWDCE), the Eastern District of Texas 
(TXEDCE), and the District of Delaware 
(DEDCE). The analysis includes the most 
recent complete data through 2025, provid-
ing a comprehensive view of how filing pat-
terns have evolved over time across these 
leading venues. 

As shown below, the Western District of 
Texas (TXWDCE) experienced an increase 
in patent litigation filings, peaking at 992 
cases in 2021, which reinforced its reputa-
tion as a preferred venue for plaintiffs during 
that period. Since then, filings have declined 
substantially, falling to 373 cases in 2024 
and reflecting a notable contraction in activ-
ity. These fluctuations closely align with the 
period in which Judge Alan Albright played a 
central role in patent litigation, as his techni-
cal expertise and expedited case manage-

ment attracted a high volume of filings. Sub-
sequent procedural changes, most notably 
revisions to case assignment practices that 
distributed cases more evenly among judges, 
likely contributed to the observed decline. In 
2025, the district shows signs of recovery, 
with filings increasing to 523 cases.

The District of Delaware (DEDCE) exhibits a 
similar pattern, with filings rising to a peak 
of 728 cases in 2021 before declining to 279 
cases in 2024, followed by a partial rebound 
to 388 cases in 2025. Long regarded as a 
leading venue for patent litigation, Dela-
ware’s recent decline appears consistent 
with procedural reforms, as discussed above. 
These measures, aimed at increasing trans-
parency and disclosure, may have discour-
aged certain plaintiffs and contributed to the 
reduced level of filing activity observed in 
the district.

The Eastern District of Texas (TXEDCE) has 
shown sustained growth in patent litiga-
tion filings, particularly in the latter part of 

https://patentprogress.org/2024/02/not-just-delaware-litigation-funding-transparency-progress-across-multiple-states/
https://www.jdsupra.com/legalnews/2024-patent-landscape-year-in-review-9676906
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/ip-law/alan-albright-the-go-to-judge-for-patent-cases-speaks-podcast
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/ip-law/alan-albright-the-go-to-judge-for-patent-cases-speaks-podcast
https://www.txwd.uscourts.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Order-Assigning-the-Business-of-the-Court-as-it-Relates-to-Patent-Cases-072522.pdf
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Figure 1.6. Yearly Patent Litigation Filings in Top U.S. Districts (2020–2025)

the study period. After fluctuating between 
approximately 400 and 500 cases annually 
from 2020 through 2022, filings increased to 
627 cases in 2023. This upward trend acceler-
ated sharply in subsequent years, with filings 
surging to 1,079 cases in 2024 and reaching 
1,254 cases in 2025, firmly establishing the 
Eastern District of Texas as the leading venue 
for patent litigation during the study period.

This growth aligns with an administrative 
order issued by Chief Judge Rodney Gilstrap 
in January 2023, which further reinforced 
the Eastern District of Texas as a preferred 
venue for patent litigation. Under the order, 

approximately 90% of civil cases filed in the 
Marshall Division are assigned to Judge Gil-
strap, offering greater consistency and pre-
dictability for litigants compared to random-
ized judge assignment. As discussed further 
below, cases presided over by Judge Gilstrap 
have been a significant contributor to the 
increase in filings, underscoring the district’s 
continued appeal to plaintiffs. Combined 
with its reputation for procedural efficiency 
and experienced handling of patent matters, 
the Eastern District of Texas has increasingly 
attracted patent litigants, making it a key 
driver of the broader rise in patent litigation 
activity observed in 2025.

Patent Filings Before Judges Albright and Gilstrap
Over the past several years, Judges Alan D. 
Albright and Rodney Gilstrap have consis-
tently ranked as the two most active dis-
trict court judges in patent litigation. Col-
lectively, they presided over a substantial 

share of patent cases filed in the United 
States during the study period, accounting 
for approximately 27.31% of total filings. The 
following chart illustrates filing trends for 
cases assigned to Judges Albright and Gil-

https://www.txed.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/goFiles/GO%2023-01%20Assigning%20Civil%20and%20Criminal%20Actions.pdf
https://www.txed.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/goFiles/GO%2023-01%20Assigning%20Civil%20and%20Criminal%20Actions.pdf
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strap, providing a comparative view of their 
respective caseloads and highlighting year-
over-year changes in activity.

A mix of procedural practices, judicial effi-
ciency, and historical venue preferences 
has contributed to the attractiveness of 
these courts for patent plaintiffs. Judge 
Gilstrap’s Eastern District of Texas has long 
been regarded as a plaintiff-favorable venue, 
known for efficiently managing patent dis-
putes and resisting venue transfer requests. 
Likewise, Judge Albright’s Western District of 
Texas gained prominence due to expedited 

trial procedures and his technical exper-
tise, appealing to plaintiffs seeking timely 
resolutions.

Over the past two years, however, the num-
ber of cases assigned to Judge Albright has 
gradually declined, largely reflecting pro-
cedural changes that introduced random-
ized assignment of patent cases across the 
Western District of Texas. By contrast, Judge 
Gilstrap’s docket in the Eastern District of 
Texas has continued to expand, highlighting 
the sustained preference among plaintiffs for 
his court.

PACER Status of Patent Cases
As of December 1, 2025, a total of 15,684 of 
the 18,352 patent cases filed between July 
1, 2020, and June 30, 2025, had reached a 
conclusion, with their statuses recorded 
in the Public Access to Court Electronic 
Records (PACER) system. These concluded 

cases encompass a wide range of outcomes, 
offering valuable insights into trends in pat-
ent litigation resolution during this period. 
Figure 1.6 provides an overview, categoriz-
ing cases by final status and the number of 
unique patents involved, and highlighting 

Figure 1.7. Comparison of the Two Most Active Judges in Patent Cases, July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025
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the diversity of outcomes, including dis-
missals, settlements, and court judgments. 
Meanwhile, 2,668 cases remain active, with 

final classifications still pending in PACER, 
illustrating the ongoing and often protracted 
nature of patent litigation proceedings.

Figure 1.8. Patent Cases filed between July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025, 
with a PACER Decision status as of December 1, 2025

The majority of concluded cases were dis-
missed, totaling 12,945 cases (82.54%), 
reflecting the prevalence of settlements or 
other substantive issues that led to early 
termination. Judgments represented the 
second-largest category, with 1,270 cases 
(8.10%), illustrating the role of courts in 
resolving disputes that could not be settled 
or otherwise dismissed. Other outcomes 

included transferred cases (781) and cases 
closed for administrative or statistical rea-
sons (658), such as non-reportable closures 
or stays pending bankruptcy proceedings. 
This distribution underscores the procedural 
complexity of patent litigation, with most 
cases resolving before reaching judgment, 
either through dismissals, often linked to 
settlements, or via administrative measures.

Practical Outcome of Terminated Patent Cases  
with Judgment
The term "PACER Status" refers to the offi-
cial classification of a patent litigation case's 
outcome or termination status in the Public 
Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER) 
system. However, a closer look shows that 
these statuses, especially those marked as 
"judgment," often do not accurately reflect 

the practical outcome or identify the prevail-
ing party. To address this, a manual review of 
case documents was conducted for all cases 
listed as "judgment" in PACER to determine 
the actual results. More details about this 
process is available in the last section of the 
report. Our analysis revealed that various 
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PACER judgment categories could be reclas-
sified to better reflect the case outcome, 
including:

•  Judgment - Defendant Wins: This clas-
sification indicates a judgment where the 
defendant in the patent case emerges as 
the prevailing party, securing a favorable 
outcome in the litigation. The court's deci-
sion or judgment predominantly favors the 
defendant's position, resulting in the case 
being concluded in their favor. 

•  Judgment - Plaintiff Wins: This category 
signifies a judgment where the plaintiff 
in the patent case prevails as the winning 
party. The court's decision or judgment 
substantially favors the plaintiff's claims, 
leading to a favorable outcome for the 
plaintiff in the litigation.

•  Judgment - Dismissed by Party(ies): This 
classification refers to a scenario where 
the case enters a judgment being dis-
missed at the request of the plaintiff party, 

or a joint motion, often occurring due to 
agreements reached between the involved 
parties.

•  Judgment - Settlement (confidential): 
This category denotes a judgment result-
ing from a settlement agreement between 
the parties involved in the patent case. 
The terms and details of the settlement 
are often confidential and not disclosed 
publicly, leading to the classification 
of the case's outcome as a confidential 
settlement. 

•  Partial Win for Both: This classification 
denotes a situation in a patent case where 
both the plaintiff and defendant achieve 
varying degrees of success in different 
claims or counts presented in the litigation. 
The court's decision or judgment favors the 
plaintiff in certain counts and the defen-
dant in others. Consequently, neither party 
secures a complete victory, resulting in a 
partial win or resolution that offers some 
degree of benefit to both sides.

Figure 1.9. Practical Outcome of Judgment Patent Cases filed July 1, 2020, 
through June 30, 2025, and Decided as of December 1, 2025.
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Observation 4 
The analysis of patent cases resulting in a final 

judgment reveals that a majority, 47.17%, resulted 
in favorable outcomes for plaintiffs, while 

approximately 37.01% favored defendants.

Figure 1.9 illustrates the practical outcomes 
of patent cases filed between July 1, 2020, 
and June 30, 2025, based on our detailed 
analysis of case results. This review focused 
on cases with a "Judgment" PACER decision 
status, revealing the following distribution:

•  About 47.17% (599 out of 1,270) of cases 
resulted in effective "wins" for the plaintiff.

•  Approximately 37.01% (470 out of 1,270) 
were effective "wins" for the defendant.

•  About 9.13% (116 out of 1,270) were dis-
missed by the plaintiff or both parties, 
entering judgment.

•  6.54 percent (83 out of 1,270) were confi-
dential settlements.

•  Less than half a percent (2 out of 1,270) 
resulted in partial wins for both sides due to 
multiple counts in a single case.

Case Length from Filing to Termination
By grouping and analyzing the various docu-
ments submitted by all parties in a case, we 
can identify key milestones, offering insights 
into trends and the timing of each stage. 
While detailed milestone data is acces-
sible through Patexia's Litigation Analyzer, 
this report focuses on the typical duration 
of patent case resolutions. Timelines vary 
widely, with some cases concluding within 
a year and others extending over several 
years. The chart below categorizes cases 
based on closure times into four groups: 
resolved within 6 months, between 6 and 
12 months, between 12 and 18 months, and 
extending beyond 18 months. 

By analyzing the documents submitted by 
all parties in a case, we can identify key 
milestones that reveal trends and the tim-
ing of each stage. While Patexia's Litigation 
Analyzer provides detailed milestone data, 
this report focuses specifically on the typical 
duration of patent case resolutions. Time-
lines vary significantly, with some cases 
concluding within a year and others extend-
ing over several years. The chart below 
categorizes cases based on closure times: 
resolved within 6 months, between 6 and 

12 months, 12 to 18 months, and beyond 18 
months.

The majority of cases, 56.99%, are resolved 
within six months, reflecting the prevalence 
of early settlements, dismissals, transfers, 
and other expedited outcomes. Another 
notable portion, approximately 22.92%, 
concludes within six to twelve months, while 
9.89% of cases take between twelve and 
eighteen months to resolve. Cases extending 
beyond eighteen months account for 10.20% 
and often involve more complex or conten-
tious disputes.

Several factors influence case duration, 
including the complexity of the patents 
involved, the venue of filing, and the litiga-
tion strategies employed by the parties. For 
instance, cases in faster-paced venues or 
those resolved through settlements tend 
to close more quickly, whereas disputes 
involving extensive motions, discovery 
disagreements, or multi-patent portfolios 
are more likely to extend beyond eighteen 
months. Understanding these timelines 
is critical for plaintiffs and defendants as 
they allocate resources and set expecta-

https://www.patexia.com/insight/litigation-analyzer
https://www.patexia.com/insight/litigation-analyzer
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tions. Shorter timelines can benefit parties 
with limited resources by providing quicker 
resolution, while prolonged cases may strain 
budgets and strategic planning. Addition-

ally, case duration often affects settlement 
negotiations, as parties weigh the costs 
of continued litigation against potential 
outcomes.

Figure 1.10. Terminated Patent Cases Filed Between July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025, Grouped by Case Length

Status Breakdown Across Termination Periods  
After categorizing cases by their time to 
termination, we further analyzed them by 
final outcome groups: Dismissed, Judgment, 
Transferred, and Other. This classification 
makes it easier to examine trends and offers 
a clearer view of how the duration of a case 
relates to its ultimate resolution.

While it is expected that dismissals account 
for the majority of early terminations, their 
share is high even in cases extending beyond 
18 months. Notably, however, dismissals 
still represent a significant portion of these 
prolonged cases. A closer look shows that 

voluntary dismissals are most common 
within the first six months, whereas dismiss-
als resulting from settlements tend to occur 
later, suggesting that companies may take 
more time to negotiate favorable terms or 
adjust their strategies. Judgments, in con-
trast, steadily increase as cases progress, 
reflecting the need for judicial resolution in 
more complex disputes. The occurrence of 
transfers in longer-duration cases further 
highlights the evolving and intricate nature 
of patent litigation, often involving jurisdic-
tional considerations or strategic changes in 
venue.
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Most Litigated Technologies (based on IPC codes)
The International Patent Classification (IPC) 
system provides a standardized way to cat-
egorize patents according to their technical 
subject matter, offering a clearer view of the 
types of innovations involved in litigation. By 
examining cases through their IPC codes, we 
can identify which technological areas are 
most frequently contested and detect trends 
in enforcement across different industries. 
The chart below presents the distribution of 
patent cases filed between July 1, 2020, and 
June 30, 2025, organized by IPC classifica-
tion, providing insight into the sectors driv-
ing recent patent disputes.

The most frequently litigated IPC code was 
G06F, covering “electric digital data pro-
cessing,” which appeared in 29.39% of cases. 
This highlights the central role of digital data 
processing technologies in both innovation 
and patent disputes. Close behind, H04L, 

related to the “transmission of digital infor-
mation” (such as telegraphic communica-
tion), featured in 21.07% of cases, reflecting 
the prominence of telecommunications and 
network technologies in litigation. Other 
notable IPC codes include G06Q, cover-
ing data processing systems or methods, 
involved in 11.44% of cases, and H04W, relat-
ing to wireless communication networks, 
appearing in 10.86% of cases. Additional 
categories such as H04M (telecommunica-
tions, including telephone and fax technolo-
gies), H04N (pictorial communication, e.g., 
television), and H04B (transmission of infor-
mation-carrying signals) appeared in 9.27%, 
8.98%, and 8.13% of cases, respectively. All 
other IPC codes each accounted for less than 
5% of cases, as illustrated in Figure 1.12.

An important observation is that all of the 
top 10 most litigated IPC codes fall within the 

Figure 1.11. Case Status Trends by Time-to-Termination
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G and H classes, corresponding to the fields 
of physics and electricity, respectively. This 
highlights the continued dominance of these 
technological sectors in patent litigation. 
Beyond these, other notable codes such as 
A61B and A61K, ranking 13th and 15th, repre-
sent technologies outside the G and H clas-

sifications. A61B relates to medical or dental 
instruments, including surgical tools, diag-
nostic devices, and electrotherapy equip-
ment, while A61K covers medical, dental, 
and personal care preparations, with spe-
cific subclasses for veterinary and medical 
applications.

Most Litigated Patents
Our review of patent litigation cases shows 
that a relatively small set of patents is 
involved in a disproportionately large number 
of disputes, often appearing across multiple 
jurisdictions. This pattern is especially com-
mon in sectors such as digital imaging, tele-
phony, auction platforms, and cloud-based 
storage, where certain patents cover core 
technologies widely implemented in products 
and services. 

Figure 1.13 highlights the top 10 most fre-
quently litigated patents in cases filed 
between July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2025:  

1  US6972790B2 - Host interface for imaging 
arrays - litigated in 256 cases 

2  US8537242B2 - Host interface for imaging 
arrays - litigated in 252 cases 

3  US10237420B1 - Method and system for 
matching entities in an auction - litigated in 
189 cases

4  US09456086B1 - Method and system for 
matching entities in an auction - litigated in 
188 cases 

5  US07023979B1 - Telephony control system 
with intelligent call routing - litigated in 186 
cases 

6  US10491748B1 - Intelligent communication 
routing system and method - litigated in 
180 cases 

7  US07269253B1 - Telephony control system 
with intelligent call routing - litigated in 179 
cases 

Figure 1.12. Top 10 Most Common IPC Codes in Patent Cases Filed from July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025.

https://www.patexia.com/us/patent/06972790
https://www.patexia.com/us/patent/08537242
https://patexia.com/us/patent/10237420
https://patexia.com/us/patent/09456086
https://patexia.com/us/patent/07023979
https://patexia.com/us/patent/10491748
https://patexia.com/us/patent/07269253
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8  US07203844B1 - Method and system for 
a recursive security protocol for digital 
copyright control - litigated in 177 cases 

9  US6473527B1 - Module and method for 
interfacing analog/digital converting 
means and JPEG compression means - liti-
gated in 124 cases 

10  US09261365B2 - Device, system and 
method for remotely entering, storing and 
sharing addresses for a positional informa-
tion device - litigated in 87 cases

Patents that are frequently litigated often 
spark complex legal disputes, including 
patent pooling, licensing negotiations, and 
potential injunctions or damage claims. Many 
of these patents belong to larger portfolios 
held by non-practicing entities (NPEs), who 
enforce them strategically against operating 

companies to secure settlements or licensing 
agreements. The repeated litigation of the 
same patents also reflects ongoing tech-
nological development, as companies work 
to protect their intellectual property while 
adapting to evolving products and stan-
dards. Even patents that have been litigated 
previously can influence market access and 
competitive positioning, underscoring their 
continued relevance. 

Identifying the most frequently litigated 
patents offers valuable insight into broader 
trends in patent strategy and the com-
petitive landscape. This information can 
help companies anticipate future litigation 
risks and pinpoint areas of innovation or 
dense patent clusters that require careful 
management.

Figure 1.13. Top 10 Most Litigated Patents in Patent Cases Filed from July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025.

Patent Litigation Families  Filed Yearly 
We define patent litigation families as groups 
of cases linked by a single patent. Even when 
filed in different courts or jurisdictions, these 
cases involve the same patent or closely 

related patents, often featuring the same 
plaintiffs and recurring defendants. Examin-
ing these families allows us to uncover pat-
terns in how patents are enforced, including 

https://patexia.com/us/patent/07203844
https://www.patexia.com/us/patent/06473527
https://patexia.com/us/patent/09261365
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their geographic reach, recurring legal strat-
egies, and the industries most affected. This 
approach helps highlight how certain patents 
or portfolios can dominate litigation activity 
and change broader market dynamics.

The chart below shows the distribution of 
Patent Litigation Families filed during our 
study period:

Figure 1.14. Patent Litigation Families Initiated July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025

As shown above, families consisting of a 
single case consistently make up a large por-
tion of all patent litigation families, reflect-
ing a tendency toward more focused and 
cost-efficient enforcement strategies rather 
than broad litigation campaigns. In contrast, 
families involving multiple cases are usually 

far more complex, often spanning numerous 
parties and venues. These multi-case fami-
lies tend to involve higher costs and longer 
timelines to reach resolution. It’s important 
to note that these figures represent a snap-
shot in time and may evolve as new cases are 
filed.

Favorite Venues for Patent Litigation Families
Our analysis covers a range of patent litiga-
tion venues, including U.S. District Courts, 
the PTAB, ITC Section 337 investigations, 
and the Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit (CAFC). By applying the concept of 

Patent Litigation Families, we were able to 
examine how cases are distributed and how 
activity varies across these different venues 
throughout the study period.
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During the study period, a total of 8,013 pat-
ent litigation families were initiated, covering 
26,320 cases across various venues. Each 
venue plays a distinct role in the broader 
patent litigation ecosystem. U.S. District 
Courts remain the primary forum for resolv-
ing complex disputes, reflecting their central 
position in the system. The PTAB contrib-
utes a significant portion of cases, primarily 
through administrative reviews such as inter 

partes review (IPR). While ITC Section 337 
investigations are fewer in number, they are 
crucial for addressing cross-border dis-
putes, particularly those involving imported 
goods. Finally, cases at the CAFC, though 
smaller in volume, serve an essential function 
by resolving appeals from lower courts and 
administrative proceedings, providing clarity 
and finality to contested patent decisions.

Figure 1.15.  Most Popular Venues for Patent Litigation Families Initiated July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2025

By the Numbers: Judges, Companies, Law Firms,  
Patent Attorneys, and Local Counsel
Here we provide an overview of key statis-
tics in high-level for all stakeholders and 
parties engaged in patent cases during the 

study period. More detailed insights for each 
group will be furnished in the subsequent 
sections.
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Table 1.1. Case-Level Statistics for All Parties Involved in District Court Patent Litigation

Total Max Cases Avg. Cases

Patent Litigation Law Firms 3,047 1,554 12.7

Law Firms (Plaintiff) 2,049 1,553 10.5

Law Firms (Defendant) 2,025 1,041 8.5

Patent Litigators 13,851 1,554 5.9

Attorneys (Plaintiff) 8,845 1,553 4.9

Attorneys (Defendant) 9,808 578 3.9

Local Counsel 346 917 37.8

Local Counsel (Plaintiff) 297 666 23.3

Local Counsel (Defendant) 285 721 18.1

All Companies 47,639 362 1.6

Plaintiffs 5,996 361 3.2

Defendants 42,973 291 1.4

District Court Judges 1,304 2,587 16
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Plaintiffs and Defendants.
This section focuses on company participa-
tion in U.S. patent litigation by examining 
both activity levels and case outcomes. It 
presents rankings of the top 100 compa-
nies based on their involvement during the 
reporting period, highlighting those with the 
highest levels of litigation activity and mea-
surable impact in court proceedings.

For a more thorough view, additional rank-
ings and metrics are provided in Appendix B, 

available in the accompanying Excel file. 
The appendix extends the analysis to the 
top 1,000 companies, ranked based on their 
involvement as plaintiffs, defendants, and 
on an overall basis. Together, these rankings 
offer a structured view of corporate litigation 
behavior, allowing stakeholders to compare 
positioning, assess competitive exposure, 
and identify benchmarks that reflect prevail-
ing litigation strategies.

The Most Active Plaintiffs and Defendants
The identification of the most active plain-
tiffs and defendants is based on a detailed 
review of 47,639 companies that appeared 
as either party during the study period from 
July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025. Over this 
five-year span, companies participated in an 
average of 1.6 cases.

What is the Activity Score?
The Activity Score measures the extent of a 

company’s participation in patent litigation. It 
is computed using a weighted approach that 

accounts for both the number of cases and the 
number of unique patents associated with each 
company. Greater emphasis is placed on more 

recent matters to reflect current litigation activity.

Samsung Electronics ranks as the most 
active company overall, recording an activ-
ity score of 99.91% based on its involvement 
in 321 cases covering 1,147 unique patents. 
Alphabet Inc. and Apple Inc. follow in sec-
ond and third place, with activity scores of 
96.73% and 96.35%, respectively.

A similar ordering appears among defen-
dants. Samsung Electronics leads defen-
dant activity with participation in 291 cases 
involving 1,065 unique patents, resulting in a 
defendant activity score of 100%. Alphabet 
Inc. ranks second with a score of 96.84%, 
while Amazon, Inc. places third at 96.67%.

On the plaintiff side, Cedar Lane Technolo-
gies Inc. ranks first, achieving an activity 
score of 96.91% through its involvement 
in 361 cases spanning 84 unique patents. 
Dyson and Rothschild Patent Imaging, LLC 
rank second and third, with activity scores of 
94.43% and 93.90%, respectively.

Did you Know? 
From July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2025:
Samsung Electronics recorded the highest 

overall activity score at 99.91% and achieved a 
100% activity score as a defendant. Cedar Lane 

Technologies Inc. ranked as the most active 
plaintiff, with a plaintiff activity score of 96.91%.
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In Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, we provide a sum-
mary of the top 100 most active defendants, 

plaintiffs, and overall participants in patent 
cases.

Table 2.1 - The 100 Most Active Defendants
Defendant Activity Rank Company Defendant Activity Score

1 Samsung Electronics 100.00%

2 Alphabet Inc. 96.84%

3 Amazon, Inc. 96.67%

4 Apple Inc. 96.64%

5 AT&T Company 94.68%

6 Hewlett Packard Enterprise 94.51%

7 Microsoft Corporation 93.63%

8 Verizon 93.40%

9 Walmart 92.83%

10 ASUSTeK Computer Inc. 92.69%

11 LG Electronics 92.58%

12 Cisco Systems 92.32%

13 TCL Corporation 92.22%

14 Deutsche Telekom AG 91.97%

15 Lenovo 91.85%

16 Dell Inc. 91.48%

17 Meta Platforms, Inc. 91.32%

18 Motorola Solutions, Inc. 91.03%

19 Acer Incorporated 89.98%

20 Qualcomm Technologies, Inc. 89.53%

21 Sony Group Corporation 89.52%

22 The Home Depot 89.36%

23 Broadcom 89.28%

https://patexia.com/company/samsung-group
https://patexia.com/company/alphabet-inc
https://patexia.com/company/amazoncom
https://patexia.com/company/apple
https://patexia.com/company/at-t-mobility
https://patexia.com/company/hewlett-packard
https://patexia.com/company/microsoft
https://patexia.com/company/verizon
https://patexia.com/company/walmart
https://patexia.com/company/asustek-computer
https://patexia.com/company/lg
https://patexia.com/company/cisco-technology
https://patexia.com/company/tcl
https://patexia.com/company/deutsche-telekom-ab
https://patexia.com/company/lenovo
https://patexia.com/company/delstar-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/facebook
https://patexia.com/company/motorola
https://patexia.com/company/camber-pharmaceuticals
https://patexia.com/company/qualcomm
https://patexia.com/company/sony
https://patexia.com/company/home-depot
https://patexia.com/company/curtin-steven-d
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Table 2.1 - The 100 Most Active Defendants (continued)

Defendant Activity Rank Company Defendant Activity Score

24 NXP Semiconductors 89.26%

25 Toyota Motor 88.81%

26 Fortinet 88.79%

27 Nokia 88.76%

28 Intel Corporation 88.75%

29 Dubull Official Store 88.69%

30 Honeywell International 88.31%

31 Oracle Corporation 88.07%

32 International Business Machines 87.96%

33 Panasonic 87.90%

34 Hyundai 87.89%

35 Comcast 87.87%

36 Ford Motor 87.81%

37 Target Corporation 87.72%

38 Bank of America Corporation 87.41%

39 Tesla, Inc. 87.41%

40 Texas Instruments 87.37%

41 Micron Technology, Inc. 87.28%

42 TP-Link Systems Inc. 87.28%

43 Best Buy Co., Inc. 87.16%

44 MediaTek 87.14%

45 Hisense Group Co., Ltd. 87.08%

46 General Motors Corporation 87.06%

47 Lowe’s 87.01%

48 CommScope 86.68%

49 Ericsson 86.28%

https://patexia.com/company/nxp-semiconductors-usa
https://patexia.com/company/toyota-motor
https://patexia.com/company/fortinet
https://patexia.com/company/nokia
https://patexia.com/company/intel
https://patexia.com/company/ladymisty-official-store
https://patexia.com/company/honeywell-international
https://patexia.com/company/oracle-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/ibm-international-business-machines
https://patexia.com/company/panasonic
https://patexia.com/company/hyundai
https://patexia.com/company/comcast
https://patexia.com/company/ford-motor
https://patexia.com/company/target-corporation
https://patexia.com/company/bank-of-america-na
https://patexia.com/company/tesla-inc
https://patexia.com/company/texas-instruments
https://patexia.com/company/micron-technology-inc
https://patexia.com/company/d-link-systems
https://patexia.com/company/best-buy-enterprise-services
https://patexia.com/company/mediatek
https://patexia.com/company/hisense-co-ltd
https://patexia.com/company/general-motors
https://patexia.com/company/lowe-s-companies
https://patexia.com/company/commscope
https://patexia.com/company/ericsson
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Table 2.1 - The 100 Most Active Defendants (continued)

Defendant Activity Rank Company Defendant Activity Score

50 Charter Communications 86.20%

51 Bytedance Ltd. 86.05%

52 Western Digital 86.02%

53 Zebra Technologies Corporation 85.86%

54 Roku 85.82%

55 Advanced Micro Devices, Inc 85.80%

56 BOE Technology Group Co., Ltd. 85.78%

57 JPMorgan Chase & Co. 85.77%

58 Mercedes-Benz Group AG 85.71%

59 SunRun Inc. 85.52%

60 Honda Motor Co., Ltd. 85.51%

61 Costco Wholesale Corporation 85.20%

62 ZTE USA 85.09%

63 Volkswagen Group of America, Inc. 85.03%

64 Salesforce 84.92%

65 The PNC Financial Services Group, Inc. 84.87%

66 Xiaomi 84.86%

67 Kia America, Inc. 84.84%

68 General Electric 84.84%

69 Medtronic 84.79%

70 Dish Network 84.78%

71 NVidia 84.75%

72 D-Link Corporation 84.64%

73 Nissan Motor Company, Ltd. 84.58%

74 SharkNinja Operating 84.55%

75 Huawei Technologies 84.51%

https://patexia.com/company/charter-communications
https://patexia.com/company/bytedance
https://patexia.com/company/western-digital-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/zebra-technologies-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/roku
https://patexia.com/company/advanced-micro-devices
https://patexia.com/company/boe-technology-group
https://patexia.com/company/jpmorgan-chase-and-co
https://patexia.com/company/1-robert-bosch-and-2-daimler-ag
https://patexia.com/company/sunrin
https://patexia.com/company/honda-motor
https://patexia.com/company/costco-wholesale
https://patexia.com/company/zte-united-states
https://patexia.com/company/volkswagen-of-america
https://patexia.com/company/salesforcecom
https://patexia.com/company/pnc-financial-services-group-and-pnc-bank-na
https://patexia.com/company/xiaomi
https://patexia.com/company/kia-motors-america
https://patexia.com/company/general-electric
https://patexia.com/company/medtronic
https://patexia.com/company/dish-network
https://patexia.com/company/nvidia-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/d-link-corporation
https://patexia.com/company/nissan-motor
https://patexia.com/company/sharkninja-operating
https://patexia.com/company/huawei-technologies
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Defendant Activity Rank Company Defendant Activity Score

76 HTC Corporation 84.50%

77 Shenzhen Yiyaju Trading Co., Ltd. 84.48%

78 Renesas Electronics Corporation 84.37%

79 Palo Alto Networks 84.37%

80 Siemens AG 84.36%

81 Koninklijke Philips N.V. 84.30%

82 Volvo Car Corporation 84.30%

83 BMW Manufacturing 84.29%

84 Zoho Corporation 84.28%

85 The Walt Disney Company 84.23%

86 Fleet Connect Solutions, LLC 84.23%

87 Walgreens Boots Alliance 84.21%

88 Anker Innovations Co., Ltd. 84.15%

89 Uber Technologies Inc. 84.13%

90 ADT Inc. 84.12%

91 Shen Zhen Shi Ling Ku Dian Zi Shang Wu You Xian Gong Si 84.06%

92 Netgear 84.04%

93 Donna Official Store 83.97%

94 Motive Technologies, Inc. 83.88%

95 U.S. Bancorp 83.87%

96 CVS Health 83.87%

97 Shop911035157 Store 83.85%

98 Garmin Ltd. 83.84%

99 Hitachi, Ltd. 83.83%

100 Zoom Communications, Inc. 83.82%

Table 2.1 - The 100 Most Active Defendants (continued)

https://patexia.com/company/htc
https://patexia.com/company/kayee-trading-shenzhen
https://patexia.com/company/renesas-electronics
https://patexia.com/company/palo-alto-networks
https://patexia.com/company/siemens
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-philips-electronics-nv
https://patexia.com/company/volvo-car
https://patexia.com/company/bmw-manufacturing
https://patexia.com/company/zoho
https://patexia.com/company/walt-disney-music
https://patexia.com/company/fleet-connect-solutions-llc
https://patexia.com/company/walgreens-boots-alliance
https://patexia.com/company/anser-innovation
https://patexia.com/company/uber-technologiesinc
https://patexia.com/company/adt-security-services
https://patexia.com/company/shen-zhen-shi-zhi-guang-dian-zi-you-xian-gong-si
https://patexia.com/company/netgear
https://patexia.com/company/davebella-official-store
https://patexia.com/company/keep-truckin
https://patexia.com/company/bancorp-services
https://patexia.com/company/cvs
https://patexia.com/company/shop910372104-store
https://patexia.com/company/garmin-usa
https://patexia.com/company/hitac-hi
https://patexia.com/company/zoom-video-communications
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Table 2.2 - The 100 Most Active Plaintiffs
Plaintiff Activity Rank Company Plaintiff Activity Score

1 Cedar Lane Technologies Inc. 96.91%

2 Dyson 94.43%

3 Rothschild Patent Imaging, LLC 93.90%

4 DigitalDoors, Inc. 93.11%

5 OptiMorphix, Inc. 92.80%

6 VDPP LLC 92.62%

7 Key Patent Innovations Limited 92.22%

8 Samsung Electronics 92.22%

9 Patent Armory 91.94%

10 WSOU Investments LLC 91.94%

11 Signify Holding 91.53%

12 Dominion Harbor 91.30%

13 Intellectual Ventures Management, LLC 91.28%

14 Fleet Connect Solutions, LLC 90.81%

15 Deckers Brands 90.69%

16 Honeywell International 89.87%

17 Valtrus Innovations, Ltd. 89.83%

18 Bell Semiconductor, LLC 89.28%

19 Seoul Semiconductor Co. Ltd. 89.28%

20 YETI Coolers 89.14%

21 Hitachi, Ltd. 89.09%

22 Regeneron Pharmaceuticals 89.08%

23 Headwater Research LLC 88.71%

24 Flexiworld Technologies 88.55%

25 Redwood Technologies, LLC 88.49%

https://patexia.com/company/cedar-technologies-international
https://patexia.com/company/dyson
https://patexia.com/company/rothschild-patent-imaging
https://patexia.com/company/digital-doors
https://patexia.com/company/optimorphix
https://patexia.com/company/vdpp
https://patexia.com/company/key-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/samsung-group
https://patexia.com/company/armory
https://patexia.com/company/wsou-investments
https://patexia.com/company/signify-nv-f-k-a-philips-lighting-nv
https://patexia.com/company/dominion-harbor-enterprises
https://patexia.com/company/intellectual-ventures-i
https://patexia.com/company/fleet-connect-solutions-llc
https://patexia.com/company/deckers-outdoor-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/honeywell-international
https://patexia.com/company/valtrus-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/bell-semiconductor
https://patexia.com/company/seoul-semiconductor
https://patexia.com/company/yeti-coolers
https://patexia.com/company/hitac-hi
https://patexia.com/company/regeneron-pharmaceuticals
https://patexia.com/company/headwaters-research-development
https://patexia.com/company/flexiworld-technologies-2
https://patexia.com/company/redwood-technologies
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Plaintiff Activity Rank Company Plaintiff Activity Score

26 AlmondNet, Inc. 88.48%

27 IOT Innovations LLC 88.45%

28 Alphabet Inc. 88.24%

29 Roche 88.01%

30 Social Positioning Input Systems, LLC 87.96%

31 International Business Machines 87.71%

32 Amgen 87.60%

33 dbest products, Inc. 87.19%

34 CommWorks Solutions, LLC 87.18%

35 Auth Token LLC 87.10%

36 K.Mizra LLC 87.06%

37 Maxlinear 86.93%

38 Malikie Innovations Limited 86.83%

39 BTL Group of Companies 86.75%

40 AbbVie Inc. 86.72%

41 AML IP, LLC 86.67%

42 Digimedia Tech, LLC 86.54%

43 XYZ Corporation 86.52%

44 Quest Patent Research Corporation 86.39%

45 Sovereign Peak Ventures, LLC 86.26%

46 Alto Dynamics, LLC 86.26%

47 Longhorn HD LLC 86.21%

48 AT&T Company 86.11%

49 Longitude Licensing 86.04%

50 Voltstar Technologies Inc. 85.99%

Table 2.2 - The 100 Most Active Plaintiffs (continued)

https://patexia.com/company/almondnet
https://patexia.com/company/iot-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/alphabet-inc
https://patexia.com/company/hoffman-la-roche
https://patexia.com/company/social-positioning-input-systems
https://patexia.com/company/ibm-international-business-machines
https://patexia.com/company/amgen
https://patexia.com/company/dbest-products-inc
https://patexia.com/company/comm-works-mahon
https://patexia.com/company/auth-token-llc
https://patexia.com/company/kmizra
https://patexia.com/company/maxlinear
https://patexia.com/company/malikie-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/btl
https://patexia.com/company/abbvie
https://patexia.com/company/aml-ip-llc
https://patexia.com/company/digimedia-tech
https://patexia.com/company/xyz
https://patexia.com/company/quest-patent-research
https://patexia.com/company/sovereign-peak-ventures-llc
https://patexia.com/company/alto-dynamics-llc
https://patexia.com/company/longhorn-hd
https://patexia.com/company/at-t-mobility
https://patexia.com/company/longitude-licensing
https://patexia.com/company/voltstar-technologies
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Plaintiff Activity Rank Company Plaintiff Activity Score

51 Linfo IP, LLC 85.96%

52 Caselas, LLC 85.95%

53 LKQ Corporation 85.87%

54 Synopsys 85.83%

55 IPValue 85.75%

56 MIMO Research, LLC 85.71%

57 Gravel Rating Systems LLC 85.69%

58 Axcess Global Sciences, LLC 85.59%

59 Apogee Lighting 85.57%

60 Traxcell Technologies, LLC 85.56%

61 Ericsson 85.54%

62 Investrex LLC 85.54%

63 Datacloud Technologies 85.44%

64 Halliburton Company 85.43%

65 Gamehancement LLC 85.43%

66 SVV Technology Innovations, Inc. 85.40%

67 BelAir Electronics, Inc. 85.38%

68 S3G Technology LLC 85.32%

69 EssilorLuxottica SA 85.30%

70 Quarterhill Inc. 85.27%

71 Belden Inc. 85.23%

72 Transcend Shipping Systems, LLC 85.17%

73 XR Communications, LLC 85.13%

74 Acuitas Therapeutics Inc. 85.00%

75 Celerity IP, LLC 85.00%

Table 2.2 - The 100 Most Active Plaintiffs (continued)

https://patexia.com/company/linfo-ip-llc
https://patexia.com/company/caselas-llc
https://patexia.com/company/lkq
https://patexia.com/company/synopsys
https://patexia.com/company/ipvalue-management
https://patexia.com/company/mimo-research
https://patexia.com/company/gravel-rating-systems-llc
https://patexia.com/company/global-accessories
https://patexia.com/company/apogee-lighting-holdings
https://patexia.com/company/traxcell-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/ericsson
https://patexia.com/company/investrex
https://patexia.com/company/datacloud-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/halliburton-companyinc
https://patexia.com/company/gamehancement
https://patexia.com/company/svv-technology-innovation
https://patexia.com/company/belair-electronics
https://patexia.com/company/s3g-technology
https://patexia.com/company/essilorluxottica-sa
https://patexia.com/company/quarterhill-inc
https://patexia.com/company/belden
https://patexia.com/company/transcend-shipping-systems-llc
https://patexia.com/company/xr
https://patexia.com/company/acuitas-therapeutics
https://patexia.com/company/celerity
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Plaintiff Activity Rank Company Plaintiff Activity Score

76 Open Text Corporation 84.99%

77 Micron Technology, Inc. 84.96%

78 Hyperice 84.96%

79 Wirelesswerx IP, LLC 84.94%

80 Nokia 84.84%

81 Azuga, Inc. 84.73%

82 Apple Inc. 84.72%

83 Canon Inc. 84.61%

84 Provisur Technologies 84.58%

85 Therabody, Inc. 84.56%

86 CDN Innovations, LLC 84.43%

87 Pantech 84.42%

88 NorthStar Systems LLC 84.40%

89 Omnitek Partners LLC 84.35%

90 Koninklijke Philips N.V. 84.34%

91 AGIS Software Development LLC 84.32%

92 Scramoge Technology Ltd. 84.22%

93 Hisense Group Co., Ltd. 84.22%

94 Longhorn IP LLC 84.13%

95 Shenzhen Yiyaju Trading Co., Ltd. 84.11%

96 Motive Technologies, Inc. 84.08%

97 Voxware, Inc. 84.06%

98 DivX 84.02%

99 Daedalus Prime LLC 84.02%

100 Digital Verification Systems, LLC 84.01%

Table 2.2 - The 100 Most Active Plaintiffs (continued)

https://patexia.com/company/opentext
https://patexia.com/company/micron-technology-inc
https://patexia.com/company/hyper-ice
https://patexia.com/company/wirelesswerx-international
https://patexia.com/company/nokia
https://patexia.com/company/azuga
https://patexia.com/company/apple
https://patexia.com/company/canon
https://patexia.com/company/provisur-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/therabody
https://patexia.com/company/cdn-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/pantech
https://patexia.com/company/northstar-systems-llc
https://patexia.com/company/ominitek-partners
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-philips-electronics-nv
https://patexia.com/company/agis-software-development
https://patexia.com/company/scramoge-technology-limited
https://patexia.com/company/hisense-co-ltd
https://patexia.com/company/longhorn-ip-llc
https://patexia.com/company/kayee-trading-shenzhen
https://patexia.com/company/keep-truckin
https://patexia.com/company/voxware
https://patexia.com/company/divx
https://patexia.com/company/daedalus-prime
https://patexia.com/company/digital-verification-systems
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Table 2.3 - The 100 Most Active Companies 
Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants)

Overall Activity Rank Company Overall Activity Score

1 Samsung Electronics 99.91%

2 Alphabet Inc. 96.73%

3 Apple Inc. 96.35%

4 Amazon, Inc. 96.29%

5 AT&T Company 94.61%

6 Hewlett Packard Enterprise 94.32%

7 Microsoft Corporation 93.50%

8 Verizon 93.11%

9 ASUSTeK Computer Inc. 92.56%

10 Walmart 92.50%

11 LG Electronics 92.43%

12 Cedar Lane Technologies Inc. 92.09%

13 Cisco Systems 92.08%

14 TCL Corporation 91.93%

15 Lenovo 91.63%

16 Deutsche Telekom AG 91.60%

17 Meta Platforms, Inc. 91.21%

18 Dell Inc. 91.13%

19 Motorola Solutions, Inc. 90.65%

20 Honeywell International 90.20%

21 Acer Incorporated 89.79%

22 Rothschild Patent Imaging, LLC 89.67%

23 Dyson 89.61%

24 Broadcom 89.60%

https://patexia.com/company/samsung-group
https://patexia.com/company/alphabet-inc
https://patexia.com/company/apple
https://patexia.com/company/amazoncom
https://patexia.com/company/at-t-mobility
https://patexia.com/company/hewlett-packard
https://patexia.com/company/microsoft
https://patexia.com/company/verizon
https://patexia.com/company/asustek-computer
https://patexia.com/company/walmart
https://patexia.com/company/lg
https://patexia.com/company/cedar-technologies-international
https://patexia.com/company/cisco-technology
https://patexia.com/company/tcl
https://patexia.com/company/lenovo
https://patexia.com/company/deutsche-telekom-ab
https://patexia.com/company/facebook
https://patexia.com/company/delstar-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/motorola
https://patexia.com/company/honeywell-international
https://patexia.com/company/camber-pharmaceuticals
https://patexia.com/company/rothschild-patent-imaging
https://patexia.com/company/dyson
https://patexia.com/company/curtin-steven-d
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Table 2.3 - The 100 Most Active Companies Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall Activity Rank Company Overall Activity Score

25 Fleet Connect Solutions, LLC 89.59%

26 Sony Group Corporation 89.54%

27 International Business Machines 89.31%

28 NXP Semiconductors 89.24%

29 Nokia 89.15%

30 Qualcomm Technologies, Inc. 89.14%

31 The Home Depot 88.97%

32 Intel Corporation 88.78%

33 Fortinet 88.74%

34 Patent Armory 88.64%

35 VDPP LLC 88.59%

36 DigitalDoors, Inc. 88.56%

37 Panasonic 88.46%

38 Toyota Motor 88.44%

39 Oracle Corporation 88.32%

40 Dubull Official Store 88.30%

41 Signify Holding 88.06%

42 Micron Technology, Inc. 87.89%

43 Hyundai 87.85%

44 Key Patent Innovations Limited 87.78%

45 Comcast 87.66%

46 CommScope 87.57%

47 Ericsson 87.54%

48 Hisense Group Co., Ltd. 87.47%

49 Ford Motor 87.46%

50 TP-Link Systems Inc. 87.41%

https://patexia.com/company/fleet-connect-solutions-llc
https://patexia.com/company/sony
https://patexia.com/company/ibm-international-business-machines
https://patexia.com/company/nxp-semiconductors-usa
https://patexia.com/company/nokia
https://patexia.com/company/qualcomm
https://patexia.com/company/home-depot
https://patexia.com/company/intel
https://patexia.com/company/fortinet
https://patexia.com/company/armory
https://patexia.com/company/vdpp
https://patexia.com/company/digital-doors
https://patexia.com/company/panasonic
https://patexia.com/company/toyota-motor
https://patexia.com/company/oracle-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/ladymisty-official-store
https://patexia.com/company/signify-nv-f-k-a-philips-lighting-nv
https://patexia.com/company/micron-technology-inc
https://patexia.com/company/hyundai
https://patexia.com/company/key-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/comcast
https://patexia.com/company/commscope
https://patexia.com/company/ericsson
https://patexia.com/company/hisense-co-ltd
https://patexia.com/company/ford-motor
https://patexia.com/company/d-link-systems
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Table 2.3 - The 100 Most Active Companies Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall Activity Rank Company Overall Activity Score

51 WSOU Investments LLC 87.39%

52 Target Corporation 87.36%

53 Hitachi, Ltd. 87.27%

54 OptiMorphix, Inc. 87.27%

55 Tesla, Inc. 87.26%

56 MediaTek 87.26%

57 Intellectual Ventures Management, LLC 87.19%

58 Amgen 87.19%

59 General Motors Corporation 87.10%

60 Bank of America Corporation 87.08%

61 Texas Instruments 87.04%

62 Dominion Harbor 86.82%

63 Best Buy Co., Inc. 86.81%

64 Roche 86.80%

65 Lowe’s 86.77%

66 Bell Semiconductor, LLC 86.76%

67 Zebra Technologies Corporation 86.66%

68 Deckers Brands 86.53%

69 Dish Network 86.44%

70 Valtrus Innovations, Ltd. 86.42%

71 Koninklijke Philips N.V. 86.30%

72 Roku 86.21%

73 Shenzhen Yiyaju Trading Co., Ltd. 86.20%

74 Bytedance Ltd. 86.16%

75 Western Digital 86.03%

76 SharkNinja Operating 85.95%

https://patexia.com/company/wsou-investments
https://patexia.com/company/target-corporation
https://patexia.com/company/hitac-hi
https://patexia.com/company/optimorphix
https://patexia.com/company/tesla-inc
https://patexia.com/company/mediatek
https://patexia.com/company/intellectual-ventures-i
https://patexia.com/company/amgen
https://patexia.com/company/general-motors
https://patexia.com/company/bank-of-america-na
https://patexia.com/company/texas-instruments
https://patexia.com/company/dominion-harbor-enterprises
https://patexia.com/company/best-buy-enterprise-services
https://patexia.com/company/hoffman-la-roche
https://patexia.com/company/lowe-s-companies
https://patexia.com/company/bell-semiconductor
https://patexia.com/company/zebra-technologies-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/deckers-outdoor-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/dish-network
https://patexia.com/company/valtrus-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-philips-electronics-nv
https://patexia.com/company/roku
https://patexia.com/company/kayee-trading-shenzhen
https://patexia.com/company/bytedance
https://patexia.com/company/western-digital-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/sharkninja-operating
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Table 2.3 - The 100 Most Active Companies Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall Activity Rank Company Overall Activity Score

77 Charter Communications 85.93%

78 Seoul Semiconductor Co. Ltd. 85.89%

79 SunRun Inc. 85.84%

80 BOE Technology Group Co., Ltd. 85.78%

81 dbest products, Inc. 85.78%

82 Advanced Micro Devices, Inc 85.68%

83 Canon Inc. 85.62%

84 JPMorgan Chase & Co. 85.58%

85 SAP AG 85.41%

86 Mercedes-Benz Group AG 85.40%

87 General Electric 85.31%

88 BMW Manufacturing 85.31%

89 ZTE USA 85.30%

90 Honda Motor Co., Ltd. 85.20%

91 AlmondNet, Inc. 85.19%

92 EssilorLuxottica SA 84.91%

93 Costco Wholesale Corporation 84.89%

94 The Walt Disney Company 84.88%

95 Shen Zhen Shi Ling Ku Dian Zi Shang Wu You Xian Gong Si 84.86%

96 Medtronic 84.77%

97 Hyperice 84.76%

98 The PNC Financial Services Group, Inc. 84.76%

99 Siemens AG 84.74%

100 Open Text Corporation 84.74%

https://patexia.com/company/charter-communications
https://patexia.com/company/seoul-semiconductor
https://patexia.com/company/sunrin
https://patexia.com/company/boe-technology-group
https://patexia.com/company/dbest-products-inc
https://patexia.com/company/advanced-micro-devices
https://patexia.com/company/canon
https://patexia.com/company/jpmorgan-chase-and-co
https://patexia.com/company/sap-ag
https://patexia.com/company/1-robert-bosch-and-2-daimler-ag
https://patexia.com/company/general-electric
https://patexia.com/company/bmw-manufacturing
https://patexia.com/company/zte-united-states
https://patexia.com/company/honda-motor
https://patexia.com/company/almondnet
https://patexia.com/company/essilorluxottica-sa
https://patexia.com/company/costco-wholesale
https://patexia.com/company/walt-disney-music
https://patexia.com/company/shen-zhen-shi-zhi-guang-dian-zi-you-xian-gong-si
https://patexia.com/company/medtronic
https://patexia.com/company/hyper-ice
https://patexia.com/company/pnc-financial-services-group-and-pnc-bank-na
https://patexia.com/company/siemens
https://patexia.com/company/opentext
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Best Performing Companies in Patent Litigation Cases
We developed a standardized methodology 
to evaluate the performance of companies, 
attorneys, and law firms involved in patent 
litigation, as described in detail in Section 7. 
Under this framework, each case outcome is 
assigned a point value, producing a quantifi-
able measure of success for each participant. 
These success measures are then combined 
with activity levels to calculate the Perfor-
mance Score, expressed as a weighted and 
normalized average.

This methodology supports a consistent 
evaluation of both participation and results 
across the litigation landscape. The tables 
below present Performance Scores and 
rankings for Plaintiffs, Defendants, and Over-
all (combined) participants.

Based on an analysis of 18,352 District Court 
patent litigation cases filed between July 1, 
2020, and June 30, 2025, with terminated 
cases evaluated as of December 1, 2025, 
Samsung Electronics ranks as the top-per-
forming defendant, recording a performance 
score of 96.46%. Alphabet Inc. and Amazon, 
Inc. follow in second and third place, with 
scores of 95.70% and 95.49%, respectively.

Among plaintiffs, Canon Inc. leads with a 
performance score of 93.08%, followed by 
Dyson at 90.26% and EssilorLuxottica SA at 
89.28%. When considering overall perfor-
mance, Canon Inc., Samsung Electronics, 
and EssilorLuxottica SA rank as the top three 
companies, with scores of 93.15%, 92.92%, 
and 92.75%, respectively.

What is the Performance Score?
The Performance Score represents a company’s 

combined level of activity and litigation 
outcomes. It is calculated as a weighted average 

of activity and success scores and is reported 
on a standardized scale from 0 to 100.

Tables 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6 present the high-
est-performing companies by category. A 
complete listing of the top 1,000 companies 
involved in patent litigation, along with their 
corresponding activity, success, and perfor-
mance metrics, is provided in Appendix B. 
The appendix also includes information on 
the top three law firms representing each 
company and the number of cases handled 
during the study period.

Table 2.4 - The 100 Best Performing Defendants
Defendant  

Performance Rank Company Defendant  
Performance Score

1 Samsung Electronics 96.46%

2 Alphabet Inc. 95.70%

3 Amazon, Inc. 95.49%

4 Apple Inc. 95.47%

5 Verizon 94.71%

https://patexia.com/company/samsung-group
https://patexia.com/company/alphabet-inc
https://patexia.com/company/amazoncom
https://patexia.com/company/apple
https://patexia.com/company/verizon
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Defendant  
Performance Rank Company Defendant  

Performance Score

6 Broadcom 94.70%

7 Lenovo 94.49%

8 Microsoft Corporation 94.12%

9 Meta Platforms, Inc. 94.07%

10 Nokia 93.94%

11 Hewlett Packard Enterprise 93.94%

12 Motorola Solutions, Inc. 93.85%

13 LG Electronics 93.78%

14 Deutsche Telekom AG 93.67%

15 SunRun Inc. 93.49%

16 Cisco Systems 93.29%

17 Dell Inc. 93.28%

18 AT&T Company 93.26%

19 Fortinet 92.99%

20 Qualcomm Technologies, Inc. 92.96%

21 General Motors Corporation 92.95%

22 Walmart 92.81%

23 TCL Corporation 92.77%

24 Toyota Motor 92.73%

25 Sony Group Corporation 92.51%

26 U.S. Bancorp 92.43%

27 Hyundai 92.39%

28 MediaTek 92.38%

29 Ford Motor 92.36%

Table 2.4 - The 100 Best Performing Defendants (continued)

https://patexia.com/company/curtin-steven-d
https://patexia.com/company/lenovo
https://patexia.com/company/microsoft
https://patexia.com/company/facebook
https://patexia.com/company/nokia
https://patexia.com/company/hewlett-packard
https://patexia.com/company/motorola
https://patexia.com/company/lg
https://patexia.com/company/deutsche-telekom-ab
https://patexia.com/company/sunrin
https://patexia.com/company/cisco-technology
https://patexia.com/company/delstar-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/at-t-mobility
https://patexia.com/company/fortinet
https://patexia.com/company/qualcomm
https://patexia.com/company/general-motors
https://patexia.com/company/walmart
https://patexia.com/company/tcl
https://patexia.com/company/toyota-motor
https://patexia.com/company/sony
https://patexia.com/company/bancorp-services
https://patexia.com/company/hyundai
https://patexia.com/company/mediatek
https://patexia.com/company/ford-motor
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Table 2.4 - The 100 Best Performing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Performance Rank Company Defendant  

Performance Score

30 Ericsson 92.36%

31 NXP Semiconductors 92.31%

32 Comcast 92.28%

33 Huawei Technologies 92.19%

34 HTC Corporation 92.18%

35 Salesforce 92.16%

36 Charter Communications 92.00%

37 Panasonic 91.98%

38 ASUSTeK Computer Inc. 91.90%

39 The Home Depot 91.48%

40 Intel Corporation 91.42%

41 Hisense Group Co., Ltd. 91.41%

42 Acer Incorporated 91.23%

43 Mercedes-Benz Group AG 91.11%

44 The Walt Disney Company 90.92%

45 Analog Devices 90.88%

46 Bank of America Corporation 90.84%

47 CVS Health 90.82%

48 Lowe’s 90.81%

49 Koninklijke Philips N.V. 90.81%

50 Roku 90.77%

51 Advanced Micro Devices, Inc 90.76%

52 F5, Inc. 90.76%

53 Western Digital 90.74%

https://patexia.com/company/ericsson
https://patexia.com/company/nxp-semiconductors-usa
https://patexia.com/company/comcast
https://patexia.com/company/huawei-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/htc
https://patexia.com/company/salesforcecom
https://patexia.com/company/charter-communications
https://patexia.com/company/panasonic
https://patexia.com/company/asustek-computer
https://patexia.com/company/home-depot
https://patexia.com/company/intel
https://patexia.com/company/hisense-co-ltd
https://patexia.com/company/camber-pharmaceuticals
https://patexia.com/company/1-robert-bosch-and-2-daimler-ag
https://patexia.com/company/walt-disney-music
https://patexia.com/company/analog-devices
https://patexia.com/company/bank-of-america-na
https://patexia.com/company/cvs
https://patexia.com/company/lowe-s-companies
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-philips-electronics-nv
https://patexia.com/company/roku
https://patexia.com/company/advanced-micro-devices
https://patexia.com/company/f5-networks
https://patexia.com/company/western-digital-technologies
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Table 2.4 - The 100 Best Performing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Performance Rank Company Defendant  

Performance Score

54 Charles Schwab Corporation 90.72%

55 JPMorgan Chase & Co. 90.72%

56 Target Corporation 90.66%

57 Honda Motor Co., Ltd. 90.63%

58 Tesla, Inc. 90.59%

59 Oracle Corporation 90.59%

60 Best Buy Co., Inc. 90.46%

61 Seiko Epson Corporation 90.30%

62 Kyocera 90.25%

63 Costco Wholesale Corporation 90.21%

64 International Business Machines 90.20%

65 Texas Instruments 90.19%

66 CommScope 90.17%

67 Dish Network 90.10%

68 Honeywell International 90.07%

69 Micron Technology, Inc. 90.00%

70 ADT Inc. 89.96%

71 Siemens AG 89.95%

72 Renesas Electronics Corporation 89.84%

73 Bytedance Ltd. 89.81%

74 Cullen/Frost Bankers, Inc. 89.70%

75 Uber Technologies Inc. 89.56%

76 Garmin Ltd. 89.49%

77 Motive Technologies, Inc. 89.40%

https://patexia.com/company/charles-schwab-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/jpmorgan-chase-and-co
https://patexia.com/company/target-corporation
https://patexia.com/company/honda-motor
https://patexia.com/company/tesla-inc
https://patexia.com/company/oracle-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/best-buy-enterprise-services
https://patexia.com/company/epson
https://patexia.com/company/kyocera
https://patexia.com/company/costco-wholesale
https://patexia.com/company/ibm-international-business-machines
https://patexia.com/company/texas-instruments
https://patexia.com/company/commscope
https://patexia.com/company/dish-network
https://patexia.com/company/honeywell-international
https://patexia.com/company/micron-technology-inc
https://patexia.com/company/adt-security-services
https://patexia.com/company/siemens
https://patexia.com/company/renesas-electronics
https://patexia.com/company/bytedance
https://patexia.com/company/bankers
https://patexia.com/company/uber-technologiesinc
https://patexia.com/company/garmin-usa
https://patexia.com/company/keep-truckin
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Defendant  
Performance Rank Company Defendant  

Performance Score

78 Wells Fargo 89.39%

79 Volvo Car Corporation 89.28%

80 Zyxel Networks, Inc. 89.25%

81 Zebra Technologies Corporation 89.18%

82 Kia America, Inc. 89.09%

83 ZTE USA 89.08%

84 The Kroger Co. 88.98%

85 Medtronic 88.82%

86 BMW Manufacturing 88.81%

87 Citigroup, Inc. 88.81%

88 Pfizer 88.80%

89 Vista Outdoor 88.76%

90 Lyft Inc. 88.67%

91 VIZIO, Inc. 88.66%

92 Xiaomi 88.58%

93 Adobe Inc. 88.49%

94 Truist Financial Corporation 88.45%

95 Zoho Corporation 88.43%

96 Cox Enterprises 88.43%

97 Zoom Communications, Inc. 88.38%

98 Snap Inc. 88.38%

99 Canon Inc. 88.37%

100 Stellantis N.V. 88.34%

Table 2.4 - The 100 Best Performing Defendants (continued)

https://patexia.com/company/wellsfargo-bank-na
https://patexia.com/company/volvo-car
https://patexia.com/company/zyxel-networks-inc
https://patexia.com/company/zebra-technologies-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/kia-motors-america
https://patexia.com/company/zte-united-states
https://patexia.com/company/the-krogerco
https://patexia.com/company/medtronic
https://patexia.com/company/bmw-manufacturing
https://patexia.com/company/citigroup
https://patexia.com/company/pfizer
https://patexia.com/company/vista-outdoor
https://patexia.com/company/lyft
https://patexia.com/company/vizio
https://patexia.com/company/xiaomi
https://patexia.com/company/adobe-systems-incorporation
https://patexia.com/company/bb-t
https://patexia.com/company/zoho
https://patexia.com/company/cox-enterprises
https://patexia.com/company/zoom-video-communications
https://patexia.com/company/snap-inc
https://patexia.com/company/canon
https://patexia.com/company/fca
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Table 2.5 - The 100 Best Performing Plaintiffs
Plaintiff  

Performance Rank Company Plaintiff  
Performance Score

1 Canon Inc. 93.08%

2 Dyson 90.26%

3 EssilorLuxottica SA 89.28%

4 Deckers Brands 88.79%

5 Whirlpool 87.35%

6 AML IP, LLC 87.04%

7 BTL Group of Companies 86.90%

8 Chubby Gorilla, Inc. 85.93%

9 Seiko Epson Corporation 85.73%

10 Cedar Lane Technologies Inc. 85.41%

11 OptiMorphix, Inc. 85.30%

12 Bayer Corporation 85.22%

13 Signify Holding 85.19%

14 Alphabet Inc. 85.15%

15 American Patents LLC 84.43%

16 DigitalDoors, Inc. 84.34%

17 Fleet Connect Solutions, LLC 84.30%

18 National Products, Inc. 84.10%

19 YETI Coolers 84.03%

20 Samsung Electronics 84.01%

21 SVV Technology Innovations, Inc. 83.89%

22 Amgen 83.88%

23 Seoul Semiconductor Co. Ltd. 83.84%

24 Key Patent Innovations Limited 83.79%

25 Therabody, Inc. 83.73%

https://patexia.com/company/canon
https://patexia.com/company/dyson
https://patexia.com/company/essilorluxottica-sa
https://patexia.com/company/deckers-outdoor-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/whirlpool
https://patexia.com/company/aml-ip-llc
https://patexia.com/company/btl
https://patexia.com/company/chubby-gorilla
https://patexia.com/company/epson
https://patexia.com/company/cedar-technologies-international
https://patexia.com/company/optimorphix
https://patexia.com/company/bayer-corproation
https://patexia.com/company/signify-nv-f-k-a-philips-lighting-nv
https://patexia.com/company/alphabet-inc
https://patexia.com/company/american-patent-development
https://patexia.com/company/digital-doors
https://patexia.com/company/fleet-connect-solutions-llc
https://patexia.com/company/national-products
https://patexia.com/company/yeti-coolers
https://patexia.com/company/samsung-group
https://patexia.com/company/svv-technology-innovation
https://patexia.com/company/amgen
https://patexia.com/company/seoul-semiconductor
https://patexia.com/company/key-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/therabody
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Table 2.5 - The 100 Best Performing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Company Plaintiff  

Performance Score

26 WSOU Investments LLC 83.68%

27 Halliburton Company 83.64%

28 Rothschild Patent Imaging, LLC 83.62%

29 Shenzhen Kaiwensi Electronic Commerce Co., Ltd. 83.57%

30 Dominion Harbor 83.53%

31 Honeywell International 83.53%

32 Patent Armory 83.51%

33 International Business Machines 83.36%

34 Netlist 83.36%

35 Roche 83.33%

36 ACQIS LLC 83.23%

37 Pantech 83.11%

38 AlmondNet, Inc. 83.08%

39 IOT Innovations LLC 83.08%

40 Ravgen, Inc. 83.06%

41 Shenzhen Jisu Technology Co., Ltd. 83.03%

42 LKQ Corporation 83.02%

43 Longhorn IP LLC 83.01%

44 Malikie Innovations Limited 82.96%

45 Valtrus Innovations, Ltd. 82.96%

46 United Services Automobile Association 82.94%

47 Maxlinear 82.93%

48 Regeneron Pharmaceuticals 82.88%

49 JFXD TRX ACQ LLC 82.84%

50 Synopsys 82.82%

https://patexia.com/company/wsou-investments
https://patexia.com/company/halliburton-companyinc
https://patexia.com/company/rothschild-patent-imaging
https://patexia.com/company/shenzhen-aokehai-electronic-commerce
https://patexia.com/company/dominion-harbor-enterprises
https://patexia.com/company/honeywell-international
https://patexia.com/company/armory
https://patexia.com/company/ibm-international-business-machines
https://patexia.com/company/netlist
https://patexia.com/company/hoffman-la-roche
https://patexia.com/company/acqis-a-texas-liability
https://patexia.com/company/pantech
https://patexia.com/company/almondnet
https://patexia.com/company/iot-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/ravgen
https://patexia.com/company/shenzhen-jisu-technology
https://patexia.com/company/lkq
https://patexia.com/company/longhorn-ip-llc
https://patexia.com/company/malikie-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/valtrus-innovations
https://patexia.com/company/united-services-automobile-association
https://patexia.com/company/maxlinear
https://patexia.com/company/regeneron-pharmaceuticals
https://patexia.com/company/jfxd-trx-acq
https://patexia.com/company/synopsys
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Table 2.5 - The 100 Best Performing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Company Plaintiff  

Performance Score

51 BelAir Electronics, Inc. 82.80%

52 Open Text Corporation 82.71%

53 Apple Inc. 82.67%

54 MCP IP, LLC 82.64%

55 The NOCO Company 82.63%

56 Azuga, Inc. 82.60%

57 Celerity IP, LLC 82.58%

58 Hitachi, Ltd. 82.47%

59 Intellectual Ventures Management, LLC 82.42%

60 AbbVie Inc. 82.36%

61 Skechers USA 82.35%

63 Quarterhill Inc. 82.31%

64 Longitude Licensing 82.29%

65 Redwood Technologies, LLC 82.28%

66 Vetstem Biopharma Inc. 82.16%

67 Nokia 82.13%

68 Trane 82.13%

69 Micron Technology, Inc. 82.11%

70 Hyperice 82.07%

71 Hydrafacial LLC 82.06%

72 Koninklijke Philips N.V. 82.04%

73 Shibumi Shade, Inc. 82.04%

74 CAO Group 82.02%

75 Voxware, Inc. 82.00%

76 Trove Brands, LLC 81.98%

https://patexia.com/company/belair-electronics
https://patexia.com/company/opentext
https://patexia.com/company/apple
https://patexia.com/company/mcp-ip
https://patexia.com/company/noco
https://patexia.com/company/azuga
https://patexia.com/company/celerity
https://patexia.com/company/hitac-hi
https://patexia.com/company/intellectual-ventures-i
https://patexia.com/company/abbvie
https://patexia.com/company/skechers-usa-ii
https://patexia.com/company/quarterhill-inc
https://patexia.com/company/longitude-licensing
https://patexia.com/company/redwood-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/vetstem-biopharma
https://patexia.com/company/nokia
https://patexia.com/company/trane
https://patexia.com/company/micron-technology-inc
https://patexia.com/company/hyper-ice
https://patexia.com/company/hydrafacial
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-philips-electronics-nv
https://patexia.com/company/shibumi-shade
https://patexia.com/company/cao-group
https://patexia.com/company/voxware
https://patexia.com/company/trove-brands-llc
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Table 2.5 - The 100 Best Performing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Company Plaintiff  

Performance Score

77 Acuitas Therapeutics Inc. 81.98%

78 Johnson Controls 81.93%

79 KPN 81.92%

80 Gavrieli Brands LLC 81.86%

81 Hisense Group Co., Ltd. 81.81%

82 MIMO Research, LLC 81.76%

83 Karmagreen, LLC 81.73%

84 Voltstar Technologies Inc. 81.69%

85 Microsoft Corporation 81.69%

86 10X Genomics 81.66%

87 Centripetal Networks Inc. 81.64%

88 Broadcom 81.63%

89 Ep Family Corp. 81.62%

90 XYZ Corporation 81.62%

91 VideoLabs, Inc. 81.61%

92 Unicorn Global, Inc. 81.58%

93 AT&T Company 81.58%

94 S3G Technology LLC 81.54%

95 Preservation Wellness Technologies LLC 81.54%

96 Impinj, Inc. 81.53%

97 Digimedia Tech, LLC 81.52%

98 CommWorks Solutions, LLC 81.48%

99 SharkNinja Operating 81.47%

100 Becton Dickinson and Company 81.47%

https://patexia.com/company/acuitas-therapeutics
https://patexia.com/company/johnson-controls-interiors
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-kpn-nv
https://patexia.com/company/gavrieli-brands
https://patexia.com/company/hisense-co-ltd
https://patexia.com/company/mimo-research
https://patexia.com/company/karmagreen
https://patexia.com/company/voltstar-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/microsoft
https://patexia.com/company/10x-genomics
https://patexia.com/company/centripetal-networks
https://patexia.com/company/curtin-steven-d
https://patexia.com/company/ep-family
https://patexia.com/company/xyz
https://patexia.com/company/videolabs
https://patexia.com/company/unicorn-global
https://patexia.com/company/at-t-mobility
https://patexia.com/company/s3g-technology
https://patexia.com/company/preservation-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/impinj
https://patexia.com/company/digimedia-tech
https://patexia.com/company/comm-works-mahon
https://patexia.com/company/sharkninja-operating
https://patexia.com/company/becton-dickinson-and
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Table 2.6 - The 100 Best Performing Companies 
Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants)

Overall  
Performance Rank Company Overall  

Performance Score

1 Canon Inc. 93.15%

2 Samsung Electronics 92.92%

3 EssilorLuxottica SA 92.75%

4 Alphabet Inc. 92.49%

5 Apple Inc. 92.06%

6 Amazon, Inc. 91.86%

7 Broadcom 91.13%

8 Seiko Epson Corporation 91.00%

9 Whirlpool 90.83%

10 Microsoft Corporation 90.79%

11 Hewlett Packard Enterprise 90.68%

12 Dyson 90.68%

13 Verizon 90.67%

14 Lenovo 90.67%

15 LG Electronics 90.20%

16 Deckers Brands 90.13%

17 Motorola Solutions, Inc. 89.93%

18 Dell Inc. 89.83%

19 AT&T Company 89.82%

20 Deutsche Telekom AG 89.72%

21 Meta Platforms, Inc. 89.68%

22 Walmart 89.63%

23 Cisco Systems 89.61%

24 Nokia 89.47%

https://patexia.com/company/canon
https://patexia.com/company/samsung-group
https://patexia.com/company/essilorluxottica-sa
https://patexia.com/company/alphabet-inc
https://patexia.com/company/apple
https://patexia.com/company/amazoncom
https://patexia.com/company/curtin-steven-d
https://patexia.com/company/epson
https://patexia.com/company/whirlpool
https://patexia.com/company/microsoft
https://patexia.com/company/hewlett-packard
https://patexia.com/company/dyson
https://patexia.com/company/verizon
https://patexia.com/company/lenovo
https://patexia.com/company/lg
https://patexia.com/company/deckers-outdoor-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/motorola
https://patexia.com/company/delstar-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/at-t-mobility
https://patexia.com/company/deutsche-telekom-ab
https://patexia.com/company/facebook
https://patexia.com/company/walmart
https://patexia.com/company/cisco-technology
https://patexia.com/company/nokia
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Table 2.6 - The 100 Best Performing Companies Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall  
Performance Rank Company Overall  

Performance Score

25 TCL Corporation 89.44%

26 Fortinet 89.37%

27 Qualcomm Technologies, Inc. 89.35%

28 AML IP, LLC 89.25%

29 General Motors Corporation 89.25%

30 SunRun Inc. 89.25%

31 Toyota Motor 89.11%

32 ASUSTeK Computer Inc. 89.05%

33 BTL Group of Companies 88.75%

34 Ford Motor 88.72%

35 Hyundai 88.49%

36 Comcast 88.45%

37 Sony Group Corporation 88.44%

38 NXP Semiconductors 88.43%

39 U.S. Bancorp 88.35%

40 Salesforce 88.27%

41 Charter Communications 88.26%

42 Huawei Technologies 88.25%

43 The Home Depot 88.22%

44 Panasonic 88.08%

45 Hisense Group Co., Ltd. 88.03%

46 Bayer Corporation 88.00%

47 MediaTek 87.95%

48 HTC Corporation 87.86%

49 Intel Corporation 87.76%

50 Roku 87.70%

https://patexia.com/company/tcl
https://patexia.com/company/fortinet
https://patexia.com/company/qualcomm
https://patexia.com/company/aml-ip-llc
https://patexia.com/company/general-motors
https://patexia.com/company/sunrin
https://patexia.com/company/toyota-motor
https://patexia.com/company/asustek-computer
https://patexia.com/company/btl
https://patexia.com/company/ford-motor
https://patexia.com/company/hyundai
https://patexia.com/company/comcast
https://patexia.com/company/sony
https://patexia.com/company/nxp-semiconductors-usa
https://patexia.com/company/bancorp-services
https://patexia.com/company/salesforcecom
https://patexia.com/company/charter-communications
https://patexia.com/company/huawei-technologies
https://patexia.com/company/home-depot
https://patexia.com/company/panasonic
https://patexia.com/company/hisense-co-ltd
https://patexia.com/company/bayer-corproation
https://patexia.com/company/mediatek
https://patexia.com/company/htc
https://patexia.com/company/intel
https://patexia.com/company/roku
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Table 2.6 - The 100 Best Performing Companies Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall  
Performance Rank Company Overall  

Performance Score

51 The Walt Disney Company 87.69%

52 Chubby Gorilla, Inc. 87.68%

53 Mercedes-Benz Group AG 87.56%

54 Bank of America Corporation 87.54%

55 Lowe’s 87.52%

56 Koninklijke Philips N.V. 87.45%

57 Target Corporation 87.43%

58 International Business Machines 87.41%

59 Acer Incorporated 87.38%

60 Best Buy Co., Inc. 87.23%

61 CommScope 87.22%

62 Ericsson 87.21%

63 Tesla, Inc. 87.19%

64 Honda Motor Co., Ltd. 87.18%

65 CVS Health 87.15%

66 Kyocera 87.12%

67 Analog Devices 87.12%

68 Siemens AG 87.11%

69 Charles Schwab Corporation 87.10%

70 Advanced Micro Devices, Inc 87.08%

71 Micron Technology, Inc. 87.06%

72 Vista Outdoor 87.05%

73 Texas Instruments 87.05%

74 National Products, Inc. 87.01%

75 JPMorgan Chase & Co. 87.01%

76 F5, Inc. 86.97%

https://patexia.com/company/walt-disney-music
https://patexia.com/company/chubby-gorilla
https://patexia.com/company/1-robert-bosch-and-2-daimler-ag
https://patexia.com/company/bank-of-america-na
https://patexia.com/company/lowe-s-companies
https://patexia.com/company/koninklijke-philips-electronics-nv
https://patexia.com/company/target-corporation
https://patexia.com/company/ibm-international-business-machines
https://patexia.com/company/camber-pharmaceuticals
https://patexia.com/company/best-buy-enterprise-services
https://patexia.com/company/commscope
https://patexia.com/company/ericsson
https://patexia.com/company/tesla-inc
https://patexia.com/company/honda-motor
https://patexia.com/company/cvs
https://patexia.com/company/kyocera
https://patexia.com/company/analog-devices
https://patexia.com/company/siemens
https://patexia.com/company/charles-schwab-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/advanced-micro-devices
https://patexia.com/company/micron-technology-inc
https://patexia.com/company/vista-outdoor
https://patexia.com/company/texas-instruments
https://patexia.com/company/national-products
https://patexia.com/company/jpmorgan-chase-and-co
https://patexia.com/company/f5-networks
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Table 2.6 - The 100 Best Performing Companies Overall (Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall  
Performance Rank Company Overall  

Performance Score

77 Honeywell International 86.93%

78 Zebra Technologies Corporation 86.92%

79 American Patents LLC 86.86%

80 Costco Wholesale Corporation 86.83%

81 Signify Holding 86.78%

82 Lyft Inc. 86.72%

83 Dish Network 86.67%

84 Amgen 86.60%

85 Open Text Corporation 86.54%

86 Shenzhen Kaiwensi Electronic Commerce Co., Ltd. 86.44%

87 Renesas Electronics Corporation 86.37%

88 Pfizer 86.37%

89 ADT Inc. 86.36%

90 Bytedance Ltd. 86.28%

91 Uber Technologies Inc. 86.23%

92 United Services Automobile Association 86.23%

93 Cullen/Frost Bankers, Inc. 86.21%

94 ZTE USA 86.21%

95 Garmin Ltd. 86.15%

96 Wells Fargo 86.06%

97 Volvo Car Corporation 86.04%

98 Netlist 86.00%

99 Medtronic 86.00%

100 Kia America, Inc. 85.97%

https://patexia.com/company/honeywell-international
https://patexia.com/company/zebra-technologies-corporationinc
https://patexia.com/company/american-patent-development
https://patexia.com/company/costco-wholesale
https://patexia.com/company/signify-nv-f-k-a-philips-lighting-nv
https://patexia.com/company/lyft
https://patexia.com/company/dish-network
https://patexia.com/company/amgen
https://patexia.com/company/opentext
https://patexia.com/company/shenzhen-aokehai-electronic-commerce
https://patexia.com/company/renesas-electronics
https://patexia.com/company/pfizer
https://patexia.com/company/adt-security-services
https://patexia.com/company/bytedance
https://patexia.com/company/uber-technologiesinc
https://patexia.com/company/united-services-automobile-association
https://patexia.com/company/bankers
https://patexia.com/company/zte-united-states
https://patexia.com/company/garmin-usa
https://patexia.com/company/wellsfargo-bank-na
https://patexia.com/company/volvo-car
https://patexia.com/company/netlist
https://patexia.com/company/medtronic
https://patexia.com/company/kia-motors-america
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Law Firm Performance.
This section evaluates law firms based on their 
activity and performance in U.S. patent litiga-
tion. It presents rankings of the top 100 law 
firms by activity and performance, along with 
their corresponding scores and positions. All 
rankings are calculated using the methodol-
ogy described in Section 7.

For a broader view, Appendix C provides 
rankings for the top 1,000 law firms involved 
in patent litigation during the study period. 
These expanded rankings are organized by 
role, including representation of plaintiffs, 
defendants, and overall participation. The 
appendix also identifies each firm’s top three 
clients and reports the number of cases 
handled for each client.

Cases are attributed to law firms based on 
attorney participation. When an attorney 

appears on a PACER docket or in case-related 
filings, the case is assigned to the firm where 
the attorney was employed at the time of the 
filing. If the attorney later moves to a differ-
ent firm, subsequent filings result in the case 
being attributed to the new firm. To improve 
attribution accuracy, natural language pro-
cessing techniques were applied, and publicly 
announced law firm mergers were taken into 
account.

Additional validation is performed through 
direct outreach to identified attorneys, who 
are provided with a unique link to review and 
verify their case history. Attorneys may also 
claim their profiles on Patexia and submit 
updates where appropriate. While refine-
ments continue, this approach provides a 
consistent and reliable assessment of law firm 
activity and performance in patent litigation.

Most Active Law Firms in Patent Litigation Cases
A total of 3,047 law firms were involved in 
representing plaintiffs or defendants across 
the 18,352 patent litigation cases analyzed, 
excluding firms serving as local counsel. Of 
these, 2,049 firms represented plaintiffs, 
while 2,025 firms represented defendants, 
with some firms appearing on both sides in 
different cases. The analysis shows that a 
relatively small number of firms handled a sig-
nificant portion of the cases. Some operated 
independently, while others worked along-
side local counsel, particularly in high-volume 
jurisdictions such as Texas, Delaware, and 
California. For clarity, local counsel has been 
separately categorized for further analysis.

Fish & Richardson ranks as the most active 
patent litigation firm overall, handling 1,146 

cases involving 2,051 unique patents and 
achieving an activity score of 98.83%. DLA 
Piper follows in second place with a score 
of 95.40%, while Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan ranks third at 95.28%.

From July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025, Rabicoff Law 
was the most active firm representing plaintiffs 
in patent litigation. During this period, the firm 

handled 1,553 cases covering 310 unique patents, 
achieving a Plaintiff Activity Score of 98.70%.

Among firms representing defendants, Fish 
& Richardson retains the lead, participating 
in 1,041 cases covering 1,697 unique patents. 
DLA Piper ranks second with an activity 
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score of 96.31%, followed by Perkins Coie in 
third place at 95.60%.

On the plaintiff side, Rabicoff Law is the most 
active, filing 1,553 cases involving 310 unique 
patents and achieving an activity score of 
98.70%. GH IP Law ranks second at 96.67%, 

while Ramey LLP holds third place with a 
score of 96.54%.

Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 provide a concise 
summary of the top 100 most active law firms 
representing defendants, plaintiffs, and over-
all participants in patent cases, respectively. 

Table 3.1 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing 
Defendants

Defendant Activity Rank Law Firm Defendant Activity Score

1 Fish & Richardson 100.00%

2 DLA Piper 96.31%

3 Perkins Coie 95.60%

4 Winston & Strawn 95.37%

5 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 95.18%

6 Baker Botts LLP 94.48%

7 Alston & Bird 94.31%

8 Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 93.66%

9 Morrison & Foerster 93.50%

10 Duane Morris LLP 93.48%

11 Greenberg Traurig LLP 93.09%

12 Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner 92.95%

13 Sheppard Mullin 92.50%

14 Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 92.36%

15 Kirkland & Ellis 92.30%

16 Jones Day 92.01%

17 Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 91.93%

18 Norton Rose Fulbright 91.88%

19 Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr 91.75%

20 Morgan Lewis & Bockius 91.50%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sheppard-mullin-richter-hampton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/norton-rose-fulbright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilmer-cutler-pickering-hale-dorr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
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Table 3.1 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant Activity Rank Law Firm Defendant Activity Score

21 Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 91.31%

22 Foley & Lardner LLP 91.24%

23 O’Melveny & Myers LLP 91.22%

24 Paul Hastings 91.08%

25 Cooley LLP 90.81%

26 Holland & Knight 90.54%

27 Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer 90.26%

28 Jackson Walker LLP 90.07%

29 Fenwick & West LLP 89.98%

30 Latham & Watkins 89.92%

31 Barnes & Thornburg LLP 89.80%

32 Desmarais LLP 89.74%

33 Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 89.67%

34 Troutman Pepper Locke LLP 89.65%

35 Ropes & Gray LLP 89.50%

36 K&L Gates 89.20%

37 Goodwin Procter LLP 88.97%

38 McDermott Will & Schulte 88.83%

39 McKool Smith 88.80%

40 Venable 88.80%

41 King & Spalding 88.63%

42 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 88.53%

43 Knobbe Martens 88.50%

44 Womble Bond Dickinson 88.45%

45 Merchant & Gould 88.41%

46 Fox Rothschild 88.23%

47 Jenner & Block 88.10%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cooley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arnold-porter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/drinker-biddle-reath
https://patexia.com/law-firm/troutman-sanders
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ropes-gray
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/goodwin-procter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/venable
https://patexia.com/law-firm/king-spalding
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sgr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/law-firm/womble-bond-dickinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/merchant-gould
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fox-rothschild
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jenner-block
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Table 3.1 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant Activity Rank Law Firm Defendant Activity Score

48 AU LLC 88.09%

49 Crowell & Moring 87.99%

50 Benesch 87.65%

51 McGuireWoods 87.62%

52 Erise IP 87.55%

53 A&O Shearman 87.47%

54 Ni Wang & Massand 87.42%

55 Slayden Grubert Beard 87.34%

56 Haynes and Boone, LLP 87.33%

57 Covington & Burling LLP 87.26%

58 Kelly Hart & Hallman 87.25%

59 Baker & Hostetler LLP 87.24%

60 Shook, Hardy & Bacon 87.13%

61 Polsinelli 87.08%

62 White & Case 87.05%

63 Sidley Austin 86.95%

64 Scott, Douglass & McConnico, LLP 86.89%

65 Turner Boyd Seraphine 86.82%

66 Kelley Drye & Warren 86.82%

67 Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP 86.80%

68 Hogan Lovells 86.76%

69 Reed Smith 86.70%

70 Blank Rome LLP 86.68%

71 Weil, Gotshal & Manges 86.65%

72 Willkie Farr & Gallagher 86.61%

73 Mayer Brown 86.57%

74 Dentons 86.55%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/au
https://patexia.com/law-firm/crowell-moring
https://patexia.com/law-firm/benesch-friedlander-coplan-aronoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcguirewoods
https://patexia.com/law-firm/erise-ip
https://patexia.com/law-firm/allen-overy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/law-firm/slayden-grubert-beard
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haynes-boone
https://patexia.com/law-firm/covington-burling
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelly-hart-hallman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shook-hardy-bacon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/polsinelli
https://patexia.com/law-firm/white-case
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sidley-austin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/turner-boyd
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/law-firm/taft-stettinius-hollister
https://patexia.com/law-firm/hogan-lovells
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reed-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/blank-rome
https://patexia.com/law-firm/weil-gotshal-manges
https://patexia.com/law-firm/willkie-farr-gallagher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dentons
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Table 3.1 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant Activity Rank Law Firm Defendant Activity Score

75 Marshall Gerstein & Borun 86.44%

76 Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks 86.34%

77 Husch Blackwell LLP 86.31%

78 Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP 86.29%

79 Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox 86.25%

80 Rimon, P.C. 86.25%

81 Farella Braun + Martel 86.20%

82 Klarquist Sparkman 86.10%

83 Williams & Connolly 86.01%

84 Maschoff Brennan Gilmore Israelsen & Mauriel LLP 85.95%

85 Steptoe LLP 85.95%

86 Findlay Craft 85.90%

87 Brooks Kushman 85.87%

88 Munck Wilson Mandala 85.77%

89 Quarles & Brady 85.64%

90 Dorsey & Whitney LLP 85.59%

91 Glacier Law LLP 85.55%

92 The Law Offices of James Liu, PLLC 85.51%

93 Maier & Maier 85.49%

94 Armstrong Teasdale 85.44%

95 Nixon Peabody 85.27%

96 Munger Tolles & Olson 85.25%

97 Bradley Arant Boult Cummings 85.02%

98 Hilgers PLLC 85.01%

99 Shelton Coburn LLP 85.00%

100 Gish PLLC 84.98%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/marshall-gerstein-borun
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenfield-sacks
https://patexia.com/law-firm/husch-blackwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/keker-van-nest
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sterne-kessler-goldstein-fox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rimon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farella-braun-martel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/klarquist-sparkman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/williams-connolly
https://patexia.com/law-firm/maschoff-brennan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steptoe-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/findlay-craft
https://patexia.com/law-firm/brooks-kushman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/munck-wilson-mandala
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quarles-brady
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dorsey-whitney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-law-offices-of-james-liu-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/maier-maier
https://patexia.com/law-firm/armstrong-teasdale
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nixon-peabody
https://patexia.com/law-firm/munger-tolles-olson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bradley-arant-boult-cummings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/hilgers-graben
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shelton-coburn-llp
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gish-pllc
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Table 3.2 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing 
Plaintiffs

Plaintiff Activity Rank Law Firm Plaintiff Activity Score

1 Rabicoff Law 98.70%

2 GH IP Law 96.67%

3 Ramey LLP 96.54%

4 McKool Smith 96.17%

5 Russ August & Kabat 95.85%

6 Fabricant LLP 95.70%

7 Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 95.50%

8 Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 94.82%

9 The Mort Law Firm, PLLC 94.64%

10 Devlin Law Firm 93.91%

11 DNL Zito 93.87%

12 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 93.66%

13 Fish & Richardson 93.45%

14 Ni Wang & Massand 92.83%

15 Direction IP Law 92.46%

16 Sand, Sebolt & Wernow LPA 92.40%

17 Susman Godfrey 92.31%

18 Daignault Iyer LLP 92.28%

19 Kent & Risley 91.95%

20 Baker & Hostetler LLP 91.93%

21 Stamoulis & Weinblatt 91.79%

22 Perkins Coie 91.54%

23 Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner 91.53%

24 Latham & Watkins 91.40%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/rabicoff-law
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ramey-schwaller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-mort-law-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/law-firm/david-r-bennett
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sand-sebolt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/susman-godfrey
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kent-risley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/stamoulis-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins


65 Copyright © 2026 Patexia Inc. All Rights Reserved

Patent Litigation Intelligence Report January 2026

Table 3.2 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff Activity Rank Law Firm Plaintiff Activity Score

25 Greenberg Traurig LLP 91.08%

26 Kirkland & Ellis 91.08%

27 Morgan Lewis & Bockius 91.05%

28 Bunsow De Mory 91.04%

29 Alston & Bird 91.04%

30 BC Law Group, P.C. 91.02%

31 Mayer Brown 90.81%

32 K&L Gates 90.68%

33 Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg LLP 90.68%

34 Foley & Lardner LLP 90.52%

35 Baker Botts LLP 90.24%

36 Irell & Manella LLP 90.13%

37 McDermott Will & Schulte 90.05%

38 Knobbe Martens 90.03%

39 DLA Piper 90.01%

40 Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 89.94%

41 Dickinson Wright PLLC 89.81%

42 DiNovo Price 89.61%

43 Winston & Strawn 89.55%

44 Rubino IP 89.47%

45 Jones Day 89.44%

46 Morrison & Foerster 89.29%

47 Garibian Law Offices 89.22%

48 Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 89.15%

49 Spencer Fane 89.13%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bunsow-de-mory-smith-allison
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dickinson-wright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dinovo-price
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rubino-ip
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garibian-law-offices
https://patexia.com/law-firm/patton-tidwell-schroeder
https://patexia.com/law-firm/spencer-fane
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Table 3.2 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff Activity Rank Law Firm Plaintiff Activity Score

50 Kasowitz LLP 89.12%

51 Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, PLLC 89.11%

52 Kramer Alberti Lim & Tonkovich LLP 88.94%

53 Venable 88.93%

54 Glacier Law LLP 88.81%

55 Berger & Hipskind LLP 88.73%

56 Prince Lobel Tye LLP 88.73%

57 King & Spalding 88.64%

58 Robins Kaplan LLP 88.46%

59 Carter Arnett PLLC 88.40%

60 Womble Bond Dickinson 88.38%

61 Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 88.36%

62 Nixon Peabody 88.25%

63 Antonelli Harrington & Thompson 88.20%

64 Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 88.02%

65 Brown Rudnick LLP 87.98%

66 Banner Witcoff 87.96%

67 Caldwell Cassady & Curry 87.92%

68 Husch Blackwell LLP 87.87%

69 SML Avvocati P.C. 87.85%

70 Rimon, P.C. 87.79%

71 Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP 87.75%

72 Weil, Gotshal & Manges 87.75%

73 Global IP Law Group 87.73%

74 Folio Law Group PLLC 87.62%

75 Barnes & Thornburg LLP 87.61%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/kasowitz-benson-torres-friedman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/feinberg-day-alberti-thompson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/venable
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/law-firm/berger-hipskind
https://patexia.com/law-firm/prince-lobel-tye
https://patexia.com/law-firm/king-spalding
https://patexia.com/law-firm/robins-kaplan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/carter-scholer-arnett-hamada-mockler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/womble-bond-dickinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mintz-levin-cohn-ferris-glovsky-popeo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nixon-peabody
https://patexia.com/law-firm/antonelli-harrington-thompson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/brown-rudnick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/banner-witcoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/caldwell-cassady-curry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/husch-blackwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sml-avvocati
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rimon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/herbert-smith-new-york
https://patexia.com/law-firm/weil-gotshal-manges
https://patexia.com/law-firm/global-ip-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/folio-law-group-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg


67 Copyright © 2026 Patexia Inc. All Rights Reserved

Patent Litigation Intelligence Report January 2026

Table 3.2 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff Activity Rank Law Firm Plaintiff Activity Score

76 Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr 87.60%

77 Kelley Drye & Warren 87.55%

78 Boies Schiller Flexner LLP 87.54%

79 Desmarais LLP 87.48%

80 Fox Rothschild 87.47%

81 Davis Firm P.C. 87.45%

82 Duane Morris LLP 87.33%

83 Bochner PLLC 87.28%

84 Dorsey & Whitney LLP 87.12%

85 Troutman Pepper Locke LLP 87.07%

86 Williams Simons & Landis PLLC 87.01%

87 Barclay Damon 86.89%

88 Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer 86.83%

89 Harness IP 86.80%

90 Steptoe LLP 86.79%

91 Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox 86.77%

92 Ahmad, Zavitsanos & Mensing 86.75%

93 Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 86.66%

94 Heninger Garrison Davis 86.58%

95 McAndrews, Held & Malloy 86.53%

96 Mann Law Group 86.48%

97 Potter Anderson & Corroon 86.46%

98 Merchant & Gould 86.46%

99 Bragalone Olejko Saad PC 86.40%

100 Skiermont Derby 86.38%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilmer-cutler-pickering-hale-dorr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/law-firm/boies-schiller-flexner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fox-rothschild
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bochner-ip
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dorsey-whitney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/troutman-sanders
https://patexia.com/law-firm/williams-simons-landis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barclay-damon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arnold-porter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/harness-dickey-pierce
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steptoe-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sterne-kessler-goldstein-fox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ahmad-zavitsanos-anaipakos-alavi-mensing
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/heninger-garrison-davis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcandrews-held-malloy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/merchant-gould
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bragalone-olejko-saad-pc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/skiermont-derby
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Table 3.3 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Overall 
(Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs)

Overall Activity Rank Law Firm Overall Activity Score

1 Fish & Richardson 98.83%

2 DLA Piper 95.40%

3 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 95.28%

4 Perkins Coie 95.07%

5 Rabicoff Law 95.05%

6 Winston & Strawn 94.58%

7 Alston & Bird 94.02%

8 Baker Botts LLP 93.96%

9 McKool Smith 93.64%

10 Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 93.30%

11 Greenberg Traurig LLP 93.23%

12 Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner 93.17%

13 Ramey LLP 93.12%

14 Morrison & Foerster 93.08%

15 GH IP Law 92.98%

16 Duane Morris LLP 92.70%

17 Kirkland & Ellis 92.65%

18 Russ August & Kabat 92.41%

19 Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 92.35%

20 Morgan Lewis & Bockius 92.22%

21 Fabricant LLP 92.15%

22 Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 92.06%

23 Jones Day 92.06%

24 Foley & Lardner LLP 91.81%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rabicoff-law
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ramey-schwaller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
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Table 3.3 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Overall (Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs) (continued)

Overall Activity Rank Law Firm Overall Activity Score

25 Sheppard Mullin 91.67%

26 Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr 91.50%

27 Latham & Watkins 91.34%

28 Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 91.24%

29 Ni Wang & Massand 91.21%

30 Norton Rose Fulbright 91.16%

31 Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 91.06%

32 The Mort Law Firm, PLLC 91.00%

33 Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 90.94%

34 Devlin Law Firm 90.92%

35 Baker & Hostetler LLP 90.75%

36 K&L Gates 90.75%

37 O’Melveny & Myers LLP 90.69%

38 DNL Zito 90.69%

39 Paul Hastings 90.64%

40 Cooley LLP 90.47%

41 McDermott Will & Schulte 90.33%

42 Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer 90.30%

43 Barnes & Thornburg LLP 90.12%

44 Holland & Knight 90.09%

45 Knobbe Martens 90.08%

46 Desmarais LLP 89.97%

47 Direction IP Law 89.97%

48 Jackson Walker LLP 89.93%

49 Susman Godfrey 89.92%

50 Troutman Pepper Locke LLP 89.83%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/sheppard-mullin-richter-hampton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilmer-cutler-pickering-hale-dorr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/law-firm/norton-rose-fulbright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-mort-law-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cooley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arnold-porter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/david-r-bennett
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/susman-godfrey
https://patexia.com/law-firm/troutman-sanders
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Table 3.3 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Overall (Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs) (continued)

Overall Activity Rank Law Firm Overall Activity Score

51 Venable 89.83%

52 Fenwick & West LLP 89.80%

53 King & Spalding 89.71%

54 Ropes & Gray LLP 89.62%

55 Womble Bond Dickinson 89.54%

56 Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 89.53%

57 Mayer Brown 89.44%

58 Stamoulis & Weinblatt 89.42%

59 Sand, Sebolt & Wernow LPA 89.35%

60 Goodwin Procter LLP 89.25%

61 Daignault Iyer LLP 89.19%

62 Kent & Risley 89.18%

63 Fox Rothschild 89.06%

64 Merchant & Gould 88.93%

65 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 88.84%

66 Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg LLP 88.73%

67 Dickinson Wright PLLC 88.54%

68 Glacier Law LLP 88.46%

69 Irell & Manella LLP 88.38%

70 Husch Blackwell LLP 88.36%

71 Weil, Gotshal & Manges 88.31%

72 Rimon, P.C. 88.14%

73 BC Law Group, P.C. 88.14%

74 Crowell & Moring 88.14%

75 Kelley Drye & Warren 88.11%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/venable
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/law-firm/king-spalding
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ropes-gray
https://patexia.com/law-firm/womble-bond-dickinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/drinker-biddle-reath
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/stamoulis-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sand-sebolt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/goodwin-procter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kent-risley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fox-rothschild
https://patexia.com/law-firm/merchant-gould
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sgr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dickinson-wright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/law-firm/husch-blackwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/weil-gotshal-manges
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rimon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/crowell-moring
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
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Table 3.3 - The 100 Most Active Law Firms Overall (Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs) (continued)

Overall Activity Rank Law Firm Overall Activity Score

76 Bunsow De Mory 88.08%

77 Spencer Fane 87.85%

78 Sidley Austin 87.84%

79 Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox 87.78%

80 Nixon Peabody 87.76%

81 Jenner & Block 87.75%

82 Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 87.69%

83 Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP 87.68%

84 Haynes and Boone, LLP 87.67%

85 Shook, Hardy & Bacon 87.65%

86 A&O Shearman 87.64%

87 Dorsey & Whitney LLP 87.56%

88 Polsinelli 87.53%

89 McGuireWoods 87.48%

90 Steptoe LLP 87.48%

91 White & Case 87.47%

92 Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, PLLC 87.43%

93 Benesch 87.35%

94 Williams & Connolly 87.32%

95 Covington & Burling LLP 87.32%

96 Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks 87.29%

97 Blank Rome LLP 87.23%

98 AU LLC 87.19%

99 Banner Witcoff 87.15%

100 Maschoff Brennan Gilmore Israelsen & Mauriel LLP 87.04%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/bunsow-de-mory-smith-allison
https://patexia.com/law-firm/spencer-fane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sidley-austin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sterne-kessler-goldstein-fox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nixon-peabody
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jenner-block
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mintz-levin-cohn-ferris-glovsky-popeo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/taft-stettinius-hollister
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haynes-boone
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shook-hardy-bacon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/allen-overy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dorsey-whitney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/polsinelli
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcguirewoods
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steptoe-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/white-case
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/benesch-friedlander-coplan-aronoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/williams-connolly
https://patexia.com/law-firm/covington-burling
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenfield-sacks
https://patexia.com/law-firm/blank-rome
https://patexia.com/law-firm/au
https://patexia.com/law-firm/banner-witcoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/maschoff-brennan
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Best-Performing Law Firms in Patent Litigation
In addition to evaluating activity, this analy-
sis identifies law firms that demonstrated 
strong performance in representing their 
clients. Performance scores were calculated 
using the methodology described in Section 
7. Success rates, or “win” percentages, were 
based on the success scores of all scorable, 
terminated cases, as detailed in Section 7 
and Table 7.2. These success measures were 
then combined with activity levels to com-
pute Performance Scores as weighted aver-
ages, following the same approach applied 
to companies. Firms were ranked according 
to these performance scores.

It should be noted that success and perfor-
mance scores, as well as the resulting rank-
ings, include only firms involved in at least 
one terminated patent case during the study 
period (July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025), as 
of the latest update on December 1, 2025. 
Cases without recorded outcomes were 
excluded from scoring. In contrast, activity 
rankings cover all firms and attorneys with 
any patent case activity, regardless of case 
termination status. Consequently, some firms 
or attorneys appearing in activity rankings 
may not be represented in the performance 
rankings. The tables below present the top 
100 best-performing law firms, highlighting 
their Performance Scores and rankings.

Venable ranks as the top-performing law 
firm overall, with a Performance Score of 

94.92%, and also leads the plaintiff category 
at 94.47%. Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sul-
livan holds the second position overall with 
a score of 93.54%, followed by Morrison & 
Foerster in third place at 93.36%.

In the plaintiff category, Venable is first, fol-
lowed by Irell & Manella LLP at 91.33% and 
Morgan Lewis & Bockius at 90.80%.

Among defendants, Quinn Emanuel Urqu-
hart & Sullivan ranks first with a performance 
score of 97.59%, followed by Winston & 
Strawn at 94.09%, and Morrison & Foerster in 
third place at 93.71%.

Did you Know?
Leading the overall rankings, Venable also tops 
the plaintiff category, recording performance 

scores of 94.92% and 94.47%, respectively. 
Among defendant representation, Quinn 

Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan ranks highest, 
achieving a performance score of 97.59%.

Appendix C provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the activity and performance of 
the top 1,000 law firms, including details on 
the top three clients for each firm. Tables 3.4, 
3.5, and 3.6 present concise summaries of 
the best-performing law firms in represent-
ing defendants, plaintiffs, and overall partici-
pants, respectively.
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Defendant  
Performance Rank Law Firm Defendant  

Performance Score

1 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 97.59%

2 Winston & Strawn 94.09%

3 Morrison & Foerster 93.71%

4 Alston & Bird 93.38%

5 Baker Botts LLP 93.38%

6 Perkins Coie 93.35%

7 Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 92.48%

8 Greenberg Traurig LLP 92.39%

9 DLA Piper 92.01%

10 Sheppard Mullin 90.48%

11 Norton Rose Fulbright 90.45%

12 Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 89.94%

13 Fish & Richardson 89.62%

14 Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 89.61%

15 Kirkland & Ellis 89.37%

16 King & Spalding 89.15%

17 Duane Morris LLP 88.87%

18 Latham & Watkins 88.80%

19 Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 88.51%

20 Foley & Lardner LLP 88.45%

21 Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner 88.28%

22 O’Melveny & Myers LLP 88.17%

23 Holland & Knight 88.01%

24 Fenwick & West LLP 87.91%

Table 3.4 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing 
Defendants

https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sheppard-mullin-richter-hampton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/norton-rose-fulbright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/king-spalding
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
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Table 3.4 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Performance Rank Law Firm Defendant  

Performance Score

25 Morgan Lewis & Bockius 87.87%

26 Venable 87.46%

27 Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr 87.36%

28 K&L Gates 87.13%

29 Paul Hastings 86.79%

30 Barnes & Thornburg LLP 86.79%

31 Farella Braun + Martel 86.64%

32 Jenner & Block 86.61%

33 Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer 86.30%

34 Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 86.13%

35 Desmarais LLP 86.00%

36 Cooley LLP 85.92%

37 Dorsey & Whitney LLP 85.84%

38 McGuireWoods 85.77%

39 Jones Day 85.45%

40 Haynes and Boone, LLP 85.36%

41 Kelly Hart & Hallman 85.34%

42 Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP 85.19%

43 Crowell & Moring 85.11%

44 Womble Bond Dickinson 84.84%

45 Troutman Pepper Locke LLP 84.82%

46 Knobbe Martens 84.69%

47 Jackson Walker LLP 84.66%

48 McDermott Will & Schulte 84.60%

49 Bradley Arant Boult Cummings 84.40%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/law-firm/venable
https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilmer-cutler-pickering-hale-dorr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farella-braun-martel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jenner-block
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arnold-porter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/drinker-biddle-reath
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cooley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dorsey-whitney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcguirewoods
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haynes-boone
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelly-hart-hallman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/vorys-sater-seymour-pease
https://patexia.com/law-firm/crowell-moring
https://patexia.com/law-firm/womble-bond-dickinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/troutman-sanders
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bradley-arant-boult-cummings
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Table 3.4 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Performance Rank Law Firm Defendant  

Performance Score

50 Hogan Lovells 84.40%

51 Quarles & Brady 84.31%

52 Merchant & Gould 84.26%

53 White & Case 84.10%

54 Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox 83.97%

55 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 83.95%

56 Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP 83.88%

57 McKool Smith 83.83%

58 Covington & Burling LLP 83.73%

59 Irell & Manella LLP 83.71%

60 Marshall Gerstein & Borun 83.66%

61 Steptoe LLP 83.57%

62 Brooks Kushman 83.57%

63 A&O Shearman 83.57%

64 Willkie Farr & Gallagher 83.55%

65 Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP 83.53%

66 Ropes & Gray LLP 83.51%

67 Goodwin Procter LLP 83.48%

68 Fox Rothschild 83.48%

69 Klarquist Sparkman 83.34%

70 Mayer Brown 83.33%

71 Slayden Grubert Beard 83.26%

72 Turner Boyd Seraphine 83.22%

73 Baker & Hostetler LLP 83.19%

74 Armstrong Teasdale 83.07%

75 Hunton Andrews Kurth 83.05%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/hogan-lovells
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quarles-brady
https://patexia.com/law-firm/merchant-gould
https://patexia.com/law-firm/white-case
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sterne-kessler-goldstein-fox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sgr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/taft-stettinius-hollister
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/covington-burling
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/law-firm/marshall-gerstein-borun
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steptoe-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/brooks-kushman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/allen-overy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/willkie-farr-gallagher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/keker-van-nest
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ropes-gray
https://patexia.com/law-firm/goodwin-procter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fox-rothschild
https://patexia.com/law-firm/klarquist-sparkman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/slayden-grubert-beard
https://patexia.com/law-firm/turner-boyd
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/armstrong-teasdale
https://patexia.com/law-firm/huntonak
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Table 3.4 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Performance Rank Law Firm Defendant  

Performance Score

76 Kelley Drye & Warren 83.03%

77 Benesch 82.96%

78 Shook, Hardy & Bacon 82.95%

79 Sidley Austin 82.79%

80 Dentons 82.78%

81 Patterson + Sheridan 82.77%

82 Polsinelli 82.73%

83 Honigman 82.70%

84 Hilgers PLLC 82.60%

85 Scott, Douglass & McConnico, LLP 82.58%

86 Spencer Fane 82.56%

87 Ballard Spahr 82.48%

88 Carlson Caspers Vandenburgh & Lindquist, PA. 82.43%

89 The Webb Law Firm 82.42%

90 Charhon Callahan Robson & Garza 82.40%

91 Williams & Connolly 82.39%

92 Weil, Gotshal & Manges 82.27%

93 Blank Rome LLP 82.20%

94 Vinson & Elkins 82.20%

95 Leydig, Voit & Mayer 82.20%

96 Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg LLP 82.18%

97 Marton Ribera Schumann & Chang 82.14%

98 Walker Stevens Cannom LLP 82.12%

99 Wolf, Greenfield & Sacks 82.04%

100 Erise IP 82.03%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/law-firm/benesch-friedlander-coplan-aronoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shook-hardy-bacon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sidley-austin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dentons
https://patexia.com/law-firm/patterson-sheridan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/polsinelli
https://patexia.com/law-firm/honigman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/hilgers-graben
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/spencer-fane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ballard-spahr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/carlson-caspers-vandenburgh-lindquist-schuman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-webb-law-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/charhon-callahan-robson-garza
https://patexia.com/law-firm/williams-connolly
https://patexia.com/law-firm/weil-gotshal-manges
https://patexia.com/law-firm/blank-rome
https://patexia.com/law-firm/vinson-elkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/leydig-voit-mayer
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/marton-ribera-schumann-chang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/walker-stephens-cannom
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenfield-sacks
https://patexia.com/law-firm/erise-ip
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Table 3.5 - The Best Performing Law Firms  
Representing Plaintiffs 

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Law Firm Plaintiff  

Performance Score

1 Venable 94.47%

2 Irell & Manella LLP 91.33%

3 Morgan Lewis & Bockius 90.80%

4 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 90.71%

5 Ni Wang & Massand 90.26%

6 Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 90.02%

7 Baker & Hostetler LLP 89.98%

8 Kirkland & Ellis 89.96%

9 Alston & Bird 89.68%

10 Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg LLP 89.63%

11 Keener & Associates PC 89.47%

12 Latham & Watkins 89.34%

13 Dickinson Wright PLLC 89.33%

14 Baker Botts LLP 89.32%

15 Knobbe Martens 89.29%

16 Mayer Brown 89.27%

17 Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner 89.20%

18 Banner Witcoff 89.15%

19 Morrison & Foerster 89.04%

20 Perkins Coie 88.85%

21 Greenberg Traurig LLP 88.81%

22 Workman Nydegger 88.69%

23 YK Law LLP 88.65%

24 Robins Kaplan LLP 88.62%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/venable
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/keener-and-associates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dickinson-wright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/banner-witcoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/law-firm/workman-nydegger
https://patexia.com/law-firm/yk-law
https://patexia.com/law-firm/robins-kaplan
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Table 3.5 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Law Firm Plaintiff  

Performance Score

25 Dorsey & Whitney LLP 88.61%

26 Caldwell Cassady & Curry 88.52%

27 Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 88.48%

28 Foley & Lardner LLP 88.48%

29 Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox 88.38%

30 Desmarais LLP 88.38%

31 DiNovo Price 88.34%

32 Womble Bond Dickinson 88.33%

33 Susman Godfrey 88.29%

34 Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 88.20%

35 Nyemaster Goode 88.19%

36 Spencer Fane 88.15%

37 Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr 88.13%

38 Glacier Law LLP 88.09%

39 King & Spalding 88.06%

40 Harness IP 88.03%

41 Fox Rothschild 88.00%

42 McDermott Will & Schulte 87.98%

43 Global IP Law Group 87.91%

44 Flener IP & Business Law 87.86%

45 DLA Piper 87.82%

46 Kelley Drye & Warren 87.81%

47 Jones Day 87.76%

48 Daignault Iyer LLP 87.76%

49 Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer 87.74%

50 Getech Law LLC 87.74%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/dorsey-whitney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/caldwell-cassady-curry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sterne-kessler-goldstein-fox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dinovo-price
https://patexia.com/law-firm/womble-bond-dickinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/susman-godfrey
https://patexia.com/law-firm/patton-tidwell-schroeder
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nyemaster-goode
https://patexia.com/law-firm/spencer-fane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilmer-cutler-pickering-hale-dorr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/law-firm/king-spalding
https://patexia.com/law-firm/harness-dickey-pierce
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fox-rothschild
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/law-firm/global-ip-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/flener-ip-law
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arnold-porter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/getec


79 Copyright © 2026 Patexia Inc. All Rights Reserved

Patent Litigation Intelligence Report January 2026

Table 3.5 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Law Firm Plaintiff  

Performance Score

51 Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 87.74%

52 DeWitty & Associates 87.70%

53 Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 87.69%

54 Fish & Richardson 87.68%

55 Steptoe LLP 87.67%

56 K&L Gates 87.65%

57 Cooley LLP 87.62%

58 Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP 87.56%

59 Ference & Associates 87.52%

60 Duane Morris LLP 87.32%

61 Boies Schiller Flexner LLP 87.31%

62 BC Law Group, P.C. 87.29%

63 McAndrews, Held & Malloy 87.28%

64 Bochner PLLC 87.26%

65 Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor 87.20%

66 Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 87.16%

67 The Law Offices Of Konrad Sherinian 87.15%

68 Barclay Damon 87.15%

69 Irwin IP 87.14%

70 Carter Arnett PLLC 87.13%

71 Weil, Gotshal & Manges 87.13%

72 Davis Firm P.C. 87.13%

73 Winston & Strawn 87.10%

74 GH IP Law 87.09%

75 Haynes and Boone, LLP 87.09%

76 Jackson Walker LLP 87.07%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dewitty
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mintz-levin-cohn-ferris-glovsky-popeo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steptoe-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cooley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/taft-stettinius-hollister
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ference-associates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/law-firm/boies-schiller-flexner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcandrews-held-malloy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bochner-ip
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-law-offices-of-konrad-sherinian
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barclay-damon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irwin-ip
https://patexia.com/law-firm/carter-scholer-arnett-hamada-mockler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/weil-gotshal-manges
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haynes-boone
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
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Table 3.5 - The Best Performing Law Firms Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Performance Rank Law Firm Plaintiff  

Performance Score

77 Katz PLLC 87.06%

78 Carlson Caspers Vandenburgh & Lindquist, PA. 87.05%

79 Potter Anderson & Corroon 87.04%

80 Allen, Dyer, Doppelt, & Gilchrist, P.A. 87.04%

81 Winstead 87.03%

82 Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP 87.01%

83 Holland & Knight 86.99%

84 Paul Hastings 86.98%

85 Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 86.93%

86 Folio Law Group PLLC 86.93%

87 Radulescu LLP 86.93%

88 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 86.93%

89 Kasowitz LLP 86.92%

90 Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 86.90%

91 Honigman 86.88%

92 Perilla Knox & Hildebrandt LLP 86.87%

93 Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, PLLC 86.87%

94 Kramer Alberti Lim & Tonkovich LLP 86.86%

95 Barnes & Thornburg LLP 86.85%

96 Rimon, P.C. 86.82%

97 Nixon Peabody 86.82%

98 Troutman Pepper Locke LLP 86.82%

99 Goodwin Procter LLP 86.79%

100 Husch Blackwell LLP 86.79%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/katz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/carlson-caspers-vandenburgh-lindquist-schuman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/allen-dyer-doppelt-milbrath-gilchrist
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winstead
https://patexia.com/law-firm/herbert-smith-new-york
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/folio-law-group-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/radulescu
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sgr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kasowitz-benson-torres-friedman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jeffer-mangels-butler-mitchell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/honigman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perilla-knox-hildebrandt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/feinberg-day-alberti-thompson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rimon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nixon-peabody
https://patexia.com/law-firm/troutman-sanders
https://patexia.com/law-firm/goodwin-procter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/husch-blackwell
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Table 3.6 - The Best Performing Law Firms Overall 
(Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs)

Overall  
Performance Rank Law Firm Overall  

Performance Score

1 Venable 94.92%

2 Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 93.54%

3 Morrison & Foerster 93.36%

4 Alston & Bird 92.73%

5 Baker Botts LLP 92.68%

6 Perkins Coie 92.56%

7 Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 92.36%

8 Winston & Strawn 92.28%

9 Fish & Richardson 92.21%

10 DLA Piper 92.16%

11 Greenberg Traurig LLP 91.66%

12 Morgan Lewis & Bockius 91.49%

13 Kirkland & Ellis 91.46%

14 Sheppard Mullin 91.31%

15 Norton Rose Fulbright 91.01%

16 Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 90.70%

17 Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 90.59%

18 Latham & Watkins 90.41%

19 Holland & Knight 90.17%

20 King & Spalding 90.16%

21 Duane Morris LLP 90.15%

22 Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner 90.15%

23 Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 90.14%

24 Irell & Manella LLP 90.08%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/venable
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sheppard-mullin-richter-hampton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/norton-rose-fulbright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/law-firm/king-spalding
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
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Table 3.6 - The Best Performing Law Firms Overall (Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs) (continued)

Overall  
Performance Rank Law Firm Overall  

Performance Score

25 Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr 89.99%

26 Foley & Lardner LLP 89.76%

27 O’Melveny & Myers LLP 89.40%

28 Dorsey & Whitney LLP 89.39%

29 Fenwick & West LLP 89.39%

30 Desmarais LLP 89.33%

31 Cooley LLP 89.26%

32 Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer 89.24%

33 Paul Hastings 89.09%

34 Knobbe Martens 88.74%

35 Haynes and Boone, LLP 88.48%

36 Baker & Hostetler LLP 88.44%

37 Womble Bond Dickinson 88.43%

38 Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox 88.42%

39 Jenner & Block 88.39%

40 Barnes & Thornburg LLP 88.36%

41 K&L Gates 88.32%

42 Farella Braun + Martel 88.28%

43 Jones Day 88.19%

44 Jackson Walker LLP 88.05%

45 Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg LLP 88.02%

46 Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 88.00%

47 Taft Stettinius & Hollister LLP 87.99%

48 Crowell & Moring 87.97%

49 Ni Wang & Massand 87.96%

50 Workman Nydegger 87.94%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilmer-cutler-pickering-hale-dorr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dorsey-whitney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cooley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arnold-porter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haynes-boone
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/womble-bond-dickinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sterne-kessler-goldstein-fox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jenner-block
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farella-braun-martel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/drinker-biddle-reath
https://patexia.com/law-firm/taft-stettinius-hollister
https://patexia.com/law-firm/crowell-moring
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/law-firm/workman-nydegger
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Table 3.6 - The Best Performing Law Firms Overall (Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs) (continued)

Overall  
Performance Rank Law Firm Overall  

Performance Score

51 Mayer Brown 87.87%

52 Banner Witcoff 87.80%

53 Dickinson Wright PLLC 87.78%

54 Fox Rothschild 87.72%

55 Quarles & Brady 87.62%

56 McGuireWoods 87.61%

57 Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP 87.60%

58 Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 87.59%

59 Kelly Hart & Hallman 87.59%

60 McDermott Will & Schulte 87.58%

61 Troutman Pepper Locke LLP 87.53%

62 Steptoe LLP 87.51%

63 Brooks Kushman 87.46%

64 Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati 87.43%

65 Bradley Arant Boult Cummings 87.28%

66 Keener & Associates PC 87.19%

67 Kelley Drye & Warren 87.16%

68 Goodwin Procter LLP 87.15%

69 Covington & Burling LLP 87.14%

70 Spencer Fane 87.13%

71 Ropes & Gray LLP 87.09%

72 Hogan Lovells 87.01%

73 Marshall Gerstein & Borun 86.99%

74 White & Case 86.94%

75 Merchant & Gould 86.89%

https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/banner-witcoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dickinson-wright
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fox-rothschild
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quarles-brady
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcguirewoods
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Table 3.6 - The Best Performing Law Firms Overall (Representing Defendants or Plaintiffs) (continued)

Overall  
Performance Rank Law Firm Overall  

Performance Score

76 Honigman 86.86%

77 Caldwell Cassady & Curry 86.86%

78 Carlson Caspers Vandenburgh & Lindquist, PA. 86.81%

79 Armstrong Teasdale 86.79%

80 Ballard Spahr 86.78%

81 YK Law LLP 86.77%

82 Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP 86.73%

83 Willkie Farr & Gallagher 86.69%

84 Benesch 86.69%

85 Klarquist Sparkman 86.64%

86 Harness IP 86.61%

87 Thompson Coburn LLP 86.61%

88 Nyemaster Goode 86.54%

89 Getech Law LLC 86.53%

90 Slayden Grubert Beard 86.52%

91 Shook, Hardy & Bacon 86.51%

92 Sidley Austin 86.46%

93 Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 86.43%

94 Scott, Douglass & McConnico, LLP 86.38%

95 A&O Shearman 86.35%

96 Williams & Connolly 86.33%

97 Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor 86.32%

98 Polsinelli 86.31%

99 Turner Boyd Seraphine 86.29%

100 Weil, Gotshal & Manges 86.25%
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Evaluation of Litigation 
Attorneys.
This section assesses patent litigators based 
on both activity and performance, using a 
methodology consistent with that applied 
to companies and law firms, as described in 
Section 7. The rankings presented here high-
light the top 100 patent litigators, reflecting 
their activity and performance scores.

For a broader view, Appendix D provides 
data on the 1,000 most active patent litiga-
tors, including their activity and performance 

metrics, as well as the top three clients they 
represented. Case assignments are based on 
attorney involvement as recorded in PACER 
docket reports and other case filings, using 
publicly available court documents.

All patent attorneys included in this analysis 
have a public profile on Patexia, which can be 
claimed at no cost. Attorneys may claim and 
update their profiles using their current law 
firm email address.

The 100 Most Active Patent Litigators
Patent litigation is often complex and 
requires highly skilled attorneys. Our analysis 
identified 14,197 attorneys involved in one 
or more patent cases, including both lead 
and local counsel. Of these, 13,851 attorneys 
served as lead counsel for either plaintiffs 
or defendants, with local counsel exam-
ined separately in Section 5. Breaking down 
participation, 8,845 attorneys represented 
plaintiffs, while 9,808 attorneys represented 
defendants. On average, plaintiff-side attor-
neys handled 4.9 cases each, compared with 
3.9 cases for defendant-side attorneys.

Isaac P. Rabicoff of Rabicoff Law ranks as the 
most active attorney overall, with an activ-
ity score of 98.14%, based on involvement 
in 1,554 cases covering 310 unique patents. 
He also leads the plaintiff category, earning 
a 99.61% activity score as the most active 
plaintiff attorney. Neil J. McNabnay of Fish 
& Richardson ranks second overall with an 
activity score of 97.50%, followed by William 

P. Ramey III of Ramey LLP in third place at 
95.82%.

On the defendant side, Neil J. McNabnay holds 
the top position. Ricardo J. Bonilla of Fish 
& Richardson ranks second with a score of 
95.09%, and John M. Guaragna of DLA Piper 
takes third place at 94.56%. In the plaintiff 
category, Isaac P. Rabicoff is followed by 
William P. Ramey III with an activity score of 
97.61%, and Vincent J. Rubino III of Fabricant 
LLP rounds out the top three with 96.14%.

Did you Know?
Isaac P. Rabicoff of Rabicoff Law ranks as the most 

active patent litigator, holding the top position in both 
the overall and defendant categories, with activity 

scores of 98.14% and 99.61%, respectively. 

Neil J. McNabnay of Fish & Richardson leads 
as the most active attorney for defendants, 

achieving a defendant activity score of 100.00%.

https://www.patexia.com
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Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 present a summary of 
the top 100 most active patent litigators, cate-

gorized by their representation of defendants, 
plaintiffs, and overall activity, respectively.

Table 4.1 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys 
Representing Defendants

Defendant  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant  

Activity Score

1 Neil J. McNabnay Fish & Richardson 100.00%

2 Ricardo J. Bonilla Fish & Richardson 95.09%

3 John M. Guaragna DLA Piper 94.56%

4 Barry K. Shelton Shelton Coburn LLP 93.39%

5 Lance Wyatt Fish & Richardson 92.92%

6 Brian C. Nash Morrison & Foerster 91.94%

7 Adam E. Urbanczyk AU LLC 91.45%

8 David M. Hoffman Fish & Richardson 90.77%

9 Krishnan Padmanabhan Winston & Strawn 90.69%

10 Rodeen Talebi Fish & Richardson 90.69%

11 Sean Cunningham DLA Piper 90.63%

12 Heidi L. Keefe Cooley LLP 90.51%

13 Steven D. Moore Vinson & Elkins 90.39%

14 Brian Rosenthal Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 90.35%

15 Kristopher Reed Holland & Knight 90.32%

16 Jennifer L. Nall DLA Piper 90.28%

17 Michael Jude McKeon Fish & Richardson 90.20%

18 Erin P. Gibson DLA Piper 90.18%

19 Kelly Ransom Kelly Hart & Hallman 90.17%

20 David B. Conrad Fish & Richardson 90.12%

21 Noel F. Chakkalakal Fish & Richardson 89.92%

22 Timothy Wang Ni Wang & Massand 89.91%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/neil-j-mcnabnay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ricardo-bonilla
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Table 4.1 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant  

Activity Score

23 Brady Cox Alston & Bird 89.80%

24 Ruffin B. Cordell Fish & Richardson 89.55%

25 Holly Engelmann Duane Morris LLP 89.53%

26 Matthew S. Yungwirth Duane Morris LLP 89.51%

27 Adil Anjum Shaikh Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 89.46%

28 Christopher Kao Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 89.43%

29 William M. Logan Winston & Strawn 89.37%

30 Sean S. Pak Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 89.35%

31 Thatcher A. Rahmeier Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 89.28%

32 David Nelson Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan 89.16%

33 Ryan K. Yagura O’Melveny & Myers LLP 89.15%

34 Richard S. Zembek Norton Rose Fulbright 89.11%

35 Mark D. Fowler DLA Piper 89.10%

36 Russell A. Korn Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 89.09%

37 Darin Snyder O’Melveny & Myers LLP 89.07%

38 Rex Mann Winston & Strawn 89.01%

39 Katherine Vidal Winston & Strawn 88.91%

40 Michael Strapp DLA Piper 88.85%

41 Michael J. Newton Alston & Bird 88.85%

42 Alice E. Snedeker Duane Morris LLP 88.77%

43 Jared Bobrow Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 88.75%

44 Michael J. Zinna Kelley Drye & Warren 88.73%

45 Saina S. Shamilov Fenwick & West LLP 88.73%

46 Kurt M. Pankratz Baker Botts LLP 88.71%

47 Betty H. Chen Desmarais LLP 88.61%

48 Ravi Ranganath Fenwick & West LLP 88.56%
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Table 4.1 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant  

Activity Score

49 Sarika N. Patel Fish & Richardson 88.53%

50 Vincent Marc Ferraro Kelley Drye & Warren 88.52%

51 Edward J. Mayle Holland & Knight 88.51%

52 David Hadden Fenwick & West LLP 88.51%

53 Craig Tyler Perkins Coie 88.47%

54 Alexander H. Martin Fish & Richardson 88.46%

55 Gilbert A. Greene Duane Morris LLP 88.44%

56 Darryl J. Adams Slayden Grubert Beard 88.40%

57 Jianyin Liu The Law Offices of James Liu, PLLC 88.30%

58 Ross R. Barton Alston & Bird 88.26%

59 Catherine K. Huang DLA Piper 88.21%

60 Michael R. Ellis Fish & Richardson 88.10%

61 Robert W. Unikel Paul Hastings 88.09%

62 Nan Lan DLA Piper 88.06%

63 Eric A. Buresh Erise IP 87.99%

64 Stuart R. Hene TARRY & HENE, PLLC 87.92%

65 Donald R. McPhail Merchant & Gould 87.91%

66 Michael A. Vincent Fish & Richardson 87.89%

67 Nicholas G. Papastavros DLA Piper 87.88%

68 Benjamin C. Elacqua Fish & Richardson 87.86%

69 Mark N. Reiter Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 87.85%

70 Ahtoosa Dale Winston & Strawn 87.82%

71 Siddhesh V. Pandit Maier & Maier 87.81%

72 Nathaniel St. Clair II Jackson Walker LLP 87.80%

73 Scott Stevens Alston & Bird 87.78%

74 Brian K. Erickson DLA Piper 87.68%
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Table 4.1 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Representing Defendants (continued)

Defendant  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant  

Activity Score

75 Luann L. Simmons O’Melveny & Myers LLP 87.65%

76 Kathryn E. Albanese Greenberg Traurig LLP 87.63%

77 Nathan R. Curtis Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 87.62%

78 Thomas M. Melsheimer Winston & Strawn 87.61%

79 Christopher R. Schmidt Erise IP 87.57%

80 David S. Frist Alston & Bird 87.54%

81 Kevin P. Anderson Duane Morris LLP 87.52%

82 Michael J. Sacksteder Fenwick & West LLP 87.48%

83 Eric C. Green Norton Rose Fulbright 87.48%

84 Brian M. Buroker Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 87.42%

85 Mark Liang O’Melveny & Myers LLP 87.34%

86 Aamir A. Kazi Fish & Richardson 87.32%

87 Lionel M. Lavenue Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, 
Garrett & Dunner 87.32%

88 Elana B. Araj Greenberg Traurig LLP 87.28%

89 Christopher S. Ponder Sheppard Mullin 87.20%

90 Nicholas J. Whilt O’Melveny & Myers LLP 87.19%

91 Paul R. Steadman DLA Piper 87.17%

92 Theodore Stevenson III Alston & Bird 87.17%

93 Timothy C. Saulsbury Morrison & Foerster 87.16%

94 Steven Callahan Charhon Callahan Robson & Garza 87.16%

95 Robert L. Lee Alston & Bird 87.14%

96 Janice L. Ta Perkins Coie 87.11%

97 Brianna M. Vinci Duane Morris LLP 87.06%

98 Ashbey N. Morgan Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 87.03%

99 Thomas H. Reger II Fish & Richardson 87.00%

100 Steven Pepe Sheppard Mullin 86.99%
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Table 4.2 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys 
Representing Plaintiffs

Plaintiff  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff  

Activity Score

1 Isaac P. Rabicoff Rabicoff Law 99.61%

2 William P. Ramey III Ramey LLP 97.19%

3 Vincent J. Rubino III Fabricant LLP 96.14%

4 Raymond W. Mort III The Mort Law Firm, PLLC 95.70%

5 Peter Lambrianakos Fabricant LLP 95.70%

6 Alfred R. Fabricant Fabricant LLP 95.55%

7 Randall T. Garteiser GH IP Law 95.44%

8 Jonathan L. Hardt Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 95.08%

9 Scott Fuller GH IP Law 94.93%

10 Reza Mirzaie Russ August & Kabat 94.85%

11 Marc A. Fenster Russ August & Kabat 94.51%

12 Matthew Rozier Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 94.50%

13 Jennifer Truelove McKool Smith 93.34%

14 David R. Bennett Direction IP Law 93.17%

15 Christopher Honea GH IP Law 93.01%

16 Jonathan H. Rastegar Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 92.83%

17 Richard Charles Weinblatt Stamoulis & Weinblatt 92.28%

18 Samuel F. Baxter McKool Smith 92.12%

19 Travis E. Lynch Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 91.80%

20 Howard L. Wernow Sand, Sebolt & Wernow LPA 91.74%

21 Patrick J. Conroy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 91.73%

22 Joseph J. Zito DNL Zito 91.65%

23 Benjamin C. Deming DNL Zito 91.59%

24 Jeffrey E. Kubiak Ramey LLP 91.48%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/isaac-philip-rabicoff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rabicoff-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/william-p-ramey-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ramey-schwaller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/vincent-j-rubino-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/attorneys/raymond-william-mort-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-mort-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/peter-lambrianakos
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alfred-r-fabricant
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/attorneys/randall-t-garteiser
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-lloyd-hardt-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-scott-fuller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/attorneys/reza-mirzaie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/marc-a-fenster
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/carey-matthew-rozier
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https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-truelove
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-r-bennett
https://patexia.com/law-firm/david-r-bennett
https://patexia.com/attorneys/chris-honea
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-hart-rastegar
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/richard-charles-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/stamoulis-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sam-f-baxter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
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https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/howard-l-wernow
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sand-sebolt
https://patexia.com/attorneys/patrick-joseph-conroy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/joseph-jude-zito
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/attorneys/benjamin-c-deming
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-e-kubiak
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ramey-schwaller
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Table 4.2 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff  

Activity Score

25 Stamatios Stamoulis Stamoulis & Weinblatt 91.38%

26 Rene A. Vazquez DNL Zito 91.14%

27 Mark W. Delaquil Baker & Hostetler LLP 91.02%

28 Paul A. Kroeger Russ August & Kabat 90.87%

29 Jonathan Ma Russ August & Kabat 90.83%

30 Bill Kennedy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 90.82%

31 Ryan P. Griffin Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 90.79%

32 Cortney S. Alexander Kent & Risley 90.78%

33 Jonathan R. Miller Greenblum & Bernstein 90.74%

34 John A. Rubino Rubino IP 90.58%

35 Hao Ni Ni Wang & Massand 90.47%

36 Benjamin T. Wang Russ August & Kabat 90.45%

37 Christian W. Conkle Russ August & Kabat 90.43%

38 Brian D. Ledahl Russ August & Kabat 90.32%

39 Ramachandran B. Iyer Daignault Iyer LLP 90.00%

40 Minna Y. Jay Russ August & Kabat 89.95%

41 Geoffrey P. Culbertson Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 89.94%

42 Antranig N. Garibian Garibian Law Offices 89.86%

43 Jacob D. Ostling Fabricant LLP 89.79%

44 Edward R. Nelson III Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 89.78%

45 Amy E. Hayden BC Law Group, P.C. 89.66%

46 Ronald M. Daignault Daignault Iyer LLP 89.60%

47 Daniel P. Hipskind Berger & Hipskind LLP 89.55%

48 Joseph Mercadante Fabricant LLP 89.42%

49 Neil A. Rubin Russ August & Kabat 89.40%

50 Timothy E. Grochocinski Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 89.38%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/stamatios-stamoulis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/stamoulis-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rene-a-vazquez
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-wendell-delaquil
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paul-anthony-kroeger
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-ma
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https://patexia.com/attorneys/hao-ni
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https://patexia.com/attorneys/christian-w-conkle
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https://patexia.com/attorneys/minna-chan
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https://patexia.com/attorneys/ronald-marc-daignault
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-paul-hipskind
https://patexia.com/law-firm/berger-hipskind
https://patexia.com/attorneys/joseph-m-mercadante
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/attorneys/neil-a-rubin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/timothy-e-grochocinski
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
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Table 4.2 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff  

Activity Score

51 James A. Milkey Russ August & Kabat 89.35%

52 Brett E. Cooper BC Law Group, P.C. 89.28%

53 Kelly B. Tidwell Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 89.15%

54 John Murphy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 89.07%

55 Steve Moore Ni Wang & Massand 88.90%

56 Adam S. Hoffman Russ August & Kabat 88.85%

57 Drew B. Hollander BC Law Group, P.C. 88.85%

58 Seth R. Hasenour BC Law Group, P.C. 88.84%

59 Larry D. Thompson Jr. Antonelli Harrington & Thompson 88.84%

59 Zachariah S. Harrington Antonelli Harrington & Thompson 88.84%

61 Philip X. Wang Russ August & Kabat 88.82%

62 James S. Tsuei Russ August & Kabat 88.72%

63 Matthew J. Antonelli Antonelli Harrington & Thompson 88.70%

64 Jason M. Wietholter Russ August & Kabat 88.66%

65 Enrique W. Iturralde Fabricant LLP 88.51%

66 Stephen M. Lobbin SML Avvocati P.C. 88.48%

67 Austin Ginnings Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 88.43%

68 Adam G. Price DiNovo Price 88.22%

69 James N. Pickens Russ August & Kabat 88.02%

70 Neal G. Massand Ni Wang & Massand 88.01%

71 Robert F. Kramer Kramer Alberti Lim & Tonkovich 
LLP 88.01%

72 Jason G. Sheasby Irell & Manella LLP 87.97%

73 Amy Park Fabricant LLP 87.96%

74 Kenneth A. Matuszewski Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 87.92%

75 Kalpana Srinivasan Susman Godfrey 87.91%

76 Lisa Kobialka Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer 
LLP 87.90%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-milkey
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Table 4.2 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Representing Plaintiffs (continued)

Plaintiff  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff  

Activity Score

77 David T. DeZern Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 87.86%

78 Rudolph Fink IV Davis Firm P.C. 87.86%

79 Paul J. Andre Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer 
LLP 87.78%

80 James A. Fussell Mayer Brown 87.77%

81 Jonathan R. Yim BC Law Group, P.C. 87.76%

82 Jonathan K. Waldrop Kasowitz LLP 87.75%

83 Matthew G. Berkowitz Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & 
Feldberg LLP 87.75%

84 James R. Hannah Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer 
LLP 87.67%

85 Oded Burger Daignault Iyer LLP 87.66%

86 Nicholas E. Najera Ni Wang & Massand 87.63%

87 Heather S. Kim Kasowitz LLP 87.60%

88 John W. Downing Kasowitz LLP 87.55%

89 Darcy L. Jones Jackson Lewis P.C. 87.48%

90 Timothy Wang Ni Wang & Massand 87.47%

91 Christopher V. Goodpastor DiNovo Price 87.46%

92 Alexandra Easley Russ August & Kabat 87.46%

93 Patrick R. Colsher Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & 
Feldberg LLP 87.44%

94 Jamie B. Beaber Mayer Brown 87.44%

95 Elizabeth Day Bunsow De Mory 87.42%

96 Andrew G. Dinovo DiNovo Price 87.40%

97 Marcus A. Barber Kasowitz LLP 87.39%

98 Peter Tong Russ August & Kabat 87.36%

99 Tao Liu Glacier Law LLP 87.33%

100 Jacob R. Buczko Russ August & Kabat 87.27%
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Table 4.3 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Overall 
(Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants)

Overall  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall  

Activity Score

1 Isaac P. Rabicoff Rabicoff Law 98.14%

2 Neil J. McNabnay Fish & Richardson 97.50%

3 William P. Ramey III Ramey LLP 95.82%

4 Vincent J. Rubino III Fabricant LLP 94.71%

5 Peter Lambrianakos Fabricant LLP 94.29%

6 Raymond W. Mort III The Mort Law Firm, PLLC 94.28%

7 Alfred R. Fabricant Fabricant LLP 94.24%

8 Jonathan L. Hardt Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 94.14%

9 Randall T. Garteiser GH IP Law 94.02%

10 Matthew Rozier Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 93.81%

11 Reza Mirzaie Russ August & Kabat 93.63%

12 Scott Fuller GH IP Law 93.50%

13 Marc A. Fenster Russ August & Kabat 93.20%

14 Ricardo J. Bonilla Fish & Richardson 93.14%

15 John M. Guaragna DLA Piper 93.08%

16 Jennifer Truelove McKool Smith 93.04%

17 David R. Bennett Direction IP Law 92.27%

18 Barry K. Shelton Shelton Coburn LLP 92.04%

19 Christopher Honea GH IP Law 91.76%

20 Samuel F. Baxter McKool Smith 91.48%

21 Travis E. Lynch Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 91.43%

22 Richard Charles Weinblatt Stamoulis & Weinblatt 91.42%

23 Jonathan H. Rastegar Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 91.42%

24 Stamatios Stamoulis Stamoulis & Weinblatt 91.05%
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Table 4.3 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall  

Activity Score

25 Lance Wyatt Fish & Richardson 90.98%

26 Benjamin C. Deming DNL Zito 90.90%

27 Timothy Wang Ni Wang & Massand 90.80%

28 Brian C. Nash Morrison & Foerster 90.79%

29 Joseph J. Zito DNL Zito 90.67%

30 Howard L. Wernow Sand, Sebolt & Wernow LPA 90.59%

31 Patrick J. Conroy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 90.38%

32 Brian Rosenthal Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 90.38%

33 Jeffrey E. Kubiak Ramey LLP 90.34%

34 Rene A. Vazquez DNL Zito 90.09%

35 Sean Cunningham DLA Piper 89.95%

36 Jonathan Ma Russ August & Kabat 89.94%

37 Adam E. Urbanczyk AU LLC 89.91%

38 Cortney S. Alexander Kent & Risley 89.91%

39 Krishnan Padmanabhan Winston & Strawn 89.88%

40 Paul A. Kroeger Russ August & Kabat 89.87%

41 Steven D. Moore Vinson & Elkins 89.86%

42 Benjamin T. Wang Russ August & Kabat 89.83%

43 Mark W. Delaquil Baker & Hostetler LLP 89.80%

44 Hao Ni Ni Wang & Massand 89.58%

45 Jonathan R. Miller Greenblum & Bernstein 89.57%

46 Bill Kennedy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 89.50%

47 Ryan P. Griffin Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 89.45%

48 David M. Hoffman Fish & Richardson 89.40%

49 John A. Rubino Rubino IP 89.37%

50 Minna Y. Jay Russ August & Kabat 89.33%
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Table 4.3 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall  

Activity Score

51 Rodeen Talebi Fish & Richardson 89.32%

52 Christian W. Conkle Russ August & Kabat 89.29%

53 Michael J. Zinna Kelley Drye & Warren 89.28%

54 Tao Liu Glacier Law LLP 89.27%

55 Geoffrey P. Culbertson Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 89.26%

56 Brian D. Ledahl Russ August & Kabat 89.22%

57 David Nelson Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 89.18%

58 Erin P. Gibson DLA Piper 89.18%

59 Ruffin B. Cordell Fish & Richardson 89.16%

60 Sean S. Pak Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 89.15%

61 Brady Cox Alston & Bird 89.11%

62 Vincent Marc Ferraro Kelley Drye & Warren 89.11%

63 Theodore Stevenson III Alston & Bird 89.07%

64 Heidi L. Keefe Cooley LLP 89.03%

65 Kristopher Reed Holland & Knight 89.03%

66 Amy E. Hayden BC Law Group, P.C. 88.97%

67 Antranig N. Garibian Garibian Law Offices 88.82%

68 Michael Jude McKeon Fish & Richardson 88.77%

69 Ramachandran B. Iyer Daignault Iyer LLP 88.77%

70 Jennifer L. Nall DLA Piper 88.73%

71 Thatcher A. Rahmeier Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 88.73%

72 Brett E. Cooper BC Law Group, P.C. 88.70%

73 Holly Engelmann Duane Morris LLP 88.69%

74 Kelly Ransom Kelly Hart & Hallman 88.66%

75 Craig Tyler Perkins Coie 88.62%
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Table 4.3 - Top 100 Most Active Patent Attorneys Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued)

Overall  
Activity Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall  

Activity Score

76 David B. Conrad Fish & Richardson 88.60%

77 Jacob D. Ostling Fabricant LLP 88.60%

78 Edward R. Nelson III Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 88.59%

79 James A. Milkey Russ August & Kabat 88.54%

80 William M. Logan Winston & Strawn 88.53%

81 Ronald M. Daignault Daignault Iyer LLP 88.46%

82 Kelly B. Tidwell Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 88.45%

83 Kevin P. B. Johnson Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 88.43%

84 Mark D. Fowler DLA Piper 88.43%

85 Joseph Mercadante Fabricant LLP 88.42%

86 Katherine Vidal Winston & Strawn 88.42%

87 Neil A. Rubin Russ August & Kabat 88.37%

88 Ryan K. Yagura O’Melveny & Myers LLP 88.37%

89 Rex Mann Winston & Strawn 88.33%

90 Fred Williams Williams Simons & Landis PLLC 88.30%

91 Adil Anjum Shaikh Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 88.28%

92 Darin Snyder O’Melveny & Myers LLP 88.27%

93 Thomas M. Melsheimer Winston & Strawn 88.23%

94 Daniel P. Hipskind Berger & Hipskind LLP 88.21%

95 Christopher Kao Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 88.19%

96 Noel F. Chakkalakal Fish & Richardson 88.19%

97 Kurt M. Pankratz Baker Botts LLP 88.16%

98 Michael J. Newton Alston & Bird 88.16%

99 Timothy E. Grochocinski Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 88.13%

100 Steve Moore Ni Wang & Massand 88.10%
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Best-Performing Patent Litigators
In this section, attorneys’ Performance 
Scores and rankings are calculated using 
the same methodology applied to compa-
nies and law firms. Attorneys with activity 
rankings but no scorable, terminated patent 
cases do not receive performance scores or 
rankings.

Between July 2020 and June 2025, John M. 
Guaragna of DLA Piper ranks as the top-
performing patent litigator overall and on 
the defendant side, achieving Performance 
Scores of 93.86% overall and 97.01% for 
defendants. Neil J. McNabnay of Fish & Rich-
ardson and Brady Cox of Alston & Bird hold 
the second and third overall positions, with 
scores of 92.85% and 92.02%, respectively.

For defendant representation, Guaragna is 
again followed by McNabnay (94.40%) and 
Cox (94.02%). Among plaintiffs, Steve Moore 
of Ni Wang & Massand ranks first with a per-

formance score of 91.85%, followed by Jona-
than L. Hardt of Rozier Hardt McDonough 
PLLC at 91.68%, and Jason G. Sheasby of Irell 
& Manella LLP in third place with 91.35%.

Did you Know?
The results place Steve Moore of Ni Wang & 

Massand at the top of the rankings for plaintiff-
side performance, while John M. Guaragna of 
DLA Piper leads both the defendant category 

and the overall performance rankings.

Appendix D offers a detailed analysis of the 
activity and performance of the 1,000 most 
active patent litigators, supplemented by 
information on their top three clients. For a 
summary, refer to Tables 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6, 
which highlight the best-performing litiga-
tors in the defendant, plaintiff, and overall 
categories.

Table 4.4 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators 
Representing Defendants

Defendant 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant 

Performance Score

1 John M. Guaragna DLA Piper 97.01%

2 Neil J. McNabnay Fish & Richardson 94.40%

3 Brady Cox Alston & Bird 94.02%

4 Brian C. Nash Morrison & Foerster 93.92%

5 Barry K. Shelton Shelton Coburn LLP 93.66%

6 Kelly Ransom Kelly Hart & Hallman 93.34%

7 Ricardo J. Bonilla Fish & Richardson 92.70%
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Table 4.4 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant 

Performance Score

8 Darin Snyder O’Melveny & Myers LLP 92.65%

9 David M. Hoffman Fish & Richardson 92.22%

10 David S. Frist Alston & Bird 91.73%

11 Krishnan Padmanabhan Winston & Strawn 91.59%

12 Richard S. Zembek Norton Rose Fulbright 91.49%

13 Holly Engelmann Duane Morris LLP 91.38%

14 Christopher Kao Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 91.37%

15 Jennifer L. Nall DLA Piper 91.33%

16 Kristopher Reed Holland & Knight 91.29%

17 Katherine Vidal Winston & Strawn 91.23%

18 Mark D. Fowler DLA Piper 91.22%

19 Adil Anjum Shaikh Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 91.05%

20 Ryan K. Yagura O’Melveny & Myers LLP 91.02%

21 Michael R. Ellis Fish & Richardson 90.97%

22 Sean Cunningham DLA Piper 90.88%

23 Russell A. Korn Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 90.80%

24 Rex Mann Winston & Strawn 90.72%

25 Gilbert A. Greene Duane Morris LLP 90.64%

26 Craig Tyler Perkins Coie 90.51%

27 Brian Rosenthal Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 90.50%

28 Jason E. Mueller Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease 
LLP 90.40%

29 Michael J. Newton Alston & Bird 90.33%

30 Nicholas J. Whilt O’Melveny & Myers LLP 90.33%

31 Lance Wyatt Fish & Richardson 90.31%
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Table 4.4 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant 

Performance Score

32 Sean S. Pak Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 90.26%

33 Robert L. Lee Alston & Bird 90.18%

34 Steven D. Moore Vinson & Elkins 90.16%

35 Betty H. Chen Desmarais LLP 90.14%

36 Michael J. Sacksteder Fenwick & West LLP 90.10%

37 Thatcher A. Rahmeier Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 90.08%

38 Heidi L. Keefe Cooley LLP 89.91%

39 Mark Liang O’Melveny & Myers LLP 89.77%

40 Rodeen Talebi Fish & Richardson 89.66%

41 Erin P. Gibson DLA Piper 89.62%

42 Donald R. McPhail Merchant & Gould 89.58%

43 Ruffin B. Cordell Fish & Richardson 89.55%

44 William M. Logan Winston & Strawn 89.53%

45 Ravi Ranganath Fenwick & West LLP 89.49%

46 Mark N. Reiter Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 89.44%

47 Saina S. Shamilov Fenwick & West LLP 89.43%

48 Edward A. Cavazos Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 89.36%

49 Lisa K. Nguyen Paul Hastings 89.32%

50 Michael Jude McKeon Fish & Richardson 89.30%

51 David Hadden Fenwick & West LLP 89.29%

52 Gabriel K. Bell Latham & Watkins 89.29%

53 Kurt M. Pankratz Baker Botts LLP 89.29%

54 Ross R. Barton Alston & Bird 89.28%
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Table 4.4 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant 

Performance Score

55 Lionel M. Lavenue Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, 
Garrett & Dunner 89.25%

56 Brian Swift AU LLC 89.24%

57 Matthew C. Gaudet Duane Morris LLP 89.24%

58 David Almeling O’Melveny & Myers LLP 89.22%

59 Matthew J. Moffa Perkins Coie 89.20%

60 Vincent Marc Ferraro Kelley Drye & Warren 89.20%

61 Nathaniel St. Clair II Jackson Walker LLP 89.17%

62 Kent E. Baldauf Jr. The Webb Law Firm 89.11%

63 Richard G. Frenkel Latham & Watkins 89.09%

64 Brian K. Erickson DLA Piper 89.08%

65 Ahtoosa Dale Winston & Strawn 89.08%

66 Nicholas G. Papastavros DLA Piper 89.07%

67 Michael Strapp DLA Piper 89.06%

68 Edward J. Mayle Holland & Knight 89.03%

69 Aamir A. Kazi Fish & Richardson 88.99%

70 Eugene Mar Farella Braun + Martel 88.98%

71 Syed K. Fareed McDermott Will & Schulte 88.96%

72 Matthew Bernstein Bernstein IP Strategy 88.93%

73 Catherine K. Huang DLA Piper 88.91%

74 Brian M. Buroker Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 88.89%

75 Benjamin C. Elacqua Fish & Richardson 88.88%

76 Matthew D. Satchwell DLA Piper 88.88%

77 Robert W. Unikel Paul Hastings 88.84%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/lionel-m-lavenue
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-swift
https://patexia.com/law-firm/au
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-christopher-gaudet
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-almeling
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-j-moffa
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/attorneys/vincent-m-ferraro
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nathaniel-st-clair
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kent-e-balduaf-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-webb-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/richard-g-frenkel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/latham-watkins
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-k-erickson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ahtoosa-dale
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicholas-g-papastavros-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-strapp
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/edward-john-mayle
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/attorneys/aamir-a-kazi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/eugene-y-mar
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farella-braun-martel
https://patexia.com/attorneys/syed-kamil-fareed
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-c-berntsen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bernstein-ip-strategy
https://patexia.com/attorneys/katherine-k-huang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-mark-buroker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/attorneys/benjamin-charles-elacqua
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-d-statchwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-w-unikel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
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Table 4.4 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Defendant 

Performance Score

78 Robert R. Laurenzi Paul Hastings 88.81%

79 Jared Bobrow Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 88.79%

80 Jeanne M. Gills Foley & Lardner LLP 88.78%

81 David B. Conrad Fish & Richardson 88.77%

82 Jeffrey L. Johnson Baker Botts LLP 88.74%

83 Michael J. Zinna Kelley Drye & Warren 88.72%

84 Ariell Bratton Paul Hastings 88.68%

85 Matthew S. Yungwirth Duane Morris LLP 88.67%

86 Kathryn E. Albanese Greenberg Traurig LLP 88.67%

87 David Nelson Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 88.65%

88 Jason W. Cook McGuireWoods 88.64%

89 Michael Jay DLA Piper 88.63%

90 Amy K. Liang O’Melveny & Myers LLP 88.63%

91 Bethany Stevens Walker Stevens Cannom LLP 88.61%

92 Eric C. Green Norton Rose Fulbright 88.61%

93 Jeffrey R. Colin Greenberg Traurig LLP 88.58%

94 Jon Bentley Hyland Hilgers PLLC 88.56%

95 Janice L. Ta Perkins Coie 88.55%

96 Steven P. Tepera Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 88.54%

97 Jeffrey Liang Sheppard Mullin 88.54%

98 Keith B. Davis Jones Day 88.51%

99 Alice E. Snedeker Duane Morris LLP 88.47%

100 Kevin P. Anderson Duane Morris LLP 88.44%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-r-laurenzi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jared-bobrow
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeanne-m-gills
https://patexia.com/law-firm/foley-lardner
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-brandon-conrad
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-r-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-zinna
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ariell-bratton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/paul-hastings
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-s-yungwirth
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kathryn-e-albanese
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/attorneys/d-nelson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-woodard-cook
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcguirewoods
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-d-jay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-k-liang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bethany-m-stevens
https://patexia.com/law-firm/walker-stephens-cannom
https://patexia.com/attorneys/eric-conley-green
https://patexia.com/law-firm/norton-rose-fulbright
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-colin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jon-bentley-hyland
https://patexia.com/law-firm/hilgers-graben
https://patexia.com/attorneys/janice-le-ta
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-p-tepera
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-liang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sheppard-mullin-richter-hampton
https://patexia.com/attorneys/keith-bryan-davis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jones-day
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alice-e-snedeker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kevin-p-anderson-2
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
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Table 4.5 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators 
Representing Plaintiffs

Plaintiff 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff 

Performance Score

1 Steve Moore Ni Wang & Massand 91.85%

2 Jonathan L. Hardt Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 91.68%

3 Jason G. Sheasby Irell & Manella LLP 91.35%

4 Mark W. Delaquil Baker & Hostetler LLP 89.91%

5 Kevin J. Keener Keener & Associates PC 89.88%

6 Jeffrey D. Harty Nyemaster Goode 89.76%

8 Nicholas E. Najera Ni Wang & Massand 89.49%

9 Geoffrey P. Culbertson Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 89.46%

10 Jonathan R. Miller Greenblum & Bernstein 89.21%

12 Matthew Rozier Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 89.17%

16 Randall T. Garteiser GH IP Law 88.54%

17 Patrick J. Conroy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 88.53%

18 Tao Liu Glacier Law LLP 88.48%

19 Travis E. Lynch Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 88.44%

20 Alison Aubry Richards Global IP Law Group 88.39%

21 Linda Lei Getech Law LLC 88.32%

22 Dale Chang Russ August & Kabat 88.31%

23 Lisa S. Glasser Irell & Manella LLP 88.30%

24 James S. Tsuei Russ August & Kabat 88.29%

25 Drew B. Hollander BC Law Group, P.C. 88.22%

27 Samuel F. Baxter McKool Smith 88.15%

28 David T. DeZern Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 88.07%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/stevenson-moore-v
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-lloyd-hardt-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-george-sheasby
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-wendell-delaquil
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kevin-john-keener
https://patexia.com/law-firm/keener-and-associates
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-d-harty
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nyemaster-goode
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicholas-najera
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/attorneys/geoffrey-patton-culbertson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/patton-tidwell-schroeder
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-robert-miller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenblum-bernstein
https://patexia.com/attorneys/carey-matthew-rozier
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/randall-t-garteiser
https://patexia.com/law-firm/garteiser-honea
https://patexia.com/attorneys/patrick-joseph-conroy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/tao-liu
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/attorneys/travis-e-lynch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alison-aubry-richards
https://patexia.com/law-firm/global-ip-law-group
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ge-linda-lei
https://patexia.com/law-firm/getec
https://patexia.com/attorneys/dale-chang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lisa-s-glasser
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-s-tsuei
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/drew-b-hollander
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sam-f-baxter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-thomas-dezern
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
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Table 4.5 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Plaintiffs (continued) 

Plaintiff 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff 

Performance Score

29 Edward R. Nelson III Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 88.04%

30 Kelly B. Tidwell Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 88.01%

32 Robert M. Dewitty DeWitty & Associates 87.93%

33 James A. Fussell Mayer Brown 87.90%

34 Danielle De La Paz Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 87.86%

35 Kalpana Srinivasan Susman Godfrey 87.78%

36 Ronald M. Daignault Daignault Iyer LLP 87.73%

37 Brian N. Platt Workman Nydegger 87.73%

38 Andrew D. Gordon-Seifert Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 87.70%

39 Andrew Jonathan Palmer Jared W. Gasman, Attorney P.A. 87.66%

40 Nicole E. Glauser Kramer Alberti Lim & Tonkovich 
LLP 87.65%

41 Tiffany A. Miller Mayer Brown 87.64%

42 Bradley W. Caldwell Caldwell Cassady & Curry 87.63%

43 Minna Y. Jay Russ August & Kabat 87.61%

44 Andrew G. Dinovo DiNovo Price 87.60%

45 Jason M. Wietholter Russ August & Kabat 87.57%

46 Max L. Tribble Jr. Susman Godfrey 87.52%

47 Jennifer Truelove McKool Smith 87.47%

48 Robert D. Katz Katz PLLC 87.41%

49 Richard Charles Weinblatt Stamoulis & Weinblatt 87.41%

50 Kevin L. Burgess McKool Smith 87.38%

51 Daniel L. Schmid DiNovo Price 87.38%

52 Paul A. Kroeger Russ August & Kabat 87.38%

53 Brandon G. Moore Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 87.33%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/edward-r-nelson-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kelly-b-tidwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/patton-tidwell-schroeder
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-m-dewitty
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dewitty
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-a-fussell-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/attorneys/danielle-de-la-paz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kalpana-srinivasan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/susman-godfrey
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ronald-marc-daignault
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-n-platt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/workman-nydegger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-d-gordon-seifert
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-jonathan-palmer
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jared-w-gasman-attorney-p-a
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicole-glauser
https://patexia.com/law-firm/feinberg-day-alberti-thompson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/feinberg-day-alberti-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/tiffany-a-miller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bradley-wayne-caldwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/caldwell-cassady-curry
https://patexia.com/attorneys/minna-chan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-gerald-dinovo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dinovo-price
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-wietholter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/max-l-tribble-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/susman-godfrey
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-truelove
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-david-katz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/katz
https://patexia.com/attorneys/richard-charles-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/stamoulis-weinblatt
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kevin-burgess
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-louis-schmid
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dinovo-price
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paul-anthony-kroeger
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brandon-gregory-moore
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
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Table 4.5 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Plaintiffs (continued) 

Plaintiff 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff 

Performance Score

54 Julian G. Pymento Fabricant LLP 87.33%

55 Ali S. Razai Morgan Lewis & Bockius 87.32%

56 David R. Bennett Direction IP Law 87.31%

57 James R. Hannah Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer 
LLP 87.31%

58 Adam G. Price DiNovo Price 87.27%

60 Marc Belloli Bunsow De Mory 87.25%

61 Adam S. Hoffman Russ August & Kabat 87.24%

62 Kristin M. Whidby Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 87.18%

63 Rebecca Carson Irell & Manella LLP 87.17%

64 Ryan P. Griffin Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 87.16%

65 Daniel B. Kolko Russ August & Kabat 87.16%

66 Courtney M. Krawice Mayer Brown 87.15%

67 Bill Kennedy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 87.15%

68 Paul J. Andre Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer 
LLP 87.13%

69 Kenneth A. Matuszewski Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 87.13%

70 Gregory S. Donahue DiNovo Price 87.09%

71 Rene A. Vazquez DNL Zito 87.09%

72 Raymond W. Mort III The Mort Law Firm, PLLC 87.07%

73 Austin Ginnings Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 87.06%

74 Daniel P. Hipskind Berger & Hipskind LLP 87.01%

75 Michael S. French Wargo French Singer 86.99%

76 Erin E. McCracken Berger & Hipskind LLP 86.96%

77 Rudolph Fink IV Davis Firm P.C. 86.96%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/julian-g-pymento
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fabricant
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ali-s-razai
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-r-bennett
https://patexia.com/law-firm/david-r-bennett
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-r-hannah
https://patexia.com/law-firm/herbert-smith-new-york
https://patexia.com/law-firm/herbert-smith-new-york
https://patexia.com/attorneys/adam-g-price
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dinovo-price
https://patexia.com/attorneys/marc-belloli
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bunsow-de-mory-smith-allison
https://patexia.com/attorneys/adam-s-hoffman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kristin-m-whidby
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rebecca-lyn-clifford
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ryan-p-griffin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-kolko
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/courtney-m-krawice
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thomas-william-kennedy-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paul-andre
https://patexia.com/law-firm/herbert-smith-new-york
https://patexia.com/law-firm/herbert-smith-new-york
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kenneth-a-matuszewski
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/gregory-s-donahue
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dinovo-price
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rene-a-vazquez
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/attorneys/raymond-william-mort-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-mort-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/austin-ginnings
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-paul-hipskind
https://patexia.com/law-firm/berger-hipskind
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-s-french
https://patexia.com/law-firm/wargo-french-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/erin-e-mccracken
https://patexia.com/law-firm/berger-hipskind
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rudolph-fink-iv
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
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Table 4.5 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Representing Plaintiffs (continued) 

Plaintiff 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Plaintiff 

Performance Score

78 David Berten Global IP Law Group 86.94%

79 Timothy Wang Ni Wang & Massand 86.94%

80 John Murphy Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 86.91%

81 Vincent Marc Ferraro Kelley Drye & Warren 86.90%

82 Dorian S. Berger Berger & Hipskind LLP 86.83%

83 Oded Burger Daignault Iyer LLP 86.81%

84 Matthew G. Berkowitz Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & 
Feldberg LLP 86.80%

85 Ramachandran B. Iyer Daignault Iyer LLP 86.78%

86 William P. Ramey III Ramey LLP 86.75%

87 Khue V. Hoang Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & 
Feldberg LLP 86.73%

88 Patrick R. Colsher Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & 
Feldberg LLP 86.73%

89 Jamie B. Beaber Mayer Brown 86.72%

90 Ashley Ratycz BC Law Group, P.C. 86.71%

91 Wei Wang Glacier Law LLP 86.71%

92 Justin B. Kimble Nelson Bumgardner Conroy 86.69%

93 Etai Lahav Radulescu LLP 86.68%

94 Michael J. Zinna Kelley Drye & Warren 86.68%

95 Devon C. Beane Alston & Bird 86.67%

96 Amy E. Hayden BC Law Group, P.C. 86.63%

97 Barry Irwin Irwin IP 86.63%

98 Amir H. Alavi Alavi Anaipakos, PLLC 86.61%

99 Seth W. Bruneel Mayer Brown 86.61%

100 Alan M. Grimaldi Mayer Brown 86.61%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-powers-berten
https://patexia.com/law-firm/global-ip-law-group
https://patexia.com/attorneys/timothy-tiewei-wang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paul-j-murphy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/vincent-m-ferraro
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/dorian-seawind-berger
https://patexia.com/law-firm/berger-hipskind
https://patexia.com/attorneys/oded-burger
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-berkowitz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ramachandran-b-iyer-phv
https://patexia.com/law-firm/daignault-iyer-llp
https://patexia.com/attorneys/william-p-ramey-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ramey-schwaller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/khue-v-hoang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/attorneys/patrick-r-colsher
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jamie-b-beaber
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ashley-ratycz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/attorneys/wei-wang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/attorneys/justin-kimble
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nelson-bumgardner-casto
https://patexia.com/attorneys/etai-yaacov-lahav
https://patexia.com/law-firm/radulescu
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-zinna
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/devon-curtis-beane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-e-hayden
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/attorneys/barry-f-irwin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irwin-ip
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amir-h-alavi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alavi-anaipakos
https://patexia.com/attorneys/seth-w-bruneel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alan-grimaldi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mayer-brown
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Table 4.6 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Overall 
(Representing Plaintiffs or Defendants)

Overall 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall 

Performance Score

1 John M. Guaragna DLA Piper 93.86%

2 Neil J. McNabnay Fish & Richardson 92.85%

3 Brady Cox Alston & Bird 92.02%

4 Brian C. Nash Morrison & Foerster 91.87%

5 Barry K. Shelton Shelton Coburn LLP 91.44%

6 Steve Moore Ni Wang & Massand 91.07%

7 Ricardo J. Bonilla Fish & Richardson 91.05%

8 Jonathan L. Hardt Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 90.94%

9 Jeffrey D. Harty Nyemaster Goode 90.83%

10 Kelly Ransom Kelly Hart & Hallman 90.82%

11 Jason G. Sheasby Irell & Manella LLP 90.63%

12 Darin Snyder O’Melveny & Myers LLP 90.44%

13 David M. Hoffman Fish & Richardson 90.10%

15 Holly Engelmann Duane Morris LLP 89.92%

16 Robert L. Lee Alston & Bird 89.85%

17 Krishnan Padmanabhan Winston & Strawn 89.82%

18 Brian Rosenthal Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 89.81%

19 Sean Cunningham DLA Piper 89.75%

20 Mark D. Fowler DLA Piper 89.71%

21 Kevin J. Keener Keener & Associates PC 89.68%

22 Steven D. Moore Vinson & Elkins 89.55%

23 Richard S. Zembek Norton Rose Fulbright 89.55%

24 Jennifer L. Nall DLA Piper 89.54%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-michael-guaragna
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/neil-j-mcnabnay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brady-randall-cox
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-christopher-nash
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/attorneys/barry-k-shelton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shelton-coburn-llp
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stevenson-moore-v
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ricardo-bonilla
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-lloyd-hardt-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-d-harty
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nyemaster-goode
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kelly-ransom
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelly-hart-hallman
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-george-sheasby
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/attorneys/darin-w-synder
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-m-hoffman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/holly-elin-engelmann
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-l-lee
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/krishnan-padmanabhan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-rosenthal
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sean-cunningham
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-d-fowler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kevin-john-keener
https://patexia.com/law-firm/keener-and-associates
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-d-moore
https://patexia.com/law-firm/vinson-elkins
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rich-zembek
https://patexia.com/law-firm/norton-rose-fulbright
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-nall
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
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Table 4.6 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Overall (Representing Plaintiffs or Defendants) (continued) 

Overall 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall 

Performance Score

25 Kristopher Reed Holland & Knight 89.51%

26 David S. Frist Alston & Bird 89.45%

27 Craig Tyler Perkins Coie 89.41%

28 Geoffrey P. Culbertson Patton Tidwell & Culbertson LLP 89.30%

29 Christopher Kao Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman 89.30%

30 Rex Mann Winston & Strawn 89.29%

31 Adil Anjum Shaikh Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 89.26%

32 Ryan K. Yagura O’Melveny & Myers LLP 89.18%

33 Gilbert A. Greene Duane Morris LLP 89.15%

34 Vincent Marc Ferraro Kelley Drye & Warren 89.13%

35 Russell A. Korn Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton 89.11%

36 Sean S. Pak Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 89.11%

37 Lance Wyatt Fish & Richardson 89.07%

38 Michael J. Newton Alston & Bird 89.05%

39 Thatcher A. Rahmeier Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath 89.03%

40 Syed K. Fareed McDermott Will & Schulte 89.02%

41 Michael R. Ellis Fish & Richardson 89.01%

42 Mark W. Delaquil Baker & Hostetler LLP 88.97%

43 John M. Desmarais Desmarais LLP 88.95%

44 Katherine Vidal Winston & Strawn 88.94%

45 Donald R. McPhail Merchant & Gould 88.92%

46 Nicholas E. Najera Ni Wang & Massand 88.84%

47 Matthew Rozier Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 88.78%

48 Heidi L. Keefe Cooley LLP 88.71%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/kristopher-l-reed
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-s-frist
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/m-craig-tyler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/attorneys/geoffrey-patton-culbertson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/patton-tidwell-schroeder
https://patexia.com/attorneys/chris-kao
https://patexia.com/law-firm/pillsbury-winthrop-shaw-pittman
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rex-andrew-mann
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/adil-anjum-shaikh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ryan-ken-yagura
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/attorneys/gilbert-greene-phv
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/vincent-m-ferraro
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/russell-adam-korn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sean-sang-chul-pak
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lance-eric-wyatt-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-newton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thatcher-a-rahmeier
https://patexia.com/law-firm/drinker-biddle-reath
https://patexia.com/attorneys/syed-kamil-fareed
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mcdermott-will-emery
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-r-ellis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-wendell-delaquil
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-m-desmarais
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/attorneys/katherine-kelly-vidal
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/donald-mcphail-litigation-counsel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/merchant-gould
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicholas-najera
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ni-wang-massand
https://patexia.com/attorneys/carey-matthew-rozier
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/heidi-lyn-keefe
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cooley
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Table 4.6 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Overall (Representing Plaintiffs or Defendants) (continued) 

Overall 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall 

Performance Score

49 Linda Lei Getech Law LLC 88.70%

50 Erin P. Gibson DLA Piper 88.69%

51 Lisa S. Glasser Irell & Manella LLP 88.69%

52 Nicholas J. Whilt O’Melveny & Myers LLP 88.62%

53 Michael J. Sacksteder Fenwick & West LLP 88.60%

54 Lionel M. Lavenue Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, 
Garrett & Dunner 88.59%

55 Betty H. Chen Desmarais LLP 88.58%

57 Gregg F. Locascio Kirkland & Ellis 88.53%

58 Michael J. Zinna Kelley Drye & Warren 88.49%

59 Jonathan R. Miller Greenblum & Bernstein 88.46%

60 Nicholas A. Brown Greenberg Traurig LLP 88.45%

61 Jason E. Mueller Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease 
LLP 88.43%

62 Ruffin B. Cordell Fish & Richardson 88.41%

63 Mark N. Reiter Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 88.40%

64 Rodeen Talebi Fish & Richardson 88.37%

65 Saina S. Shamilov Fenwick & West LLP 88.36%

67 William M. Logan Winston & Strawn 88.33%

68 Travis E. Lynch Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 88.32%

69 Tao Liu Glacier Law LLP 88.30%

70 Michael Jude McKeon Fish & Richardson 88.29%

71 Katherine G. Rubschlager Alston & Bird 88.25%

72 Kurt M. Pankratz Baker Botts LLP 88.23%

73 Mark Liang O’Melveny & Myers LLP 88.21%

75 Kent E. Baldauf Jr. The Webb Law Firm 88.20%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/ge-linda-lei
https://patexia.com/law-firm/getec
https://patexia.com/attorneys/erin-paige-gibson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lisa-s-glasser
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irell-manella
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicholas-whilt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-sacksteder
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lionel-m-lavenue
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/finnegan-henderson-farabow-garrett-and-dunner
https://patexia.com/attorneys/betty-chen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/desmarais
https://patexia.com/attorneys/greg-f-locascio
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirkland-ellis
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-zinna
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jonathan-robert-miller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenblum-bernstein
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicholas-a-brown
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-e-mueller-2
https://patexia.com/law-firm/vorys-sater-seymour-pease
https://patexia.com/law-firm/vorys-sater-seymour-pease
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ruffin-b-cordell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-n-reiter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rodeen-talebi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/saina-s-shamilov
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/attorneys/william-m-logan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/travis-e-lynch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/attorneys/tao-liu
https://patexia.com/law-firm/glacier-products
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-jude-mckeon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/katherine-g-rubschlager
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kurt-m-pankratz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-liang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/omelveny-myers
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kent-e-balduaf-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-webb-law-firm
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Table 4.6 - The Best-Performing Patent Litigators Overall (Representing Plaintiffs or Defendants) (continued) 

Overall 
Performance Rank Attorney Law Firm Overall 

Performance Score

76 Brian K. Erickson DLA Piper 88.19%

77 Ravi Ranganath Fenwick & West LLP 88.18%

79 James S. Tsuei Russ August & Kabat 88.15%

81 Jared Bobrow Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 88.10%

82 Robert L. Maier Baker Botts LLP 88.07%

83 Michael Strapp DLA Piper 88.06%

84 David Nelson Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & 
Sullivan 88.06%

85 Kate Dominguez Gibson Dunn & Crutcher 88.05%

86 David Hadden Fenwick & West LLP 88.03%

87 Eugene Mar Farella Braun + Martel 88.02%

88 Edward J. Mayle Holland & Knight 88.00%

89 Ross R. Barton Alston & Bird 87.99%

90 Bradley W. Caldwell Caldwell Cassady & Curry 87.99%

91 Ahtoosa Dale Winston & Strawn 87.94%

92 Daralyn J. Durie Morrison & Foerster 87.94%

93 Michael Jay DLA Piper 87.93%

94 Brian N. Platt Workman Nydegger 87.93%

95 Janice L. Ta Perkins Coie 87.92%

96 David B. Conrad Fish & Richardson 87.89%

97 Matthew D. Satchwell DLA Piper 87.89%

98 Matthew C. Gaudet Duane Morris LLP 87.88%

99 Steven Callahan Charhon Callahan Robson & 
Garza 87.88%

100 Brian Swift AU LLC 87.87%

https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-k-erickson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ravi-ragavendra-ranganath
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-s-tsuei
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jared-bobrow
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-l-maier
https://patexia.com/law-firm/baker-botts
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-strapp
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/d-nelson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/quinn-emanuel-urquhart-sullivan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kate-dominguez
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gibson-dunn-crutcher
https://patexia.com/attorneys/j-david-hadden
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fenwick-west
https://patexia.com/attorneys/eugene-y-mar
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farella-braun-martel
https://patexia.com/attorneys/edward-john-mayle
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-knight
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ross-ritter-barton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bradley-wayne-caldwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/caldwell-cassady-curry
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ahtoosa-dale
https://patexia.com/law-firm/winston-strawn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daralyn-j-durie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morrison-foerster
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-d-jay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-n-platt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/workman-nydegger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/janice-le-ta
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-brandon-conrad
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-d-statchwell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-christopher-gaudet
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-chase-callahan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/charhon-callahan-robson-garza
https://patexia.com/law-firm/charhon-callahan-robson-garza
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-swift
https://patexia.com/law-firm/au
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Lateral Moves
This report also examines changes in attorney 
affiliations to capture shifts within the patent 
litigation field. We reviewed lateral movements 
occurring since the release of the prior report 
in Q1 2025, focusing on the 1,000 most active 
patent litigators. The analysis identifies attor-
neys who moved to a different firm or launched 
their own practices during this period.

In total, 70 lateral moves were recorded. For 
reference, the accompanying table lists each 
attorney’s former and current firm, along 
with the total number of cases handled dur-
ing the study period.

Table 4.7 - Lateral Moves since January 2025

Attorney Current Firm Old Firm
Overall 
Activity 

Rank

All 
Cases

Rene A. Vazquez DNL Zito Sinergia Technology Law 
Group, PLLC 34 136

Steven D. Moore Vinson & Elkins Kilpatrick Townsend & 
Stockton 41 63

Amy E. Hayden BC Law Group, P.C. Russ August & Kabat 66 93

Adil Anjum Shaikh Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe Fish & Richardson 91 78

Darlene F. Ghavimi Spencer Fane K&L Gates 141 51

Scott L. Cole Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & 
Feldberg LLP SLC Trial Law, PLLC 150 40

Alexandra Easley Russ August & Kabat McKool Smith 165 68

Jack Shaw Cherry Johnson Siegmund 
James, PLLC

Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves & 
Savitch 177 57

Nan Lan DLA Piper Fish & Richardson 178 35

Joshua B. Long Seyfarth Shaw LLP Kelley Drye & Warren 182 25

Darcy L. Jones Jackson Lewis P.C. Kasowitz Benson Torres 199 70

Steven Pepe Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 205 27

Matthew Bernstein Bernstein IP Strategy Perkins Coie 248 38

Andrew D. 
Gordon-Seifert Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC Irwin IP 252 16

Erick S. Robinson Cherry Johnson Siegmund 
James, PLLC Spencer Fane 260 57

Ali S. Razai Morgan Lewis & Bockius Knobbe Martens 266 31

Kathryn Ann 
Quisenberry Avantech Law, LLP Fish & Richardson 269 23

https://patexia.com/attorneys/rene-a-vazquez
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dnl-zito
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sinergia-technology-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sinergia-technology-law-group
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-d-moore
https://patexia.com/law-firm/vinson-elkins
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kilpatrick-townsend-stockton
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-e-hayden
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bc-law-group
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/attorneys/adil-anjum-shaikh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/orrick
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/darlene-f-ghavimi-alagha
https://patexia.com/law-firm/spencer-fane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/attorneys/scott-l-cole-2
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/reichman-jorgensen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/slc-trial-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexandra-easley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/russ-august-kabat
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jack-shaw
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/procopio-cory-hargreaves-savitch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/procopio-cory-hargreaves-savitch
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nan-lan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/joshua-brooks-long
https://patexia.com/law-firm/seyfarth-shaw
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kelley-drye-warren
https://patexia.com/attorneys/darcy-l-jones
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-lewis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kasowitz-benson-torres-friedman
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-pepe
https://patexia.com/law-firm/sheppard-mullin-richter-hampton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ropes-gray
https://patexia.com/attorneys/matthew-c-berntsen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bernstein-ip-strategy
https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-d-gordon-seifert
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-d-gordon-seifert
https://patexia.com/law-firm/rozier-hardt-mcdonough
https://patexia.com/law-firm/irwin-ip
https://patexia.com/attorneys/erick-scott-robinson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/spencer-fane
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ali-s-razai
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/law-firm/knobbe-martens-olson-bear
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kathryn-ann-quisenberry
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kathryn-ann-quisenberry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/avantech-law-llc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/fish-richardson
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Table 4.7 - Lateral Moves since January 2025 (continued) 

Attorney Current Firm Old Firm
Overall 
Activity 

Rank

All 
Cases

Devon C. Beane Alston & Bird K&L Gates 294 31

Edward R. Reines Jones Day Weil, Gotshal & Manges 296 29

James L. Davis Jr. Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 306 23

Christopher Edward 
Hanba Prince Lobel Tye LLP Dickinson Wright PLLC 311 40

Matthew C. Holohan Sheridan Ross Quarles & Brady 316 26

Brent K. Yamashita Vedder Price DLA Piper 337 26

David S. Chun Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 351 19

Matthew W. Cornelia Winstead McGuireWoods 374 34

Cecil E. Key Key Kesan Dallmann PLLC Key IP Law Group, PLLC 411 33

Christopher C. 
Campbell Cahill Gordon & Reindel King & Spalding 415 31

Gabrielle Lahatte Weil, Gotshal & Manges Latham & Watkins 417 15

Megan Whyman Olesek Thompson Hine Turner Boyd Seraphine 448 24

Giri Pathmanaban Cleary Gottlieb Steen & 
Hamilton Latham & Watkins 451 21

John P. Schnurer Foley & Lardner LLP Perkins Coie 453 24

Kevin J. Meek Law Offices of Kevin Meek, 
PLLC McDermott Will & Emery 459 23

Christopher M. Gerson Gish PLLC Schulte Roth & Zabel 475 19

Derek C. Walter Jones Day Weil, Gotshal & Manges 478 22

Daniel W. Richards Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 490 19

Stefani E. Shanberg Bend Mediation LLC Perkins Coie 499 20

Eric R. Carr Bunsow De Mory Williams Simons & Landis 
PLLC 516 29

Neel Chatterjee King & Spalding Goodwin Procter LLP 528 20

Shong Yin Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 535 19

Britton F. Davis Cahill Gordon & Reindel King & Spalding 550 24

Karen I. Boyd Thompson Hine Turner Boyd Seraphine 581 30

Timothy K. Gilman Kasowitz LLP Schulte Roth & Zabel 584 18

Daniel L. Huynh Bradley Arant Boult Cummings Morris Manning & Martin 594 13

https://patexia.com/attorneys/devon-curtis-beane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/alston-bird
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/attorneys/edward-robert-reines
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https://patexia.com/law-firm/perkins-coie
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https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-manning-martin
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Table 4.7 - Lateral Moves since January 2025 (continued) 

Attorney Current Firm Old Firm
Overall 
Activity 

Rank

All 
Cases

Clement J. Naples Cleary Gottlieb Steen & 
Hamilton Latham & Watkins 601 22

Matthew J. Rizzolo Morgan Lewis & Bockius Ropes & Gray LLP 630 23

Bruce G. Chapman Orbit IP, LLP Karish & Bjorgum 632 38

Shaleen J. Patel Polsinelli Alston & Bird 633 16

Kevin J. Post Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 680 16

Haleigh Ann Hashem Mayer LLP Haltom & Doan 696 14

Thomas Delrosario Ahmad, Zavitsanos & Mensing Susman Godfrey 746 30

Matthew R. Shapiro Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 754 13

Alexander E. Middleton Sheppard Mullin Ropes & Gray LLP 763 16

Brandon G. Smith Morgan Lewis & Bockius Knobbe Martens 764 12

Miguel J. Bombach Foley & Lardner LLP Perkins Coie 772 20

Michael C. Pomeroy Cozen O’Connor Carter Arnett PLLC 777 23

Ryan S. Loveless Cherry Johnson Siegmund 
James, PLLC Loveless Law Group, PLLC 789 47

Douglas E. Lumish Weil, Gotshal & Manges Latham & Watkins 790 17

Benjamin J. Everton Morgan Lewis & Bockius Knobbe Martens 797 15

Steven Laxton Greenberg Traurig LLP Winston & Strawn 818 18

Kyle N. Ryman Ryman Litigation PLLC McKool Smith 833 18

Jose L. Patino Cozen O’Connor Buchalter 870 17

Andrew R. Shores Law Offices of F. Bryan Brice, Jr. Williams Mullen 906 20

Jeffrey G. Homrig Weil, Gotshal & Manges Latham & Watkins 908 15

Nicola A. Pisano Cozen O’Connor Eversheds Sutherland 941 15

Joshua G. Jones Prince Lobel Tye LLP Dickinson Wright PLLC 949 24

Amanda E. Stephenson Mayer Brown Goodwin Procter LLP 960 8

Daniel A. Apgar Kasowitz LLP Schulte Roth & Zabel 976 13

Erik O. Janitens Nelson Mullins Riley & 
Scarborough Norton Rose Fulbright 977 17

William K. Wray Jr. Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher 
& Flom LLP A&O Shearman 988 17

Linjun Xu Russ August & Kabat Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves & 
Savitch 993 12

https://patexia.com/attorneys/clement-naples
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Growth and Decline of Law Firms
Using the lateral movement data, we ana-
lyzed changes in attorney headcount across 
law firms active in patent litigation. For each 
firm, net gain was calculated as the differ-
ence between attorneys joining the firm and 
those departing during the study period. 

This measure captures overall shifts in patent 
litigation staffing at the firm level. Table 4.8 
summarizes these results, highlighting pat-
terns in attorney movement and providing 
insight into staffing dynamics among firms 
engaged in patent litigation.

Table 4.8 - Firms With the Largest Growth or Decline 
in Their Number of Patent Litigation Attorneys

Law Firms Net Gained Lost

Ropes & Gray LLP -9 0 9

Latham & Watkins -5 0 5

Perkins Coie -4 0 4

Fish & Richardson -3 0 3

Knobbe Martens -3 0 3

Schulte Roth & Zabel -3 0 3

K&L Gates -2 0 2

McKool Smith -2 0 2

Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves & Savitch -2 0 2

Dickinson Wright PLLC -2 0 2

Turner Boyd Seraphine -2 0 2

Goodwin Procter LLP -2 0 2

King & Spalding -1 1 2

Sinergia Technology Law Group, PLLC -1 0 1

Kilpatrick Townsend & Stockton -1 0 1
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Law Firms Net Gained Lost

SLC Trial Law, PLLC -1 0 1

Kelley Drye & Warren -1 0 1

Kasowitz Benson Torres -1 0 1

Irwin IP -1 0 1

Quarles & Brady -1 0 1

McGuireWoods -1 0 1

Key IP Law Group, PLLC -1 0 1

McDermott Will & Emery -1 0 1

Williams Simons & Landis PLLC -1 0 1

Morris Manning & Martin -1 0 1

Karish & Bjorgum -1 0 1

Haltom & Doan -1 0 1

Susman Godfrey -1 0 1

Carter Arnett PLLC -1 0 1

Loveless Law Group, PLLC -1 0 1

Winston & Strawn -1 0 1

Buchalter -1 0 1

Williams Mullen -1 0 1

Eversheds Sutherland -1 0 1

Norton Rose Fulbright -1 0 1

A&O Shearman -1 0 1

Spencer Fane 0 1 1

Table 4.8 - Firms With the Largest Growth or Decline in Their Number of Patent Litigation Attorneys (continued) 
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Law Firms Net Gained Lost

DLA Piper 0 1 1

Alston & Bird 0 1 1

Weil, Gotshal & Manges 1 3 2

Russ August & Kabat 1 2 1

DNL Zito 1 1 0

Vinson & Elkins 1 1 0

BC Law Group, P.C. 1 1 0

Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe 1 1 0

Reichman Jorgensen Lehman & Feldberg LLP 1 1 0

Seyfarth Shaw LLP 1 1 0

Jackson Lewis P.C. 1 1 0

Bernstein IP Strategy 1 1 0

Rozier Hardt McDonough PLLC 1 1 0

Avantech Law, LLP 1 1 0

Sheridan Ross 1 1 0

Vedder Price 1 1 0

Winstead 1 1 0

Key Kesan Dallmann PLLC 1 1 0

Law Offices of Kevin Meek, PLLC 1 1 0

Gish PLLC 1 1 0

Bend Mediation LLC 1 1 0

Bunsow De Mory 1 1 0

Table 4.8 - Firms With the Largest Growth or Decline in Their Number of Patent Litigation Attorneys (continued) 
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Law Firms Net Gained Lost

Bradley Arant Boult Cummings 1 1 0

Orbit IP, LLP 1 1 0

Polsinelli 1 1 0

Mayer LLP 1 1 0

Ahmad, Zavitsanos & Mensing 1 1 0

Greenberg Traurig LLP 1 1 0

Ryman Litigation PLLC 1 1 0

Law Offices of F. Bryan Brice, Jr. 1 1 0

Mayer Brown 1 1 0

Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough 1 1 0

Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom LLP 1 1 0

Jones Day 2 2 0

Prince Lobel Tye LLP 2 2 0

Cahill Gordon & Reindel 2 2 0

Thompson Hine 2 2 0

Cleary Gottlieb Steen & Hamilton 2 2 0

Kasowitz LLP 2 2 0

Foley & Lardner LLP 2 2 0

Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, PLLC 3 3 0

Cozen O'Connor 3 3 0

Morgan Lewis & Bockius 4 4 0

Sheppard Mullin 8 8 0

Table 4.8 - Firms With the Largest Growth or Decline in Their Number of Patent Litigation Attorneys (continued) 
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The accompanying chart highlights the five 
firms experiencing the largest increases or 
decreases in patent litigation attorneys, as 
measured by net gain. Firms are ordered from 
highest to lowest net gain. When firms share 
the same net gain, priority is given to the firm 
with the greater number of active attorneys.

In addition to net gain, the chart details how 
many attorneys joined and departed each 
firm. Together, these figures reveal broader 
lateral movement trends and offer perspec-
tive on the competitive positioning of firms 
within patent litigation.

Figure 4.1. Top 5 Law Firms with Largest Growth or Decline in 2025



Local 
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Local Counsel Evaluation.
Following a comprehensive review of 18,352 
patent cases filed between July 1, 2020, 
and June 30, 2025, our analysis identified 
14,197 attorneys involved across these mat-
ters. One of the most notable findings is the 
critical role played by local counsel, par-
ticularly in jurisdictions such as Delaware 
and Texas. Owing to their familiarity with 
local rules, venues, and judges, local counsel 
often exhibit high levels of activity and can 
meaningfully influence case strategy and 
outcomes.

Recognizing the importance of local counsel 
in patent litigation, Patexia has introduced 
a dedicated section focused on identifying 
the most active attorneys serving in this role. 
This section is intended to support compa-
nies and in-house counsel in selecting expe-

rienced local representation, especially in 
jurisdictions where reliance on local counsel 
is most pronounced.

As part of this effort, we compiled a list of 
346 attorneys who frequently appear as 
local counsel in District Court patent cases. 
While we have taken significant steps to 
ensure accuracy, some attorneys may have 
been inadvertently omitted or misclassified. 
Nevertheless, we believe this compilation 
provides a valuable resource for practitio-
ners and decision-makers seeking qualified 
local counsel.

Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 present the top 
100 most active local counsel represent-
ing defendants, plaintiffs, and overall, 
respectively.

Defendant 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Defendant 

Cases

1 Melissa R. Smith Gillam & Smith LLP Marshall TX 721

2 Deron R. Dacus Dacus Law Firm Tyler TX 281

3 Eric H. Findlay Findlay Craft Tyler TX 227

4 Michael E. Jones Potter Minton Tyler TX 159

5 Jeremy D. Anderson Baker & Hostetler LLP Wilmington DE 127

6 Andrew T. Gorham Gillam & Smith LLP Tyler TX 122

7 Shaun William Hassett Potter Minton Tyler TX 114

8 Travis Underwood Gillam & Smith LLP Tyler TX 111

Table 5.1 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel 
Representing Defendants 

https://patexia.com/attorneys/melissa-richards-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/deron-r-dacus
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https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-minton-a-professional
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https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-thompson-gorham
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https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-minton-a-professional
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Table 5.1 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Defendant 

Cases

9 Paige Arnette Amstutz Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 105

10 Blake Thompson Mann Tindel & Thompson Henderson TX 91

11 Brian Craft Findlay Craft Tyler TX 78

12 Michael Carlis Smith Scheef & Stone, LLP Lagrange GA 68

12 Kelly E. Farnan Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 68

14 Brian E. Farnan Farnan LLP Wilmington DE 65

15 Mark Mann Mann Tindel & Thompson Tyler TX 64

16 Jennifer Parker 
Ainsworth Wilson Law Firm Tyler TX 62

17 Jeremy A. Tigan Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 60

17 Jennifer O. Ying Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 60

19 David E. Moore Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 52

20 Mark D. Siegmund Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, 
PLLC Waco TX 51

20 Elizabeth M. Chiaviello Nixon Peabody Washington DC 51

22 Rodger D. Smith II Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 50

23 Bindu A. G. Palapura Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 49

23 Brian P. Egan Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 49

23 Kenneth L. Dorsney Morris James LLP Wilmington DE 49

26 Andrew C. Mayo Ashby & Geddes Wilmington DE 47

27 Michael J. Farnan Farnan LLP Wilmington DE 46

27 Cameron P. Clark Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 46

29 Stephen Burbank Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 44

30 Andrea L. Fair Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 40

30 Alexandra M. Joyce McCarter & English Wilmington DE 40

30 Jennifer H. Doan Haltom & Doan Texarkana TX 40
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https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-ying
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-moore
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-d-siegmund
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/attorneys/elizabeth-mooar-chiaviello
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nixon-peabody
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rodger-dallery-smith-ii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bindu-palapura
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-egan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kenneth-laurence-dorsney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-james
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-colin-mayo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ashby-geddes
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farnan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cameron-paul-clark
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-burbank
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrea-leigh-fair
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexandra-m-joyce
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mccarter-english
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-haltom-doan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haltom-doan
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Table 5.1 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Defendant 

Cases

33 Karen E. Keller Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 39

33 Steven J. Wingard Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 39

35 Harry Gillam Gillam & Smith LLP Marshall TX 38

36 Karen Ann Jacobs Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 37

36 Anne Shea Gaza Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 37

38 Gregory Love Steckler Wayne & Love Henderson TX 36

38 Daniel M. Silver McCarter & English Wilmington DE 36

40 Andy Tindel Mann Tindel & Thompson Tyler TX 34

41 Wesley Hill J. Wesley Hill, P.C. Longview TX 33

42 Michael J. Flynn Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 30

43 Cortlan S. Hitch Morris James LLP Wilmington DE 29

43 Thad Heartfield The Heartfield Law Firm Beaumont TX 29

45 John C. Phillips Jr. Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 28

45 Andrew E. Russell Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 28

47 Nathan R. Hoeschen Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 27

47 Frederick L. Cottrell III Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 27

49 Sara M. Metzler Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 26

49 Glenn Thames Jr. Potter Minton Tyler TX 26

51 John G. Day Ashby & Geddes Wilmington DE 25

51 Benjamin J. Schladweiler Greenberg Traurig LLP Wilmington DE 25

53 Anthony D. Raucci Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 24

54 Cabrach John Connor Connor Lee & Shumaker Austin TX 23

54 Robert M. Vrana Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 23

54 Amanda A. Abraham Roth Law Firm Marshall TX 23

54 Samantha G. Wilson Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 23

https://patexia.com/attorneys/karen-elizabeth-keller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-j-wingard
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/attorneys/harry-lee-gillam-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/karen-jacobs
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/anne-shea-gaza
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/gregory-na-p-love
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steckler-gresham-cochran
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-m-silver-2
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mccarter-english
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andy-tindel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-tindel-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jack-wesley-hill
https://patexia.com/law-firm/j-wesley-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-flynn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cortlan-s-hitch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-james
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thad-heartfield-sr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-heartfield-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-c-phillips-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-russell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nathan-roger-hoeschen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/frederick-l-cottrell-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sara-m-metzler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/e-glenn-thames-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-minton-a-professional
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-g-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ashby-geddes
https://patexia.com/attorneys/benjamin-j-schladweiler-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greenberg-traurig
https://patexia.com/attorneys/anthony-david-raucci
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cabrach-john-connor
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connor-kudlac-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-m-vrana
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amanda-aline-abraham
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-roth-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/samantha-g-wilson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
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Table 5.1 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Defendant 

Cases

58 Adam W. Poff Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 22

58 Stephanie O’Byrne DLA Piper Wilmington DE 22

60 Claire Abernathy Henry Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 21

60 Philip A. Rovner Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 21

60 Amy M. Dudash Morgan Lewis & Bockius Wilmington DE 21

63 John W. Shaw Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 20

63 Christine Dealy Haynes Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 20

63 Shannon M. Dacus Dacus Law Firm Tyler TX 20

66 Emily S. Dibenedetto Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 19

66 Jacqueline P. Altman Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 19

66 Joshua Reed Thane Haltom & Doan Texarkana TX 19

66 Jason Mazingo The Mazingo Firm, PC Tyler TX 19

70 Pilar G. Kraman Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 18

70 John P. Palmer Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 18

70 Jeffrey T. Castellano DLA Piper Wilmington DE 18

73 Lucinda C. Cucuzzella Delaware Department of Justice Wilmington DE 17

74 John A. Powell Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 16

74 Stephen J. Kraftschik Polsinelli Wilmington DE 16

74 David Lisch Barnes & Thornburg LLP Dallas TX 16

77 Ronald P. Golden III Bayard, P.A. Wilmington DE 15

78 David A. Bilson Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 14

78 Brandon R. Harper Duane Morris LLP Wilmington DE 14

80 Megan C. Haney Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 13

80 Stephen E. Noona Kaufman & Canoles, P.C. Norfolk VA 13

80 Darin Michael Klemchuk Klemchuk LLP Dallas TX 13

https://patexia.com/attorneys/adam-wyatt-poff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephanie-e-o-byrne-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/claire-abernathy-henry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/philip-a-rovner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-michelle-dudash
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-w-shaw
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/christine-dealy-haynes
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/shannon-marie-dacus
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-dacus-firm-2
https://patexia.com/attorneys/emily-s-dibenedetto
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jacqueline-p-altman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/joshua-reed-thane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haltom-doan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-mazingo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-mazingo-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/pilar-gabrielle-kraman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-p-palmer
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-thomas-castellano
https://patexia.com/law-firm/dla-piper
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lucinda-cole-cucuzzella
https://patexia.com/law-firm/delaware-department-of-justice
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-andrew-powell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-j-kraftschik
https://patexia.com/law-firm/polsinelli
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-matthew-lisch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barnes-thornburg
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ronald-p-golden-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bayard
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-a-bilson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brandon-ryan-harper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mmodal-c-o-duane-morris
https://patexia.com/attorneys/megan-c-haney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-edward-noona
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kaufman-canoles
https://patexia.com/attorneys/darin-michael-klemchuk
https://patexia.com/law-firm/klemchuk
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Table 5.1 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Defendants (continued) 

Defendant 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Defendant 

Cases

80 Eleanor T. Barnett Armstrong Teasdale Miami FL 13

80 Bradley Coburn Shelton Coburn LLP Dallas TX 13

85 Alexis Stombaugh Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 12

86 Timothy Devlin Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 11

86 Alan R. Silverstein Connolly Gallagher LLP Wilmington DE 11

86 Jeffrey J. Lyons Baker & Hostetler LLP Philadelphia PA 11

86 Robert D. Leighton Goldberg Kohn Chicago IL 11

90 Stephen B. Brauerman Bayard, P.A. Wilmington DE 10

91 Liza M. Walsh Walsh Pizzi O’Reilly Falanga LLP Newark NJ 9

91 Derek J. Fahnestock Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 9

91 Neal C. Belgam Smith, Katzenstein & Jenkins LLP Wilmington DE 9

91 Travis J. Murray Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 9

91 Randy Roeser Holland & Hart Boulder CO 9

91 Kyle R. Akin Haltom & Doan Texarkana TX 9

91 Katherine A. Escanlar Saiber Florham 
Park NJ 9

91 Arthur G. Connolly III Connolly Gallagher LLP Wilmington DE 9

91 Barry J. Bumgardner Barry Bumgardner Law, PLLC Ft. Worth TX 9

100 Elizabeth L. Derieux Capshaw Derieux Gladewater TX 8

100 Megan E. Dellinger Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 8

100 Nicole K. Pedi Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 8

100 Jason J. Rawnsley Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 8

100 Richard L. Wynne Jr. Klemchuk LLP Dallas TX 8

100 Brian Casper Klemchuk LLP Dallas TX 8

100 Keana T. Taylor Taylor Dykema PLLC Dallas TX 8

https://patexia.com/attorneys/eleanor-trotman-barnett
https://patexia.com/law-firm/armstrong-teasdale
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bradley-dalton-coburn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shelton-coburn-llp
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexis-stombaugh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/timothy-devlin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alan-richard-silverstein
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connolly-gallagher
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-j-lyons
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-douglas-leighton
https://patexia.com/law-firm/goldberg-kohn
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-b-brauerman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bayard
https://patexia.com/attorneys/liza-walsh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/walsh-pizzi-oreilly-falanga
https://patexia.com/attorneys/derek-james-fahnestock
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/neal-c-belgam
https://patexia.com/law-firm/smith-katzenstein-jenkins
https://patexia.com/attorneys/travis-j-murray
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeffrey-randall-roeser
https://patexia.com/law-firm/holland-hart
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kyle-randall-akin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haltom-doan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/katherine-escanlar
https://patexia.com/law-firm/saiber
https://patexia.com/attorneys/arthur-g-connolly-iii-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connolly-gallagher
https://patexia.com/attorneys/barry-j-bumgardner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/barry-bumgardner-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/elizabeth-l-derieux
https://patexia.com/law-firm/capshaw-derieux
https://patexia.com/attorneys/megan-elizabeth-dellinger
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicole-kathleen-pedi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jason-james-rawnsley
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/richard-lawrence-wynne-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/klemchuk
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-casper
https://patexia.com/law-firm/klemchuk
https://patexia.com/attorneys/keana-theresa-taylor
https://patexia.com/law-firm/taylor-dykema
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Table 5.2 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel 
Representing Plaintiffs

Plaintiff 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Plaintiff 

Cases

1 Jimmy Chong Chong Law Firm Philadelphia PA 666

2 Timothy Devlin Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 302

3 Andrea L. Fair Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 266

4 Justin R. Gaudio Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 226

5 Amy C. Ziegler Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 169

6 Claire Abernathy Henry Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 152

7 Brian E. Farnan Farnan LLP Wilmington DE 140

8 Michael J. Farnan Farnan LLP Wilmington DE 139

9 Steven W. Ritcheson Insight, A Professional Law 
Corporation

Marina del 
Rey CA 124

10 Thomas J. Juettner Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 123

11 Stafford Davis The Stafford Davis Firm, PC Tyler TX 122

11 Catherine S. Bartles The Stafford Davis Firm, PC Tyler TX 122

13 Mark D. Siegmund Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, 
PLLC Waco TX 115

14 Charles Lewis Ainsworth Parker, Bunt & Ainsworth, P.C. Tyler TX 112

15 Elizabeth L. Derieux Capshaw Derieux Gladewater TX 94

16 Justin T. Joseph Greer, Burns & Crain Glen Ellyn IL 85

17 Cabrach John Connor Connor Lee & Shumaker Austin TX 82

17 Paul M. Richter Jr. Devlin Law Firm New York NY 82

19 Bo Davis Davis Firm P.C. Longview TX 81

20 Robert C. Bunt Parker, Bunt & Ainsworth, P.C. Tyler TX 78

21 John C. Phillips Jr. Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 77

21 Bradley Kizzia Kizzia Law PLLC Dallas TX 77

23 Andrew D. Burnham Husch Blackwell LLP Chicago IL 74

24 Melissa R. Smith Gillam & Smith LLP Marshall TX 73

https://patexia.com/attorneys/jimmy-chong
https://patexia.com/law-firm/chong-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/timothy-devlin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrea-leigh-fair
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/justin-r-gaudio
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-c-crout
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/claire-abernathy-henry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-e-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farnan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farnan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-w-ritcheson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/insight-legal-swervices
https://patexia.com/law-firm/insight-legal-swervices
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thomas-j-juettner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stafford-g-h-davis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-stafford-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/catherine-susan-bartles
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-stafford-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-d-siegmund
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/attorneys/charles-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/law-firm/parker-bunt-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/attorneys/elizabeth-l-derieux
https://patexia.com/law-firm/capshaw-derieux
https://patexia.com/attorneys/justin-tyler-joseph
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cabrach-john-connor
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connor-kudlac-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paul-m-richter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/william-ellsworth-davis-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-bunt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/parker-bunt-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-c-phillips-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/d-bradley-kizzia
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kizzia-johnson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-daniel-burnham
https://patexia.com/law-firm/husch-blackwell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/melissa-richards-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
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Table 5.2 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Plaintiffs (continued) 

Plaintiff 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Plaintiff 

Cases

24 James M. Lennon Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 73

26 Gregory Love Steckler Wayne & Love Henderson TX 72

27 John Ward Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 71

27 Alex H. Chan Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 71

29 Edward L. Bishop Bishop & Diehl, Ltd. Schaumburg IL 63

30 Megan C. Haney Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 59

31 Benjamin A. Campbell Bishop & Diehl, Ltd. Schaumburg IL 58

32 George Pazuniak O’Kelly & O’Rourke, LLC Wilmington DE 57

33 Wesley Hill J. Wesley Hill, P.C. Longview TX 53

33 Lawrence Jay Crain Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 53

35 Sameeul Haque Haque III Legal Practice, LLC Schaumburg IL 52

35 Clifford Henson Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 52

37 Stephen B. Brauerman Bayard, P.A. Wilmington DE 50

38 Andrew C. Mayo Ashby & Geddes Wilmington DE 48

39 Ronald P. Golden III Bayard, P.A. Wilmington DE 47

40 John M. Shumaker Connor Lee & Shumaker Austin TX 46

41 Christian Hurt McKool Smith Dallas TX 45

42 Eric H. Findlay Findlay Craft Tyler TX 44

43 David E. Moore Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 43

43 Sidney Calvin Capshaw III Capshaw Derieux Gladewater TX 43

45 Kelly E. Farnan Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 42

46 Bindu A. G. Palapura Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 41

47 Michael Carlis Smith Scheef & Stone, LLP Lagrange GA 40

48 Deron R. Dacus Dacus Law Firm Tyler TX 39

48 Robert M. Vrana Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 39

50 Tyler J. Wilson Davis Firm P.C. Longview TX 38

50 Garrett C. Parish Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Dallas TX 38

https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-michael-lennon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/gregory-na-p-love
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steckler-gresham-cochran
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thomas-john-ward-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alex-h-chan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/edward-l-bishop
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bishop-diehl
https://patexia.com/attorneys/megan-c-haney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/benjamin-adam-campbell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bishop-diehl
https://patexia.com/attorneys/george-pazuniak
https://patexia.com/law-firm/okelly-ernst
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jack-wesley-hill
https://patexia.com/law-firm/j-wesley-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lawrence-j-crain
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sameeul-haque
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haque-iii-legal-practice
https://patexia.com/attorneys/clifford-c-henson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-b-brauerman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bayard
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-colin-mayo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ashby-geddes
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ronald-p-golden-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bayard
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-michael-shumaker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connor-kudlac-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/christian-j-hurt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/eric-hugh-findlay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/findlay-craft
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-moore
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/s-calvin-capshaw-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/capshaw-derieux
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kelly-e-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bindu-palapura
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scheef-stone
https://patexia.com/attorneys/deron-r-dacus
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-dacus-firm-2
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-m-vrana
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ty-wilson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/garrett-c-parish
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
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Table 5.2 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Plaintiffs (continued) 

Plaintiff 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Plaintiff 

Cases

52 Rodger D. Smith II Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 35

52 Robert Kiddie Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 35

54 Alexandra M. Joyce McCarter & English Wilmington DE 34

55 Daniel M. Silver McCarter & English Wilmington DE 33

55 Craig D. Cherry Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, 
PLLC Waco TX 33

57 Adam W. Poff Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 32

58 Papool Chaudhari Chaudhari Law, PLLC Dallas TX 31

59 Karen E. Keller Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 30

60 Seth W. Wiener Law Offices of Seth W. Wiener San Ramon CA 29

61 Andrew T. Gorham Gillam & Smith LLP Tyler TX 28

61 Jeremy A. Tigan Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 28

63 Cameron P. Clark Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 27

64 Sara M. Metzler Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 26

64 Melissa Samano Ruiz Jackson Walker LLP Waco TX 26

64 Berel Yonathan 
Lakovitsky Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 26

67 Paige Arnette Amstutz Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 25

67 Brian Craft Findlay Craft Tyler TX 25

67 Raymond P. Ausrotas Arrowood LLP Boston MA 25

67 Marcella Slay Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 25

71 Brian P. Egan Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 24

71 John G. Day Ashby & Geddes Wilmington DE 24

73 Alexis Stombaugh Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 23

74 Pilar G. Kraman Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 22

75 Nathan R. Hoeschen Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 20

75 Anthony D. Raucci Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 20

77 Philip A. Rovner Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 19

https://patexia.com/attorneys/rodger-dallery-smith-ii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-d-kiddie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexandra-m-joyce
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mccarter-english
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-m-silver-2
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mccarter-english
https://patexia.com/attorneys/craig-d-cherry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/attorneys/adam-wyatt-poff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/papool-subhash-chaudhari-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/chaudhari-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/karen-elizabeth-keller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/seth-w-wiener
https://patexia.com/law-firm/law-offfices-of-seth-wiener
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-thompson-gorham
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeremy-a-tigan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cameron-paul-clark
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sara-m-metzler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/melissa-a-samano
https://patexia.com/law-firm/jackson-walker
https://patexia.com/attorneys/berel-yonathan-lakovitsky
https://patexia.com/attorneys/berel-yonathan-lakovitsky
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paige-arnette-amstutz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-craft
https://patexia.com/law-firm/findlay-craft
https://patexia.com/attorneys/raymond-p-ausrotas
https://patexia.com/law-firm/arrowood
https://patexia.com/attorneys/marcella-deshonda-slay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-egan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-g-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ashby-geddes
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexis-stombaugh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/pilar-gabrielle-kraman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nathan-roger-hoeschen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/anthony-david-raucci
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/philip-a-rovner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
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Table 5.2 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Representing Plaintiffs (continued) 

Plaintiff 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State Plaintiff 

Cases

77 Allyson M. Martin Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 19

79 Blake Thompson Mann Tindel & Thompson Henderson TX 18

79 David A. Bilson Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 18

81 Jennifer O. Ying Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 17

81 Kenneth L. Dorsney Morris James LLP Wilmington DE 17

81 Michael J. Flynn Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 17

81 RiKaleigh Omosheyin K&L Gates Chicago IL 17

85 Travis Underwood Gillam & Smith LLP Tyler TX 16

85 Cortlan S. Hitch Morris James LLP Wilmington DE 16

85 Frederick L. Cottrell III Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 16

85 Emily S. Dibenedetto Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 16

85 Derek J. Fahnestock Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 16

85 Xiyan Zhang Stratum Law Bala Cynwyd PA 16

91 Mark Mann Mann Tindel & Thompson Tyler TX 15

91 John W. Shaw Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 15

91 Liza M. Walsh Walsh Pizzi O’Reilly Falanga LLP Newark NJ 15

91 Kirby B. Drake Kirby Drake Law Dallas TX 15

91 Todd Y. Brandt Brandt Law Firm Houston TX 15

91 Jennifer V. Nacht Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 15

97 Karen Ann Jacobs Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 14

97 Andrew E. Russell Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 14

97 John P. Palmer Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 14

100 Jacqueline P. Altman Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 13

100 Nicole K. Pedi Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 13

100 Craig C. Reilly Law Office Of Craig C. Reilly Alexandria VA 13

100 Shawn Latchford Bruster PLLC Dallas TX 13

100 Brian R. Michalek Saul Ewing LLP Chicago IL 13

https://patexia.com/attorneys/allyson-m-martin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/g-blake-thompson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-tindel-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-a-bilson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-ying
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kenneth-laurence-dorsney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-james
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-flynn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rikaleigh-c-johnson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/k-l-gates
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-travis-underwood
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cortlan-s-hitch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-james
https://patexia.com/attorneys/frederick-l-cottrell-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/emily-s-dibenedetto
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/derek-james-fahnestock
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/xiyan-zhang
https://patexia.com/law-firm/stratum-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-mark-mann
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-tindel-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-w-shaw
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/liza-walsh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/walsh-pizzi-oreilly-falanga
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kirby-blair-drake
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kirby-drake-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/todd-y-brandt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/brandt-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-v-nacht
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/karen-jacobs
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-russell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-p-palmer
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jacqueline-p-altman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nicole-kathleen-pedi
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/craig-crandall-reilly
https://patexia.com/law-firm/law-office-of-craig-c-reilly
https://patexia.com/attorneys/shawn-alexander-latchford
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bruster
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-raymond-michalek
https://patexia.com/law-firm/saul-ewing-arnstein-lehr
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Table 5.3 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel 
Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants)

Overall 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State All Cases

1 Melissa R. Smith Gillam & Smith LLP Marshall TX 917

2 Jimmy Chong Chong Law Firm Philadelphia PA 668

3 Deron R. Dacus Dacus Law Firm Tyler TX 387

4 Andrea L. Fair Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 340

5 Timothy Devlin Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 327

6 Eric H. Findlay Findlay Craft Tyler TX 308

7 Justin R. Gaudio Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 228

8 Brian E. Farnan Farnan LLP Wilmington DE 218

9 Michael J. Farnan Farnan LLP Wilmington DE 201

10 Mark D. Siegmund Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, 
PLLC Waco TX 187

11 Claire Abernathy Henry Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 186

12 Michael E. Jones Potter Minton Tyler TX 176

13 Amy C. Ziegler Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 170

14 Andrew T. Gorham Gillam & Smith LLP Tyler TX 169

15 Paige Arnette Amstutz Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 139

15 Travis Underwood Gillam & Smith LLP Tyler TX 139

17 Shaun William Hassett Potter Minton Tyler TX 137

18 Jeremy D. Anderson Baker & Hostetler LLP Wilmington DE 135

19 Michael Carlis Smith Scheef & Stone, LLP Lagrange GA 130

20 Steven W. Ritcheson Insight, A Professional Law 
Corporation

Marina del 
Rey CA 128

21 Charles Lewis Ainsworth Parker, Bunt & Ainsworth, P.C. Tyler TX 127

21 Gregory Love Steckler Wayne & Love Henderson TX 127

23 Kelly E. Farnan Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 126

24 Stafford Davis The Stafford Davis Firm, PC Tyler TX 125

https://patexia.com/attorneys/melissa-richards-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jimmy-chong
https://patexia.com/law-firm/chong-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/deron-r-dacus
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-dacus-firm-2
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrea-leigh-fair
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/timothy-devlin
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/eric-hugh-findlay
https://patexia.com/law-firm/findlay-craft
https://patexia.com/attorneys/justin-r-gaudio
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-e-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farnan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/farnan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/mark-d-siegmund
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/attorneys/claire-abernathy-henry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-e-jones-transfer-attorney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-minton-a-professional
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-c-crout
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-thompson-gorham
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paige-arnette-amstutz
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-travis-underwood
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/shaun-william-hassett-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-minton-a-professional
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeremy-douglas-anderson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bakerhostetler
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-smith
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scheef-stone
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-w-ritcheson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/insight-legal-swervices
https://patexia.com/law-firm/insight-legal-swervices
https://patexia.com/attorneys/charles-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/law-firm/parker-bunt-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/attorneys/gregory-na-p-love
https://patexia.com/law-firm/steckler-gresham-cochran
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kelly-e-farnan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stafford-g-h-davis
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-stafford-davis-firm
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Table 5.3 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued) 

Overall 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State All Cases

24 Catherine S. Bartles The Stafford Davis Firm, PC Tyler TX 125

26 Thomas J. Juettner Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 123

27 Blake Thompson Mann Tindel & Thompson Henderson TX 122

28 Brian Craft Findlay Craft Tyler TX 121

29 Cabrach John Connor Connor Lee & Shumaker Austin TX 109

30 Elizabeth L. Derieux Capshaw Derieux Gladewater TX 108

31 John C. Phillips Jr. Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 107

32 Bo Davis Davis Firm P.C. Longview TX 106

33 Andrew C. Mayo Ashby & Geddes Wilmington DE 103

33 David E. Moore Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 103

35 Bindu A. G. Palapura Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 96

35 Jeremy A. Tigan Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 96

37 Wesley Hill J. Wesley Hill, P.C. Longview TX 90

38 Robert C. Bunt Parker, Bunt & Ainsworth, P.C. Tyler TX 89

39 Justin T. Joseph Greer, Burns & Crain Glen Ellyn IL 88

39 Rodger D. Smith II Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 88

41 Mark Mann Mann Tindel & Thompson Tyler TX 86

42 Paul M. Richter Jr. Devlin Law Firm New York NY 82

42 Alexandra M. Joyce McCarter & English Wilmington DE 82

44 Jennifer Parker Ainsworth Wilson Law Firm Tyler TX 81

45 James M. Lennon Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 80

45 Karen E. Keller Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 80

47 Bradley Kizzia Kizzia Law PLLC Dallas TX 79

47 Daniel M. Silver McCarter & English Wilmington DE 79

47 Brian P. Egan Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 79

50 Cameron P. Clark Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 78

https://patexia.com/attorneys/catherine-susan-bartles
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-stafford-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thomas-j-juettner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/g-blake-thompson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-tindel-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-craft
https://patexia.com/law-firm/findlay-craft
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cabrach-john-connor
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connor-kudlac-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/elizabeth-l-derieux
https://patexia.com/law-firm/capshaw-derieux
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-c-phillips-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/william-ellsworth-davis-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-colin-mayo
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ashby-geddes
https://patexia.com/attorneys/david-moore
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/bindu-palapura
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jeremy-a-tigan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jack-wesley-hill
https://patexia.com/law-firm/j-wesley-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-bunt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/parker-bunt-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/attorneys/justin-tyler-joseph
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/rodger-dallery-smith-ii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-mark-mann
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-tindel-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/paul-m-richter
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexandra-m-joyce
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mccarter-english
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-parker-ainsworth
https://patexia.com/law-firm/wilson-robertson-cornelius
https://patexia.com/attorneys/james-michael-lennon
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/karen-elizabeth-keller
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/d-bradley-kizzia
https://patexia.com/law-firm/kizzia-johnson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/daniel-m-silver-2
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mccarter-english
https://patexia.com/attorneys/brian-egan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cameron-paul-clark
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
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Table 5.3 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued) 

Overall 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State All Cases

50 Jennifer O. Ying Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 78

52 John Ward Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Longview TX 77

53 Andrew D. Burnham Husch Blackwell LLP Chicago IL 76

54 Megan C. Haney Phillips, McLaughlin & Hall, P.A. Wilmington DE 74

55 Alex H. Chan Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 73

56 Robert M. Vrana Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 70

57 Elizabeth M. Chiaviello Nixon Peabody Washington DC 69

58 Kenneth L. Dorsney Morris James LLP Wilmington DE 68

59 Edward L. Bishop Bishop & Diehl, Ltd. Schaumburg IL 66

60 Benjamin A. Campbell Bishop & Diehl, Ltd. Schaumburg IL 64

60 Stephen B. Brauerman Bayard, P.A. Wilmington DE 64

60 Ronald P. Golden III Bayard, P.A. Wilmington DE 64

63 Tyler J. Wilson Davis Firm P.C. Longview TX 60

64 George Pazuniak O’Kelly & O’Rourke, LLC Wilmington DE 59

64 Sara M. Metzler Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 59

66 Adam W. Poff Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 58

67 Stephen Burbank Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 56

68 Sameeul Haque Haque III Legal Practice, LLC Schaumburg IL 55

68 Karen Ann Jacobs Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 55

70 Lawrence Jay Crain Greer, Burns & Crain Chicago IL 54

70 Clifford Henson Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 54

70 Harry Gillam Gillam & Smith LLP Marshall TX 54

73 Steven J. Wingard Scott, Douglass & McConnico, 
LLP Austin TX 53

73 Jennifer H. Doan Haltom & Doan Texarkana TX 53

75 John M. Shumaker Connor Lee & Shumaker Austin TX 52

https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-ying
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thomas-john-ward-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-daniel-burnham
https://patexia.com/law-firm/husch-blackwell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/megan-c-haney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/phillips-goldman-mclaughlin-hall
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alex-h-chan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-m-vrana
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/elizabeth-mooar-chiaviello
https://patexia.com/law-firm/nixon-peabody
https://patexia.com/attorneys/kenneth-laurence-dorsney
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-james
https://patexia.com/attorneys/edward-l-bishop
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bishop-diehl
https://patexia.com/attorneys/benjamin-adam-campbell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bishop-diehl
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-b-brauerman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bayard
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ronald-p-golden-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/bayard
https://patexia.com/attorneys/ty-wilson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-davis-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/george-pazuniak
https://patexia.com/law-firm/okelly-ernst
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sara-m-metzler
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/adam-wyatt-poff
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/stephen-burbank
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/attorneys/sameeul-haque
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haque-iii-legal-practice
https://patexia.com/attorneys/karen-jacobs
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/lawrence-j-crain
https://patexia.com/law-firm/greer-burns-crain
https://patexia.com/attorneys/clifford-c-henson
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/harry-lee-gillam-jr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/gillam-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/steven-j-wingard
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/law-firm/scott-douglass-mcconnico
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jennifer-haltom-doan
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haltom-doan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-michael-shumaker
https://patexia.com/law-firm/connor-kudlac-lee
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Table 5.3 - The 100 Most Active Local Counsel Overall (Representing Plaintiffs and Defendants) (continued) 

Overall 
Activity 

Rank
Local Counsel Law Firm City State All Cases

75 Christian Hurt McKool Smith Dallas TX 52

75 Nathan R. Hoeschen Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 52

78 John G. Day Ashby & Geddes Wilmington DE 51

78 Michael J. Flynn Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 51

80 Garrett C. Parish Miller Fair Henry, PLLC Dallas TX 50

80 Andrew E. Russell Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 50

82 Frederick L. Cottrell III Richards, Layton & Finger, P.A. Wilmington DE 49

83 Sidney Calvin Capshaw III Capshaw Derieux Gladewater TX 48

84 Cortlan S. Hitch Morris James LLP Wilmington DE 47

84 Andy Tindel Mann Tindel & Thompson Tyler TX 47

84 Anne Shea Gaza Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 47

87 Anthony D. Raucci Morris Nichols Arsht & Tunnell Wilmington DE 46

88 Philip A. Rovner Potter Anderson & Corroon Wilmington DE 44

89 Pilar G. Kraman Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 43

90 Craig D. Cherry Cherry Johnson Siegmund James, 
PLLC Waco TX 42

91 Robert Kiddie Devlin Law Firm Wilmington DE 41

91 Alexis Stombaugh Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor Wilmington DE 41

91 Emily S. Dibenedetto Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 41

94 Thad Heartfield The Heartfield Law Firm Beaumont TX 39

95 John W. Shaw Shaw Keller LLP Wilmington DE 37

96 John P. Palmer Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 35

96 Jacqueline P. Altman Naman Howell Smith & Lee Waco TX 35

96 Joshua Reed Thane Haltom & Doan Texarkana TX 35

99 Papool Chaudhari Chaudhari Law, PLLC Dallas TX 34

100 Seth W. Wiener Law Offices of Seth W. Wiener San Ramon CA 33

100 Amy M. Dudash Morgan Lewis & Bockius Wilmington DE 33

https://patexia.com/attorneys/christian-j-hurt
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mckool-smith
https://patexia.com/attorneys/nathan-roger-hoeschen
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-g-day
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ashby-geddes
https://patexia.com/attorneys/michael-j-flynn
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/garrett-c-parish
https://patexia.com/law-firm/ward-smith-hill
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andrew-russell
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/frederick-l-cottrell-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/richards-layton-finger
https://patexia.com/attorneys/s-calvin-capshaw-iii
https://patexia.com/law-firm/capshaw-derieux
https://patexia.com/attorneys/cortlan-s-hitch
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-james
https://patexia.com/attorneys/andy-tindel
https://patexia.com/law-firm/mann-tindel-thompson
https://patexia.com/attorneys/anne-shea-gaza
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/anthony-david-raucci
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morris-nichols-arsht-tunnell
https://patexia.com/attorneys/philip-a-rovner
https://patexia.com/law-firm/potter-anderson-corroon
https://patexia.com/attorneys/pilar-gabrielle-kraman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/craig-d-cherry
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/law-firm/cherry-johnson-siegmund-james-pllc
https://patexia.com/attorneys/robert-d-kiddie
https://patexia.com/law-firm/devlin-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/alexis-stombaugh
https://patexia.com/law-firm/young-conaway-stargatt-taylor
https://patexia.com/attorneys/emily-s-dibenedetto
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/thad-heartfield-sr
https://patexia.com/law-firm/the-heartfield-law-firm
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-w-shaw
https://patexia.com/law-firm/shaw-keller
https://patexia.com/attorneys/john-p-palmer
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/jacqueline-p-altman
https://patexia.com/law-firm/naman-howell-smith-lee
https://patexia.com/attorneys/joshua-reed-thane
https://patexia.com/law-firm/haltom-doan
https://patexia.com/attorneys/papool-subhash-chaudhari-1
https://patexia.com/law-firm/chaudhari-law
https://patexia.com/attorneys/seth-w-wiener
https://patexia.com/law-firm/law-offfices-of-seth-wiener
https://patexia.com/attorneys/amy-michelle-dudash
https://patexia.com/law-firm/morgan-lewis-bockius
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Judicial Performance.
Across the 18,352 patent cases filed between 
July 1, 2020, and June 30, 2025, a total of 
1,304 judges presided over these matters. 
Each judge was evaluated using a Judge 
Score, a metric reflecting the frequency with 
which a judge ruled in favor of the plaintiff 
in adjudicated patent cases. Judge Scores 
ranged from 0, indicating no plaintiff-favor-
able rulings, to 1, indicating rulings consis-
tently favoring the plaintiff. The average 
Judge Score was 0.56, suggesting that, on 
average, adjudicated patent cases had a 56% 
likelihood of resulting in a plaintiff-favorable 
decision. 

Observation 5
The average Judge Score was 0.56, indicating that, 
across adjudicated patent cases, there is an overall 
56% probability that a ruling will favor the plaintiff.

The Judge Score is calculated based on the 
final outcomes of adjudicated cases, spe-
cifically those categorized as Judgment in 
PACER, over which a particular judge pre-
sided. Scores closer to 1 indicate a higher 
proportion of adjudicated decisions ruling in 

favor of the plaintiff. It is important to note 
that an individual judge’s score may differ 
from the overall average plaintiff score, as 
the latter incorporates all plaintiff-favorable 
outcomes, including settlements, non-adju-
dicated dismissals, and other case resolu-
tions, as summarized in Table 7.2.

A judge’s score, whether 1.0 (all adjudicated 
decisions favoring the plaintiff), 0.5 (an 
equal split between plaintiff- and defendant-
favorable rulings), or 0 (all adjudicated deci-
sions favoring the defendant), should not 
be interpreted as evidence of bias or pre-
disposition. Rather, these scores reflect the 
specific mix, characteristics, and outcomes 
of the cases adjudicated by each judge and 
do not imply any personal inclination toward 
either party.

Table 6.1 presents an overview of the 100 
most active judges in patent litigation, along 
with their corresponding Judge Scores. The 
data reveals a substantial disparity in case-
loads: the six most active judges each pre-
sided over more than 400 cases during the 
review period, while 316 judges handled only 
a single case.

Table 6.1 - The 100 Most Active Judges

Judge Case (Unique) Patents (Unique) Judge Score (Avg)

1,304 18,352 17,811 56.00%

Rodney Gilstrap 2,587 3,371 65.00%

Alan D. Albright 2,425 2,958 41.00%

Maryellen Noreika 590 837 60.00%
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Judge Case (Unique) Patents (Unique) Judge Score (Avg)

Richard G. Andrews 499 805 50.00%

Colm F. Connolly 441 639 35.00%

Roy S. Payne 426 734 41.00%

Robert W. Schroeder III 338 656 67.00%

David Counts 301 222

Gregory B. Williams 262 545 0.00%

Amos L. Mazzant III 259 252 100.00%

Robert Pitman 210 420 43.00%

Sean D. Jordan 208 264 20.00%

Leonard P. Stark 197 281 67.00%

Jennifer L. Hall 180 419 0.00%

John W. Holcomb 139 272 50.00%

Christopher J. Burke 135 241 25.00%

Michael S. Nachmanoff 116 149 29.00%

Susan Gregory Van Keulen 114 199 50.00%

John A. Kronstadt 110 181 56.00%

Andre Birotte Jr. 106 318 64.00%

David A. Ezra 105 205

Jon S. Tigar 100 142 38.00%

George H. Wu 98 221 69.00%

Mark C. Scarsi 97 216 40.00%

Edward J. Davila 90 173 29.00%

Amos L Mazzant 81 159

Yvonne Gonzalez Rogers 77 125 71.00%

Table 6.1 - The 100 Most Active Judges (continued)
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Judge Case (Unique) Patents (Unique) Judge Score (Avg)

Haywood S. Gilliam Jr. 77 94 17.00%

Matthew F. Kennelly 74 149 87.00%

Xavier Rodriguez 72 110 0.00%

James Donato 71 112 50.00%

Orlando L. Garcia 71 63 50.00%

Beth Labson Freeman 70 84 33.00%

Vince Chhabria 67 91 40.00%

Sara L. Ellis 67 69 94.00%

Vacant Judgeship 66 80 100.00%

Martha M. Pacold 66 79 90.00%

James V. Selna 65 124 100.00%

John F. Kness 61 73 100.00%

William H. Wright 60 135 0.00%

Franklin U. Valderrama 59 136 93.00%

John Robert Blakey 57 82 86.00%

Jorge L. Alonso 56 116 85.00%

Mary M. Rowland 55 93 92.00%

Fred Biery 55 76 0.00%

John J. Tharp Jr. 54 71 65.00%

Andrea R. Wood 54 89 100.00%

Manish S. Shah 52 62 88.00%

David C. Godbey 51 113 100.00%

David O. Carter 50 90 50.00%

Cormac J. Carney 50 70 100.00%

Table 6.1 - The 100 Most Active Judges (continued)
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Table 6.1 - The 100 Most Active Judges (continued)

Judge Case (Unique) Patents (Unique) Judge Score (Avg)

Steven C. Seeger 49 72 80.00%

Barbara M. G. Lynn 49 72 50.00%

Virginia K. Demarchi 48 65 0.00%

Lee Yeakel 47 94 67.00%

Lee H. Rosenthal 47 66 50.00%

Kathleen Cardone 47 41 14.00%

Thomas M. Durkin 46 64 94.00%

Edmond E. Chang 45 67 78.00%

Ivan D. Davis 45 112 0.00%

Jason K. Pulliam 45 69 0.00%

Karen Gren Scholer 45 81 50.00%

Alia Moses 45 68

Ed Kinkeade 44 123

Sharon Johnson Coleman 44 68 100.00%

Araceli Martinez-Olguin 44 51 0.00%

George C. Hanks Jr. 43 75

Jacqueline Scott Corley 42 63 17.00%

Ada Brown 42 110 100.00%

Jeffrey S. White 41 70 0.00%

Keith P. Ellison 40 95 50.00%

Sunil R. Harjani 40 66 100.00%

Brantley Starr 40 62 0.00%

LaShonda A. Hunt 39 46 91.00%

Jeffrey I Cummings 37 49 100.00%

Virginia M. Kendall 36 52 100.00%
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Judge Case (Unique) Patents (Unique) Judge Score (Avg)

P. Casey Pitts 36 73 0.00%

Charles Eskridge 35 81 100.00%

Darrin P. Gayles 35 79 67.00%

Sam A. Lindsay 35 75

Lindsay C. Jenkins 35 54 75.00%

Elaine E. Bucklo 34 47 100.00%

Docket - Austin II 34 113

Edward M. Chen 33 71 0.00%

Richard Seeborg 32 36 0.00%

Jennifer Choe-Groves 32 155 0.00%

Thomas S. Hixson 31 61 14.00%

William Alsup 31 78 7.00%

Josephine L. Staton 31 100 50.00%

Alfred H. Bennett 31 56 0.00%

Michael J. Truncale 31 23 0.00%

Joan B. Gottschall 31 33 83.00%

Trina L. Thompson 31 71 0.00%

Rita F. Lin 31 70 0.00%

John F. Murphy 30 89

Donna M. Ryu 30 39 25.00%

Gary R. Brown 30 85 50.00%

Nathanael M. Cousins 29 47 0.00%

James L. Robart 29 60 67.00%

Jane J. Boyle 29 55 0.00%

Table 6.1 - The 100 Most Active Judges (continued)
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Ranking Methodology.
Drawing on our previous work covering CAFC, 
PTAB litigation, patent and trademark pros-
ecution, ITC Section 337 investigations, and 
ANDA matters, we have continued to work 
closely with practitioners and other members 
of the IP community to develop practical and 
balanced approaches for evaluating activ-

ity and performance in district court patent 
litigation. Our methodology is not static. It is 
reviewed and adjusted on an ongoing basis, 
informed by our expanding data set, real-
world experience, and feedback received 
from attorneys, firms, and other stakeholders 
across the patent ecosystem.

General Considerations
Before outlining the details of our ranking 
methodology, we assume readers are familiar 
with the basics of patent litigation in U.S. Dis-
trict Courts. Key strategic considerations in 
this area often include choosing the appro-
priate venue, addressing challenges before 
the Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB), and 
deciding whether to coordinate International 
Trade Commission (ITC) Section 337 inves-
tigations with district court actions (see, for 
example, Patexia Insight 44). While our IP 
Insight Intelligence Reports have examined 
a wide range of topics, including PTAB pro-

ceedings, ITC Section 337 investigations, 
ANDA litigation, and appeals to the Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit (CAFC), this 
report is focused solely on district court pat-
ent litigation. In such cases, a plaintiff typi-
cally initiates litigation seeking injunctive 
relief or damages, alleging that a defendant 
has manufactured, imported, sold, or used 
products that infringe the plaintiff’s patents. 
This report offers a detailed review of these 
proceedings, providing insight into the prac-
tical and procedural aspects of district court 
patent cases. 

Scoring and Refining PACER Statuses Classification 
Patent cases that concluded during the study 
period are grouped according to the offi-
cial case status categories used by PACER 
(Public Access to Court Electronic Records). 
These classifications help clarify how the 
cases reviewed in this report were resolved 

and provide important context for interpret-
ing their outcomes (see Table 7.1). They also 
form the basis for analyzing and comparing 
the different ways patent litigation matters 
reached resolution throughout the study 
period.

https://www.patexia.com/feed/patexia-chart-44-80-percent-of-ipr-filings-are-for-defensive-purposes-20171107
https://www.patexia.com/reports
https://www.patexia.com/reports
https://www.patexia.com/insight/ipr-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/itc-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/anda-litigation-report
https://www.patexia.com/insight/federal-circuit-report
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Table 7.1 – PACER Outcome Classifications for patent cases

Listed PACER Outcome

Judgment - Judgment on Consent

Judgment - Motion Before Trial

Judgment - Court Trial

Judgment - Judgment on Default

Judgment - Other

Dismissed - Voluntarily

Dismissed - Settled

Dismissed - Other

Dismissed - Lack of Jurisdiction

Dismissed - Want of Prosecution

Transfer/Remand - MDL Transfer

Statistical Closing

Non-reportable Closing

Although PACER assigns a wide range of sta-
tus labels to patent cases filed between July 
1, 2020, and June 30, 2025, many of these 
labels do not clearly indicate how a case ulti-
mately concluded or which party prevailed. 
To overcome this shortcoming, we designed 
a unified scoring framework that allows 
outcomes to be assessed in a consistent and 
balanced manner across all participants. This 
framework was developed through:

1  Manually reviewing case judgment deci-
sions across various PACER categories.

2  Reassessing and reclassifying PACER 
outcomes into a more practical framework 
and point system that better reflects the 
real-world results for parties, their legal 
representatives, and judges.

The finalized scoring system, defined in part 
by feedback from experienced practitio-
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Outcome Plaintiff Defendant
Plain. 
Atty/
Firm

Def. 
Atty/
Firm

Judge

Judgment - Defendant Wins 0 1 0 1 0

Judgment - Plaintiff Wins 1 0 1 0 1

Judgment - Settlement (Confidential) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 -

Judgment - Partial Win for Both 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5

Judgment - Voluntarily Dismissed by Party(ies) 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.75 -

Dismissed - Voluntarily 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.75 -

Dismissed - Settled (no IPR petition) 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 -

Dismissed - Settled (IPR denied) 0.75 0.25 0.75 0.25 -

Dismissed - Settled (IPR, settled pre-Institution) 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.75 -

Dismissed - Settled  
(IPR, settled post-Institution, pre-trial) 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.75 -

Dismissed - Settled (IPR, < 50% claims survive) 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.75 -

Dismissed - Settled (IPR, > 50% claims survive) 0.75 0.25 0.75 0.25 -

Dismissed - Other 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.75 -

Dismissed - Lack of Jurisdiction 0 1 0 1 -

Dismissed - Want of Prosecution 0 1 0 1 -

Transfer/Remand - MDL Transfer - - - - -

Statistical Closing - - - - -

Non-reportable closing - - - - -

Table 7.2 – Patent Case Outcomes and Scores Applied 

ners, is presented in Table 7.2 along with a 
detailed explanation of how the scores are 
applied. Input from attorneys across our 
network helped ground the methodology in 
real-world litigation practice and highlighted 

considerations that are not always evident 
from docket data alone. We are grateful to 
the legal professionals who shared their time, 
insights, and practical experience in support 
of this work.
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All five PACER “Judgment” categories (high-
lighted in yellow in Table 7.1) required manual 
examination, as the category labels alone 
often failed to clearly indicate whether the 
outcome favored the plaintiff or the defen-
dant. To ensure accurate classification, we 
reviewed the underlying case documents 
for every matter in these categories that 
was filed between July 1, 2020, and June 30, 
2025, and had a recorded decision in PACER 
as of December 1, 2025, when the review was 
conducted. 

The remaining PACER classifications did not 
necessitate manual review for the following 
reasons:

1  Fair and Consistent Scoring: Cases 
in these categories could be scored 
accurately using the available PACER 
designations.

2  Confidential Settlements: Settlement 
terms in many cases are confidential, limit-
ing the additional insights gained through 
manual review.

3  High Volume: The sheer number of cases 
terminated in these other categories during 
the study period rendered manual review 
impractical.

Based on this manual review, we reas-
signed PACER “Judgment” cases into five 
new outcome categories that better reflect 
concrete results (highlighted in yellow 
in Table 7.2). These classifications were 
determined through close review of the 
underlying filings and were designed to 
capture outcomes that represent a mean-
ingful result, or “win”, for either the plaintiff 
or the defendant.

Each reclassified outcome was then 
assigned a corresponding score based on 
our evaluation of the case records. In devel-
oping these scores, we also incorporated 
guidance from experienced practitioners in 

our legal network to better calculate relative 
success and involvement across companies, 
attorneys, law firms, and judges participat-
ing in the litigation.

Judgment - Plaintiff or Defendant Wins: 
In adjudicated cases where the judgment 
or decision explicitly favored either the 
plaintiff (e.g., infringement or injunction) or 
the defendant (e.g., non-infringement or a 
successful motion to dismiss), scoring was 
straightforward:

•  Plaintiff Victory: The plaintiff received 1 
point (Judgment - Plaintiff Wins), while the 
defendant received 0 points.

•  Defendant Victory:  The defendant 
received 1 point (Judgment - Defendant 
Wins), while the plaintiff received 0 points.

The attorneys and law firms representing 
each party were assigned scores identical to 
their clients, as their efforts were instrumen-
tal in achieving these outcomes. Likewise, the 
judges presiding over these cases were also 
scored based on their decisions, with 1 point 
awarded for rulings favoring the plaintiff and 
0 points for decisions favoring the defen-
dant. This consistent scoring methodology 
ensured an equitable reflection of the contri-
butions and outcomes for all involved parties.

Judgment - Settlement (Confidential): 
Cases resolved through a confidential settle-
ment agreement were assigned a neutral score 
of 0.5/0.5 for all involved parties (Judgment - 
Settlement (Confidential)). This equal scoring 
reflected the undisclosed nature of settlement 
terms, which made it impossible to deter-
mine a clear prevailing party. Judges were not 
assigned scores in these instances, as their 
involvement did not result in a definitive ruling 
on the merits of the case.

Judgment - Partial Win for Both: 
In many cases, complaints included multiple 
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counts. While most judgments favored one 
side across all counts, there were instances 
of mixed judgments where the defendant 
prevailed on some counts and the plaintiff on 
others. In such cases, where no clear win-
ner could be determined, a neutral score of 
0.5/0.5 was assigned to all parties involved.

Judgment - Voluntarily Dismissed  
by Party(ies): 
Cases classified under the PACER Judgment 
category and concluded through a volun-
tary motion to dismiss by the plaintiff were 
scored as 0.25 for the Plaintiff and 0.75 for 
the Defendant (Judgment - Voluntarily Dis-
missed by Party(ies)). This scoring approach 
reflects the assumption that, in most 
instances, plaintiffs may gain some tangible 
yet typically undisclosed advantage from the 
dismissal. As a result, these cases were not 
penalized as severely as a loss on the merits, 
which would have been scored as 0 for the 
Plaintiff and 1 for the Defendant.

Dismissed - Voluntarily: 
The dismissal status originates from the 
original PACER Judgment category, which we 
retained as one of our newly reclassified cat-
egories (Table 7.2). To determine the scoring 
criteria for this category, we engaged with 
our community of patent attorneys. These 
cases often imply undisclosed settlements 
or agreements, suggesting that the plaintiff 
may have achieved some form of benefit. The 
majority of attorneys recommended assign-
ing a score of 0.25 to Plaintiffs and 0.75 to 
Defendants for this category, as reflected in 
Table 7.2.

Dismissed - Other: 
The "Dismissed - Other" category was 
another scorable classification that tran-
sitioned directly from the original PACER 
categories to our scoring system. Similar 
to the "Dismissed - Voluntarily" category 
discussed earlier, we assigned a score of 

0.25/0.75 to Plaintiffs and Defendants, along 
with their legal representatives (highlighted 
in red in Tables 7.1 and 7.2). These cases 
were typically dismissed following a motion 
filed by the plaintiff but were not explic-
itly categorized by PACER as voluntary 
dismissals.

Additionally, three other categories tran-
sitioned directly from PACER but were 
deemed non-scorable, as they represented 
administrative closures or procedural trans-
fers (highlighted in green in Tables 7.1 and 
7.2):

•  Transfer/Remand - MDL Transfer
•  Statistical Closing
•  Non-reportable Closing

Dismissed - Settled: 
The final original PACER category requir-
ing attention is "Dismissed - Settled" (high-
lighted in gray in Table 7.1). Following con-
sultations and surveys conducted within 
our esteemed legal community, these cases 
were further analyzed, classified, and scored 
based on their association with related 
inter-partes review (IPR) cases, as shown in 
Table 7.2 (highlighted in gray).

As previously discussed in Patexia Insight 
44, over 80% of IPR filings are defensive in 
nature, initiated either directly by defendants 
or indirectly by third parties aiming to chal-
lenge the validity of the asserted patents 
(e.g., filings by Unified Patents or RPX Cor-
porations). The outcomes of these IPR pro-
ceedings often play a pivotal role in shaping 
settlement negotiations between the parties, 
influencing the terms of resolution.

For this reason, all "Dismissed - Settled" 
cases were scored in alignment with the out-
comes of their corresponding IPR proceed-
ings, as detailed below:

https://www.patexia.com/feed/patexia-chart-44-80-percent-of-ipr-filings-are-for-defensive-purposes-20171107
https://www.patexia.com/feed/patexia-chart-44-80-percent-of-ipr-filings-are-for-defensive-purposes-20171107


146 Copyright © 2026 Patexia Inc. All Rights Reserved

Patent Litigation Intelligence Report January 2026

Dismissed - Settled (no IPR filed): 
In cases where none of the patents involved 
were addressed by an IPR petition, we 
assigned an equal score of 0.5/0.5 to both 
parties, reflecting the absence of any influ-
ence from an IPR proceeding on the settle-
ment outcome.

Dismissed - Settled (IPR denied): 
When an IPR is submitted but the institution 
is denied, it generally indicates that the PTAB 
panel found the challenged claims likely to 
withstand IPR scrutiny based on the prior 
art. As a result, settlements in such patent 
litigation cases may suggest favorable terms 
for the plaintiff, given the patent's survival 
through the IPR process. In these situations, 
we assigned points with a 0.75/0.25 split, 
favoring the plaintiff. 

Dismissed - Settled  
(before the institution of IPR):  
When cases settle before the institution 
phase, the implications can vary. It might 
suggest that the patent holder (plaintiff) 
recognized a limited chance of success and 
sought to minimize losses, or it could reflect 
early negotiations that resulted in a roy-
alty agreement with the defendant. Given 
the lack of concrete evidence, it is difficult 
to draw definitive conclusions. Initially, we 
considered treating these cases like other 
settlement agreements, splitting the points 
equally (0.5/0.5) between the plaintiff and 
defendant. However, after surveying respon-
dents, a preference emerged for a 0.25/0.75 
split in favor of the defendant. As a result, 

this scoring criterion was adopted for this 
category.

Dismissed - Settled  
(after the institution of IPR):  
When a case settles after the IPR institu-
tion phase, it typically indicates strong prior 
art, implying that the patent owner and their 
legal team might anticipate an unfavorable 
outcome if the IPR proceeds. In these situ-
ations, the settlement of the patent case 
often suggests more favorable terms for the 
defendant. As a result, we decided to allo-
cate points with a split of 0.25/0.75 in favor 
of the defendant. 

Dismissed - Settled (less than 50% of the 
claims challenged in the IPR survived)  
In cases where the majority of challenged 
claims in an Inter Partes Review (IPR) are 
invalidated (i.e., fewer than 50% survive), 
we infer that the settlement terms likely 
favored the defendant. Therefore, we allo-
cate points with a 0.25/0.75 split in favor of 
the defendant.

Dismissed - Settled (more than 50% of the 
claims challenged in the IPR survived)  
When an Inter Partes Review (IPR) concludes 
with a final written decision, we evaluate 
the survival rate of the challenged claims. If 
more than 50% of the claims survive, indicat-
ing a favorable outcome for the Plaintiff, we 
allocate points with a 0.75/0.25 split in favor 
of the Plaintiff. This distribution reflects the 
increased likelihood that the patents remain 
valid and enforceable, benefiting the Plaintiff.

Other Considerations
In the majority of patent cases involving a 
single plaintiff and a single defendant, out-
comes are generally clear and easy to attri-
bute. More complex situations arise in cases 
with multiple parties, where outcomes may 

be consistent across parties on the same 
side or, in some instances, administratively 
split into separate matters. When such divi-
sions occur, we are able to evaluate and 
score each party individually.



147 Copyright © 2026 Patexia Inc. All Rights Reserved

Patent Litigation Intelligence Report January 2026

Like any analytical framework, this scoring 
approach is subject to practical limits, driven 
by the level of detail available in court records 
and the inherent complexity of certain case 
resolutions. That said, the guiding principle 
across all of our Intelligence Reports, includ-
ing this one, has been to apply a methodology 
that is both fair and consistent. We take care 
not to over-penalize or over-reward partici-
pants when their direct impact on a specific 
outcome cannot be clearly determined. 
Instead, our objective is to accurately reflect 
each participant’s involvement and allow 
them to attain the highest score reasonably 
supported by the data.

After extensive internal review and multiple 
rounds of feedback from practitioners in 
our expert community, gathered through 
surveys and direct discussions, the scor-
ing framework presented in Table 7.2 was 
selected as the most balanced and reliable 
option. These metrics are applied uniformly 
to companies, attorneys and law firms, and 
judges, using the best information available 
from the case records. Once points were 
assigned in accordance with Table 7.2, we 
calculated the resulting Activity, Success, 
and Performance Scores and Rankings for all 
participants.

Automated Case Status Detection 
In many instances, PACER records list a ter-
mination date for a case without providing a 
corresponding status that explains how the 
matter concluded. To resolve this gap, we 
developed an automated process that deter-
mines case outcomes by reviewing docu-
ments filed around the time of termination. 
Using natural language analysis and support-
ing analytical methods, the system evaluates 
the content and context of these filings to 
infer the most accurate case status.

This approach not only fills in missing status 
information but also identifies and corrects 
situations where the recorded PACER status 
conflicts with the substance of the underly-
ing filings. The result is a more accurate and 
dependable record of case terminations. By 
improving the reliability of outcome data, this 
process strengthens the quality of our analy-
sis and contributes to clearer, more trust-
worthy patent litigation records.

Activity Score
In our analysis, we've observed that a 
single plaintiff with a limited number of 
patents can file lawsuits against hundreds 
of companies. Interestingly, while hav-
ing more defendants generally increases 
the workload for the plaintiff, this increase 
does not scale proportionally with the 
number of cases filed using the same 
patents. In contrast, the number of pat-
ents involved directly correlates with the 
workload managed by each party or their 
representatives.

To assess an entity’s activity, we consider 
two key factors: the number of unique 
cases and the number of unique patents 
involved. Therefore, our Activity Score is 
calculated based on both the total number 
of unique cases and unique patents filed 
within the report’s timeframe, in which the 
company, attorney, or firm acted as a Plain-
tiff, Defendant, or both. This score is com-
puted as a weighted average of cases and 
patents involved. Our approach, endorsed 
by the expert community, is considered 
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the fairest method to assess activity, tak-
ing into account the influence of both case 
count and patent count on workload.

We applied a higher weight to more recent 
cases by using a weighted scale. This 
accounts for the possibility that some firms 
may have been more active in past years 
than currently, ensuring a ranking system 
that reflects recent activity levels.

Rather than using a linear scale, we imple-
mented a logarithmic scale for calculating 
the activity score. A linear scale assigns 
scores based on a direct proportion to the 
value being measured. For example, if one 
firm files twice as many cases as another, it 
would receive twice the score. However, in 
the patent litigation landscape, the number 
of cases filed can vary greatly, which can 
result in large disparities between firms. 
The logarithmic scale reduces these dis-
parities by assigning scores based on the 

logarithm of the value being measured. 
This ensures that the difference in scores 
between firms decreases as the number of 
cases increases, providing a more accurate 
and fair representation of activity levels.

Judges’ Activity Scores are calculated 
similarly, but they are based on all cases 
over which they presided. These scores 
are not separated by Plaintiff or Defendant 
cases and reflect the overall caseload they 
have handled.

All participants, including companies, 
attorneys, firms, and judges, received 
Activity Scores ("Activity Score" in the 
tables) and Activity Ranks ("Activity Rank" 
in the tables) based on this model, applied 
to the period from July 1, 2019, to June 
30, 2024. This methodology ensures that 
activity levels are accurately measured, 
providing a consistent and equitable way to 
rank participants in patent litigation.

Success Score
Plaintiffs and defendants were scored based 
on the outcomes of cases they were involved 
in, as detailed in Table 7.2.

Plaintiff Success and Defendant Success 
scores are calculated by aggregating the 
total points earned in cases where an entity 
acted as either Plaintiff or Defendant. These 
scores are then divided by the total number 
of scorable cases and expressed as per-
centages (multiplied by 100). Overall Suc-
cess score is determined by considering all 
cases collectively, whether the entity acted 
as Plaintiff or Defendant. Rankings ("Success 
Rank" in the Tables) were assigned based on 
these success scores.

To improve the accuracy of success rate 
calculations, we employed a refined method 

that considers the likelihood of winning all 
cases rather than merely averaging the suc-
cess rates. This adjustment accounts for the 
higher difficulty faced by entities dealing 
with a larger volume of cases. By evaluat-
ing the total activity level of an entity, we 
not only consider the number of cases won 
but also estimate the probability of winning 
across all cases. This method offers a more 
nuanced and fair representation of an entity's 
performance, especially for those managing 
higher case volumes.

Key Point 1
The closer a Judge’s score is to 1, the more 

they decided in favor of  the Plaintiff.
A score of exactly 0.5 would reflect 

a perfectly “neutral” Judge.
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Attorneys and firms were assessed based on 
their role in the cases (as Plaintiff or Defen-
dant) and their influence on the case out-
come. Scores and rankings were determined 
for scorable outcomes where they played a 
substantial role, as shown in Table 7.2.

For judges, scores were allocated based on 
case outcomes in which they directly partici-
pated. A judge’s score was assigned as follows:

•  0 for Defendant wins

•  1 for Plaintiff wins

Thus, a judge's score closer to 1 indicates 
a higher frequency of rulings favoring the 
Plaintiff.

This comprehensive evaluation methodology 
ensures that both individual performance 
and the broader context of each case are 
fairly represented, leading to a more accu-
rate and balanced ranking of participants in 
patent litigation.

Performance Score
To enhance the accuracy and fairness of our 
evaluations, we introduced a Performance 
Score as a weighted average of the Activ-
ity Score and Success Score (win percent-
age). This new metric addresses the chal-
lenge that sustained high activity may lower 
performance over time due to the law of 
averages, making direct comparisons of 
success scores across entities with vary-
ing case volumes misleading. By combining 
activity and success, the Performance Score 
offers a more balanced evaluation, ensuring 
that entities with high case volume are not 
unfairly penalized and accounting for their 
success in litigation. It highlights attorneys, 
law firms, and companies that excel not only 
in experience, reflected by their activity 

level, but also in achieving favorable out-
comes. This comprehensive approach pro-
vides a more accurate and fair ranking, dis-
tinguishing top performers who demonstrate 
both significant involvement and successful 
results in patent litigation.

Key Point 2
The Performance Score ranks companies, 

attorneys, and firms by combining their 
Activity and Success metrics. This composite 
score answers a key question: which entities—
whether attorneys, firms, or companies—have 
demonstrated a balance of significant activity 

and strong success in patent litigation?

Normalization Using Machine Learning
Measuring success in patent litigation is 
inherently difficult. Case outcomes are 
influenced by a wide range of variables, 
including the strength of legal arguments, 
judicial decisions, the patents at issue, tech-
nical subject matter, and the experience and 
strategies of the attorneys, firms, and com-
panies involved. Isolating the contribution of 

any single participant within a given case is 
especially challenging, as these factors are 
often interdependent. To address this chal-
lenge, we rely on large, structured datasets 
drawn from multiple patent litigation sources 
and apply advanced analytical methods to 
evaluate performance with a high degree of 
precision.
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Our methodology for calculating Success 
Scores is designed to prioritize consis-
tency and objectivity. To reduce the impact 
of external influences, such as the actions 
of co-parties, opposing counsel, or case-
specific judicial factors, we use an analyti-
cal framework that evaluates each partici-
pant independently. This framework adjusts 
results across all parties involved in a case, 
allowing us to account for differences in 
case complexity, posture, and outcome. By 
doing so, the resulting scores better reflect 
an individual company’s, attorney’s, or firm’s 
contribution, rather than the broader cir-
cumstances surrounding a particular dispute.

These metrics are not intended to serve as 
judgments on the overall quality, reputa-
tion, or competence of any attorney, law 
firm, company, or judge. Even highly capable 
professionals may experience unfavor-
able outcomes due to factors outside their 
control, and attorneys frequently take on 
matters with uncertain prospects as part of 
their role. For this reason, we strongly advise 
readers to treat these rankings as one input 
among many and to conduct their own evalu-
ation, through research, discussions, and 
interviews, when selecting legal counsel or 
assessing litigation strategy.



 
Appendix.
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Appendix A:  
Sources of Data.
Data forms the fundamental and indispensable element of any data-driven analysis. Conse-
quently, the collection of this data from reliable sources and ensuring its integrity are impor-
tant considerations for us at Patexia. Our raw data is sourced from multiple outlets, including: 

•  Public Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER)
•  Patent Trial and Appeal Board (PTAB) Database
•  United States Patent and Trademark (USPTO) Patent Database
•  US Patent Classification Database
•  Self-reported by attorneys named on the case

For this particular release, we have focused on the last five years (July 1, 2020, through June 
30, 2025) in our analysis. While the inevitability of errors, such as typos in legal documents, 
exists, the task of cleaning and organizing attorney data poses an even greater challenge due 
to factors like attorneys changing firms, not updating their information, and using different 
variations of their names.

To address these challenges, our engineering team has implemented sophisticated machine 
learning and natural language processing techniques to identify correct matches for various 
occurrences of the same name. To further enhance accuracy, we conduct manual reviews 
of suspicious matches. Additionally, we host profile pages for over 150,000 attorneys and 
agents, enabling them to directly review and add missing cases to our database.
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Appendix B:  
Stats for Plaintiffs  
and Defendants.
Please refer to the accompanying Excel file for statistics related to the top 1,000 most active 
plaintiffs and defendants involved in one or more patent cases filed during the period of our 
study. The spreadsheet includes the following information for each of the companies:

•  Company name with a link to the  
Patexia page

•  Overall Activity Rank
•  Overall Performance Rank
•  Defendant Activity Rank
•  Defendant Performance Rank
•  Plaintiff Activity Rank
•  Plaintiff Performance Rank
•  All Cases
•  All Unique Patents
•  Defendant Cases
•  Defendant Unique Patents
•  Plaintiff Cases
•  Plaintiff Unique Cases
•  Overall Activity Score

•  Defendant Activity Score
•  Plaintiff Activity Score
•  Overall Success Score
•  Defendant Success Score
•  Plaintiff Success Score
•  Overall Performance Score
•  Defendant Performance Score
•  Plaintiff Performance Score
•  Overall Activity Rank 2025	
•  Overall Performance Rank 2025	
•  Defendant Activity Rank 2025
•  Defendant Performance Rank 2025	
•  Plaintiff Activity Rank 2025	
•  Plaintiff Performance Rank 2025
•  Top 3 Law Firms (Case Count) 
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Appendix C:  
Stats for Patent  
Litigation Firms.
Please refer to the accompanying Excel file for statistics related to the top 1,000 most active 
law firms involved in one or more patent cases filed during the period of our study. The 
spreadsheet includes the following information for each of the companies:

•  Law Firm with a link to the  
Patexia page

•  Overall Activity Rank
•  Overall Performance Rank
•  Defendant Activity Rank
•  Defendant Performance Rank
•  Plaintiff Activity Rank
•  Plaintiff Performance Rank
•  All Cases
•  All Unique Patents	
•  Defendant Cases
•  Defendant Unique Patents
•  Plaintiff Cases
•  Plaintiff Unique Patents
•  Overall Activity Score

•  Defendant Activity Score
•  Plaintiff Activity Score
•  Overall Success Score
•  Defendant Success Score
•  Plaintiff Success Score
•  Overall Performance Score
•  Defendant Performance Score
•  Plaintiff Performance Score
•  Overall Activity Rank 2025
•  Overall Performance Rank 2025
•  Defendant Activity Rank 2025
•  Defendant Performance Rank 2025
•  Plaintiff Activity Rank 2025
•  Plaintiff Performance Rank 2025
•  Top 3 Clients (Case Count) 
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Appendix D:  
Stats for Attorneys.
See the attached Excel file for the stats related to the top 1,000 most active patent litigators. 
The spreadsheet covers the following information for each of the attorneys:

•  Attorney name with a link to the  
Patexia page

•  Law Firm
•  Overall Activity Rank
•  Overall Performance Rank
•  Defendant Activity Rank
•  Defendant Performance Rank
•  Plaintiff Activity Rank
•  Plaintiff Performance Rank
•  All Cases
•  All Unique Patents	
•  Defendant Cases
•  Defendant Unique Patents
•  Plaintiff Cases
•  Plaintiff Unique Patents
•  Overall Activity Score

•  Defendant Activity Score
•  Plaintiff Activity Score
•  Overall Success Score
•  Defendant Success Score
•  Plaintiff Success Score
•  Overall Performance Score
•  Defendant Performance Score
•  Plaintiff Performance Score
•  Overall Activity Rank 2025
•  Overall Performance Rank 2025
•  Defendant Activity Rank 2025
•  Defendant Performance Rank 2025
•  Plaintiff Activity Rank 2025
•  Plaintiff Performance Rank 2025
•  Top 3 Clients (Case Count) 
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Appendix E:  
Stats for Local Counsel.
See the attached Excel file for the stats related to the 346 patent litigation local counsel. The 
spreadsheet covers the following information for each of the attorneys:

•  Local Counsel with link to Patexia Page
•  Law Firm with link to Patexia Page
•  City
•  State
•  Overall Activity Rank
•  Defendant Activity Rank

•  Plaintiff Activity Rank
•  All Cases
•  Defendant Cases
•  Plaintiff Cases
•  Top 3 Clients (Case Count) 
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Appendix F:  
Stats for District  
Court Judges.
See the attached Excel file for the stats related to the 1,304 District Court judges. The 
spreadsheet covers the following information for each of the judges:

•  Judge’s name
•  Case (Unique)
•  Patents (Unique)
•  Judge’s score (Avg)
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Appendix G:  
Best Performing and Most 
Active Badges.
In keeping with tradition, Patexia designs two categories of badges for the best performing 
and most active law firms/attorneys (Defendant, Plaintiff, and overall) each year. These 
badges are only granted to firms and attorneys that are ranked in the top 100 and opt to 
purchase the report. Concierge Members will automatically receive the badges if they are 
ranked among the top 100. 

2026 2026 2026 2026 2026

2026 2026 2026 2026 2026

https://www.patexia.com/insight/patexia-concierge-2
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Contact  
Us.
Established in 2010 with the goal of improving efficiency and transparency in the realm of 
intellectual property through the use of data, technology, and expert resources, Patexia is the 
leading network for IP professionals, boasting over 100,000 IP attorney profiles. The com-
pany offers a range of IP services through four distinct divisions: Patexia Connect (recruiting), 
Patexia Studies (Crowdsourced and traditional IP due diligence), Patexia Expert Witness, and 
Patexia Insights (IP reports and data). For further information, please contact us today.

Disclaimer: The data for this report was obtained from public sources, including USPTO, PTAB, CAFC, and PACER, 
as well as self-reported by attorneys on the Patexia website. Patexia has gone to great lengths to provide valid 
and accurate analysis based on this data. However, Patexia does not guarantee 100% accuracy nor take any 
responsibility for possible losses caused by the use of any information provided in this report.

The fine print 
This report is being furnished pursuant to and is subject to, the Terms of Service of Patexia, Inc. (“Patexia”) found 
at  https://www.patexia.com/terms_of_service.html, as the same may be modified from time to time (the “Terms 
of Service”) and the terms set forth below.

The report and the information, text, statistics, data, material, and graphics (the “Content”) in the accompany-
ing package (Excel Files) are protected by copyright. You may not remove the copyright notice from the report. 
You are free to share the report within the organization that purchased this report. You may not otherwise modify, 
copy, reproduce, publish, post, transmit, share or distribute the report or any aspect of the Content without the 
prior written permission of Patexia; provided, however, that if your organization is ranked in the report, you may 
accurately publish and share with third parties the fact of the numerical ranking of your organization in the report. 
All sales of reports are final. You may not return a report for a refund once you have paid for the report.

 (310) 909-7611   info@patexia.com

https://www.patexia.com/terms_of_service.html
mailto:info%40patexia.com?subject=
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Thank you for your purchase of the 2026 Patent Litigation Intelligence Report. It is your 
support that enables us to spend the time, money, and precious thousands of hours needed 
to compile an annual report of this magnitude. We at Patexia sincerely hope this report brings 
value to your organization, and we welcome any thoughts or feedback you may have.

Our 
Solutions.

Patexia Connect
Access World-leading Expertise in every Field
With advanced, data-driven technology, Patexia connects law firms with over 7 mil-
lion experts across diverse fields, including Nobel Prize winners and tech founders. 
Our system and database are built on over 10 million patents and 100,000 lawsuits, 
including ITC Section 337, PTAB, and district court cases.
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What really stood out to me was how responsive the Patexia 
team was and how quickly they found candidates with the right 
credentials. The expert we worked with was key in helping us 
secure a favorable settlement by providing a crucial declaration 
for a patent challenge. The team's professionalism and 
understanding of legal dynamics, especially in handling billing, 
have made Patexia a trusted partner for expert witness sourcing.”

Douglas R. Nemec,  
Head of Skadden's Intellectual Property Litigation Group.

“

AI-Powered Niche Matches
Our AI technology ensures pre-
cise matching of project needs 
with the most relevant SME 
expertise. Additionally, our 
comprehensive database offers 
advanced AI capabilities for 
reverse-looking experts.

Easy Management & Billing
Our platform offers efficient 
workflows, intuitive time 
tracking, and streamlined 
invoicing, so you can focus on 
perfecting your case strategy. 
Plus, with our pay-as-you-go 
model, you only pay per hour 
once you've found and hired the 
expert you need. (Learn more).

https://connect.patexia.com
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For questions or inquiries related to any of our offerings, please contact us at info@patexia.com or  
(310) 909-7611 or visit us at www.patexia.com

Intelligence Reports
Valuable Insights, Smarter Intellectual Property Decisions
Use our data-driven rankings to make informed and intelligent decisions when choos-
ing your next IP counsel. Leverage IP analytics for business development and com-
petitive intelligence. Join the growing number of law firms and corporate clients who 
trust our comprehensive research and reporting. (Learn more).

Concierge Program
Tailored Intelligence and Custom Reports for Your IP Needs
With a Patexia Concierge membership, you can create your own intelligence bundle, 
access advanced competitor, company, and case analytics, preview upcoming reports, 
and request custom studies for your most challenging IP problems. (Learn more).

Lateral Opportunities
Bridging the Gap between Talent and Opportunity in IP Law
Our experienced legal recruiters utilize sophisticated IP data analytics to assist law 
firms and attorneys identify the ideal lateral opportunities. We align your growth 
plans, geographical preferences, and areas of expertise with the best available 
options.

Targeting Exceptional, Hard-to-Find Talent with a Multifaceted Approach
We assess attorney's expertise and skills by examining their case history, not public 
profiles. Conflicts are identified from case details, and the book of business is esti-
mated using our empirically honed models.

Access a Network of Highly Skilled IP Attorneys 
Don’t let the challenge of finding the right IP talent hold you back. Discover Patexia’s 
expert recruiting services and take the first step toward building a top-notch team. 
(Learn more).

mailto:info%40patexia.com?subject=
https://patexia.com/
https://patexia.com/reports
https://patexia.com/insight/patexia-concierge-2
https://patexia.com/lateral-opportunities
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