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Tesco Oil Drilling Tool Patents Ruled Invalid 
By Maria Chutchian 

 Law360, New York (December 06, 2012, 9:23 PM ET) -- A Texas federal judge on 
Thursday found two Tesco Corp. patents for an oil drilling tool invalid, saying the one 
supposedly novel aspect of the invention was an obvious solution to an established problem 
within the field. 
 
 U.S. District Judge Keith P. Ellison awarded summary judgment to National Oilwell 
Varco LP, Offshore Energy Services Inc. and Frank’s Casing Crew & Rental Tools Inc. in 
Tesco's suit accusing them of violating patents related to a casing drive system used in the oil 
industry to pick up, rotate and run casing in oil wells. 
 
 A jury had previously found two claims within U.S. Patent No. 7,140,443 and one claim 
within U.S. Patent No. 7,377,324 — a continuation of the ‘443 patent — valid, and the 
remaining contested claims invalid. Because of internal inconsistencies in the jury verdict and 
concern that Tesco had not produced all the discovery the defendants had requested, the court 
authorized limited additional discovery, according to the order. 
 
 Judge Ellison ultimately agreed with the defendants’ contention that the lowering of the 
link arms from the top drive to the casing drive system in Tesco's patents was obvious because 
the inadequate reach of the link arms used in prior art was a known problem with only two 
solutions. 
 
 “After reviewing the extensive record in this case, the court agrees with [the] defendants 
that repositioning the link arms was obvious to try,” Judge Ellison said. 
 
 He rejected Tesco’s contention that the novelty of its patents extended beyond the 
movement of the link arms, saying its experts had repeatedly identified just one difference 
between Tesco’s product and prior art, and that the one difference drove all the other 
distinctions. 
 
 The defendants had also argued that an August 2002 brochure created and distributed by 
Tesco revealed the only unique aspect of Tesco’s invention, rendering the invention obvious as a 
combination of prior art. The judge did not directly address this argument. 



 
 Tesco first filed the suit in 2008 against the defendants and Weatherford International 
Inc., which was dismissed from the case in 2010. 
 
 A representative for Tesco could not be immediately reached for comment Thursday. 
  
 The patents-in-suit are U.S. Patent No. 7,140,443 and one claim within U.S. Patent No. 
7,377,324. 
  
 Tesco is represented by Glenn A. Ballard Jr. and John F. Luman III of Bracewell & 
Giuliani LLP. 
  
 National Oilwell Varco is represented by John W. Raley III, Robert M. Bowick and 
Bradford T. Laney of Raley & Bowick LLP. Offshore Energy is represented by C. James 
Bushman of Bushman & Associates PC. Frank’s is represented by Lester L. Hewitt, David R. 
Conts, Sarah J. Ring, Jamie L. Duncan III and Michael F. Reeder II of Akin Gump Strauss Hauer 
& Feld LLP. 
  
 The case is Tesco Corp. v. Weatherford International Inc. et al., case number 4:08-cv-
02531, in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Texas. 
 


