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STATEMENT OF COUNSEL – FEDERAL CIRCUIT RULE 35(B)(2) 

Based on my professional judgment, I believe the panel decision is contrary 

to: Republic of Philippines v. Pimentel, 553 U.S. 851 (2008); Mine Safety 

Appliances Co. v. Forrestal, 326 U.S. 371, 66 S. Ct. 219, 90 L. Ed. 140 (1945); 

Minnesota v. United States, 305 U.S. 382, 59 S. Ct. 292, 83 L. Ed. 235 (1939); and 

A123 Sys. Inc. v. Hydro-Quebec, 626 F.3d 1213 (Fed. Cir. 2010). 

Based on my professional judgment, I believe this appeal requires an answer 

to a precedent-setting question of exceptional importance: 

1. Can a party who is not a patentee “have remedy by civil action for 

infringement”? 

 

 

/s/ Michael Hawes  
Attorney of Record for Defendant—
Appellee, Baylor College of Medicine 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Supreme Court has assessed the holdings of its prior cases addressing 

the “intersection” of joinder and sovereign immunity, concluding that: 

[T]he holdings were clear: A case may not proceed when a required-
entity sovereign is not amenable to suit. These cases instruct us that 
where sovereign immunity is asserted, and the claims of the sovereign 
are not frivolous, dismissal of the action must be ordered where there 
is a potential for injury to the interests of the absent sovereign. 

Republic of Philippines v. Pimentel, 553 U.S. 851, 867 (2008).  Despite 

acknowledging that (1) UT is a required-entity sovereign and (2) UT is not 

amenable to suit, the majority concluded that “it was an abuse of discretion to find 

that the suit may not proceed in UT’s absence.” Op. at 19.  The majority faulted the 

district court as abusing its discretion by following the Supreme Court’s  

instruction as to what the district court must do. The dissent correctly identified 

how the majority decision contravenes Supreme Court holdings. 

The majority decision also results in a civil action contrary to statute.  

Congress has determined that it is only the “patentee” who “shall have remedy by 

civil action for infringement.”  35 U.S.C. § 281.  Despite its original allegations, 

Gensetix no longer contests the conclusion that it is not a “patentee,” op. at 6, n. 4, 

and the majority holding instructs the district court to proceed with a civil action 

for infringement by Gensetix alone.  Such a futile, non-patentee infringement 

action should be dismissed on the pleadings, because “[t]he express provision of 
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one method of enforcing a substantive rule suggests that Congress intended to 

preclude others.”  Alexander v. Sandoval, 532 U.S. 275, 290, 121 S. Ct. 1511, 

1521–22, 149 L. Ed. 2d 517 (2001).  Congress expressly provided enforcement of 

patents through civil actions by patentees, indicating that Congress intended to 

preclude enforcement by non-patentees acting alone.  Now that the majority has 

blocked Gensetix’s attempt to add UT as a plaintiff and Gensetix has acquiesced to 

its non-patentee status, remand will merely result in another dismissal and another 

appeal.  In the interests of judicial economy, this Court should address now the 

important, precedent-setting question of whether a non-patentee has a remedy by 

civil action for infringement. 

II. BACKGROUND 

A. Licensing the Asserted Patents 

The Asserted Patents claim methods for treating certain cancers using 

immune system cells called dendritic cells. Appx00117-00118, ¶¶ 19, 22–23. UT 

and Mr. Alex Mirrow entered into a License Agreement, directed to certain rights 

referred to as “Licensed Subject Matter.”  Appx00302-00329.  The “Licensed 

Subject Matter” is defined to include “inventions and discoveries covered by” the 

Asserted Patents.  Appx00303-00304, 2.4 & 2.7.  UT retained rights to “Use 

Licensed Subject Matter for research, teaching, patient care, and other 

academically-related purposes” and to “transfer Licensed Subject Matter to 

Case: 19-1424      Document: 84     Page: 10     Filed: 08/24/2020



 

4 

academic or research institutions for non-commercial research use.”  Appx00306, 

3.1(b-c).  As a result, UT retained the right to use the claimed cancer treatment 

methods for patient care and to transfer those methods to certain entities for non-

commercial research use.” 

In an Amendment to the License Agreement, Gensetix and UT 

acknowledged that Gensetix replaced Mr. Mirrow and “assumed all of Mirrow’s 

duties, obligations and liabilities.”  None of UT’s rights to research, patient care, 

and non-commercial research use of the Asserted Patents were altered or limited 

by the amendment. Appx00331-00336.  In contrast to UT’s fields of use, Gensetix 

alleges that it “holds all commercial rights in the Patent-in-Suit.”  Appx00119, § 6 

(emphasis added). 

B. Gensetix Files Suit Claiming Civil Conspiracy and Tortious 
Interference and Seeks Federal Jurisdiction by Asserting that 
BCM Infringes the Asserted Patents 

After joining Baylor College of Medicine (“BCM”), the inventor of the 

Asserted Patents, Dr. Decker, continued to research dendritic cells and potential 

cancer treatments. His work was published in several journals and resulted in 

patent applications.  Appx00119-00120, ¶¶ 35-39; Appx00127, ¶79; Appx00131-

00135, ¶¶ 93-108.  Gensetix and BCM discussed a potential license of technology 

related to Dr. Decker’s ongoing research. Appx00120, ¶ 41.  After several months 
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of unsuccessful discussions, however, BCM informed Gensetix that it was no 

longer interested. Appx00125-00126, ¶¶ 68, 72. 

Gensetix then filed suit, alleging that it was assigned “all patent rights” and 

was “the sole and exclusive licensee.”  Appx00036, ¶¶ 21-22; Appx00119, ¶ 29.  

However, on appeal Gensetix no longer challenges the District Court’s conclusion 

that the License Agreement did not transfer all substantial rights in the Asserted 

Patents.  Op. at 6, n. 4; Appx00011-00017.  Gensetix also named UT as an 

“Involuntary Plaintiff,” Appx00034, Appx00114, “[i]nsofar as UT is deemed a 

necessary and indispensable party.” Appx00035, ¶ 7; 00115, ¶ 8.  “Gensetix 

requested that UT join the present suit as a co-plaintiff, but UT declined that 

request and refused to voluntarily join as a co-plaintiff.”  Appx00035, ¶ 6; 

Appx00115, ¶ 7. 

The Defendants and UT each filed motions to dismiss. Appx00158, 

Appx00558-00592, Appx00599-00609.  The District Court found that Gensetix did 

not hold all substantial rights in the Asserted Patents. Appx00004-00017. The 

District Court then found that the case should not go forward without UT and that 

dismissal, therefore, was appropriate. Appx00023.  
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C. This Court’s Majority Decision 

On July 24, 2020, a divided panel issued a precedential decision affirming-

in-part, reversing-in-part, and remanding. Gensetix, Inc. v. Baylor Coll. of Med., 

966 F.3d 1316 (Fed. Cir. 2020).  

Circuit Judge O’Malley filed an opinion (“Op.”) in which Circuit Judge 

Newman’s opinion concurs in part, dissents in part, and concurs in the judgment 

(“Concurring Op.”), while Judge Taranto’s opinion (“Dissenting Op.”) concurs in 

part, dissents in part, and dissents from the judgment.  Specifically, the Op. and 

Dissenting Op. agree that sovereign immunity bars a coerced joinder of UT as an 

involuntary plaintiff.  The Op. and Concurring Op. agree that the district court 

erred in dismissing the infringement action rather than proceeding without the 

presence of required-party UT.  The Op. states the decision and corresponds to 

different panel members depending on the issue.  BCM does not seek rehearing of 

the determination rejecting coerced joinder of UT. 

The majority opinion started with the standard of review.  Based on Fifth 

Circuit law and rejecting Gensetix’s “attempt to manufacture legal error based on 

out-of-context statements,” the majority concluded that “[t]his analysis is properly 

reviewed under an abuse of discretion standard.”  Op. at 13 & n.7. 

The majority acknowledged that the standard of review reflects the reality 

that the district court faced “a highly-practical, fact-based endeavor, and . . . a 
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district court will ordinarily be in a better position to make a Rule 19 decision than 

a circuit court would be.”  Id. (quoting Hood v. City of Memphis, 570 F.3d 625, 

628 (5th Cir. 2009).  However, the majority rejected engaging the fact-based 

arguments.  

 The parties argue at length about the facts applicable to each factor, but 
we need not delve into each argument to assess the appropriateness of the 
district court’s analysis. We conclude that the district court abused its 
discretion by collapsing the multi-factorial Rule 19(b) inquiry into one 
dispositive fact: UT’s status as a sovereign. 

 
Id. at 15. 

In concluding that focusing on UT’s sovereign status was an abuse of 

discretion, the majority distinguished Republic of Philippines v. Pimentel, 553 U.S. 

851 (2008) despite “seemingly broad language,” because that language was “best 

understood, however, within the specific facts of Pimentel.”  Op. at 17.  The 

majority did not address that the “seemingly broad language” it quoted was a 

description of the holdings of prior cases that “were clear” according to the 

Supreme Court.  Pimentel, 553 U.S. 851, 867 (2008).  In quoting the “seemingly 

broad language,” the majority left out the language that immediately proceeded it: 

“[t]hese cases instruct us that.”  Id.   As a result, the majority did not explain how 

the Supreme Court’s description of clear holdings in prior cases could be limited 

to the Pimentel’s specific facts. 
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Having limited the broad language in Pimental by that case’s specific facts, 

the majority then reweighed the facts based on its assumption that “the interests of 

UT and Gensetix are aligned” and “Gensetix [has an] identical interest in the 

validity of the patents-in-suit.”  Op. at 19.  In assuming those aligned and identical 

interests, the majority did not address the contrast between Gensetix’s exclusive 

license in the commercial field of use and UT’s reservation of rights to academic, 

research and non-commercial applications. The majority concluded that “this clear 

factual record” established an abuse of discretion by the district court. 

D. The Dissent from the Judgment 

Judge Taranto disagreed with the majority decision that “the district court 

erred in ruling that the infringement action should not proceed under Rule 19(b) 

without the presence of required-party UT.” Dissenting Op. at 2.  The dissent 

analyzed the “seemingly broad language” of Pimental in full – noting that the 

language described what the Supreme Court characterized as a clear holding of its 

prior cases, Mine Safety Appliances Co. v. Forrestal, 326 U.S. 371 (1945) and 

Minnesota v. United States, 305 U.S. 382 (1939).  Id. at 3.  The dissent also 

concluded that that holding was presented in “bright-line-rule terms.”  Id.  

Moving from Pimental’s description of the holding of Mine Safety and 

Minnesota, the dissent also identified rulings by the D.C. and Ninth Circuits 

confirming the Supreme Court’s view across different types of sovereign 
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immunity, including state sovereign immunity. Id. at 3-4.  The dissent emphasized 

that the current appeal does not require application of the Supreme Court’s rule 

that “dismissal of the action must be ordered,” because the only issue is whether 

there is an abuse of discretion “from giving controlling effect to the protection of a 

state sovereign’s non-frivolous interest from impairment by litigation in its absence 

when the state sovereign is a required party under Rule 19(a).”  Id. at 4. 

The dissent also took into account the different fields of use between 

Gensetix and UT in the Asserted Patents.  Id. at 5.  Unlike Gensetix’s “commercial 

rights,” Appx00115, ¶ 6, UT retains rights under the Asserted Patent to make non-

commercial use of the claimed methods, including in research, in patient care, and 

transferring rights to other academic or research institutions for non-commercial 

research use.  Dissenting Op. at 5. Based on those rights, the dissent concluded 

“UT thus has a substantial interest in maintaining the value of the patents.”  Id.  

The dissent also identified that the same types of sovereign rights had been held 

sufficient to affirm dismissal in A123 Sys., Inc. v. Hydro-Quebec, 626 F.3d 1213, 

1221 (Fed. Cir. 2010). 
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III. THIS COURT SHOULD GRANT REHEARING EN BANC TO 
APPLY THE SUPREME COURT’S LONGSTANDING HOLDINGS 
REQUIRING DISMISSAL WHERE SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY IS 
ASSERTED WITH RESPECT TO NONFRIVOLOUS CLAIMS 

En banc rehearing is warranted to address the fundamental dispute as to the 

law at the intersection of sovereign immunity and joinder between the majority, the 

dissent, and the Ninth and D.C. Circuits.  

A. Pimental’s Statement of the Clear Holding in Previous Supreme 
Court Cases Cannot Be Limited by Pimental’s Specific Facts 

The majority’s mistake is predicated on its misreading of Republic of 

Philippines v. Pimentel, 553 U.S. 851 (2008) as presenting a new holding rather 

than the Supreme Court’s interpretation of the holding in its prior cases.  The 

majority admits that Pimental includes “seemingly broad language,” but then 

attempts to limit the applicability of that language asserting that it is “best 

understood, however, within the specific facts of Pimentel.”  Op. at 17.   

The underlying flaw in that approach is revealed by the majority’s limited 

quotation of Pimental’s broad language.  The full sentence reads: 

These cases instruct us that where sovereign immunity is asserted, 
and the claims of the sovereign are not frivolous, dismissal of the 
action must be ordered where there is a potential for injury to the 
interests of the absent sovereign. 

Pimentel, 553 U.S. at 867 (emphasis added).  The “cases” referenced by the 

Supreme Court are Mine Safety Appliances Co. v. Forrestal, 326 U.S. 371 (1945) 

and Minnesota v. United States, 305 U.S. 382 (1939), which represent 
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longstanding law by the time Pimental was decided.  The majority, however, did 

not include the italicized language in its quote.  Compare id. with Op. at 17. 

In contrast, the dissent took into account the complete language.  Dissenting 

Op. at 3.  Based on that language, the dissent determined that the Supreme Court’s 

language was more than seemingly broad. It stated a bright-line-rule that could not 

be ignored.  Id.  Nor could the rule be limited by the specific facts of Pimental, 

because the stated rule preexisted that case.  It would be illogical to restrict the 

Supreme Court’s statement of the “clear” holding of previous cases by facts not in 

existence at the time of those cases. 

The Supreme Court’s interpretation of its own decision’s holdings is binding 

authority and the particular facts do not limit that interpretation. See Thurston 

Motor Lines, Inc. v. Jordan K. Rand, Ltd., 460 U.S. 533, 535 (1983) (“the Court of 

Appeals has simply confused the factual contours of Rice for its unmistakable 

holding.”)  The majority, itself, acknowledges that Supreme Court cases are 

binding until abrogated.  See Op. at 12, n.6.  Nor can clear statements like the one 

made in Pimental be dismissed as dicta. See Ariad Pharm., Inc. v. Eli Lilly & Co., 

598 F.3d 1336, 1347 (Fed. Cir. 2010) (en banc) (“As a subordinate federal court, 

we may not so easily dismiss such statements as dicta but are bound to follow 

them.”)  In view of the full language of Pimental, the longstanding legal rule it 

acknowledges should be applied. 
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B. The D.C. Circuit and Ninth Circuit Have Ruled Consistently with 
Pimental’s Description of Supreme Court Law For Multiple 
Categories of Sovereign Immunity  

The majority cites no other circuit court in support of its conclusion that 

there was an abuse of discretion because a district court “collaps[ed] the multi-

factorial Rule 19(b) inquiry into one dispositive fact: [a party]’s status as a 

sovereign.”  Op at 15. As the dissent makes clear, circuit courts that have 

considered the issue disagree with the majority’s criticism of the district court.  

In Kickapoo Tribe, the D.C. Circuit endorsed the very “collapse” that the 

majority decision found to be an abuse of discretion. “While Rule 19(b) sets forth 

four non-exclusive factors . . . ‘there is very little room for balancing of other 

factors’ set out in Rule 19(b) where a necessary party under Rule 19(a) is immune 

from suit because immunity may be viewed as one of those interests ‘compelling 

by themselves.’”  Kickapoo Tribe of Indians v. Babbitt, 43 F.3d 1491, 1496 (D.C. 

Cir. 1995) (quoting Wichita & Affiliated Tribes of Oklahoma v. Hodel, 788 F.2d 

765, 777 n. 13 (D.C. Cir. 1986)).  While the Kickapoo Tribe party name might 

suggest otherwise, the affirmed dismissal was actually predicated on state 

sovereign immunity like this appeal, not tribal immunity.  “Kansas enjoys 

immunity under the Eleventh Amendment of the United States Constitution that 

extends to suits commenced by Indian tribes.”  Id. Specifically, if a state could be 

“prejudiced by a judgment rendered in its absence” and “there is no way the court 

Case: 19-1424      Document: 84     Page: 19     Filed: 08/24/2020



 

13 

can avoid the prejudice,” the court concluded that  the complaint could be 

dismissed “without consideration of any additional factors.”  Id. at 1497-1498. 

The Ninth Circuit looked more broadly in the context of tribal sovereign 

immunity and found a “wall of circuit authority” supporting dismissal of “virtually 

all” cases in which absent parties have sovereign immunity.  Dine Citizens Against 

Ruining Our Environment v. Bureau of Indian Affairs, 932 F.3d 843, 857 (9th Cir. 

2019) (citing White v. University of California, 765 F.3d 1010, 1028 (9th Cir. 

2014)).  That conclusion is completely consistent with Pimental’s assessment of 

the law as requiring only a “potential for injury to the interests of the absent 

sovereign” to require dismissal.  Pimentel, 553 U.S. at 867. 

The majority made two points in response to those cases.  First, the majority 

noted that the cases “pre-date Pimentel or do not interpret it.”  Op. at 18, n.9.  

While that certainly is true, it also is unsurprising in view of the full text of 

Pimental, which described how longstanding Supreme Court cases “instruct” the 

Pimental court.  The circuit court cases confirm the Supreme Court’s view of the 

existing law at the time of Pimental rather than interpreting it.  

Second, the majority was also “unpersuaded” because, in this appeal, “one 

of the parties to the litigation has an interest in the subject matter of the litigation 

that is identical to the absent sovereign’s interest.” Id.   However, the majority 

assumes that identical interest without discussing the different fields of use that UT 
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and Gensetix have under the License Agreement.  The majority decision never 

mentions either the research or non-commercial rights retained by UT.  As 

discussed below, the contrast between those rights and Gensetix’s “commercial 

rights” creates different interests and significant potential injury for UT. 

C. There Can Be No Abuse of Discretion Where the Potential 
Injuries to UT’s Interests Are Clear  

Once this Court applies the Supreme Court’s interpretation of its own 

longstanding law, as the dissent did, the outcome is clear.  There is no dispute that 

UT retained substantial interests in the Asserted Patents, op. at 6, n.4, so all the 

usual defenses in a patent infringement action represent potential injuries to those 

interests.  A district court cannot abuse its discretion by following the Supreme 

Court’s directive that its six decades old holding requires “dismissal of the action 

must be ordered.”  Pimentel, 553 U.S. at 867. 

The potential injuries are even greater in view of the different fields of use 

granted to UT and Gensetix under the License Agreement.  UT retained rights to 

use the methods of the Licensed Patents for patient care, research and teaching as 

well as a right to transfer the inventions covered by the patents to academic or 

research institutions for non-commercial research use.  See supra II.A.  In contrast, 

Gensetix claims all commercial rights.  Appx00119, § 6. In UT’s absence, 

Gensetix could have inadequate incentive to defend claim scope only relevant to 

research uses.  On the other hand, Gensetix might seek broader claim scope to 
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capture commercial applications and put the claims’ validity at risk.  This court has 

previously recognized how field-of-use rights create these differences in interests.  

“HQ is a field-of-use licensee, and a claim construction that serves its interests in 

obtaining an infringement judgment against A123 in this case may very well 

conflict with UT's interests in subject matter not licensed to HQ and in not risking 

the validity of its patents' claims.”  A123 Sys., Inc. 626 F.3d at 1221.  

While this appeal involves a sovereign with different interests, the Supreme 

Court’s standard does not require such differences and for good reason.  A 

sovereign might have the same interests as a party and still want to make its own 

arguments in support of those interests and retain its own counsel to pursue those 

interests.  This Court has recognized the high value placed on a party’s right to 

choose its counsel in protecting its interests. See, e.g., Dynamic 3D Geosolutions 

LLC v. Schlumberger Ltd. (Schlumberger N.V.), 837 F.3d 1280, 1286 (Fed. Cir. 

2016) (recognizing “important societal rights,” including “the right of a party to 

counsel of its choice”).  A sovereign’s freedom to choose counsel should not be 

valued less than that of any other party.  The district court did not abuse its 

discretion in dismissing the complaint because litigation of the patent infringement 

claim presents the potential for injury to UT’s interests. 
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IV. THIS COURT SHOULD GRANT REHEARING EN BANC TO 
CONFIRM THAT ONLY A PATENTEE SHALL HAVE REMEDY BY 
CIVIL ACTION FOR INFRINGEMENT  

At the outset BCM acknowledges that it could not and did not previously 

file a motion to dismiss Gensetix’s patent infringement claim under FED. R. CIV. P. 

12(b)(6) or 12(c) on the basis that Gensetix was a lone non-patentee with no 

remedy under 35 U.S.C. § 281.  When the motion to dismiss was filed, Gensetix 

had alleged that it held “all patent rights” and was “the sole and exclusive 

licensee.”  Appx00036, ¶¶ 21-22; Appx00119, ¶ 29.  Of course, a motion to 

dismiss must take the plaintiff’s pleaded factual content into account together with 

all reasonable inferences.  See CODA Dev. S.R.O. v. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., 

916 F.3d 1350, 1357 (Fed. Cir. 2019).  However, that situation has now changed. 

The district court case would now proceed taking into account Gensetix’s 

decision to admit that it does not have all substantial rights.  See Op. at 6, n. 4.  It 

would also proceed without UT as a party.  See Op. at 12.  Despite Gensetix’s prior 

allegations, on remand the district court may take judicial notice that Gensetix does 

not possess all substantial rights in the asserted patents.  See CODA, 916 F.3d at 

1360 (holding that a “district court may consider judicially noticeable matters 

outside the pleadings without converting a Rule 12(b)(6) motion into one for 

summary judgment,” but only if those facts are not “subject to reasonable 

dispute”)(quoting FED. R. EVID. 201(b)). 
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This Court has long acknowledged “the statutory requirement that the 

“patentee” must sue.”  Ortho Pharm. Corp. v. Genetics Inst., Inc., 52 F.3d 1026, 

1030 (Fed. Cir. 1995); see also Lone Star Silicon Innovations LLC v. Nanya Tech. 

Corp., 925 F.3d 1225, 1229 (Fed. Cir. 2019).  A “patentee” includes successors in 

interest, but only if they hold “all significant rights under the patent” or “all 

substantial rights in the patent.”  Compare Ortho, 52 F.3d at 1030 with Lone Star, 

925 F.3d at 1229.  Gensetix has now admitted that, proceeding alone, it cannot 

meet that statutory requirement. 

Nor can Congress’s decision to limit civil infringement actions to patentees 

be judicially undone.  Such limits must be kept because “[t]he express provision of 

one method of enforcing a substantive rule suggests that Congress intended to 

preclude others.”  Alexander,  532 U.S. at 290. “Adherence to the text” is of 

primary importance in determining what private rights of action result from 

statutory language.  Central Bank of Denver, N.A. v. First Interstate Bank of 

Denver, N.A., 511 U.S. 164, 174 (1994) (rejecting expansion of private civil 

liability in securities actions beyond statutory text). Congress limited infringement 

actions to patentees and Gensetix has now conceded that it fails to meet that mark 

as a lone plaintiff. 

This Court has discretion to let the district court address, in the first instance, 

dismissal of the infringement actions for failure of Gensetix to meet the statutory 
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requirements of 35 U.S.C. 281.  However, this issue will likely be the first one 

addressed by the district court on remand and in the interests of judicial economy 

this Court may exercise its discretion to address it. See Interval Licensing LLC v. 

AOL, Inc., 766 F.3d 1364, 1376 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (“In the interest of judicial 

economy, we have the discretion to review a non-dispositive claim construction if 

we believe that the construction may become important on remand.”); Advanced 

Software Design Corp. v. Fiserv, Inc., 641 F.3d 1368, 1378 (Fed. Cir. 2011) 

(“Because this issue may become important during the proceedings on remand, we 

address it now in the interest of judicial economy.”)  Addressing this legal issue 

now would avoid wasteful proceedings on remand. 

V. CONCLUSION 

BCM respectfully requests the Court grant its petition for rehearing en banc. 

Dated: August 24, 2020   Respectfully submitted,   
   

/s/ Michael Hawes 
Michael Hawes 
michael.hawes@bakerbotts.com 

Paul Morico 
paul.morico@bakerbotts.com 
BAKER BOTTS L.L.P. 
One Shell Plaza 
910 Louisiana 
Houston, TX 77002 
(713) 229-1750 (Telephone) 
(713) 229-7750 (Facsimile) 
 
 

Case: 19-1424      Document: 84     Page: 25     Filed: 08/24/2020



 

19 

Attorneys for Defendant—Appellee, 
Baylor College of Medicine   
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