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EXHIBIT 1
(Part 4 of 4)
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Fritsch et al cannot valiahy argue the contrary, The isclation step (b) means

nothing more than separating e expressed product rom ine ceiis (LA 225) and wouid

obwvicusly be necessary to determing the m yivg biclogical actwity of the expression
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purification s nothing more than an afterthought which is inconsistent with Fritsch at al's
own disclosure, as noted earfier

Manifesty, the Lin evidence shows that Browne camied out the process of the
count using COS cells fransfected with Lin's solated human EPQ encading gena and that
Dukes shouid that the expressed product 10 e in vivp bioiogicaily active by March 1384
(ewpression products E3 and ET) and that Browne's CHO call exprassed human EPO
(H3 and B11) was found 1o have n vivg actvity by June 1584, All of this is prior 1o Fritsch
st al's conceplion date.

Furthermore, it is noted that Fritsch et al have not provan an actual reduction

to practice as they have not established that their expression product had in wivg
biclogical activity. See discussion under “Tha Fritsch Priorty Evidence®,

In wiew of the foreqoing, it is subenitted that Lin is entitled to pricrity as to
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the count.

(e) Un Has Satisfled Best Mode Requirgments

The Fritsch et al argument (FB 35-44) that Lin has fafed to meet best mode
raguinements i Nothing mone than a ré-nasn of the sFmEnenis wWhich were mat head on
agu = = Wj More than & re-hash of the arguments which were met head on

by Lin before the District Cowrt and Federal Circuit and on which these Courts ruled
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FRITSCH ET AL v. LIM
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favorably for Lin. No new evidence has been adduced by Fritsch et al in this proceeding.
Fritsch et al sought no discovery on IS S50e when INesr motion | was defermed for final

hearing. The same record which prompted the Destrict Couwrt 10 obsene that:
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mammahian cels with simiar ial.-'.a.fs af [EPOY]

production identified in Exampla 10,
Is presanted to the Board. The attempt by Fritsch &t &l to secure a different result from
the Board must fail. '

In affirming the District Court on best mode with respect 1o the same
arguments as now wged by Fritsch, he Federal Circut decision states |
page 1023}

Defendants argue thal the distric? cowt erred in failing o hold tha

008 patent invalid under 35 US.C. 5712, asseming that Lin faied fo
dizcinsa the best mammaban host calls BAaown o hm oas of
Novamber 30, 1984, the date ha Mad his faurth paten! applicalion,

The district coun found that the "best mode” of praclicing the claimed
imvanhion was by use of a spacific genatically-Nefarogenaous sirain
of Chimasa hamstar ovary (CHO) cells, which produced EPO af a rale
greater than that of other celis. It further found that this strain was
disciosed in Example 10 and thal Lin knew of no better moda. G/
arguas thal Lin's bast mode was not adequately disclosed in Examols
16 because one skilled in the art could nnrd.up.trcare Lin's best mode
withowt his fiaving first deposited a sample of e specific cefls in a
public depository. The issue before us therafore is whather the
district court evred in concluding that Exampie 10 of tha "008 paten!
satisflied the basf mode reguiremendt as to tha imeanbion of tha

_____ S

challenged claims and that a deposit of the preferred CHO celis was
nol Nacassarny.
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FRITSCH ET AL u LN
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Aftar commenting on the relevant case law, the Court went an to state:;
Wa agres that tha gistacr couwd did nol arr in fnding thar defandants
hawe not med their burden of proving a bast mode wiolabion.

Az noted gbova, the district cowrt found that the bezt mode of making
the CHO cells was st forth in Example 70U As the district court
sfatad, while it was nol clear which of fwo possible sirains Lin
considersd o be the Dest, the cell strain subjected o 1000

namomoiar MTX (meothofrexate) or thal subfected o 100 nanomolar
MT'.I‘ tha hast moca was disclosed bacausa hoth wers H.[-:rh.-:n-'r_"

e Rrar POAIED B LS L L R R e PR L B ER S el

Dal'arm'am argue that this gisclosure s nof ancugh, mafadapaar:
of the cells was requirad

W ol @ ok

The district court found thal the claims at issue require the use of
biological maferials thal were capable of baing prepared in the
laboratory from readily available biological cells, using the
description in Example 10, The cowrt also found that thare were no

starting maternals tha! wers nof oubiichy gvailable, that ware nod

ey meiams

ﬂumﬂeﬂ wmarmqumunduaaxpmmmmm
preparafion 0 ordar 10 carry owl the best mode. The court noted
that Lin rashfied [hat the isclation of the prafgrred strain was a
‘rowting imited aifution cloning procedural]” wall kmown in the ar.
Dy, Simonzen, Gt oun genart, teshiied that the discinsed

T by

nmcﬁd:mm'ﬂmdwmmt wilh the vectors and the
Saguances shown in Exampla 10, | have no doubtd thal somaons
eventually colld reproduce -- well, could genarata call linas fsic,
straing making soma lavel of EPD, and they could be battar, they
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The district cowt rélied on this testimaony, &nd, Upon rEvew, we
agree with ts determinaticn. The testimony accurataly reflects that

Has imwanditen ae it ralatee te tha haet s oot r!.nJIl:ll ru-||.||r| I-u:l
u bt NYSNEAL. G5 T TEi8UE5 U0 Wie o851 MMiead JeoS. O (R

practiced by one skilled in the art lollowing Exarmpée 10. Thus, the
best mode was disclosad and # was adequately enabled.

@  Inits opeion, the district cowrt stated that “the bas! way to axpress EPQ
wag from mammalkan cells . and that a cedl ine derfved FFom 11 possibia
cloras from she CHO B11. 3.1 cell siredn was to be used for Amgen's
master working cafl bank, which was expectad to be Safed on November
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26, 1084° 13 USPO 2d at 1772 A1 anciher poind, tha court stated rhal
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E11 31 ol sirainf and one micromoiar-ireated cels” 1d.

The Court than weni on to cistinguish the case from the situation whera

cipipgicai ceiis were obiained from unique soi EE-ITIF'IEE. noing ai page

On tha other hand, when, as is the cage hers, the arganism is
craated by insertion af genalic material into a call oblained fram
ganarally avalabla sourcas, then all that iz required is 8 descriphion
af the best mode and an adequale descriphion, not deposit of the
calls. If the calls can be prepared withoul undie expanimentation
from known materials, based on fhe gdascrption in the patent
spaciication, a depasit is not required, Soe W, AL,
SI7F.2d 1357, 1354, 186 USPO 108, 171 (COPA 1975, Mo problem
agsls when e moroorganisms used are Known and readily
available to the public”), cer, denied, 424 U.S. 912 (188 USPQ 720]
(1976). Since the cour found that that is the case hara, wa therafore
hold that there is md fadure fo comply with the best mode reguiremant
for lack of & deposdt of tha CHO cells, whan the bast mods of
Dreparing e celis has been disciosed and e best mode celis have
bean enabled, ie., they can ba preparsd by one skillad in the an
from known malanals using the descrption in the specification.

The Couwrt also dealt with the Fritsch argument regarding the possibility of
"duplicating” Lin's example (at 1026-1027) as follows:

Defendants also asser that the record shows thal scientisls were
unabile to dupdicate Lin's ganetically-haferogeneous best mode cell
strain,  However, wa have long held that the issue is whether tha
disclosure is "adeguala”, not that an exact guplication is necessarny.
indeed, the district court stated ifrat

H‘J'.I'JE !‘E-:EEI’M.I:H‘IH iz cfear that no soienfizt cowld ever -I‘II.I.I'.'.!II'«E'H.I-F"

Etacﬂ}'ﬁmmsfnmdguseabym Sut that ﬂiﬂsﬂ-ﬂ.r
ordinary skill i1 the art could produce mammalan hast cell
sirains or fines with simiiar levels of producrion identified in
Exampie 10

13 USPO 2d ar 1774, What is required is an adequate disciosure of
the best mode, nof 8 guarantea that every aspect of the spacification
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Regarding Lin's deposits, the Court noted {at 1026):

Defendants -"rnﬂﬂ}f argue that J'..in$ -!aﬂum to deposil the transfected

calfs :rulwmraulle@ um H;I:l..l: tival u:l Waa wuuny i) I;JEF‘.:,‘JEH
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concealment, Wa have already staled that deposit of the host cells
containing the rEPO gene was nol necessary to satisly the best mode
mquﬁwrmafﬁa:ﬁm 112, The bast mode was disclosed and a
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some cells were depasited, but not others, s irralevant,

Thus, 2ach and every paint arqued n the Fritsch at al brief regarding Lin's

best mode has aiready been fully dealt with and determined in Lin's favor by the District

Court and Federal Circuit, There is ng evidence, as poirted aut Dy the District Coun and

affirmed by the Federal Circwt, that Lin held back or concealed information necessary for

the practice of hés invention as disclosed in each of his spplications. To show that best

moda requirements have not been satisfied, there must be clear evidence that the

preferred mode conmempiated by 1he inentor 3t the time of filing of the patent appiication
was held back or concealed. There is no such evidence here.

As the Court stated in Hybritech, Inc, v. Monoclonal Antiodies, Inc., 231

USPQ 81, 34 (Fed.Cir. 1986):

Because nol complying with the best mode
raguiramants  amounts o concealing  the
m i 100 1
the time of fiing, in order to find that the best
mode réguirement i not sanisfied, d must ba
shawn that the gpplicant knaw of and concealad
a_befter mode than ha disciosed. famphasis
supphed)
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regurerments, and Fritsch et &l have not at all met thei burden of establishing the

il
comtrary.
'
(d) Lin Im abl r
T Erlmes S snmneml VR Al E4% s alsm  om sesaeoss oo ceesces e o =
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re-hash of the arguments against Lin's DNA and host cell claims advanced by Fritsch's
assignea and cismissed by the Courts. The record before the Board is no different than
that which prompted the District Court and the Federal Circuit 1o find that Lin's DNA and
host cell inventions ware unabvious. It is notéeworthy that the Fritsch et al brief presents

mmurmmmmmuw&mtm prasant Count as was presanted In is

The 11 clones developed as candidates for Amgen’s prospeciive mastar working cell
bk worhée Froem the GO 811 301 ol sfrain, and Lins knowiedge as o these, was
included in the Courts congideration. See Distnet Count review (page 1772).

m Artemion is alse called 1o the footnote & of the Federal Chreult decislon (18 LISPO2d al

Cafanaants assar mat gl the claims showd be ievalid for fadlure fo
dischioss the basd moxda. W Bercanag (Bar e Sesr mods Sais sl
raleies to tha host cell claims 4, 8, 23-27 and 24, Absanf inequitablo
condugt, 8 bast mode defense only affects those ciaims covering

o am
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mmﬂnmmﬁmbaﬂnwﬂﬂqmrm Suwm
E-LM@HWFHHT 540, 15 USPOQ 2d 1327, 1328 [Fad.
Cir)ged danfegd US| 11 501 206 (1960
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FRITEEH ET AL 4. L8N
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arguryrment in the 102,096 interference except for two sertences beginning at the bottom
of FB 43 and another two sentences in the penulbmate paragraph of FB 49, The cryptic
reference at FB 47 10 "General Finding 2-3 8t seq.” simgly invites atention to proposed
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finding 1148 is an attempt 1o mwest the Toole et & patent with significance.
Fritsch et al state [FR 48) that i the cloning approach was "obvious to ry”
and there was a reasonable chance of success, then the preparation of the host cels

would be obvious. However, the Federal Circuit rejected this argumeant and affirmed that

the EPO DNA sequence and host celis transformed therewith are not obvious from the
prior art, including the Toole et al patent. Thus, the Federal Circuit, in agreging wilh the
District Court’s position that the Lin '008 patent claims were valid over the prior ar.
inciuding the Toole patent, stated (1022):

The district court specifically found that, as of 1983, none of the prior
art referances “sugaestizs] thal the probing stratagy of Lging fuwa fuly-
redlundant [sic] sets of probes, of relatively high degeneracy [sic], 1o
screen a human genomic library would be likely o succeed in
pulling out the gene of interast.” 13 USPQ2d at 1768. Whila it found
thatr gefandants had shawn thal these procedures ware “obvious (o

i, the references did nof show that there was 3 reasonable

Fomewet wet b el e Friama G mamaart CaERSl L

axpaciation of success. Sae inre QFarell, 853 F.2d 894, 90304, 7
LUSPO2d 1673, 153!13:‘ (Fed. Cir. T958).

Defandants challenge the district cowr's determination, arguing thal,

S A Casboer busr ‘Fﬂﬂ? ane el mirrliname el in Hhaa ot wew el Basse hae!
Lol bl R LA TR One O Qraingl F RO ATl Wi an WOLWD ravs ral

@ ragsonabia aapac:rarfm of success in screening 8 gDINA Nbrary by
Lin's mathod in order to obtain EPQ. We agrea with tha district
court's conclusion, which was supporfed Dy convincing tastimony.
One witnass, Or. Dawves af Bingen, anmwxmngr comparty

Fhof daed sssmricied mee COW1 sdodeod flar o acaeld ool ce seabsbbe
gl rEuy Wl ngia W S, SEEEG anial e GOUEGD Dl -.'.EII‘ 'I'I'Il'ﬂrJEJ

Biogen scianlists wouwld have succeedsd in isolating the EPD gEnS
i Biogen had the EPD fragmants that ware gvailable fo Lin in 1983,
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Dr. Wal, a professor al UCLA, lestified that @ wouwld have baon
‘difficult” fo find the gena i 1883, and that there wowld have bean no
mora than a ity parcarnt chancs of susenss. He said, vou couldnt
e carain wﬁurarn!ﬂagamnrcﬂmﬂpuwmbam-;ﬁtw The
uwgmnr}'wﬁr‘rﬁiﬁrﬁw
uzad by Liv. 0 the face of this ar "'hﬁ‘ SATECE O OO aﬁ.'l"ﬁa?l.".u"

tha s5ua, it concluded that dafendants had nof shown By claar and
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erred in {5 Jesision,

The Federal Circuat then summarized #5 opinion on *he cbwiousness Bsue

Hindsigihl 12 not a justiffabie basis an which 0 fnd that witimars
achigvemeant o g Jong sought and gifficull sciemtific goal was
abwious, Tmmmmmwmmmmu avigiance and
tha festimony. We zae no error (n i reswl?. Mareowar, ¥ the DANA
smawasmmmmmwngsucnsmm as
cigimad i clams 4 and 6, could not have bean obwous. Wa
conciude thal the district court did not arr In halding that the claims
af the patertt are mal imaalid wnder Secion 103,

Claariy, in ihe circumsiances, there is nD merit whamsoever in the Fritsch
argument under Section 103. The Primary Examiner recognized that the subject maner
at is5ue was patentable and quite properiy 50, Significanthy, Fritsch ot al do not say that
the process & unpatentabils 1o them, only to Lin, and it is evident that their arguments are
pifched primarity an the idea that obtaining the EPD DHA seguence was obvious (FB 47T,

& T b Ed o
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is incarrect and, in kght of the Federal Circuit holding that the DMNA sequence and hosl
cells fransfected tharewith aré unobvious, & follows that Lin's process claims should also
define unobvicus and patentable subjsct matier. The DHNA seguence and host calls

55
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uct had in vivg Diological activity, the process al best was ondy 8 wish,
While it is probably unnecessary to do so, it s noted for emphasis that the
Toole et al patent (1.5, 4757,0068), on which Fritsch relies, is concerned with a

fundamentally different protein (Factor VI and says nothing about EPO. The Toole
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at, for example, FB 51 and properly dismissed. N is further noted that Fritsch et al ware
not able 1o isotate the EPO gene and prepare recombinant EPO without a great deal of
work independent of, and notwithstanding, the availability of the Toole et al disclosure,
AR of this, of course, underscores the unobvicousness of the inventon,

Finally, ® 5 noted that whiie the District Court agdressed the Facior Vil
work a3t Gl n the context of representation n the Toode at al patent, the status of the
patent as a8 102(e)/103 pricr art referance against Ln Ras not been established. The
undisputed fmdmg of tha District Court was that, with resgect to Ln, “[T)he successiul
cloning of the EPD gene took place in September ar earty October, 1983" (relying on the
lestimony and l[aboratory notebooks af Lin). The Toole et al patent. on the other hand is
based on an applcation fled October 28, 1383, and has an effectiva date for purposes
of 35 UL.5.C. 102(e) after Lin's reduction to practice of the EPO gene. Hence, tha Toole
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{e) Linls the True Inventer of the Process Al lssue
Lin is the true mventor of the process defined by the count and his clams
corespandmg v the count.  Fritsch admits as much when he states in his brief (FB 24)

=

at "as in the ‘096 interference, priority turns upon the first conception of the purified and
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the first to conceive the purfied and isolated gene, as the Federal Gircust has affemed,
pricrty and inveniorship of the count of this infederence, and the invention represanted

thereby go to Lin.

is not essential for the inventor himsef to carry out the steps involved. Furthermore, by
the acknowledgement of Fritsch et al, the isolated DMA sequence s the novel fealure of
the process clasms and Lin's inventorship with regard to the segquence has not been

chalisnged.

41 Fhry, Evrmaeders Lo ol o e onlim o paie oo W
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HH s
35y ard the referanca back to motion A in Interference Moo 102,056 in the discuessions
regarding Fritsch at al motion H,
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The Lin record shows that the expression of EPO in mammalian cells {233
cells, COS cells and CHO celis) using the DMA sequence isolated by Or, Lin was carried
out by Dr. Jefl Browne gt Dr. Lin's reguest (LR 3, 10, 41). Clearly, the whole purpose of
isolaing the DNA sequence was 10 use the seqUENCE N BXpression 1o
biologically active recombinant EFQO. Dr. Lin provided the DNA sequence which he had
isolated to Or. Browne for such expression (LA 3) and the recombinant EFD obtained by
Dr. Browne was determined by Dr. Egrie o have 0 vivg biological activity (LA 4, 10, &7,
E8). The production process is not obvious but the process is propery attributable 1o Lin
as ihe one who succeeded in ispiating the DNA sequence and requesied is use m
expression to give recombinant human EPQ. The aexpression and isolation of the
recombinant EPD did not invalve separate inveniive input by anyone other than Lin
Clearty, Lin is the trus imeentor since he obfained the sequence fo use in the produchon
of recombinant human EPQO.

As for the isoiating step, there is ciearty noihing separaiely imeeniive in this.
Fritech et al again try t0 equste isglaticn with purification but, a5 noted earker, thesa two
are not the same, as Fritsch et al obviously recognized when they referred 1o their awn
disclosure for support for thes claims corresponding to the count.

in to Correct_Inventorship

Should be Denied
With regard to the Fritsch argument that he is the sale inventor (FB 32-34),

Lin subymits that Fritsch shouwld not be parmitted to correct tha imentorship of the Fritsch

AM-ITC 00337710




Case 1:05-cv-12237-WGY  Document 1038-5  Filed 09/10/2007 Page 12 of 16

ERyTCH BT AL v LN
[ —E T T

i amallsatiam o he Febach 8 al orelffunany Sigfamani fod Tha reasnns nioiad i e
D e ULt | § B 1A 2 MR B -t WD WAt Aaer (e SRt ] WP camenmr momel bt Roge wrotar @ wimemee twd fterawm rip eedhe

- |
2

5

ppposdtion o the Fritssch et al motion 1o corect (Peper Mos. 63, 64), the Lin
apposition baing incorporated harein by reference. In brief, Fritsch 81 al have not shown
that the alleged misicindar of the fatecoméers Hewick and Jacobs occurred through error

and withiout deceptve intent. They also have nof shown how the enror Socurmad Nor have

!
8

dAuatehs AamAaneiratasd wnan the error was dacosuared ar thaat meags rrneeacdoes
i1 SO LEATETY CEMOrusIrstsc Wi e 8o Was OooOvarnen ar gt ey proceecsd

diligerty when the arror was discoverad.

Thie Lin opposdion to the Fritsch ot al mation, to correct nventorship pomts
aut in detad how, prior ta the Fritsch et al molion. Fritsch & al attested that they were
igint inventors of the subject matter mesciased and claimed in the Fritsch et al '258 and
BER™ applications at least ten times. Many of these attestations overlapped in time with
arguments which were Deing advanced by his assignee's rial counsel in the District
Court itigation to the effect that Edward F. Fritsch alone (*Fritach sola®) was the nventos

L o T e T [ T L T e A Y [T Sy g Py
LIS FULOLL FEEOLLIE . FIFFDH LG o8 LA AMOQELd FEFI L SIS AN It I O LASI AL ITLmil
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x

hich it is clear that at least Dr. Fritsch considered himseH the sole nventor. Se8, FR
2rar-2734, especially al 2720 and 2753, Howewer, Fritsch et al took no agtion hersin o

correct inventorship wndil 10 monthe after the District Court decsson. Mo newly
discovered facts have been presented as forming the basis of this detarminaton. Mo

The 258 applicatian (Serial Mo 533 .258) Is the subject of he mations to comec]
mentorship Med by Frisch o al in Infodgrence Nos. 103 006 and 102,007, The "Bai
appication (Seral Mo, B24 680) 5 et it molion 10 corect lied In interensnce Mo

Ty
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kgt is shed on how, N wiew of rapeated analysis of the same facts by the onginally
named nventors and ther counsel, there could have been S0 many “ermoneous
daciarations of oint inventorship. Instead, statements are now made 1o the effect that,
until the motion to cormect was fied, no l@wyer or scientist possessed a sufficient
understanding of the technology or the standards of invemorship to properly datermine
who "invented® the subject matter of the counts at issus here and in the related
imerderences. Under such drcumstances, correction of inventorship designations in the
Fritsch et al applcations should not be permitted, particularly when the proposed
correction is based on the erroneous assumption that there could be conception of the
isolated EPD gene separate from s reduction to gractice.

As for when the error was discovered, it is manifest that the "error® could
have been. and should have been, discovered when at least one of the Fritsch et al.
applications was filed or at the latest when the Rule 608(b) showing was fied. The
Fritsch testimomy on decussions with counsel concerming the work of his co-imaentars for

purposes of the B08(b) showing reveals that nothing new factually was provided to

2715 and 2753-2758.
The Fritsch et al attorney must have been aware of the [3te arrival of Jacobs
on the scena (1983) when he prepared the Rule B08(b) showing. This did not reguire

any knowledge as 1o biotechnclogy. At least as of the date when the Aule 608(h)

showing was orepared, the attormay had to know, or should hava known, that the Fritsch

o e TS, B e ] nmiaE T rERET AR riwrwe meT Ry

g1 al. inventorship was wrong # the Fritsch et al. allegations as to dates of invention in the

&0

AN 1T 010666
mcr%"“ o

AM-ITC 00337712



Case 1:05-cv-12237-WGY  Document 1038-5  Filed 09/10/2007 Page 14 of 16

confribution” evidence said to be the basis for the prasent motion when the prefiminary
statermnents and mobons wera prepared and he also had to be familiar with
the litigation proceedings and the issues there involved™ All of this knowledge on the

attorney's part clearly negates the required diligence to cormect inventarship at this stage.
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reasons, i s submitted ihat the Friisch e al maotion 1o

F
correct inventorship and the related motion to correct their prefiminary statermeant, should
be denwd.

(@)  Lin ls Entitied 1o Priority on the Basis of His Earlier Fillng
Dates

At least two of Lin's applications Serial No, 561,024, fled December 13,

1583 and Seral Mo, 582,185, fled February 21, 1984 are prior o any possible date

M Rue 11 of ife Fedaral Rules of Ciil Procedurs mandates |plar gla that:

..Tha signsture of an aiomay of pay EMH a {:Bﬂrﬂl:-ﬂl

h‘:.- P | | T P e g
R M STyl ERlL e Wm nay TEgl e l.l_n.lll!ﬂ. I WLU

Dﬂﬂ'pﬂmrmamth&besl of the signaer’s knowedge,
irformation, and beliel formed after reasonatie inguicy i is well
groundad in fact and is waranted by existing law of a good
Faith argurmant for the axtension, modification, or reversal of
existing law. ammnhmlmhunrw
pupose, such as io hatass or 1o cause unnacessary defay of
rirdlass ncnaase in the cost of litigation. " (emphasis supplied)
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Friizch may rely on tsking into account the Fegeral Circuil position regarding

simutananus concention and redoction to practice, Frgsch et 3| have not challanaad

e e e i ERR =10 -1 = P i PRIy maget

V. CONCLUSION
The Lin mation for judgment showld ba granted and all Fritsch at &l claims should
be found unpatenteabls under 35 USC 102(g) in view of the Federal Cicuit ruling as to

Ln"s prior work. - Priority should be awarded to Lin for the reasons indicated harein with
a holding that Lin is entitled to his claams corresponding 1o the count and that Fritsch et

al are ngt entitled to their claims corresponding 1o the count.
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The Fritsch et al mation 0 comect mveriorship should be denied.
Respectfully submittad,
CLUSHMAMN, DARBY & CUSHKAN

iy, . '
By '[___/'r—-"{ | f,.-’l,‘. );JL L_w’r_-’"';r

Paul N. Kakulls

Rag. No. 16,773

1515 L Strasl, MW,
Washington, D. C, 20036
Phone: [202) B81-3503
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