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I. Summary of Issues for Rehearing 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d), Software Rights Archive, LLC (“SRA” or 

“Patent Owner”) requests rehearing of the Board’s refusal to institute further inter 

partes review after return of the mandate from the Federal Circuit, as reflected in 

electronic correspondence dated October 19, 2017. Ex. 2127 at 1. (“Dismissal 

Decision”).  The Dismissal Decision held that, “In light of the Federal Circuit's 

decision to affirm-in-part and reverse-in-part, the panel did not take further action, 

as the further actions proposed by Patent Owner are not consistent with the Federal 

Circuit's mandate.” Id.  As the Dismissal Decision indicates that the Board will 

take no further action with respect to this inter partes review, it constitutes a final 

decision within the meaning of 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d) as well as a denial to “institute 

a trial” under that section. 37 C.F.R. § 42.2 (“A decision is final only if it disposes 

of all necessary issues with regard to the party seeking judicial review, and does 

not indicate that further action is required.”).  As detailed below, the Board has 

failed to properly interpret the scope of the mandate in this action.  Patent Owner 

respectfully requests that the Board withdraw the Dismissal Decision, and resolve 

the remaining factual issues as discussed below. 

II. Argument 

A. The Federal Circuit’s Failure to Explicitly Order a Remand 
Does Not Preclude Further Consideration of SRA’s 
Unaddressed Arguments. 

On October 19, 2017, the Board declined to address pending issues that were 
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not addressed in the Federal Circuit’s opinion (“Appeal Decision”, Paper 60) 

regarding the appeal of the Board’s Final Written Decision (“Final Decision”, 

Paper 55).  See Appellant’s Combined Petition for Panel Rehearing and Rehearing 

En Banc, Docket No. 2015-1649 (Fed. Cir. Oct. 11, 2016) (“’480 Rehearing 

Petition”) (explaining in greater detail the arguments of Patent Owner that were not 

considered)(attached as Exhibit 2128).  The Board did not articulate the reasoning 

for its Dismissal Decision, but Patent Owner’s understanding is the Board adopted 

Petitioners’ position that the Appeal Decision’s failure to explicitly “remand” this 

proceeding deprives the Board jurisdiction for further proceedings on the merits.   

With the upmost respect, Patent Owner submits that it was clear legal error 

for the Board to terminate this proceeding without addressing the arguments of 

Patent Owner that have yet to be considered.  The Federal Circuit has squarely 

addressed the issue of a lower tribunal’s jurisdiction in the absence of an explicit 

remand instruction after a reversal.  In Exxon Chem. Patents, Inc. v. Lubrizol 

Corp., 64 F.3d 1553 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (“Exxon I”), the Federal Circuit reversed a 

District Court’s finding of literal infringement without explicitly including a 

“remand” for further proceedings on unaddressed issues.  Exxon I, 64 F.3d at 1561 

(stating that the decision was a “reversal without remand….”).  Exxon petitioned 

the Federal Circuit for rehearing to “clarify its opinion regarding Exxon’s right to 

move for a new trial on doctrine-of-equivalents infringement.”  Exxon Chem. 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


