
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

em
)

HUMAN GENOME SCIENCES, lNC., )
)

Plaintiff, )
) C.A. No.

V. )
)

GENENTECII, INC., and CITY OF HOPE, ) DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
)

Defendants. )
)
) 

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT

Plaintiff Human Genome Sciences, Inc. (“HGS”), by and through undersigned

counsel, files this Complaint against Genentech, Inc. and City of Hope (collcctively,

“Defendants”) and alleges as follows:

NATURE OF THE CASE

1. HGS seeks a declaration that U.S. Patent No. 6,331,415 titled “Methods of

Producing Immunoglobulins, Vectors and Transformed Host Cells for Use Therein” (the

“Cabilly II Patent,” attached as Exhibit A), including the Ex Party Reexamination Certificate

issued pursuant to Reexamination Nos. 90/007,542 and 90/007,859, is invalid, unenforceable and

not infringed by the manufacture, use, importation, offer to sell or sale of HGS’s Benlysta®

(belimumab) antibody.

2. HGS has manufactured and is currently manufacturing Benlysta®, a

recombinantly engineered monoclonal antibody which is being developed for the treatment of

autoantibody-positive patients with systemic lupus erythematosus (“Lupus”). lf approved,

Benlysta® would be the first new approved drug for Lupus in more than fifty years.
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3. HGS has expended substantial resources researching and developing Benlysta®,

including filing a Biologic License Application (“BLA”) with the United States Food and Drug

Administration (“FDA”). HGS also has expended substantial resources in preparing to launch

and commercialize Benlysta®.

4. In the near future, HGS expects a decision from the FDA regarding the approval

of I-lGS’s BLA for Benlysta®. Upon approval, HGS intends to market Benlysta® in this

District.

5. Defendants have asserted that the Cabilly II Patent broadly covers the use of

certain well—known, conventional recombinant methods to produce virtually any antibody

product in any type of host cell. Defendants also have asserted multiple infringement claims

under the Cabilly II Patent against companies who have made and sold antibody products that

were produced using recombinant methods similar to the methods used by HGS to make

Benlysta®. See Medlmmune Inc. V. Gerzerztech, 1rzc., Case No. O3—cv—02567 (C.D. Cal.);

Cerztocor, Inc. v. Genentech, Inc, Case No. 08-ev-03573 (CD. Cal,); Glaxo Group Ltd. v.

Genenfech, Inc, Case No. 2: 10-ev-02764 (C.D. Cal.).

6. In a pending action pertaining to a different antibody, Arzerram, Defendants

specifically averred that Benlysta® infringes Claims 18 and 20 of the Cabilly II Patent and that

they “intend shortly” to assert infringement claims against HGS. See Glaxo Group Ltd, v.

Genenfec/7, Inc, Case No. 2:10-cv—02764 (CD. Cal.) (Genentech, Inc. and City ofHope’s

Opening Brief on Claim Construction dated Jan. 7, 2011), Dkt. No. 83 at FN4. Given

Defendants’ acts and statements and IIGS’s intended sale of Benlysta®, a real, immediate and

substantial dispute exists between the parties concerning the Cabilly II Patent for which HGS

now seeks declaratory relief.
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PARTIES

7. Plaintiff HGS is a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the

State of Delaware, with its principal place of business at 14200 Shady Grove Road, Rockville,

Maryland 20850.

8. Defendant Genentech, Inc. (“Genentech”) is a corporation duly organized and

existing under the laws of the State ofDelaware, with its principal place of business in South San

Francisco, California.

9. Defendant City of Hope is a not—for—profit organization duly organized and

existing under the laws of the State of California, with its principal place of business in Duaite,

Califomia. On information and belief, City of Hope conducts business in the State of Delaware

and has developed valuable relationships and generated goodwill through advertising and

educational initiatives, including having a Regional Development Office serving Delaware at

1608 Walnut Street #1702, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania l9103. On information and belief, as pait

of its business efforts, City of Hope routinely invites businesses in Delaware to donate time and

raise funds for its research and treatment programs.

10. On information and belief, Genentech and City of Hope are co—assignees of the

Cabilly 11 Patent. ()n information and belief, City of Hope has an ongoing relationship with

Genentech which involves dealings beyond simply receiving royalty income on the Cabilly II

Patent, including coordinating patent prosecution and maintenance and the federal litigation of

infringement elaims (in which City of Hope and Genentech are representedjointly by counsel).

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

11. This action arises under the Declaratory Judgment Act of 1934 (28 U.S.C. §

220l ), Title 28 of the United States Code, for the purposes of determining an actual and

justiciable eontroversy between the parties, and the patent laws of the United States, Title 35 of
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the United States Code. This Court has subject matterjurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331

and l338(a).

12. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Genentech based on its incorporation

and business in Delaware. On information and belief, this Court has personal jurisdiction over

City of Hope based on its business activities in and directed to Delaware and its established and

ongoing relationship with its co-assignee Genentech. Because of the multifaceted relationship

between City of Hope and Genentech, including coordinating prosecution and maintenance of

the Cabilly 11 Patent and control over federal litigation, City of Hope has purposefully availed

itself of the benefits and protections of Delaware law.

13. Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ l39l(b) and (c) and

l400(b), because Genentech is incorporated, both Defendants do business in the State of

Delaware, and HGS intends to market Benlysta® in this District upon approval by the FDA.

THE CABILLY PATENTS

14. On April 8, 1983, Shmuel Cabilly, Herbert Heynelcer, William Holmes, Arthur

Riggs and Ronald Wetzel (the “Cabilly Applicants”) filed a patent application in the PTO that

issued on March 28, 1989, as U.S. Patent No. 4,816,567 (the “Cabilly I Patent”).

15. At the time the Cabilly I Patent issued, the Cabilly Applicants had a continuation

application (the “Cabilly II Application”) pending in the United States Patent and Trademark

Office (“PTO”). The PTO issued the Cabilly II Patent on December 18, 2001. On its face, the

Cabilly 11 Patent is assigned to Genentech, and, by certificate of correction, is also assigned to

City of Hope.

Patent Reexamination

16. In 2005, two separate requests to re—examine the Cabilly 11 Patent were submitted

to the PTO. The PTO mailed two separate orders granting a request for reexamination, on .luly
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7, 2005 and January 23, 2006. See Decision Granting Ex Parte Reexamination, Reexamination

Control No. 90/007,542 (July 7, 2005); Decision Granting Ex Parfe Reexamination,

Reexamination Control No. 90/007,859 (January 23, 2006). The reexamination proceedings

were merged on June 6, 2006.

17. On July 19, 2008, the PTO mailed an Advisory Action, maintaining its final

rejection of all claims in the Cabilly II Patent as invalid for reasons including obviousness—type

double patenting. Ex Parte Reexamination Advisory Action, Reexamination Control Nos.

90/007,859 and 90/007,542 (July 19, 2008).

18. In response to the final rejection, Defendants filed an Appeal Brief on December

9, 2008.

19. After an Ex Parte Examiner Interview on February 13, 2009, Genentech amended

claims 21, 27 and 32 to overcome the obviousness—type double patenting rejection. See

Supplemental Amendment Under 37 C.F.R. § l.550(b),'Reexamination Control Nos. 90/007,859

and 90/007,542 (February 13, 2009).

20. On February 23, 2009, the PTO issued a Notice of Intent to Issue a

Reexamination Certificate to Genentech, confirming claims 1-20 and 33-36 and allowing

amended claims 21, 27 and 32. Notice of Intent to Issue Ex Parte Reexamination Certificate,

Reexamination Control Nos. 90/007,859 and 90/007,542 (February 23, 2009). On May 19,

2009, the Ex Parte Reexamination Certificate Issued for U.S. Patent No. 6,331,415 C1 with

amended claims 21, 27 and 32.

Defendants ’ Admissions Regarding State of the Art in April 1983

21. Defendants made a number of admissions in their December 2008 Appeal Brief

regarding the state of the art prior to the filing of the Cabilly II Patent application in April 1983.

According to Defendants:

YCST01:10649228.1 9000020003

Sanofi/Regeneron Ex. 1053, pg 1202

Mylan Ex. 1053, pg 1202f 

 

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.


