
 

 

 

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

 

 

      

 

 

 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

 

      

 

 

MILTENYI BIOMEDICINE GmbH and MILTENYI BIOTEC INC. 

Petitioner 

 

v. 

 

THE TRUSTEES OF THE UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Patent Owner 

 

 

      

 

 

IPR Trial No. IPR2022-00853  

U.S. Patent No. 9,464,140 

Issue Date: October 11, 2016 

 

Title: Compositions and Methods for Treatment of Cancer 

 

 

      

 

 

PETITIONER’S REQUEST FOR REHEARING  

OF INSTITUTION DECISION 

 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 IPR2022-00853 

Patent No. 9,464,140 

ii 
 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. The ’140 Decision Relied On An Erroneous Interpretation Of Law Concerning 

Reasonable Expectation Of Success For Methods Of Pharmaceutical Treatment ............. 4 

II. The Board’s Erroneous Interpretation of OSI Results In Irreconcilable Inconsistency With 

The Institution Decision In Related IPR2022-00855........................................................ 10 

III. The Board Misapplied Part 2 of the Advanced Bionics Framework Because Milone Was 

Overcome During Prosecution Of Parent Application In A Manner Inapplicable To 

Challenged Claim Here ..................................................................................................... 13 

 

  

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 IPR2022-00853 

Patent No. 9,464,140 

iii 
 

 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

 Page(s) 

Cases 

Advanced Bionics v. MED-EL, 

IPR2019-01469, Paper 6 (PTAB Feb. 13, 2020) .................................................3, 4, 13, 14, 15 

Apple, Inc. v. Koss Corp., 

IPR2021-00381, Paper 15 (PTAB July 2, 2021) .....................................................................15 

Emerson Elec. Co. v. SIPCO, LLC 

745 F. App’x 369 (Fed. Cir. 2018) ......................................................................................9, 10 

Ex Parte Minh Diem Vu et al., 

2019 WL 7170656 (PTAB Nov. 25, 2019)................................................................................8 

Genzyme Therapeutic Prods. v. Biomarin Pharm., 

825 F.3d 1360 (Fed. Cir. 2016)..............................................................................2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 

KSR Int’l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 

550 U.S. 398 (2007) ...................................................................................................................7 

NantKwest, Inc. v. Lee, 

686 F. App’x 864 (Fed. Cir. 2017) ............................................................................................6 

OSI Pharms., LLC v. Apotex Inc., 

939 F.3d 1375 (Fed. Cir. 2019)..................................................................................1, 4, 7, 8, 9 

Persion Pharms. LLC v. Alvogen Malta Operations Ltd., 

945 F.3d 1184 (Fed. Cir. 2019)......................................................................................6, 11, 12 

Sand Revolution II, LLC v. Continental Intermodal Grp. - Trucking LLC, 

IPR2019-01393, Paper 24 (PTAB June 16, 2020) .....................................................................1 

Santarus, Inc. v. Par Pharm., Inc., 

694 F.3d 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2012)................................................................................................12 

Spectrum Solutions LLC v. DNA Genotek Inc., 

IPR2022-00134, Paper 7 (PTAB June 6, 2022) .................................................................14, 15 

Target Corp. v. Proxicom Wireless, 

IPR2020-00980, Paper 11 (PTAB Dec. 4, 2020).....................................................................14 

Other Authorities 

37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d) ........................................................................................................................1 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 IPR2022-00853 

Patent No. 9,464,140 

1 
 

 

Petitioner respectfully requests rehearing pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.71(d) of 

the Board’s Decision Denying Institution, Paper 11 (“’140 Decision”) for 

Grounds 1-3, with respect to U.S. Patent No. 9,464,140 (“’140 patent”). A request 

for rehearing of a non-institution decision should be granted “if a decision is based 

on an erroneous interpretation of law, if a factual finding is not supported by 

substantial evidence, or if an unreasonable judgment is made in weighing relevant 

factors.” Sand Revolution II, LLC v. Continental Intermodal Grp. - Trucking LLC, 

IPR2019-01393, Paper 24, at 4 (PTAB June 16, 2020). That is what happened here. 

In Grounds 1-2, the ’140 Decision erred in its interpretation of the law 

governing reasonable expectation of success for a method of treatment. The ’140 

Decision relied on OSI Pharms., LLC v. Apotex Inc., 939 F.3d 1375 (Fed. Cir. 

2019)—a case mischaracterized by Patent Owner as being “directly on-point”—in 

concluding that there was no reasonable expectation of success for practicing the 

method of claim 1 using a prior-art composition with successful in vitro data and a 

compelling recommendation for clinical use.  

The ’140 Decision incorrectly described OSI as a case where there was 

successful in-vitro data in the prior art for the composition employed in the method 

of treatment claim. There was no such data in OSI. The OSI decision stands only for 

the uncontroversial proposition that lack of in-vitro data can defeat a reasonable 

expectation of success. Based on this misreading of OSI, the Board applied an 
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unduly heightened standard for reasonable expectation of success that is contrary to 

the Federal Circuit precedent of Genzyme Therapeutic Prods. v. Biomarin Pharm., 

825 F.3d 1360 (Fed. Cir. 2016). In Genzyme, like here, the prior art disclosed the 

claimed composition, provided successful in vitro data, and suggested initiating 

clinical trials. Id. at 1364. The Federal Circuit reasoned that a method of treatment 

claim was obvious when “there was little left to do but to confirm that the strategy 

suggested by the various prior art references would work.” Id. at 1373. So too here. 

Due to the erroneous interpretation of OSI, the ’140 Decision also is at odds 

with this Board’s Decision Granting Institution in related IPR2022-00855 (“’445 

Decision”) for U.S. Patent No. 9,540,445 (“’445 patent”). The independent claim of 

this sibling is nearly identical: the ’445 patent is directed to a “pharmaceutical 

composition,” whereas the ’140 patent is directed to a “method of treating cancer in 

a human patient” using the same pharmaceutical composition of the ’445 patent. In 

the ’445 Decision, the Board found that a nearly identical claim directed to a 

“pharmaceutical composition comprising an anti-tumor effective amount”—the very 

same claim language present in the ’140 patent—was reasonably likely to be found 

obvious. Under Federal Circuit precedent, including the law of inherency, a method 

that treats patients with the very same pharmaceutical composition, in the very same 

“anti-tumor effective amount,” would also be just as obvious. 
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