April 22, 2019
The Honorable Wilbur Ross
Secretary of Commerce
U.S. Department of Commerce
1401 Constitution Ave., NW
Washington, District of Columbia 20230

RE:

The Honorable Andrei Iancu
Under Secretary of Commerce for Intellectual
Property and Director of the United States
Patent and Trademark Office
United States Patent and Trademark Office
600 Dulaney Street
Alexandria, Virginia 22313

Sustainable American Innovation and Standards Policy; Established US Law & Policy
Supporting Innovation; Concerns with December 7, 2018 DOJ AAG Statements

Dear Secretary Ross and Under Secretary Iancu:
We write to address suggestions that USPTO consider withdrawal from the 2013 “Policy Statement on
Remedies for Standards-Essential Patents Subject to Voluntary F/RAND Commitments” (2013 Policy
Statement). As a number of our signatories explained in their January 31, 2019 letter to the agencies, we
oppose the USPTO withdrawing from the 2013 Policy Statement, as that statement reflects sound, tested
and longstanding American law and policy.1 We write now to respond to two letters sent to the agencies
by four companies active in SEP licensing and allied trade associations on March 15 and March 18, 2019.
Our signatories help fuel the American innovation economy. Collectively, we represent over $100B
annually in R&D spending across a range of industries. We own hundreds of thousands of patents,
including many standard essential patents (SEPs). We employ more than 50 million Americans, and
contribute trillions of dollars to annual United States GDP. Many of our signatories are headquartered in
the U.S., and others have extensive U.S. operations. We also include many small business signatories,
who deserve to compete and innovate on a level playing field. Our companies both develop and use
standards, and we also innovate on top of standards to create products and services that are widely used
across the US economy, providing a balanced perspective to these issues. We request your support in
continuing longstanding U.S. policy to promote the development and utilization of technical standards, as
well as to incentivize stakeholders to innovate on top of standardized technologies.
On December 7, 2018, Assistant Attorney General Delrahim announced that the Antitrust Division was
withdrawing its assent to the 2013 Policy Statement.2 Many of us previously have written to the DOJ to
raise issues with the AAG’s suggestions to alter decades of American policy, across Republican and
Democratic administrations.3 Even recently-confirmed Attorney General Barr himself testified to the
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USPTO expressing concerns that abusive injunctions can harm innovation and the economy. 4 SEP abuse
is a real, well-documented problem that discourages innovation. American courts and agencies recognize
that abusive practices by SEP owners threaten the fair and robust competition that leads to innovation.5
For the avoidance of doubt, we have no issue with a SEP owner that seeks reasonable compensation based
on the value of the patented technology it voluntarily contributed for use in a standard like LTE, Ethernet,
or Wi-Fi, and otherwise follows its FRAND obligations. But SEP owners should not be relieved of their
voluntary commitments to license. Where there are disputes about the applicability or value of SEPs, US
district courts are fully capable of providing full and fair recourse to SEP holders that seek fair
compensation for infringement of their patented inventions without the use of injunctions or exclusion
orders. The unwarranted availability of exclusionary remedies inherently provides SEP owners the
leverage to appropriate value that may be unrelated to their invention. This is the well-documented realworld problem of hold-up that results because in the case of SEPs, as noted in the Joint Statement, “it may
be prohibitively difficult and expensive to switch to a different technology within the established standard
or to a different standard entirely.”
Furthermore, there is no evidence that the 2013 Policy Statement has been detrimental in any way to
innovation, as is suggested in the March 15 and March 18 letters. In fact, innovation has thrived in the
US since the release of the 2013 Statement, with the top 300 US companies increasing their R&D
expenditures by 44% from 2012 to 2017 according to the PwC 1000 Innovation Study.6 The number of
patent filings has also increased significantly, rising by 13% over that same timeframe.7
Contrary to the suggestions made to the agencies in the March 15 and March 18 letters, the 2013 Policy
Statement is entirely consistent with existing US law, including the Federal Circuit’s Apple v. Motorola
opinion. Consistent with Apple, the 2013 Policy Statement expressly recognizes that SEPs are not subject
to an absolute bar to injunctive relief, such as where “a putative licensee is not subject to the jurisdiction
of a court that could award damages.” While in Apple, the court correctly noted it would be “difficult”
for a SEP owner to establish irreparable harm (as per the rule in the eBay case) given its promise to
license, it also recognized that there might be situations where a SEP holder could potentially be entitled
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to an injunction.8 Indeed, and contrary to suggestions that the 2013 Policy Statement is somehow at odds
with case law, the Federal Circuit’s opinion expressly cited and relied upon the 2013 Statement.9
The two recent letters also rely on the concept of “hold out” to argue for the position that injunctions
should be freely available even to SEP owners that have voluntarily committed to license essential
patents. But the fact that the SEP owner and a potential licensee disagree on licensing terms does not
eviscerate the SEP owner’s promise to license, and as the 2013 Policy Statement recognized, district
courts are fully capable of determining and awarding FRAND compensation. Addressing the alleged
issue of “hold out”, one district court wrote:
[T]he court is not persuaded that reverse hold-up is a significant concern in general, as it is not
unique to standard-essential patents. Attempts to enforce any patent involve the risk that the alleged
infringer will choose to contest some issue in court, forcing a patent holder to engage in expensive
litigation. The question of whether a license offer complies with the RAND obligation merely gives
the parties one more potential issue to contest. When the parties disagree over a RAND rate, they
may litigate the question, just as they may litigate any issue related to liability for infringement.10
An injunction is not necessary to resolve SEP royalty, validity or infringement disputes and, in Attorney
General Barr’s words, “is grossly excessive and ends up hurting innovation”.11 Contrary to the suggestion
that “hold out” is a widespread problem, the fact remains that where SEP royalty disputes have been
litigated, American courts usually have determined that a FRAND royalty is far lower than the royalties
the SEP owner sought.12 In other words, courts have determined that the prospective licensee was
entirely justified in refusing to agree to the SEP owner’s initial demand.
Finally, suggestions in the two letters that the 2013 Joint Statement is contrary to the WTO’s TRIPS
agreement are not well-founded. As noted, SEP owners voluntarily choose to participate in standards
development and to contribute their patented inventions for use in a standard. No one doubts that a patent
holder may voluntarily agree to limit the scope of its patent rights by promising to license rather than
exclude. Holding a patent owner to its own promise is entirely consistent with TRIPS.
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We thank you for your considering our views, and urge you to reject calls to abandon existing and longstanding approaches to SEP law and policy.
Sincerely,
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cc: The Honorable William Pelham Barr, Attorney General, Department of Justice
The Honorable Jerrold Nadler, Chairman, House Judiciary Committee
The Honorable Doug Collins, Ranking Member, House Judiciary Committee
The Honorable Lindsey Graham, Chairman, Senate Committee on the Judiciary
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein, Ranking Member, Senate Committee on the Judiciary

