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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Caption in Compliance with D.N.J. LBR 9004-1(b)

In re: Chapter 11
Invitae Corporation, et al., 24-11362 (MBK)
Reorganized Debtors. ' Hearing Date: September 14, 2026
All Counsel of Record

MEMORANDUM OPINION & ORDER

This matter comes before the Court on the Debtors’ Motion to Enforce the Plan,
Confirmation Order, and Sale Order; seeking the entry of an Order that enforces the gatekeeper
provisions contained therein; and enjoining the assertion of claims against Debtors and the
purchasers of its assets (Dkt. No. 1265). At issue is a class action lawsuit brought against Invitae
Corporation (“Invitae”) and Labcorp, Inc. (“Labcorp”). The class action complaint, filed in Illinois
state court, alleges violations of state privacy laws prohibiting the unauthorized transfer of
sensitive genetic data (Dkt. No. 1265, Exhibit B). B.W., the representative plaintiff in the class
action, filed opposition (Dkt. No. 1282). Debtors filed a reply (Dkt. No. 1285). Following the
hearing, B.W. filed a supplemental response (Dkt. No. 1288). The Court has considered the parties’

submissions as well as the arguments raised during the hearing held on September 14, 2026. For

! The last four digits of Debtor Invitae Corporation’s tax identification number are 1898. A complete list of the
Debtors in these chapter 11 cases and each such Debtor’s tax identification number may be obtained on the website
of the Debtors’ claims and noticing agent at https://www.veritaglobal.net/invitae. The Debtors’ service address in
these chapter 11 cases is 1400 16th Street, San Francisco, California 94103.
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the reasons that follow, the Motion to Enforce the Plan, Confirmation Order, and Sale Order is

GRANTED in part, and DENIED in part.

L. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Invitae Corporation was founded in 2010 as a medical-grade genetic testing company that
brought genetic testing to the public for use in conjunction with healthcare providers (Dkt. No.
21). Invitae Corporation and its debtor affiliates in the above-captioned chapter 11 cases
(collectively, the “Debtors”) commenced these chapter 11 cases by filing voluntary petitions for
relief in the United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of New Jersey (the “Bankruptcy
Court”) under chapter 11 of title 11 of the United States Code (the “Bankruptcy Code”) on
February 13, 2024. (Dkt. No. 1). The Court approved bidding procedures and, following an
auction, approved the sale of substantially all of the Debtors’ assets to Labcorp Genetics, Inc.
(“Labcorp”) on May 7, 2024 (Dkt. No. 463). The Order approving the sale (“‘Sale Order”) included
the Asset Purchase Agreement (“APA”) as an exhibit (Dkt. No. 463, Exhibit A). The APA specifies
what assets are included in the sale (Dkt. No. 463, Exhibit A, Pg. 50). The Sale Order further
provides that the Court “shall retain exclusive jurisdiction to, among other things, interpret,
implement, and enforce the terms and provisions of this Sale Order and the Labcorp APA, all
amendments thereto, and any waivers and consents thereunder...and to adjudicate, if necessary,
any and all disputes concerning or relating in any way to the Sale Transaction,” (Dkt. No. 463, Pg.

40).

Following approval of the sale, on August 2, 2024, the Court entered issued its findings of
fact and entered an Order confirming the Debtors’ Chapter 11 Plan (“Plan”) (Dkt. No. 913). Article
VIILD of the Confirmation Order deems all claims released as of the Effective Date (Dkt. 913, Pg.

120). The Confirmation Order also contained an injunction in Article VIILF, as of the Effective
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Date, as to all Holders of Claims that are subject to the releases, which prohibits parties from
bringing any actions based on released claims (Dkt. 913, Pg. 121-122). The Confirmation Order
also contains a gatekeeper provision which requires Holders of Claims not subject to a release to
obtain a final order from this Court determining that such a claim is not subject to a release (Dkt.
913, 921). Like the Sale Order, Article XI of the Confirmation Order also contains a provision that
reserves this Court’s jurisdiction over all matters arising out of or related to this Chapter 11 (Dkt.
913, 125). The Effective Date of the Plan, per the Notice of (I) Entry of the Order Confirming the
Third Amended Joint Plan of Invitae Corporation and Its Debtor Affiliates Pursuant to Chapter 11
of the Bankruptcy Code and (II) Occurrence of the Effective Date, was August 7, 2024 (Dkt. No.

927).

On June 11, 2026, B.W., the representative Plaintiff in an Illinois class action, filed a
lawsuit premised on violations of the Illinois Genetic Information Privacy Act (“GIPA”) against
Debtors and Labcorp, Inc. (Dkt. No. 1265, Exhibit A). B.W. alleges that the Debtors’ transfer of
patient data to Labcorp, without the patients’ prior authorization, is a violation of GIPA, giving
rise to state law claims. The Debtors brought this Motion to Enforce the Confirmation Order (Dkt.
No. 1265). The Debtors contend that the Illinois action is procedurally impermissible regardless
of the merits of the GIPA claim because the action was filed outside of this Court, without first
complying with the Plan’s gatekeeper mechanism and in contravention of the Plan and Sale Order
provisions that reserve exclusive jurisdiction to interpret and enforce the Court’s own Orders
Debtors additionally argue that the asserted claims are released and enjoined, and that the
subsequent addition of Labcorp as a defendant separately violates the protections afforded to the

purchaser under the Sale Order and confirmed Plan.
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B.W. opposes the Debtors’ motion on the grounds that the Court does not have jurisdiction
to hear the GIPA claims (Dkt. No. 1282). B.W. contends that his claim arose when his genetic
testing data transferred from Invitae to Labcorp without his prior express permission (Dkt. 1282,
93). B.W. operates under the assumption that the data passed from Invitae to Labcorp after the
Effective Date of the plan, which would make the release of this claim contained in the Sale and
Confirmation Orders inapplicable to the GIPA claims (Dkt. 1282, § 23). To support this
assumption, B.W. relies on the dates that the Court entered the Orders approving the sale and

confirming the plan (Dkt. 1282, § 23).
II.  JURISDICTION AND VENUE

The interpretation and enforcement of the Confirmation and Sale Orders is the subject of
immediate dispute before this Court. Jurisdiction to interpret and enforce the Court’s own order
is not necessarily jurisdiction finally to adjudicate the underlying GIPA cause of action. However,
case law is clear that this Court maintains jurisdiction to decide whether its own Sale Order,
Confirmation Order, and gatekeeper provision apply. See In Re Congoleum Corp., 149 F.4" 318,
328 (3d Cir. 2025); see also Travelers Indem. Co. v. Bailey, 557 U.S. 137 (2009). Bankruptcy
courts can exercise jurisdiction over proceedings that are core proceedings or non-core
proccedings that are “related to bankruptcy.” In re Resorts Int’l, Inc., 372 F.3d 154, 164 (3d Cir.
2004). Once a plan is confirmed, the scope of the bankruptcy court’s jurisdiction diminishes, but
“does not disappear entirely.” Id. At 165. After a reorganization plan has been confirmed,
“bankruptcy courts have ‘related to” jurisdiction only if the claim ‘affect[s] an integral aspect of
the bankruptcy process’ such that there is a close nexus to the bankruptcy plan or proceeding.
Congoleum, citing Resorts, 372 F.3d at 167. The requirement for a close nexus to the plan does

not exist for core proceedings. In re Essar Steel Minn., LLC, 47 F.4" 193, 198 (3d Cir. 2022).
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The still-active wind-down and potential depletion of distributable assets furnish a direct
connection to estate administration. More to the point, determining whether the Asset Purchase
Agreement excluded the information because applicable privacy law prohibited its transfer
requires interpretation of the agreement and the Sale Order — precisely the instruments over which

the Court retained enforcement jurisdiction.

The Court has jurisdiction over this contested matter under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334(a) and
157(a) and the Standing Order of the United States District Court dated July 10, 1984, as amended
September 18, 2012, and as further amended on June 6, 2025, referring all bankruptcy cases to the
bankruptcy court. This matter is a core proceeding within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 157(b).
Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1408. The following constitutes the Court’s

findings of fact and conclusions of law pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 7052.

III.  ANALYSIS

a. The Gatekeeper Provision

Gatekeeper provisions serve as essential safeguards in complex Chapter 11 reorganizations
and asset sales. These mechanisms prevent non-bankruptcy forums from misinterpreting or
undermining bankruptcy releases and sale injunctions. The gatekeeper provision ensures that the
court that shaped the reorganization and approved the asset sale is the initial arbiter of whether a
subsequent lawsuit violates the confirmation order. In the context of complex Chapter 11 asset
sales, gatekeeper provisions provide protections for would-be purchasers, thereby safeguarding

the value of the assets.

2 To the extent that any of the finds of fact might constitute conclusions of law, they are adopted as such.
Conversely, to the extent that any conclusions of law constitute findings of fact, they are adopted as such.
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The specific gatekeeper language in the Invitae Confirmation Order provides that a holder

of a claim that is not otherwise released must obtain:

A Final Order from the Bankruptcy Court (a) determining, after notice and a
hearing, that such Claim or Cause of Action is not subject to the releases
contained in Article VIII.C of the Plan, and (b) specifically authorizing such
Person or Entity to bring such Claim or Cause of Action against any such
Released Party.

Dkt. No. 913, 921.

The provision further makes this Court the gatekeeper by providing that the Bankruptcy
Court retains “sole and exclusive jurisdiction” to determine whether the claimant has satisfied the
plan requirements (Dkt. No. 913, 4 21). No party may proceed against a Released Party, including
the Debtors and Labcorp, without first obtaining this Court’s specific authorization that the claim
is not subject to release under the plan. Thus, the fulcrum point for the pending motion is that the
gatekeeper provision operates even if the underlying claim ultimately is not released. It establishes
a two-step prerequisite: (1) this Court must first determine, after notice and a hearing, that the
claims is not released; and (2) this Court must specifically authorize the claimant to pursue the
claim against the Released Party. The gatekeeper provision does not literally say that every person
with any dispute against a Released Party must obtain permission from this Court. Pursuant to
Article VIIL.D of the Plan, the provision applies to “Holders of Claims” whose claims are not
otherwise released, and requires such holders to obtain a Final Order determining that the claim is
not released and specifically authorizing the suite against the Released Party (Dkt. No. 856, Pg.
121). This language leads to an important threshold question: is B.W. a “Holder of a Claim”

governed by the Plan at all?
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B.W. says no. His theory is that the actionable GIPA violation was the unauthorized
disclosure or transfer of his genetic information, that this occurred after confirmation and, he
contends, after the August 7, 2024 Effective Date, and therefore he possessed no bankruptcy
“Claim” capable of being addressed by the Plan. Accordingly, he characterizes himself as a post-
confirmation tort claimant rather than a pre-confirmation creditor (Dkt. No. 1282, § 2). If that
premise is correct, there is a substantial textual argument that the gatekeeper provision never
attaches. A plan ordinarily cannot transform a person injured by genuinely post-Effective-Date
conduct into a preexisting “Holder of a Claim” merely by declaring that future litigation must be

brought before the bankruptcy court.

The weakness in B.W.’s argument is that his proof of a post-Effective-Date transfer is
presently quite thin. The Opposition concedes that, because discovery has not occurred, B.W. does
not know the actual transfer date of his genetic date (Dkt. No. 1282, 422). His position is
essentially inferential: Labcorp announced completed of the acquisition on August 5, 2024, and
B.W. reasons that data transfer “almost certainly” occurred after the August 7" Effective Date.
The opposition therefore maintains that the Plan, which reaches only occurrences on or before

August 7, 2024, does not reach the asserted tort claim.

The Debtors have a meaningful response. They emphasize that the operative complaint
itself alleges that Invitae was compelled to disclose the database “pursuant to the court-ordered
sale and the asset purchase agreement,” and that the acquisition was completed on August 5, 2024
—two days before the Effective Date (Dkt. No. 1285, 9 23). In their reply, Debtors argue that the
pleading identifies no distinct post-Effective-Date transfer and that B.W. cannot revise the

complaint through his opposition papers (Dkt. No. 1285, 9 23).
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If the transfer occurred pre-Effective Date, it falls squarely within the discharge, release,
and sale protections. Ifthe claim asserts purely independent post-Effective Date conduct, the claim
may escape the Plan’s claim release provisions. On the present pleadings, B.W. has not established
that there has been a post-Effective-Date transfer of data. Rather, his Opposition admits
uncertainty about the transfer date, while his complaint apparently ties the challenged disclosure
directly to the court-ordered sale and acquisition completed before the Effective Date (Dkt. No.
1282, 922). Because the timeline is not clear, allowing the class action to proceed in state court
risks an impermissible collateral attack. The ambiguity itself triggers the precise protective
purpose of the gatekeeper provision. The Court will require B.W. first to come before this Court
and establish that his claim is outside the scope of the plan’s releases before continuing his
litigation elsewhere. To the extent the parties require further discovery in order to ascertain the
date of the data transfer, such discovery can be conducted as part of the contested motion seeking

relief from the plan’s gatekeeping provisions.

b. Claim Release & Injunctive Relief

Debtors’ motion also seeks a determination that B.W.’s GIPA claims were pre-Effective-
Date claims that are released according to the terms of the Sale and Confirmation Orders and are
therefore barred. Debtors argue that B.W.’s claims against Debtors and Labcorp arose before the
Effective Date. If that were the case, Debtors argue, the claims would be subject to the releases
contained in the Confirmation and Sale Orders, and B.W. would be barred from asserting these
claims in the Illinois state court action (Dkt. Nos. 1265, 1285). B.W. raises a number of arguments

in opposition to this point, including concerns related to notice and due process (Dkt. No. 1282).

In order to reach the conclusion that the GIPA claims were released and are barred by the

Sale and Confirmation Orders, this Court would need to find that the GIPA claims arose prior to
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the Effective Date. Again, the record on when, or even if, the transfer of data took place has not
been established. The parties instead draw competing inferences from the sale and plan
confirmation chronologies and from the allegations in B.W.’s First Amended Complaint. B.W.
expressly concedes an evidentiary gap in his Opposition, which says, “because discovery has not
yet taken place, Plaintiff does not know the exact date that the genetic information was transferred

to Labcorp” (Dkt. No. 1282, 422).

Based on the record, there is insufficient evidence to determine that the GIPA claims
asserted by B.W. in the Illinois class action suit were released by operation of the terms of the Sale
and Confirmation Orders. To the extent Debtors seek a determination that these claims have been
released and are barred pursuant to the terms of the Sale and Confirmation Orders, the motion is

denied.

IV.  CONCLUSION

The record does not establish the date of the data transfer which is central to both the
question of whether B.W.’s GIPA claim is subject to the gatekeeping provision and whether the
claim has been released pursuant to the Sale and Confirmation Orders. It is this factual ambiguity
that must trigger the protection of the gatekeeper provision. For the aforementioned reasons, the
Court finds that B.W.’s GIPA claim is subject to the gatekeeper restrictions but will not reach a
determination that the claims were released or issue an injunction barring B.W. from later asserting

these claims once he has complied with the gatekeeper provisions.
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Accordingly, the Court GRANTS the Debtors” motion in so far as it seeks relief enforcing
the gatekeeping provision. B.W. shall not commence, prosecute, or continue any suit, action, or
other proceeding against the Debtors and Labcorp that is inconsistent with this Order, the Sale
Order, the Plan, and the Confirmation Order. The Court directs B.W. to file the appropriate
adversary proceeding in this Court in accordance with the requirements set forth in the APA, Sale
Order, and Confirmation Order. The Court DENIES the Debtors’ motion for a determination that
the claims were released and for an injunction barring B.W. from asserting the claim, without

prejudice.
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United States Bankruptcy Court
District of New Jersey
Inre Case No. 24-11362-MBK
Invitae Corporation Chapter 11
Debtor
CERTIFICATE OF NOTICE
District/off: 0312-3 User: admin Page 1 of 4
Date Revd: Nov 05, 2026 Form ID: pdf903 Total Noticed: 1
The following symbols are used throughout this certificate:
Symbol Definition
n Addresses marked "' were sent via mandatory el ectronic bankruptcy noticing pursuant to Fed. R. Bank. P. 9036.

Notice by first class mail was sent to the following per songentities by the Bankruptcy Noticing Center on Nov 07, 2026:
NONE

Notice by electronic transmission was sent to the following per song/entities by the Bankr uptcy Noticing Center.
Electronic transmission includes sending notices via email (Email/text and Email/PDF), and electronic datainterchange (EDI). Electronic transmission isin Eastern
Standard Time.

Recip ID Notice Type: Email Address Date/Time Recipient Name and Address
db ~ MEBN
Nov 05 2026 20:20:15  Invitae Corporation, 1400 16th Street, San
Francisco, CA 94103-5110

TOTAL: 1

BYPASSED RECIPIENTS

The following addr esses wer e not sent this bankruptcy notice due to an undeliverable address, *duplicate of an addresslisted above, *P duplicate of a
preferred address, or ## out of date forwarding orderswith USPS.

NONE

NOTICE CERTIFICATION

I, Gustava Winters, declare under the penalty of perjury that | have sent the attached document to the above listed entities
in the manner shown, and prepared the Certificate of Notice and that it istrue and correct to the best of my information and
belief.

Meeting of Creditor Notices only (Official Form 309): Pursuant to Fed .R. Bank. P.2002(a)(1), a notice containing the
complete Social Security Number (SSN) of the debtor (s) was furnished to all partieslisted. Thisofficial court copy contains
the redacted SSN asrequired by the bankruptcy rulesand the Judiciary's privacy policies.

Date: Nov 07, 2026 Signature: /s/Gustava Winters

CM/ECF NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING

The following per song/entities wer e sent notice through the court's CM/ECF electronic mail (Email) system on November 5, 2026 at the addr ess(es) listed
below:

Name Email Address

Aaron S. Applebaum
on behalf of Interested Party 1600 16th Street LL C aaron.applebaum@us.dlapiper.com
aaron--applebaum--3547@ecf .pacerpro.com

Aaron S. Applebaum
on behalf of Interested Party ASB De Haro Place LLC aaron.applebaum@us.dlapiper.com,
aaron--applebaum--3547@ecf .pacerpro.com

Alan F. Kaufman
on behalf of Creditor Snowflake Inc. alan.kaufman@nelsonmullins.com crystal.revelle@nel sonmullins.com

Alison Genova
on behalf of Interested Party Pacific Biosciences of Cdlifornia Inc. agenova@wsgr.com, Imcgee@wsgr.com

Allison M. Wuertz
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on behalf of Interested Party Laboratory Corporation of America Holdings allison.wuertz@hlc.com
allison-wuertz-6035@ecf.pacerpro.com

Allison M. Wuertz
on behalf of Interested Party Labcorp Genetics. Inc. allison.wuertz@hlc.com alison-wuertz-6035@ecf.pacerpro.com

Andrew Zatz
on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors azatz@whitecase.com mco@whitecase.com

Andrew R. Turner
on behalf of Creditor Life Technologies Corp courts@turnerlaw.net

Andrew R. Turner
on behalf of Creditor Fisher Scientific Company LLC courts@turnerlaw.net

Ashley Chase

on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors ashley.chase@whitecase.com mco@whitecase.com
Brett Bakemeyer

on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors brett.bakemeyer@whitecase.com mco@whitecase.com
Brett S. Theisen

on behalf of Creditor GBF Inc. btheisen@connellfoley.com, nmitchell @gibbonslaw.com

Catherine B. Heitzenrater
on behalf of Creditor Chubb Companies cebel deman@duanemorris.com

Christopher P. Mazza
on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors cpmazza@pbnlaw.com
mpdermati s@pbnl aw.com; pnbal al a@pbnl aw.com;rlhemming@pbnl aw.com;al kernell @pbnlaw.com

Christopher P. Mazza
on behalf of Attorney Porzio Bromberg & Newman, P.C. cpmazza@pbnlaw.com,
mpdermati s@pbnl aw.com; pnbal al a@pbnlaw.com;rlhemming@pbnl aw.com;a kernel | @pbnlaw.com

D. Alexander Barnes
on behalf of Creditor B.W. aminor, through his guardian, Julie Wiess njbkr@obermayer.com,
alexander.barnes@obermayer.com;col een.schmidt@obermayer.com

Damien Nicholas Tancredi
on behalf of Creditor Alton Tech ADA LLC damien.tancredi @fl astergreenberg.com
damien.tancredi @ecf .inforuptcy.com;krystall.hasker @fl astergreenberg.com

David M. Banker
on behalf of Interested Party Meghana Seethamraju dbanker @davidbankerlaw.com

David M. Banker
on behalf of Interested Party Ravi Theja Kambhampati dbanker@davidbankerlaw.com

Deanna Darice Ball
on behalf of Creditor Natera Inc. dboll@mwe.com dnorthrop@mcdermottlaw.com

Eamonn O'Hagan
on behalf of Creditor UNITED STATES OF AMERICA eamonn.ohagan@usdoj.gov

Elisha Kobre
on behalf of Interested Party VVaco LLC EKobre@sheppardmullin.com

Harrison Denman
on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors harrison.denman@whitecase.com mco@whitecase.com

Holly Smith Miller
on behalf of Creditor Humana Insurance Company Humana Health Plan, Inc., and Health VValue Management, Inc. d/b/a
ChoiceCare hsmiller@gsbblaw.com

Holly Smith Miller
on behalf of Creditor MassMutual Asset Finance LLC hsmiller@gsbblaw.com

Jack Shrum
on behalf of Creditor California Physicians Service d/b/a Blue Shield of Californiajshrum@jshrumlaw.com

James C Vandermark
on behalf of Creditor Salesforce Inc. vandermarkj@whiteandwilliams.com, vandermark.jamesr106165@notify.bestcase.com

James L Bromley
on behalf of Creditor Deerfield Partners L.P. bromleyj@sullcrom.com

James N. Lawlor
on behalf of Creditor Deerfield Partners L.P. jlawlor@wmd-law.com

Jeffrey M. Sponder
on behalf of U.S. Trustee U.S. Trustee jeffrey.m.sponder@usdoj.gov jeffrey.m.sponder@usdoj.gov
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Jeffrey R. Gleit

on behalf of Interested Party Wilmington Savings Fund Society FSB jeffrey.gleit@afslaw.com,
lisa.indelicato@af sl aw.com;edocket@af slaw.com

John S. Mairo

on behalf of Other Prof. Ducera Partners LLC jmairo@fbtgibbons.com, emunera@fhbtgibbons.com
John S. Mairo

on behalf of Creditor Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors jmairo@fbtgibbons.com emunera@fhbtgibbons.com
John S. Mairo

on behalf of Attorney White & Case LLP jmairo@fbtgibbons.com emunera@fbtgibbons.com
John S. Mairo

on behalf of Attorney Porzio Bromberg & Newman, P.C. jmairo@fbtgibbons.com, emunera@fbtgibbons.com
Joseph Charles Barsalona, 11

on behalf of Creditor UnitedHealthcare Insurance Company jbarsal ona@pashmanstein.com kbeilin@pashmanstein.com

Joseph L. Schwartz
on behalf of Creditor U.S. Bank Trust Company National Association as Trustee and Collateral Agent for the 4.5% Series A and
Series B Convertible Senior Secured Notes due 2028 jschwartz@riker.com, courtdockets@riker.com

Kenneth L. Baum
on behalf of Creditor Amacon Westpark |nvestment Corporation kbaum@kenbaumdebtsol utions.com
ddi pi azza@kenbaumdebtsol utions.com

Kristin Wigness
on behalf of Creditor EPAM Systems Inc. kwigness@mcguirewoods.com
Kyle McEvilly
on behalf of Creditor Natera Inc. kmcevilly@connellfoley.com
Kyle McEvilly
on behalf of Plaintiff Natera Inc. kmcevilly@connellfoley.com
Lauren Bielskie

on behalf of U.S. Trustee U.S. Trustee lauren.biel skie@usdoj.gov

Meredith Mitnick
on behalf of Creditor Tecan Genomics Inc. mmitnick@goodwinlaw.com

Michael A Filoromo, Il
on behalf of Creditor Page Sorensen filoromo@katzbanks.com dol phin@katzbanks.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Debtor ArcherDX LLC msirota@coleschotz.com,
fpi sano@col eschotz.com;ssallie@col eschotz.com;svc_courtal ert@col eschotz.com;Imorton@col eschotz.com; pratkowiak @col esch
otz.com;ddel ehanty @col eschotz.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Defendant Invitae Corporation msirota@col eschotz.com
fpisano@col eschotz.com;ssallie@col eschotz.com;svc_courtal ert@col eschotz.com;lmorton@col eschotz.com; pratkowiak @col esch
otz.com;ddel ehanty @col eschotz.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Debtor Ommdom Inc. msirota@col eschotz.com
fpisano@col eschotz.com;ssallie@col eschotz.com;svc_courtal ert@col eschotz.com;lmorton@col eschotz.com;pratkowiak @col esch
otz.com;ddel ehanty @col eschotz.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Debtor Genetic Solutions LLC msirota@coleschotz.com
fpi sano@col eschotz.com;ssallie@col eschotz.com;svc_courtal ert@col eschotz.com;Imorton@col eschotz.com; pratkowiak @col esch
otz.com;ddel ehanty @col eschotz.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Debtor ArcherDX Clinical Services Inc. msirota@col eschotz.com,
fpi sano@col eschotz.com;ssallie@col eschotz.com;svc_courtal ert@col eschotz.com;Imorton@col eschotz.com; pratkowiak @col esch
otz.com;ddel ehanty @col eschotz.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Debtor Genosity LLC msirota@coleschotz.com,
fpisano@col eschotz.com;ssallie@col eschotz.com;svc_courtal ert@col eschotz.com;lmorton@col eschotz.com; pratkowiak @col esch
otz.com;ddel ehanty @col eschotz.com

Michael D. Sirota
on behalf of Attorney Cole Schotz P.C. msirota@col eschotz.com
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