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INTRODUCTION

Since its inception, the patent system of the United 
States has sought to protect inventions that are new 
and useful.1 Advances in science and technology 

have been key contributors to the growth and develop-
ment of legislation controlling patent law. The pharma-
ceutical industry has spurred important protections on 
intellectual property as research progresses in the quest 
to cure ailments and diseases to humans and animals 
alike. As the twenty first century approached, research in 
pharmaceutics progressed into new ground, expanding 
into biotechnology. Scientists began to apply newly dis-
covered genetic techniques to researching cures for dis-
eases and creating new gene therapy treatments for dis-
eases such as Parkinson’s and Multiple Sclerosis.2 With 
these advancements have come vivid public debates on 
the morality of research with embryonic stem cells and 
the fusion of human and animal DNA to find cures for 
disease.3 Many opponents argue that such inventions are 
against moral and ethical standards, that such experi-
mentations should be ended, and a legislative line should 
be drawn to prevent the creation of “monsters” from hu-
man/animal DNA combinations.3 Some opponents as-

sert that as cloning techniques advance, Congress will 
need to address whether the results of such experiments 
are entitled to patent protection. 3

Despite the rapid developments, the legislation con-
trolling such research has been slow to progress.3 The 
United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) 
lacks the authority to create legislation concerning the 
limits or expanse of patentability.3 The USPTO is ill-
equipped to handle rejection of patent applications solely 
on the basis of morality or public perception.3 In com-
parison, the European Patent Office (EPO) contains its 
own legislative powers and specific stance on patentabil-
ity of biotechnology, making the EPO a stronger patent 
body than that of the United States.4

This paper will explore the legislative history sur-
rounding biotechnology patents, focusing on the spe-
cific need for strong, adequate protection to promote the 
survival of the biotechnology industry. Attention will be 
given to: (1) the new pathway to market approval to fol-
low-on biologics, (2) both regulatory and patent exclusiv-
ity periods and the issues surrounding classification of 
biotechnology inventions, (3) issues regarding biosimilar 
inventions and (4) moral concerns of those opposed to 
patentability for such inventions.

Original Article

Analyzing the broadening scope of 
patentability in the advancing field of 
biotechnology
Received: August 2, 2012; Accepted August 19, 2012

Jessica Downing

AbstrAct
The current U.S. patent system is considered to provide the broadest patent protection of all patent systems in 
existence, especially with respect to the biotechnology industry. Advances in science and technology have been 
key contributors to the growth and development of legislation controlling patent law. With these advancements 
have come vivid public debates on the morality of research with embryonic stem cells and the fusion of human and 
animal DNA to find cures for disease. Despite the rapid developments, the legislation controlling such research has 
been slow to progress. This paper will explore the legislative history surrounding biotechnology patents, focusing 
on the specific need for strong, adequate protection to promote the survival of the biotechnology industry.

Journal of Commercial Biotechnology (2012) 18(4), 27–33. doi: 10.5912/jcb.573
Keywords: patent; Myriad; biosimilar

Correspondence: Jessica Downing. Email: jdowning024@
gmail.com



Journal of CommerCial BioteChnology  ht tp://www.CommerCialBioteChnology.Com 28

The FOUNDaTION OF The U. S. 
PaTeNT SySTem 

Systems for granting exclusive control over the use of a 
particular invention can be traced through history.1 The 
Statute of Monopolies, enacted by the English monarchy, 
granted a monopoly to the first inventor for up to four-
teen years.1 The standards laid out in the Statute of Mo-
nopolies carried over into the early history of the Ameri-
can colonies where each individual state granted patents 
according to state statutes.1 The Founding Fathers con-
solidated the power to grant patents to the Federal gov-
ernment by providing in the Constitution that Congress 
would have the power to

…promote the Progress of Science and the useful 
Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and 
Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective 
Writings and Discoveries.5 

Congress first established a three-member board to ex-
amine patent applications, which was replaced three 
years later by the Patent Act of 1793, establishing a reg-
istration system maintained by the State Department.1 
Enforceability of such registered patents was left for the 
courts to determine.1 

The Patent Act of 1836 established a system of for-
mal examination and created a Patent Office within the 
State Department to handle patent applications.1 This 
system remained virtually unchanged until the Patent 
Act of 1952, which established standards for determining 
whether an invention would be obvious to one of ordi-
nary skill in the art and whether the invention is antici-
pated by comparison with prior art.6 In 1982, President 
Reagan signed the Federal Courts Improvement Act, 
consolidating the jurisdiction of patents to the Federal 
Circuit.1 Previously, disputes were heard either by the 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals or by regional 
courts of appeals when the action was an infringement 
suit between private parties. Growing concerns over un-
manageable caseload and inconsistent rulings among the 
courts prompted the consolidation.7

In 1999, the American Inventors Protection Act 
included among its provisions the protection of patent 
terms and mandatory publication of patent applications 
18-months after filing.8 The largest change to U.S. pat-
ent law came with the September 2011 enactment of 
The Leahy-Smith America Invents Act (AIA).9 The AIA 
changed what qualifies as prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102. 
The new language removes the twelve-month grace pe-
riod within which an inventor must file an application 
after the publication or the grant of a patent on the in-
vention in a foreign country.10 Previously, only offers for 
sale or public use within the U.S. more than 1 year before 

filing would qualify as a bar.11 As amended, the issuance 
of a patent, publication, offer for sale or public use of the 
invention anywhere in the world prior to the effective fil-
ing date of an application in the U.S. will qualify as prior 
art against the invention.10 A limited grace period does 
remain however, with the requirement that disclosure 
to the public must be first by the inventor.9 Perhaps the 
most notable change to the patent system is the transi-
tion from a first-to-invent system to a first-to-file system. 
The United States had the only system that granted a pat-
ent to the person who first invented; however, on March 
16, 2013, the first-to-file provision of AIA will align U.S. 
practice with the rest of the world.9 

PROTeCTION GRaNTeD TO 
BIOTeChNOlOGy INveNTIONS

The first patents on biologic entities occurred in the 
1980’s, most notably with a patent granted that claimed 
a genetically engineered bacterium capable of breaking 
down multiple components of crude oil.12,13 On certio-
rari, the Supreme Court determined that the applicant, 
Ananda Mohan Chakrabarty, was entitled to a patent for 
the bacterium, holding that the language of 35 U.S.C. § 
101 “fairly embraces” a living organism made or modi-
fied by man.12 This case established a pathway to exclusiv-
ity of biotechnology inventions, creating a foundation for 
research and development in an industry that is heavily 
reliant upon protection of intellectual property.14 While 
the grant of patent protection for biotechnology inven-
tions was an advancement for the industry, competition 
was still hindered, as those seeking to develop similar 
generic compounds (follow-on biologics or biosimilars) 
would face infringement actions from patent holders. 
Congress addressed the problem of generic competition 
in the pharmaceutical industry with the creation of the 
Drug Price Competition and Patent Term Restoration 
Act, commonly known as the Hatch-Waxman Act.1 The 
Hatch-Waxman Act created an abbreviated pathway for 
generic versions of brand drugs to get  Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) approval by permitting the use 
of brand clinical studies to show bioequivalency in the 
Abbreviated New Drug Application (ANDA) because 
the active ingredients are identical.15 The Act eliminat-
ed infringement as a cause of action against a generic 
drug company for experimenting with a patented drug 
for the purpose of obtaining Food and Drug Adminis-
tration (FDA) approval for the generic upon expiration 
of the patent.1 A suit for infringement could be brought 
against the generic company, however, if the company 
applied for marketing approval by filing an Abbreviated 
New Drug Application (ANDA) with the FDA before the 
actual expiration of the patent. 16 The generic company 
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must therefore certify that there is no patent on the drug, 
the patent is expired, the testing does not infringe, or the 
patent is invalid, and that the generic will not go to mar-
ket until the patent has expired.16 

For the biotechnology industry, innovator biologics 
could obtain patent protection and approval from the 
FDA for clinical testing, obtained through a Biologics 
License Application (BLA), but no pathway similar to 
an ANDA pathway existed for follow-on biologics.17 Al-
though Hatch-Waxman did not benefit the biotechnol-
ogy industry, it provided a template for legislators when 
creating an abbreviated version of a BLA.18 

On June 28, 2012, the Supreme Court upheld the 
constitutionality of the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act (PPACA), which contained the Biolog-
ics Price Competition and Innovation Act (BPCIA).19 
Similar to Hatch-Waxman, the BPCIA provided for an 
abbreviated pathway for follow-on biologics that can 
demonstrate high similarity or interchangeability with 
the patented brand product, referred to as the reference 
biologic product.20 The Act also contains a provision for a 
12-year exclusivity period to be granted to innovator bio-
logics designed to prevent follow on biologics from in-
filtrating the market too soon, diminishing profits from 
reference products.21 The exclusivity period exists inde-
pendent of patent rights and is granted by the FDA upon 
BLA approval.2, 20 During the exclusivity period, follow-
on biologic competitors are prevented from applying for 
FDA approval and from using reference brand generated 
data for biosimilar studies.20 

The exclusivity period has generated debate as to the 
actual intent of Congress and the meaning given by the 
FDA.20 It has been asserted that the BPCIA provides for 
both a market exclusivity period and a data exclusivity 
period.20 Contextually, market exclusivity is the FDA 
right granted to the innovator that prevents follow on 
biologics from applying for approval during the exclu-
sivity period, and data exclusivity prevents the usage of 
innovator clinical studies to support follow-on biologic 
applications.20 Opponents of a data exclusivity period as-
sert that patent protection alone is sufficient to promote 
innovation in biotechnology.2 However, the exclusivity 
period is not in addition to patent protection, but rather 
a parallel right that exists along side the issued patent.2 
Such an addition is needed to protect innovators from 
biosimilars that are altered enough to avoid infringe-
ment, but are similar enough to still take advantage of 
abbreviated approval.2

Concerns over the ability to show bioequivalence 
between follow on biologics and reference products have 
led some to assert that the FDA should consider follow-
on biologic applications as BLAs.20,22 Presently, a follow-
on biologic will be found to be “biosimilar” or have “bio-
similarity” if it is highly similar to the reference product 

and no differences relating to safety, purity, and potency 
exist.18 Biosimilars are “considered to have a new active 
ingredient compared to the reference product.”18 For a 
follow on biologic to be considered “interchangeable” 
with the reference product it must be both biosimilar and 
produce the “same” clinical results as the reference in any 
patent.18 The interchangeable status also means the active 
ingredient is the same as that of the reference product.18

Some suggest that because current technology can-
not accurately determine if innovator and competitor 
products are bioequavalents similar enough to merit a 
biosimilar application, consideration as a new BLA pro-
tects innovator interests as well as those of companies 
developing follow-on biologics.20 It has been asserted that 
under BPCIA standards for determining biosimilarity, a 
follow-on biologic may be similar enough to the refer-
ence product to be approved as biosimilar, “but different 
enough under intellectual property law to avoid infring-
ing issued patents” protection.23 This potential loophole 
in the legislation could act as a disincentive to innova-
tion, as the protection afforded the innovator can eas-
ily be designed around, allowing the biosimilar to take 
advantage of the innovator market and prior research 
without infringing on the innovator patent.23 

With the existence of a follow-on biologic that is bi-
osimilar, containing an active ingredient different from 
that of the reference product, but still restricted by the 
FDA to the biosimilar pathway for market approval rath-
er than that of a BLA, the question that emerges is how 
to deal with these biosimilar compounds with new active 
ingredients under patent law. 

The law aFTeR myRIaD GeNeTICS

In a highly contested decision, the Association for Mo-
lecular Pathology v. USPTO and Myriad Genetics, Inc., 
the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit reversed a 
District Court finding that isolated DNA sequences were 
not patentable subject matter.24 The plaintiffs asserted 
that Myriad held seven patents containing composition 
and method claims directed to non-patentable subject 
matter relating to human genetics.24 Initially, the District 
Court found the claims to contain non-patentable sub-
ject matter because the claimed isolated DNA contained 
the same sequences as natural DNA, making it a product 
of nature unfit for patent protection under 35 U.S.C. § 
101.25 The appellate court, however, found isolated DNA 
underwent a human modification, a structural transfor-
mation, which produced a sequence that does not natu-
rally exist.24 Judge Lourie found that the distinct nature 
of isolated DNA determines patent eligibility, not the 
informational content or biological function.24 Concern-
ing the method claims on appeal, the court held Myriad’s 
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method of screening cancer treatments by analyzing cell 
growth rates contained a transformative step eligible for 
patent protection.24 The court then affirmed the lower 
courts holding that claims “comparing” or “analyzing” 
DNA sequences were directed to patent ineligible subject 
matter because they were abstract ideas.24 

Even though issues concerning isolated DNA had 
been litigated, the decision as to whether isolated DNA 
was patent eligible subject matter remained undecided 
until Myriad. In re Kubin, for example, held claims to 
methods for the coding of polynucleotides of proteins 
that had previously been identified were not patentable 
because they were obvious to try, but never addressed 
whether the actual sequences were patentable.26 A legal 
determination that isolated DNA is patentable subject 
matter is therefore significant to continued innovation 
for an industry that deals primarily with living organ-
isms.

While the Myriad decision brought relief to the bio-
technology industry, opponents argued that mere isola-
tion does not significantly change DNA and maintain 
that decision negatively impacts those seeking to conduct 
research on patent protected isolated DNA. 27,28 One op-
ponent of the Myriad decision offers an alternative to the 
biological or chemical review of isolated DNA.27 Rath-
er, it is proposed that the biology and chemistry both 
should be considered when determining patentability.27 
A “totality-of-the-circumstances” approach is suggested, 
whereby examination of both structure and content of 
DNA determines patentability of isolated sequences.27 
It is asserted that to ignore “either the structure or the 
information undermines the importance of these funda-
mental structures” and that under a “totality-of-the-cir-
cumstances” approach isolated DNA is not patentable.27 
This conclusion is based on the “relatively insignificant” 

structural change between isolated DNA and natural 
DNA, as both contain identical information.27

PUBlIC PeRCePTION OF 
BROaDeNING The SCOPe OF 
PaTeNTaBle BIOTeChNOlOGy

United StateS

In addition to legislative concerns, the biotechnology in-
dustry is host to a plethora of social concerns. It has been 
asserted that the USPTO has no authority to prevent the 
approval of morally questionable inventions and that 
the “moral utility” doctrine must be strengthened into 
a cognizable law granting the authority to the USPTO to 
deny applications on a moral or ethical basis.3 It has also 
asserted that the utility requirement is too easily satisfied 
because any invention that claims to have a beneficial 

legal application can satisfy utility.3 It is also noted that 
the United States has no judicially identified standards to 
guide decisions on morally questionable inventions, in 
contrast to other patent bodies in foreign countries.29 It 
is believed that Congress is likely to have an increase in 
the number of challenges to biotechnology patents from 
advocacy groups that question the role of the public in 
science and technology.4

Much of the controversy surrounding biotechnolo-
gy patents comes from debates on genetically engineered 
organisms and animal-human hybrid organisms, known 
as chimeras.3 Activists argue that there should be limits 
on what is patentable and that ethical and moral consid-
erations should be a vital part of the patent consideration 
process.4 The USPTO has long held the position, as stated 
in the legislative history of the Patent Act of 1952, that 
“anything under the sun that is made by man” is pat-
entable as evidentiary support that Congress intended a 
wide scope for patentability.3, 12 On this basis, the USPTO 
has granted patents for organisms and technologies that 
could lead to cures for a host of ailments and diseases.3

It has also been argued that although federal fund-
ing is not available for genetic research on cloning, 
federal patent protection is, in effect, indirect research 
funding, as it provides an incentive for private investors 
to fund such research.3 Proponents of this theory argue 
that a patent on this technology is government encour-
agement for such research because it provides

incentives for parties to undertake expensive and 
risky research…[and] induce upfront funding of 
projects with the expectation that monopoly profits 
can be generated over the long term.3

The “patent first, ask questions later” approach sug-
gests that the patents issued can go against the values of a 
significant part of society and cause a public outcry over 
the legislation that would allow for such approval.3 It has 
been asserted that the decision in Chakrabarty replaced 
a system controlled by a judicially created moral utility 
doctrine with the patent first system.3 The U.S. system, 
however, is based on an approach that is meant to pro-
vide access and benefits for all citizens, not just those 
with inventions that are publically accepted as moral.4

Opponents of broadening the scope of biotechnol-
ogy patent protection also argue that biotechnology gen-
erates many morally questionable inventions for which 
patents have already been granted.3 Such inventions in-
clude isolated genes, sequenced DNA, embryonic stem 
cell research, genetically modified transgenic animals, 
and animal cloning methods.3 Some objections stem 
from concern that the inventions will lead to the mix-
ing of human and animal DNA, creating “monsters” that 
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degrade human dignity and eventually lead to ownership 
of humans.3

In order to provoke Congressional debate on draw-
ing a moral line regarding controversial biotechnology 
inventions, activist Jeremy Rifkin, assisted by cellular 
biologist Stuart Newman, filed a patent application for 
human/ animal chimera in 1997.4 The USPTO denied 
the application citing the Thirteenth Amendment, for-
bidding slavery and ownership of human beings, and the 
moral utility doctrine, which it interpreted to exclude 
inventions that are “injurious to the well being, good 
policy, or good morals of society.”4 Upon receiving the 
chimera application, the USPTO issued a statement that 
inventions encompassing human/ non-human chimeras 
could not be patented if they failed to meet the public 
policy and morality aspects of the utility requirement.30 
However, the USPTO has acknowledged that is has no 
authority to deny a patent on a morality or public policy 
basis.3

Whether the USPTO can use the Thirteenth Amend-
ment as a basis for rejecting a human/ animal chimeras 
indicates that the chimera would be human enough to 
merit protection from slavery has not yet been deter-
mined.3 With respect to chimera research, it has been 
posited that although current stem cell research uses em-
bryonic cells from embryos up to two weeks old, research 
could benefit from the use of more developed fetuses.3 
For research on early stage embryos, however, the ruling 
in Roe v. Wade, which found embryos are not entitled 
to constitutional protection as “persons,” would preclude 
a patent rejection under the Thirteenth Amendment.3 
Thus the courts are to determine whether patent rights 
granted for human DNA conferred ownership akin to 
slavery and if such inventions were human enough to be 
entitled to constitutional protection against such owner-
ship.3 Even with the rejection of the Rifkin’s application, 
the USPTO remained without a legal basis for rejecting 
similar applications, however, a provision in the AIA 
provides “no patent may issue on a claim directly to or 
encompassing a human organism.”29,31 The impact of this 
provision on biotechnology patents in biotechnology re-
mains to be seen.32 

eUrope

The European Patent Office (EPO) was created by the 
European Patent Convention (EPC) in 1973 as an effort 
to create a uniform patent system in Europe.1 The EPO 
has a judicial process for dealing with disputes and sub-
stantive rule-making authority.4 This system also has a 
more focused approach for handling issues of morality 
and public perception through a morality based eligi-
bility bar.3 The European system also affords individual 
Member States the ability to consider morality of inven-

tions when determining patent eligibility.33 Article 53 of 
the European Patent Convention states the exceptions to 
patentability, providing:

European patents shall not be granted in respect 
of:
(a) inventions the commercial exploitation of 
which would be contrary to “ordre public” or 
morality;
(b) plant or animal varieties or essentially bio-
logical processes for the production of plants or 
animals; 
(c) methods for treatment of the human or animal 
body by surgery or therapy and diagnostic meth-
ods practised on the human or animal body34

The European Parliament further elaborated on the 
concept of “ordre public” with Biotech Directive 98/44/
EC, which stated that certain processes, including clon-
ing of humans, use of human embryos for industrial and 
commercial purposes, and modification of the human 
genetic identity, should not be patented for ethical and 
moral reasons.35 However, the directive provided that, al-
though human genes are not patentable, a technical pro-
cess leading to the discovery and isolation of a sequence 
may be patentable.35 In addition, the Directive instructed 
patent officials to consult the European Union (EU) eth-
ics panel on questions concerning patent applications.35 

The Biotech Directive, in addition to the “ordre pub-
lic” has been used to raise morality objections to patents 
on DNA sequences.36 The common argument is that the 
grant of patent protection over a sequence of DNA is a 
grant over a piece of human life.36 This patenting life ar-
gument is akin to the Thirteenth Amendment argument 
offered by the USPTO for biotechnology patents on ge-
netic inventions as both use the premise that patents on 
cloning and sequences of human DNA violates morality 
and leads to human ownership.

Although similar arguments against biotech-
nology patents are presented in both Europe and 
the United States, the European system is better 
equipped to deal with the concerns of the public. 
Articles 99 of the EPC provides that “[w]ithin nine 
months of the publication of the mention of the 
grant of the European patent in the European Pat-
ent Bulletin, any person may give notice to the Eu-
ropean patent office of opposition to that patent.”34 

Article 100 provides grounds for opposition being 
that the subject matter is not patentable.34

While the U.S. system is without any such provi-
sions for opponents of morally controversial patents, it is 
also without legislative power to deny such technologies 
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if they meet the patentability requirements.3 In addition, 
U.S. courts are without a basis for reading moral limita-
tions on current patent provisions.3 The result is that only 
Congress has Constitutional authority to enact a legisla-
tive solution for morality issues facing the USPTO and to 
provide the language for the judiciary to interpret.3 

CONClUSIONS

The current U.S. patent system is considered to provide 
the broadest patent protection of all patent systems in 
existence, especially with respect to the biotechnology 
industry.36 Accordingly, the public debate to narrow the 
scope of patent protection rages on within the country, 
as opponents of genetic research continue to assert mo-
rality at the expense of treatments to deadly diseases. As 
science advances, the biotechnology industry will only 
continue to grow as new discoveries illuminate the path 
to finding cures to diseases and prolonging health. Un-
doubtedly, millions will view this endeavor as enormous-
ly rewarding, just as millions may view the advancements 
as abhorrent, immoral, and unethical. 

While the European Patent Office provides a model 
for the USPTO to copy, that system is not without its 
flaws.33 With the enactment of the AIA and the first-to-
file system, the U.S. steps closer to the European system 
and joins a practice that has been the standard in the rest 
of the patent world.9 Arguably, having a system of pat-
ent approval identical to that of the EPO would provide 
inventors with the broadest range of global patent pro-
tection. However, as stances on patent protection are so 
rigidly delineated, the creation of such a uniform system 
is not readily foreseeable. 

After the recent court decision in Myriad and the en-
actment of BPCIA, the standard for what gene sequences 
may be patented and the commercial exclusivity avail-
able for biotechnology inventions has been drastically 
altered, making patents on biotechnology inventions 
more difficult to obtain.21,25,37 Although this appears to 
be a new hurdle, it perhaps is just a reminder that simply 
attempting to obtain patent protection on routine bio-
technology will be unsuccessful and that the innovation 
that led to the creation of a biotechnology industry is to 
be modeled if protection is to be obtained.38

Biotechnology will continue to flourish and genetic 
advances will be made, despite morality and ethical ar-
guments. Congress must find a legislative neutral ground 
if the rate of progress is to continue at the current pace to 
the benefit of society.

ReFeReNCeS

1. Adelman, M., Rader, R., and Thomas, J. (2009) 
Introduction. In: M. Adelman, R. Rader and J. Thomas 
(eds.) Cases and Materials on Patent Law. American 
Casebook Series: West, pp. 8-17.

2. Lasersohn, J. (2009) Biologics and Biosimilars: Balancing 
Incentives for Innovation. Testimony to House Judiciary 
Subcommittee on courts and Competition Policy 
Hearing. Arlington, 14 July.

3. Bagley, M. (2003) Patent First, Ask Questions Later: 
Morality and biotechnology in Patent Law. William & 
Mary Law Review 46: 496-547.

4. Lane, E. (2009) Shobita Parthasarathy: Battles Brewing as 
Public Questions Biotech’s Living Inventions. Advancing 
Science Serving Society, news archives. Available from: 
http://www.aaas.org//news/releases/2009/0526biotech_
patents.shtml 

5. U.S. Const. art. I, §8, cl. 8.
6. Moy, C. (2011) 1. In: C. Moy. Moy’s Walker on Patents. § 

1:23
7. Seamon, R. The Provenance of the Federal Courts 

Improvement Act of 1982.The Social Science Research 
Network. [Internet] (2002) [cited 2012 July 10]; Available 
from: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=327480

8. United States. Congress. 35 U.S.C.A. § 122 
9. Kowalski, T., Lu, D, Uthaman, S. America Invents 

Act: The New “102” and What it Means to You. In: 
Fundamentals of Patent Prosecution 2012: A Boot Camp 
for Claim Drafting & Amendment Writing. Practicing 
Law Institute; 2012. P. 465-470. (Patents, Copyrights, 
Trademarks, and Literary Property Course Handbook 
Series; 1094).

10. 125 STAT. 286, Public Law 112-29 Sep. 16, 2011. Sec. 3(b) 
http://www.uspto.gov/aia_implementation/20110916-
pub-l112-29.pdf

11. 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)
12. Diamond v. Chakrabarty, 447 U.S. 303, 305 (1980)
13. Grabowski, H. (2003)Patents and New Product 

Development in the Pharmaceutical and Biotechnology 
Industries. The Georgetown Public Policy Review 8(2): 
7-23.

14. Sung, L., (2008) Biotechnology Patent Enforcement 
as Illustrated by Infringement Litigation on Hepatitis 
C Virus Genotyping: Innogenetics, N.V. v. Abbott 
Laboratories. LexisNexis Expert Commentary

15. Food and Drug Administration. (2011) Generic Drugs: 
Questions and Answers. Resources for Consumers, 24 
August, http://www.fda.gov/Drugs/ResourcesForYou/
Consumers/QuestionsAnswers/ucm100100.htm, 
accessed 9 July 2012.



Oc tOber 2012  I   VOlume 18   I   Number 4 33

16. Mossinghoff, G. (1999) Overview of the Hatch-Waxman 
Act and Its Impact on the Drug Development Process. 
Food and Drug Law Journal 54: 187-194.

17. Rein, F. (2009) United States: FTC Weigh In As congress 
Considers Generic Biologics. Mondaq Business Briefing, 
14 August.

18. Loren, R. (2010) New Law! The Biologics Price 
Competition and Innovation Act of 2009. Martindale, 
12 April, http://www.martindale.com/health-care-law/
article_Edwards-Angell-Palmer-Dodge-LLP_976250.
htm, accessed 7 July 2012.

19. Antia, M., Gantt, D. and Lebow, B. (2012) United States 
Supreme Court Largely Upholds Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act in National Federation of 
Independent Business v. Sebelius. Martindale Legal 
Library 6 July, http://www.martindale.com/health-care-
law/article_Cooley-LLP_1546042.htm, accessed 7 July 
2012.

20. Kogen, L. (2011) The U.S. Biologics Price Competition 
and Innovation Act of 2009 Triggers Public Debates, 
Regulatory/Policy Risks, and International Trade 
Concerns. Global Trade and Customs Journal 6(11 & 12) 

21. McTague, A., (2011) Implementing the Biologics Price 
Competition and Innovation Act?. Practicing Law 
Institute, online publication 2 May 2011.

22. Biotechnology Industry Organization. (2010) BIO 
Comments on the Food and Drug Administration 
Approval Pathway for Biosimilar and Interchangeable 
Biological Products. BIO letter, 23 December, http://
www.bio.org/advocacy/letters/bio-comments-food-and-
drug-administration-approval-pathway-biosimilar-and-
interchan, accessed 7 July 2012.

23. Ware, D. and Littlefield, N., Follow-on Biologics and 
Patent Reform: Will They Discourage Venture Capital 
Investment in the Biotechnology Industry? Foley Hoag 
eBook; 2008. Available from: http://www.foleyhoag.
com/~/media/Files/Publications/eBooks/FoleyHoag%20
FollowOnBiologics_eBook.ashx. 

24. The Association for Molecular Pathology v. United States 
Patent and Trademark Office and Myriad Genetics, Inc., 
653 F.3d 1329 (2011)

25. Association for Molecular Pathology v. USPTO 702 
F.Supp.2d 181 (S.D.N.Y. 2010)

26. In re Marek Z. Kubin, 561 F.3d 1351, 1361 (2009).
27. Bowman, A. (2012) Genes 101: Are Human Genes 

Patentable Subject Matter?. Richmond Journal of Law 
and Technology 18(15).

28. Steenhuysen, J. (2011) Appeals Court Overturns Lower 
Court on Patenting Genes. Intellectual Property 
Counselor 177(9) (referencing Sandra Park, attorney for 
the ACLU)

29. Jameson, S. (2007) A Comparison of the Patentability 
and Patent Scope of Biotechnological Inventions in 
the United States and the European Union. American 
Intellectual Property Law Association Quarterly Journal 
35: 195-261. 

30. 1998) Morality Aspect of Utility Requirement Can Bar 
Patent for Part-Human Inventions. Patent, Trademark & 
Copyright Journal (BNA) 55. 

31. 125 STAT. 286, Public Law 112-29 Sep. 16, 2011. Sec. 33(a)
32. Sheldon, J. (2012) Biotechnology Patent Applications. 

In: J. Sheldon (eds.) How to Write a Patent Application. 
Practicing Law Institute. § 16:3:1.

33. Gitter, D. (2001) Led Astray by the Moral Compass: 
Incorporating Morality into European Union 
Biotechnology Patent Law. Berkeley Journal of 
International Law. 19: 1-43.

34. European Patent Convention (2007), available at http://
www.epo.org/patents/law/legal-texts/html/epc/2000/e/
ar53.html. 

35. Council Directive 98/44/EC, art. 5-6, 1998 J.O. (EC). 
36. Bryan, E. (2009) Gene Protection: How Much Is Too 

Much? Comparing The Scope of Patent Protection 
For Gene Sequences Between The United States and 
Germany. Journal of High Technology Law 9: 52-65.

37. Warren, W. (2009) Federal Circuit Limits patentability of 
Genetic Sequences. Mondaq Business Briefing, 12 May.

38. Sung, L., (2009) Raising the Bar for Patenting 
Biotechnology Inventions: In re Kubin. Emerging Issues 
4211.

L Kogan
Highlight



Copyright of Journal of Commercial Biotechnology is the property of ThinkBiotech, LLC and its content may

not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express written

permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.


