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2. The Association for Molecular Pathology, The American College of
Medical Genetics, The American Society for Clinical Pathology, The
College of American Pathologists, Haig Kazazian, MD, Arupa_Ganguly,
PHD, Wendy Chung, MD, PHD, Harry Ostrer, MD, David Ledbetter, PHD,
Stephen Warren, PHD, Ellen Matloff, MS., Elsa Reich MS., Breast Cancer
Action, Boston Women’s Health Book Collective, Lisbeth Ceriani, Runi
Limary, Genae Girard, Patrice Fortune, Vicky Thomason, and Kathleen
Raker v. United States Patent and Trademark Office and Myriad Genetics,
Inc., and Lorris Betz, Roger Boyer, Jack Brittain, Arnold B. Combe,
Raymond Gesteland, James U. Jensen, John Kendall Morris, Thomas
Parks, David W. Pershing, and Michael K. Young,, Fed Circ No.
2010-1406.2012 # 8 * 16 p -

3. “US court reaffirms Myriad’s right to patent genes,” Intellectual Property
Magazine. 2012 # 8 * 17 p -
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1. *“Cancer Drug Patent Claims not Invalid for obviousness Type Double
Patenting,” IPO Daily News. 2012 # 8 * 27 p o

2. Eli_Lilly and Company and Trustees of Princeton University, v. Teva
Parenteral Medicines, Inc. and Barr Laboratories, Inc., and App
Pharmaceuticals, LLC, Fed Circ. 2011-1561,-1562, 2012 # 8 * 24 p -

3. Eli_Lilly and Company and Trustees of Princeton University, v. App
Pharmaceuticals, LLC, Fed Circ, 2012-1037, 2012 # 8 * 24 p -
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1. “Inventor challenges First-to-File,” IPO Daily News. 2012 + 8 * 28 p -

2. “Inventor challenges a sweeping revision in patent law,” The New York
Times. 2012 # 8 » 26 p -
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