


after the original filing date ... the new claims or other added
material must find support in the original specification.

TurboCare, 264 F.3d at 1118. Application of this standard gives effect to

the patent statutes, while allowing universities and research institutions to

continue their research pursuits and developing partnerships with industry to

bring the results of that research to market.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons stated above, the Amici Curiae support a

finding that section 112, paragraph 1 does not contain a written description

requirement separate from the enablement requirement.

To the extent any separate written description requirement exists, it is

the Amici Curiae's position that the written description doctrine be returned

to its historic role in the priority context, ensuring that later-filed claims are

supported by the disclosures in an earlier-filed patent application.
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