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Context: Patents are Written Problem: Evolution in Tension with  Consider: Genomes as Organismal
Representations of Tangible Patent Description, Enablement, Structure & Depth of Phenotypic
Abstract Organisms are complex biological entities .. . . .
that are less easily defined by specific structures than Entltles Cla rltV ReqUIrementS Conservatlon

molecules, nucleic acids, and antibodies. Yet these
small molecules and biopolymers were the focus of
many cases shaping modern patent law, which
emphasizes the importance of defining biological
inventions in terms of structure. Nor are organisms
necessarily fixed in time or reproducible by
repeatable methods—as molecules, nucleic acids,
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