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The gene-editing tool CRISPR is in the process of
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naturally occurring bacterial defence mechanism.

over CRISPR could be on the horizon. Here’s what
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The key question? Whether skilled artisans would
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• Third, the industry has embraced this
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technology even when IP rights have been in
their infancy and/or at risk
The CRISPR market is set to be worth up to $5.5
billion within the next five years. Even when the
Broad’s patents faced a significant challenge in the
form of the interference, its licensee, Editas, had
an IPO that raised nearly $100 million. Similarly though they lack rights to the Broad’s technology
on eukaryotic applications for CRISPR - the Intellia
Therapeutics and CRISPR Therapeutics IPOs raised
over $150 million last year.
• Fourth, we have just seen the opening salvo in
the patent battles over gene editing
Molecular biologists have long used bacteria as
sources of new tools. Not one to sit on his hands,
Dr Feng Zhang, the Broad’s inventor, published
his discovery of a new protein, “Cpf1”, that
appears to be a useful alternative to Cas9. Those
new claims are making their way through the
Patent Office as we speak.
It is bound to get even more interesting. Stay
tuned.
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