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Andrus Expands Biotech Practice,
Establishes Madison Office
Andrus, Sceales, Starke & Sawall, LLP, has added three experienced biotech attorneys and a
new Madison office to better serve its expanding biotech practice.
On March 1st, Rebecca Scarr, Ph.D., joined Andrus' Milwaukee office. Rebecca specializes in
patent prosecution and client counseling in the areas of antibodies, protein therapeutics,
methods of treatment, medical diagnostics, nucleic acids, and research tools. Prior to moving to
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to abstract ideas are not patentable. However, the Court
emphasized that the “machine or transformation test” delineated by the Federal Circuit is not the exclusive test of
patentability. In fact, the day after issuing their In re Bilski
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