
NWBO​
Rights and patents. DCVax, ATL-DC and UCLA combination therapy 

Excerpts from November 9th. Discussion on Twitter between Adam Feuerstein and ATLnsider 

Adam Feuerstein suggests, that NWBO has no rights to UCLA combination therapy involving dendritic cell 

vaccine + anti-PD1 antibody. To back him up he attaches two emails he says are from UCLA, but with no 

indication of sender.​
​
The mails indicated NWBO has NOT the licensing rights for the ATL-DC vaccine used with the checkpoint 

inhibitor, that the licensing rights was expired.​
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ATLnsider argues against and attaches documentation. 

 



 



  

ATLnsider states that ATL-DC is the same as DCVax. It is the brand trademark owned by NWBO, which can not 

be used by UCLA. 

 

 



​

​
​
ATLnsider attaches documentation for the brand trademark being owned by NWBO. He referres to an article 

wherein this is stated and that he also spoke with UCLA about this.​
​

​
​



 ​
​
​
UCLA's ATL-DC vaccine IS NWBOs DCVax. 

It's the generic form of NWBO's branded vaccine, let’s walk through some other documentation:​
​

​
​
https://vimeo.com/529196354 

 



https://www.uclahealth.org/neurosurgery/art-vision-steve-lyons 

 

 

And the UCLA health website for brain tumor therapy mentions this​
​
https://www.uclahealth.org/braintumor/biologics 

​

 

 

https://www.uclahealth.org/neurosurgery/art-vision-steve-lyons
https://www.uclahealth.org/braintumor/biologics


 

NWBO​
Rights and patents. DCVax, ATL-DC and UCLA combination therapy 

The rights don’t expire. The patent is assigned and that is that. There has been no reassignment back to UCLA. ​
The definitive assignment is what is in the patent database maintained by the government.  

​
Comments regarding the images Adam Feuerstein provided as proof for UCLA correspondance :​
​
The links to images that Adam provided are not legally cognizant documents related to who owns or will own 

what patent. The patent application is clear who will own the right, for instance, to the combination patent, not 

who the sponsor is to the trial.​
​
And an image not identifying who wrote an email Adam claims is from “UCLA” hides who it is from and is flatly 

not factually correct. Who is the originator? Hiding a source making such a claim, is irresponsible of Adam. 

UCLA is a public institution, and that patent right that is assigned by the originating documentation creating the 

patent, both originates from public funding, and is not editable without a legal agreement or document signed 

by all the parties after the fact and then it has to be filed and recognized by the patent registrar and the info has 

to be revised in that record to inform anyone who might wish to license or contact the assigned owner of the 

patent. I believe, and could look it up, that the inventors are broadly listed and NIH also was part of that 

process. 

Plus, the original inventors include key NWBO personnel. Adam would have to have much more than his tweets 

to even suggest there was an ambiguity here.​
 

https://patents.google.com/patent/US20150202291A1/en 



 

“Inventor: Marnix Leo BOSCH, James Kelly GANJEI, Linda F. POWERS, Linda M. Liau, Robert M. PRINS” 

Invention means these parties all hold equal rights in the invention. We’d have knowledge if the application, 

which has not been granted yet, were to change the assignees, and there is likely a clear agreement between all 

the parties as to who has what exact rights from the INVENTORS: 

​
“Current Assignee: RevImmune Inc University of California Northwest Biotherapeutics LLC Cognate 

Bioservices Inc” 

​
Most likely, as I have said before, the University retains research rights, as does NWBO, and improvements likely 

accrue according to the way the original assignment agreement stipulates. None of the other parties has ever 

represented that it has the rights to market DCVax as a commercial product with the FDA or other regulators 

except NWBO. There is no indication that any of this has changed. Emails from unknown persons do not 

transfer rights on behalf of the INVENTORS or assignees. That has to be a signed agreement to which all of 

these interested parties have agreed, signed by authorized persons for the relevant rights holders. 

​
The patent offices and their records are the definitive and key records, not the clinical trial database to which 

Adam linked. 

​
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/35/261 

 

35 U.S. Code § 261 - Ownership; assignment 



Subject to the provisions of this title, patents shall have the attributes of personal property. The Patent and 

Trademark Office shall maintain a register of interests in patents and applications for patents and shall record 

any document related thereto upon request, and may require a fee therefor. 

Applications for patent, patents, or any interest therein, shall be assignable in law by an instrument in writing. 

The applicant, patentee, or his assigns or legal representatives may in like manner grant and convey an exclusive 

right under his application for patent, or patents, to the whole or any specified part of the United States. 

A certificate of acknowledgment under the hand and official seal of a person authorized to administer oaths 

within the United States, or, in a foreign country, of a diplomatic or consular officer of the United States or an 

officer authorized to administer oaths whose authority is proved by a certificate of a diplomatic or consular 

officer of the United States, or apostille of an official designated by a foreign country which, by treaty or 

convention, accords like effect to apostilles of designated officials in the United States, shall be prima facie 

evidence of the execution of an assignment, grant or conveyance of a patent or application for patent. 

 

An interest that constitutes an assignment, grant or conveyance shall be void as against any subsequent 

purchaser or mortgagee for a valuable consideration, without notice, unless it is recorded in the Patent and 

Trademark Office within three months from its date or prior to the date of such subsequent purchase or 

mortgage.”​
​
Here is a complete list of published patent applications associated with Northwest Biotherapeutics: 

​
http://appft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO2&Sect2=HITOFF&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO%2Fsearch-ad

v.html&r=0&p=1&f=S&l=50&Query=AN%2F%28northwest+and+biotherapeutics%29&d=PG01​
 

http://appft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO2&Sect2=HITOFF&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO%2Fsearch-adv.html&r=0&p=1&f=S&l=50&Query=AN%2F%28northwest+and+biotherapeutics%29&d=PG01
http://appft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO2&Sect2=HITOFF&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO%2Fsearch-adv.html&r=0&p=1&f=S&l=50&Query=AN%2F%28northwest+and+biotherapeutics%29&d=PG01


 

 

 

 



Of those patent applications, here are the ones that have issued into patents: 

http://patft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO2&Sect2=HITOFF&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO%2Fsearch-adv

.htm&r=0&p=1&f=S&l=50&Query=AN%2F%28northwest+and+biotherapeutics%29%0D%0A&d=PTXT​
​

 

 

Regarding how UCLA is using NWBO technology, it is possible that (1) they have a license from NWBO (if they’re 

practicing a patented technology) or (2) the technology they’re practicing hasn’t been patented yet (e.g., patent 

pending).  

​
Also, here is a good article explaining the concept of patent term extension. NWBO has a number of patents 

whose term are coming due soon. Conceivably, if these patents are related to the DCvax and NWBO finally 

receives approval from the FDA, the term of these patents may be extended by up to 5 years. 

​
https://www.alacrita.com/whitepapers/pharmaceutical-patent-term-extension-an-overview 

 

http://patft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO2&Sect2=HITOFF&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO%2Fsearch-adv.htm&r=0&p=1&f=S&l=50&Query=AN%2F%28northwest+and+biotherapeutics%29%0D%0A&d=PTXT
http://patft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO2&Sect2=HITOFF&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO%2Fsearch-adv.htm&r=0&p=1&f=S&l=50&Query=AN%2F%28northwest+and+biotherapeutics%29%0D%0A&d=PTXT


“The maximum term extension is five (5) years, provided that the extension does not result in a total remaining 

patent term of more than fourteen (14) years.” 

Assignments are made to the owners of the patents. So, the patents are assigned to NWBO by the inventors. 

NWBO is able to provide others with licenses to practice the patented technology, but these licenses are not 

usually public record like an assignment is. 

Also, even if NWBO doesn’t have the rights to the combination, whoever uses the combination still has to 

practice the NWBO-owned portion of that combination, which they cannot do without a license from NWBO.​
​
Discussion regarding this​
​
exwannabe: 

The combo patent is still being denied by the USPTO as being obvious because all it really claims is using the 

combination, and others already have. 

As far as patents on -L specifically, I do not think any are still valid. I have gone through their patent list and fail 

to see one. No long has every chirped in with an actual patent that is still in force. 

You do know the -L tech is 20+ years old? 

muee88: 

Hey, Ex, do you know the concept of patent term extension? 

exwannabe: 

Yes. 

The only big one would be Waxman Hatch, that is up to 6 years to account for clinical trial development delays. 

But for that to apply, they have to be approved before the patent term expires. 

The other extensions because the PTO was slow to reply are typically minor. 

Anything else? 

​
Muee88: 

No, those are called patent term adjustments when the PTO adjusts the term. And do you really believe it’s 

going to be another 2 years before FDA opines? Give me a break. 

Here’s another more recent patent app dealing with DCvax. Eat your blessed heart out. Should be allowed next 

action. 

http://appft.uspto.gov/netacgi/nph-Parser?Sect1=PTO1&Sect2=HITOFF&d=PG01&p=1&u=%2Fnetahtml%2FPTO

%2Fsrchnum.html&r=1&f=G&l=50&s1=%2220180187145%22.PGNR.&OS=DN/20180187145&RS=DN/20180187

145 



​
 

​
​
​
 

 



Likely there have been a series of agreements for initial research and funding and collaboration that spelled out 

who owned what for those rights. Agreed. It is generally not possible to undo those without a signed 

agreement, by all the parties, which would then need to be provided to the USPTO and other registrars, 

according to the statutory and legal guidelines, which I posted separately. 

Agreed, though the application clearly lays out who the inventors are and likely falls under the original 

assignment related agreement. It is more of a bock to others who might seek to market a combination therapy 

than a right to, for instance, Keytruda. But it could be useful, assuming it is ultimately granted.​
 

Usually with the biotechs I have generally seen, particularly those in cellular related technologies, the original 

assignment agreement allows the inventors to have certain rights to continue doing research, but the 

commercial rights are retained by the assignee along with any improvement rights. 

https://www.uclahealth.org/personalized-vaccine-may-increase-longterm-survival-in-people-with-deadliest-for

m-of-brain-cancer​
​

​
 

https://www.uclahealth.org/personalized-vaccine-may-increase-longterm-survival-in-people-with-deadliest-form-of-brain-cancer
https://www.uclahealth.org/personalized-vaccine-may-increase-longterm-survival-in-people-with-deadliest-form-of-brain-cancer


“The research was supported by Northwest Biotherapeutics, Inc., which manufactures DCVax-L, and by the 

National Cancer Institute through the UCLA brain cancer program, which was recently designated a Specialized 

Program of Research Excellence by the NCI.” 

So, it’s likely that if NWBO was funding the research, there would have been an agreement that all products of 

that research would be assigned to NWBO. Again, this agreement is like not to be public record. 


