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I was recently asked by representatives of & cealition of
regearch-based pharmsceuntical flrms to sxamine Section 202 of the
Patent Extension Provieiong ¢©f BE.R. 3603 and 8. 2748 in order to
assesg whather that legislation would pese eonstitutional problems
‘of any significance and in erder to amalyze such problems as wera
presentad. My agreement to consult for the firms was based on the

inderstanding that, should I conclude the wmeasure posed no serious
comstitutional ques*icﬁs, 1 would fieel entirely free to say so, It
was my assessment and not my advocacy that was sought

_ A*though I am sti’l pursuing certain aspects of my ahalysis and‘
have 88 vet reached ne £inal concluzion on some of the constitu-

~ ticnal issues involved, my study of the lecislation has convinced

me, at the very least, that it does indeed pose constitutional

: pxob ens of'a very serious character and raises @ifficulties of resal
substance beth in thelr philosophiczl dimensions and in thelr fiscal
implications, particwlarly in light of Ruckelshavs v, Monsante, No.
B3~198, declded by the United States Supreme Court on June 26, 1584,
For this reason, I very much hope the Senate Judiclary Committee
‘will schedule heaxﬁrgm to expleore the conplex aonst;buhional '
cuestions that Sec 1on 202 unavozumblv preaents._

Please do not hes*tate to contac* me 1f you have any questicna T
about bese matters, :
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