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1. :IntrodUQtion~;ﬂ"

In the fall of 1973 Northwestern Un1ver51ty under-f;

ook a rev1ew of its ex1st1ng patent pollcy and patent

hwa deemed necessary. Furthermore the trends of many

'i_funding agencles, eSpec1a11y Wlthln the Federal Government

.weﬂe towards more m1531on or task orlented prOJeCtS requlrlng

soiutrons to spec1f1c problems.a Flnally, the UnlverSLty

( 5

_admrnistratlon, faced w1th 1ncreased operatlng costs and

B
i

fllmrted flnanc1a1 resburces,-belleved that'a thorough rev1ew”ﬂi,

atent operatlons mlght 1nd1cate a potentlal source of

;-adﬁltlonal revenue.

-As part of.the review process a questionnaire on the

3-ent programs at other 1nst1tut10ns of hlgher educatlon

prepared'and-d1rcu1ated. The accompanylng report covers

- th results of this survey and presents some, tentatlve con-

. clu ions based on-the_returns. _The resultlng conc1u51ons,_

he very nature of“the'questionnaire_and'the'results

ined are speculative and open to criticism or alternative




- value to other admlnlstrators faced w1th 51m11ar

"'h‘iuterpretation. However I belleve that they are of

eciSionslregarding:their“iﬁétitutiohss

o ggrams and can well serve as a base for further surveys.]f_f

I would Ilke to acknowledge my gratltude to the'

'-;%taff of the Offlce of Research and Sponsored Programs

at Northwestern UnlverSLty for collectlng the data_

'faud a551st1ng in the preparatlon of thls report..

I welcome any cr1t1c1sms or sucgestlons on the

'1nterpretatlon of the results oE thls survey

/Me‘ﬁ/.

David Mintzer :
Vice President for Research

I SR S N L _ S and. Dean of Sc1ence

Northwestern University
- Evanston, Illinois 60201
' _wJuly 1, 1974
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 I1. Patent Policy'anduProcedures'Surevey:_The-Qoestionnaire

“In order'tofdeterminefsomedof thedcharacteristics-'

'Eof the patent programs at other unlver31t1es, a survey

rom a list of the 100 unlver31ties hav1ng the 1argest

g(dollar) amount of government xesearch and development

lnds obllgated durlng a recent year as complled by the

| ational Sc1ence Foundatlon._ There is no correlatlon_.h
_gbetween the total federal funds obllgated and elther the
':s1ze of the student body or faculty, or the school‘
geographlcal locatlon. It mlght be expected that the.f

ipresence of a. medlcal school an englneerlng school and

;perhaps, a school of agrlcultuxe are the most 1mportant

actors in the size of the federal funding. (Theserare"'

3items originate;)"The'complete 1ist'of'schools (all 100)

ﬁis'given in Appendiﬁ.A alphabetlcally, the 76 schools from

R
i

which 1nformat10n was sollc1ted were chosen from the 1ist

S0 as to glve a good sample of the var1ous types of schools

éwas made of a number of them.m A group:of:76 Was chosen S

robably also the most important areas from which patentable

b
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large and small public and pr1vate°'and varlous geo- |

, ?graphlcal 1ocat10nS ) A sample of the questlonnalre

K sent is- shown in Appendlx B f Slnce at the t1me 1t was

hfhffelt that thls was probably the f1rst suchlw1de scale

asxurvey made, the 1nformat10n requested was to be estlmated
'-7éby the respondent and few detalls were requested The pur~

:.ipose of the survey was to get ”order of magnltude results

'.gand determlne what gross correlatrons seemed to occur A

fdetalled survey should be done by some interested research ‘

%group, since the results of thls 1n1t1a1 survey seem to 3-"

sh W the de31rab111ty of further Work in thls area. ,::s

A total of 54 replles (1nclud1ng Northwestern Undversrty)

;ere.recelved although not all questlons.were answered by
every one. Thus, the 1nformatlon contalned 1n ‘the follow1ng

.fiiures comes from as many as 54 schools, and as few as 25

(rn each case, the number of usable responses is shown) h The_ :

- interest in the 1nformat10n and a p0331b1e measure of how .

r atlvely unlnformed are most chools concernlng p011c1es

of’other schools, may be seen in the fact that 52 of the 54

spondents requested coples of the survey results._ Two re--

sponding 1nst1tutions are’ in the process of developing a patent




| pcﬁiicyf, and two other"inst'i-tu'tions'indicated*that--their policy

,p\rmltted the 1nventor to work dlrectly W1th a patent develop-’

ment f1rm such as Research Corporatlon. Ten‘of-the remalnlngf

sxnstltutlons appear to operate thelr patent programs ln

"cooperatlon Wlth a research foundatlon afflllated w1th the '

'unrvers1ty In such cases, there 1s some questlon 1n the

: pretatlon of the replles 81nce 1t lS notlclear Whether h':
nsners‘pertaln to the universrty or - the research foundatlon.
We shall f1rst dlSCUSS the responses to the 1nd1v1dua1
ions, and then attenpt.some lnterpretatlon of the results._f-

'1atter must be con51dered qulte tentatlve, especlally in

of the roughness of the data, however, some 1nterest1ng

51b111t1es seem to emerge whlch warrant further study

hOuestlonil - The responses to thlS questlon can be grouped

raccordlng to the follow1ng Table

Table 1
_Off1c1al/0ff1ce of s s
?.“nlver31ty Respon31b1e - . Percentage of
v for Patent Program - 49 Respondents
:esearch foice IR - 67%

E'Eiscal Office S 14n




‘:"’EfLegal Offlce T 13

.Separate Patent Offlce fﬁ_?fp vu-ﬁeze_ﬁf'

Academ1C‘Off1cer L ;“_h:a'ﬂf'ijO%hfﬁt
(e.gs, Provost) S - SR

One additionaliinStitutioh apparently has 1ts patent
program completely operated by a unlver31ty assoc1ated researchh
foundatlon At approx1mately 107 of the 1nst1tutlons the

:'hrespon51b111ty for operatlng the program appears to be d1vxded

between a Research Offlce and elther an Academlc Offlcer or_f

o the Legal Offlce of the Uhlver31ty ' The results shown 1n Table o

'¢I report the respon51b111ty for these cases as re81d1ng Wlth

;hthe Research Offlce since it was generally an. 1nd1v1dual from

~such an offlce who completed the questlonnalre.p

Question 2. In makihg a decision as to whether or not

arsue a patent applicetion for an invention disclosed_to

the‘ﬁniversity; approximately'SO% of the”uniVerSities'employ
'more than one approach in reachlng such a dec1s1on.- Twenty-
i%n of the fifry institutions. 1nd1cated that some type of

'pateot commlttee_composed either of‘faculty members or‘faculty

. and administrators were instrumental in making a decision on

- whe?ﬁer'to'make a’ patent application;z-Of_these twehtyéseVen,.
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: ninerrelied;on addit ional information from an outside firm-
'suéhias7ResearCh_Corporation. Six others worked with an

1ndiuidualfwho was'classifiedsasfa "patent'administrator "

%“1d1v1dua1 generally assoc1ated thh the Research Offlce

frof the unlver51ty, t1t1es assocrated Wlthﬁthls 1nd1v1dua1

- arerlrector of an Offlce of Research, Assoc1ate.Dean of :.

_Reéearch":or Viee President.w»The remainingftweIVe institutions,

at ihlch the patent commlttee is reported as the sole body maklng '

fla dec151on on patents, “have the commlttee report its dec151on N
" to eJther:the Pre81dent, the V1ce Pre81dent for Research or
some;other‘academic'officer; In some cases, the respondlng

'institutlons did not 1nd1cate to Whom such a patent commlttee

maylhave‘reported. - Besides the‘nlne 1nst1tut10ns that'used an
outside firm in COnjunxion with-a'patentdcommittee, an additional
thiiteen 1nst1tut10ns reported that they depended on an out51de ,

'-firn,to a1d them in maklng a dec1sron on obtalnlng a patent.

R
N

'ﬁSeven of these used the'outside'firm exclusively and judging
-fron the number of d1sclosures and 11censes reported by these
_sevén, only one would appear to be actlve in pursulng patents

3.;“' | through the exc1u51ve use of an out31de firm. Also, it 1s_.

'rather surprlslng to find that’ forLy two 1nst1tut10ns out of




'fﬁgffif;y report'thatfthey do use'Research-COrporation_and/or h

%éBattelleVFoundation'te promote:their'patents-(see below

?}E.
e

;Question 5) but only twenty two report that they use them

1n§nmking a dec151on on obtalnlng a patent

Trquéstidn 3; The percentage of time and types of 1nd1v1-

.duals devoted to the patent program w1th1n the UnlverSLty vary
"wiéely If the percentage of profeSSLOnal staff t1me Was notd“

reported it was presumed to be an unstaffed p051t10n and the

entage of effortﬂwas‘taken-toibe‘zero.; Generally,'for-

Hpréféssienal staff effhrts of 6% of an individual's time or

‘less, the number of'liceRSes is either unreported'or repOrted

. to | e:zero although there are one or two minor (small number

- of icenees) exceptlons._ Approx1mate1y 40%, or twenty~one'

5 he reportlng 1nst1tut10ns,-show 6? or 1ess profe531onal

é f tlme,'these generated 147 dlsclosures 27 patent appll-

ons and elght-llcenses per year,“ The remaining 29 in—_
st qtioashcan be broken into a group of tﬁenty'institutions',

o hav&ng professional staff déVoting the'equivalentﬁof one pereon |

.Sp ding between 10 and 50% of "hls” t1me andinine_inatitutions

' ,devpting more than 50% of "hls” time. The-following'tahle
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'Vf__sudmiriécs.the patent activity for these three groups:

.~ Table Il - Time Spent by PrOfééSibnal'35affff

H:r.iToééi No. of: f;h:htLessﬂthaﬁ¥62.t ,E“IO to 49%. ftdr 50%fof.mored'

Regﬁéndehts' | 7 ‘;:",éo j‘ _'hj‘:lff9h
'Diaclosures/yr .-'fﬁ*.“.i'147f53" ;]-5ddt[331.f. R 468.
th-Discl /Inst /yr.. 'f.hf?h_,-'7.q i._f"-,_h ‘16}6 i .'f,d;52;0

" Patent Appl. /yr. R 27 -- - 79 128

cd Patent Appl /Inst /yr '. f '.153j_, 7: -:}_:_'4;0it' ,t"._F114-2'h

License/yr | : hﬁ: d dglff-t'o_ :hlhh_é@la:.hh.as _h:37'

egnse/Inst./yr. 04 20 41

B Question 4. Thlrty four lnstltutlons 1nd1cated that they

-useéa patent attorney from out31de 1'he 1nst1tutlon Of these,

twenty—51x indicated that they also use flrms such as Research
Corporatlon or Battelle The' remalnlng slxteen 1nst1tut10ns

1 of the flfty who answered the questlon depend solely on outSLde

- flrms such as. Battelle or Research Corporatlon

guestion-S Twenty one out of flfty use two Oor more

outside flrms, mainly Research Corporatlon or. Battelle with.
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' icov‘itz ‘béing' listed by five institutions. Eight do not

any out51de flrms. -HbWever vofrthese“eight;'four havey

'-_the r own research foundatlons. Of the remalnlng twenty one
: wh llsted only one outs1de flrm elghteen use Research Cor-

'-poratlon two use Battelle and one uses DvorkOV1tz., In: all

RS : : R TR I P i 0

t’thlr-y nlne 1nst1tut10ns have agreements W1th Research Cor—_=

'5poraL10n nlneteen wrth Battelle and flve w1th Dvorkov1tz._

lQuestion'G.' The'results-of the.enSWers to this'question.'“

' regardlng the number of dlsclosures number of patent appllcatlons_f'

'and ;umber of 11censes processed per year are’ summarlzed in

, : | . Figure 1 .

§'0ueStion 7. Fbrty-nlne 1nst1tut10ns gave a reSponse to:'

thefduestion. However only elght 1nd1cated actual percentages

Tthe dlstrlbutlon of the expenses. The remalnlng 1nst1tutlons

._ mere]y checked one or more of the methods of supportlng the patent

P
e

- program admlnlstratlve costs, -If.only one ansWer was checked,

'_IOOiEOf the expenses wassteken-to'be covered'by this method of _'

b recovery, whereas,'lf two answers were checked the expense was

eequa vy d1v1ded between the two methods of recovery “The.d

:”]resufts are summarlzed.ln Table III.




- University
(arbritrary number).

 No. of Universities

: “5TablefIII - A - Reeovery of.ExpenSeS e

eHMEthod of Recovery :
:eeRoyaltles
MJ%Indlrect Coet.
”ii.Dlrect Unlv._Suppoft
.Royaltles + Indlrect
‘VRoyaltles +eD1rect:“'el

. . pirect + Indirect =

Theixemalnlng 31x 1nst1tutlons were those glv1ng exact per—

"éeniages whlch dlffered from the above breakdown These are:

1Royelties (%)

'*_}Table IIT - B F'Recbvety”of Expehsese“e

PRI

S T

y

90

s

82

28

50

Indirect (%)

36
25

‘“Difect(Z)'

10

;..601.
18
%
25

:
:
i
;
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' It 1s p0331ble that a numbex of the unlverSLtles whlch re-'
'pdi the expenses as belng covered by a dlrect contrlbutlon from_"

‘fthe unlverS1ty may acLually be recoverlng some portlon of the

actual costs as 1nd1rect cost recovery, 51nce the salarles or_ B

- other costs 1nvolved in admlnlsterlng the patent program may

_evé'tually be 1ncluded in the 1nd1rect cost pool. ph;;m

jQﬁestion 8 ThlS questlon was optlonal on the quest10nna1re f

' Twenty nine 1nst1tut10ns answered some or all parts of this

?'questlon The cost of admlnlstratlon ran as hlgh as. $100 000

-peﬁiyear W1th the average for twenty f1ve schools being $17 500 '

*annual royalty 1ncome was as hlgh as $200 000 w1th the

.'avé age for the twenty flve schools belng $30, 500 If one examlnes

:.the net 1ncome to the unlver51ty, ten schools showed a net 1ncome

Tranglng from $5 000 to $160 000 while twelve schools showed a

'netvdef1c1t ranglng from $500 to $6O 000 Three schools re-

ported no administrative ekpenSes and'no royalty income.

The th1rd part of the questlon was dlfflcult to 1nterpret N

81nte only six schools reported any percentage of un1vers1ty re- .

_soulces devoted to 1n—house development 0bv1ously, thlS questlon

'--was?poorly stated and dlfflcult to answer.

et e gy e e et
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'5jhpIII;'Interpretation.of the Results

Flgures I and II show some of the dlsparlt1es among the

._schbols, and some-lnterestlng results.- The number of dlsclo-'

» sures per year (Flg IA) varled from less than 10 (for almost

'l half or the 46 respondents) to"20851n one case.h The medlan

.'number of d1sclosures for ‘the group is 11; but the hlghest

_nin;ischools had a medlan of almost 40 per year whlle the

jmedlan of the remalnder was about elght As mlght be expected

theénumber of patent appllcatlons per year (Flgure IB) 1s

i markedly less than the number of dlsclosures 1nd1cat1ng a

consrderable effort to cull out non~patentable (and perhaps,
' nonimarketable) 1tems;' The medlan number of patent appllcaw

.tions%is73, 1nd1cat1ng that for the medlan school about 277

“of t e disclosures-resultb1n patent appllcatlons.- Thrsfrs

ohtrast to the experience of the'Research Corporation (verbal _
co n:catlon from a member of theLr staff) whlch patents 1ess
f than approx1mate1y lO% of the 1tem“ dlsclosed to 1t Undoubtedly,

- the Reeearch Corporat1on applles much harsher crlteria, espec1-

i_ally 31nce thelr staff has closer Ponnectlons Wlth p0831b1e

: licenseeS'and can evaluate marketablllty somewhat.better than the

average un1ver51ty admlnlstrator ‘Moreover, faculty pressure on -

universrty admlnlstrators to patenr a dlsclosed item may well

result in an eaS1ng of standards._ It is 1nterest1ng to note that only




A, No. 6f Disclosures
| per year |

~ (46 Responses)

'*20_ - . per year . 20

10

B"" No. of Patent =
~ Applications

C No of Llcenses
per yeor
(42 Responses)"- |

(45 Responses)

0-5 ilI-15: 21-25 = 3I-35
. 8-10 - 18620  26-30

>40

- 36-90

-2 68 >1 -0 | 2 3 4 5 6
Cses e

 Figure I
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_-grcup as a Whole._ The medlan school llcenses two 1tems per:;,,;,'

R s

;;-lsfsﬁ‘h”
four of the seven schools applylng for the most patents per year -

are among the nlne schools hav1ng the greatest number of dls- o

'1osures per Year . However, since they have a medlan number '

11 aPPllcatlons per year, the medlan of thls group patents h

'about the same percentage of. dlsclosures as does the reSpondent o

year; 1nd1cat1ng a 667 11cense to-patent appllcatlon ratlo but

the numbers are so small that th]S flgure 13 probably meanlngless

.HGWEVer, the ten schools hav1ng the hlghest number of 11censes per

year Wthh 1nc1udes elght of the nlne schools hav1ng the hlghest f-

: number of d1sclosures, llcense about 50% of the 1tems for Whlch

'_paéent appllcatlons have been made. aThe-medlan~school 1n the

‘remalnlng group places about one llcense per year whlch glves

icense for only 3BA of 1ts patent appllcatlons These are

Stlll remarkably hlgh flgures 51nce Research Corporatlon 11censes'

only about lOA of the 1tems for Wthh lt makes patent appllcatlons;

It must be'hbted- however; that‘theseﬁfigures should be

treated Wlth some cautlon In'the-first place,'they are estimates

and although reasonable care was undoubtedly taken, the small

'numbers 1nvolved lead to large errors in taklng rat105.--Se¢ondly,.
'-_the process of ”dlsclosure to appllcatlon to 11cense 1s'a time-'

.dependent one; whlle one may assume that only 31x months to a year

g s e
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'__1s taken from the tlme a dlsclosure is made to the school
admlnlstrator untll a patent lS applled for an addltlonal
number of years may . pass before an 1tem is 11censed One

_should really v1ew the process as 1nvolv1ng a large store of

patented items in a portfollo whlch 1s decreased very slowly

elther 11cen51ng or 1oss of patent protectlon due to age,

- and 1ncrea81ng (at a much greater rate than the decrease) by
_new patents. Although lt seems reasonable to assume that the

ﬁ&st'likely candidates for 11cen51ng are_the newer patented

ems increasing pressure.on'universities to“market patents may

dresult 1n a number of older patents belng 11censed - Thus; while-

-the populatlons of research results may be nearly 1dent1ca1 for

Flgures -IA and IB that for Flgure IC could be qulte dlfferent'

only a more detalled survey could tell ThlS effect may Well

'become of even greater 1mportance in the future. Wlth 1ncreased_g

pressure from the government to qu1ckly brlng research results

into practlce, and-the hope by unlver31ty admlnlstrators for a
new source of revenue, the patent portfollos of unxver31t1es

may well increase rapldly durlng the next decade w1th 1ncreased'

-ﬁressure for marketlng patented ltems, older patents may be

" brpught forth in a renewed attempt to-llcense_them.

Flgures IIA and B show reSpectlvely, the dlstrlbutlon

3among the respondents of annual admlnlstratlve costs and annual
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royaltles from llcenses. The two schools hav1ng the largest |

| ,annual admlnlstratlve costs have a. large number of dlsclosures

'and 11censes (they are members of the "hlgh elght" mentloned

:before) but 1t w111 be shown that the correlat1ons are not
fsimple ones. The dlsparlty in royaltles is not too surprlslng

.;the two schools earnrng more than $100 000 per year each have

'7f11censed a maJor Wlnner 3 the_vuntlmajorlty of the other schoolsd

:have most probably, only one llcensed 1tem whlch earns sone-fb
'.dth1ng for them (although we. have no actual data on: thatlp01nt)
- It is, of course, of 1nterest to see- 1f there are. any."
T_QCGrrelatlons among the varlables ..One mlght assune, a Erlorl;:

Ethat a large value for the total federal obllgat1ons Would

.ithrough supportlng a-great deal of,research' result 1n'a-f
flarge number of dlsclosures.' The correlatlon between these

.'variables, however is not - that 51mple. Flgure III shows that

:most of the 46 respondents fall roughly 1nto two groups , LlnesHL
rf?marked I and iI have: been drawn (by eye) on the graphs, with
iparallel 11nes drawn nearby (at + $5M and + $2M,_respect1ve1y),

fperhaps elght of the points don t seem closely related to

;either line but for the Sake of simpllclty, w1ll be assumed

:assoc1ated w1th its nearest straight line The open and solld

tic1rcleS refer to schools who provided add1t1onal data on ad-.

;minlstrative cOStS (Figures IV and V) While the triangles

sé ;':represent reSPanes from schools which did not supply such

;f;f%”i;; .b;informatlon The I*group 13 characterized by a relat1ve1y

A

'large num ber of diqclosures per federal dollar (approxlmately
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3 5.d1sclosures per nllllon dollars);.the fact that the.II-
'8r°“P has less than 0 5 dlsclosures per m11110n dollars. of

total federal obllgatlons would 1nd1cate that there.ls a.qulte
'lefferent attltude toward 1nvent1ons in these schools. Elghteen
respondents obv1ously belong to the I group,_twelve respondents..

ito the II group B Flve respondents belong 1n the overlap reglon

= of the grouplngs (although other correlatlons W111 be shown to”-

'dlstlngu1sh the group to whlch four of these flve belong) | if_ll
-the eleven remalnlng p01nts, elght others could be reasonably_h
'a85001ated with one of the two llnes,lespec1a11y in view of

the coarseness of the data the remalnlng three are rather

arbltrarlly a351gned ”by eye _ It should ‘be noted that 28% of

ﬁ. fron

he respondents whose answers could be used in thlS graph were

prlvate schools, although about 38% of the questlonnalres were

| later.

'Itfmight'also.be-aSSumed that the administrative costs_are

‘losely related to the number of dlsclosures.' However'”Figure
IV does not show any spec1a1 relatlon between the varlables

Some respondents w1th a relatlvely small number of dlsclosures

per year were haVLng costs as great as respondents hav1ng double .

the numbcr ' Unfortunately, this area of annual admlnlstratlve
_ cost is a difflcult one to assess. Many schools have admln-

';Strators and_staff who spend‘a small portlon of thelr t1me_:

-

ept to private schools. Thrs;grouplng w1ll_be further dlscussed
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“fsoﬁ'patentmatters;ithe”tendency is, probably to.underestlmate
_jrhégcost.. 0ne mlght be tempted however to feel that such-
Qoété arehnot 1ncurred-to a-great extent W;th_the_dlsclosure
bué; rather w1th the Patent apPl:catlon..The.discloeure.cah._

:d heghandled relatlvely routlnely, w1th most of the work belng

:_doée by the faculty member and a_,ecretary, and perhaps, a-

lty commlttee for evaluatlon (and ra'ely is; that cost ever

: 1dered') _ Once a'dec131on 1s made to'patent the 1tem, an . %
'1lstrator and a patent attorney, and thelr staffs, become L

- inéoived 1n volumlnous correspondence, dlscuss1on-of clalms -

searches, etc. It seems probable that thlS leads to a good part

the admlnlstratlve cost

b:fThe.graph'of annual administrative costs vs. number of

| 'patent applications'is'shown:in'Figure V.' Here,fagain the;
varlables seem to fall 1nto two groups, each centered around

thégllnes marked_A_and B. Althou?h no parallel llnes (or,_f

-perhape, lines which fan out from the orlgln around the A- and

ines) have been drawvn, it seems reasonable to associate
thirteen points with line A, eight with B, and five undetermined =

beéapse offclosenese to.the'origin'(all.of which cahfbep:_

stinguished on the basis of other correlatiOns).' However, 1f o

foné\notes that these p01nts can. be found from Flgure I1I to be in

the groups I or II We flnd that of-the'thlrteen "obv1ous”‘_' -
L A-pp01nts, three are II- p01nts, and the other ten are I-'

_polnts; of the elght "obvlous B- p01nts three are 1- p01nts~fﬁ.;n,z,;
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1_aéd;the remalnlng flve are II- pornts, the flve po1nts close

,t& the orlgln can be assoc1ated Wlth the I— or 1I- groups by

EEt_lmlng that the above_correlatlons hold. ]One canprecapltulate"

the associations in Figures III and V:i'of the.26'responses'

jotted 1n Flgure v, whlch can be found as- I- or II- p01nts'

T Flgure III 14 p01nts can be assoc1ated Wlth the A- llne

'ngIZ w1th the B llne Of the 14 A- p01nts, all but three

"afe I- polnts of the 12 B p01nts all but three are II- p01nts.

.Slmllarly, in Flgure III of the 46 responses, all 26 p01nts'
.of F1gure V. are plotted Of the 14 pornts of the A- or B-

'variety whlch can be assoc1ated Wlth the I- llne 'all but three

are A- pornts, of the 12 p01nts of the A— or B- varlety assoerated _'J

:w1th the II- llne, all but three are B- p01nts.

:One may 1nfer from the assoclatlons between the polnts on -
Flgures III and V that there is a group of schools the I-_group,
hlch 1t-1s-seen“as de51rable to make as many pateht'

d closures per year as is p0551b1e, even though the total
; archhsupport as measured by the total federal yearly :

:'obl gation,.is;not partlcularly-hlgh' thls-patent‘effort leads

1to:a high admlnlstratrve cost per actual patent appllcatlon

(A- group) The other group of schools (the II B group) ‘makes

few dlsclosures per year for the total research support 1nvolved |
and 1ncurs relatlvely small admlnlstratlve costs for the number .

| ctual_patent appllcatlons.s Thls_1s a'matter whrch certalnly
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ldeserves.greater study, espec1ally in ilght of the fact that :h_: ;
_.Flgure v does not show any such correlatlons. Therfact_:.
'&hat the number of patent appllcatlons per.year is not pr0~'
5.Ecrt10nal to the number of dlsclosures per year causes the

:_ ?cuble grouplng of Flgure V to dlsappear 1n Flgure IV Oner'
hay 1nfer scenarlos in Whlch in one case, an admlnlstratiye
group has been set up*to press for‘disc1OSuresi and'patent.and
_;arket them--although there is not a research base sufflclently

garge to expect a great number of marketable 1tems' and

the other case, a school in Whlch dlsclosures and appllcatlons
B hre treated.as a rather secondary matter-by.an admlnlstrator
@ho does not put much trme or effort (or money) into the pro-

Vglam. It 1s, presumably, the strong research base of the

second case Whlch does produce patent appllcatlons, in spite

of the unlnterested admlnlstratlve attltude' Flnally, it

Y

iould be noted that the eleven IA_reSpondents 1nc1ude only

ne private school;'of.the'nine IIB'respondents, there were =

[ x prlvate schools

Flgure VI is a graph of the end result " the annual net
groyalty lncome (royalty income minus admlnlstratlve costs) vs.
%Ehe number of dlsclosures per year ' The purpose of all of the

EEPatent p011c1es is presumably to get research results to’ the PUbliC;_ :

|

:'isgnot.unressonable?to“assume that'royalty income‘is armeasure-of




s

'}the value of these results to the public (admittedly, a very d
' Eimperfect measure) Several p01nts can be made on the basis

of these 25 responses, all of which can be categorized as in

- igure v, but with one IB school not - responding to the royalty

:

uestion.f Of the five respondents having over $40 000 per year |

et royalties, three do not fa]lfinto the IIA or: IIB categories-'”$hf-?

ly two of the remaining twenty are not IA's or IIB's' The ”

'“'_implication is strong that, in each case of the five, the in-
‘dence of a patent which brought in a large royalty was not .

elated to any particular 1nstitut10na1 patent policy A-_l

cond p01nt to be noted is that all of the respondents claiming

net loss of $10 000 per year or greater (greater administrative o
,:écosts than royalty 1ncome) are of the A group, with two IIA'
%and six IA's. Of these 51x IA's none are private institutions.
-éFinally, of the remaining 12 schools, which lost no more than

' '$5 000 per ‘year (nor had a gain over $20 000 per year),

f‘there is a mixture of four IA's and eight IIB's. Thus,,this

'grigure 1mp11es that the strong adminlstrative effort to ob-

"t-

}iain disclosures, when associated with a research program
iéthat is not well funded will most prohably lead to a 51gni-.'

'ﬁficant yearly f1nancia1 loss.

It must be realized that these conclusions can be con-f"
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51dered at best rather tentatlve 1n view: of the rough nature '

| of;fhe data.‘ Mbreover the 1nd1v1dua1 c1rcumstances of each

school must be con51dered in developlng a patent pollcy.n’HOW-'
'the manner in Whlch the data does 1ead to correlatlons

ﬁg.the varlables,-and thus to conc1u51ons Whlch agree Wlth

:dne 's lntultlve feellngs make 1t de31rab1e to carefully con-

isiﬁér-these results_;n'developlng a unlver51ty patent pqllcy.-

'It?gertainly seems important to do'fdrther research in this

1 in greater detail-than'has been_dOne‘previously.




LIST OF SCHOOLS

Un ver51ty of Alabama Blrmlngham, Alabama gfi;;;["ﬂ};

rsity of Arizona, Arizona

- University of Arkansas, Arkansas ff-f' -f

Auburn University, Alabama

- BaY'lor College of Medicine, Toxas. A

Boston University, Massachusetts

_'qugfornla Institute of Technology; Callfornlaf}
University of California-Berkeley;: Callforn;a
University of California-Davis, . California

University of California-Tos Angeles; Callfornia

' Un1vers1ty of California-San Diego, California. _
University of California-San Francisco,. Callfornla .
'Carnegle Mellon Unxver51ty, Pennsylvanla_l
;*Case Western Reserve Unlver51ty,‘0hlo
'UnrverSLty of Chicago, Illinois =~ .. .
‘University of Cincinnati , Ohio .
.Colorado State. Unlver31ty, Colorado . “ v )

Unxvers1ty of Colorado, Colorado

‘Columbia University, New York

University of Connecticut, Connectlcut

'-_Cornell University, New York

CUNY Mt. Sinai School of Med1c1ne, New York

'_Dartmouth College, New Hampshire
__Duke UanerSltY, North Carolina
“Emory University, Georgia i R
Florida State Unlver51ty, Florlda-
‘Unlver31ty of Florida; Florlda :
' Gallaudet College, D. C. -
, 'George Washington Unlver51ty, D. C
~ Georgetown University, D. C.- '

Unlver51ty of Georgia, Georgia
Harvard Unlver31ty, Massachusetts

- ‘University of Hawaii, Hawaii
~Howard University, D. C. : . . :
‘University of IllanLS—Urbana, IlllﬂOls
Indiana University-Bloomington,: Indiana .
- 'Indiana University-Indianapolis, Indiana

Iowa State University of Science & Technolbgy, Iowa
"verSLty of Iowa, Iowa : .

APPENDIX A .~ o




“-University of Miami, Florida

J'fonlverSLty.of Michigan, Michigan”

"Johns Hopklns UnlverSLty, Marylamd -

'Kansas State University, Kansas =~ _” L :__e-K_ijJefe
- University of Kansas, Kansas - =~ - e

1,Un1ver51ty of Kentucky, Kentucky SR
- Louisiana State Médical Center- Shreveport Loulslana

Lnu151ana State University-Baton ‘Rouge, Loulslana ,;J_,fv

Unlver51ty of ‘Maryland-Baltimore, Maryland

" University of Maryland-College Park Maryland

 fM3SSaChuSettS Institute of Technology, Massachusetts o
- University of Massachusetts-Amherst, Massachusetts - ..~
- Meharry Medical College, Tennesee e P E T

Michigan State Unxver81ty, Michiga

B UnlverSLty.of Minnesota, MLnnesota:e.'
- University of Missouri- Columbla ‘Missouri

- University of Missouri-Kansas C:ty, Missouri

'_Unlvers1ty'of Nebraska-Lincoln, Nebraska
New Mexico State UnlverSLty, New Mexico
Unlver51ty of New Mexico, New MEcho

s';_New York MEdlcal College, New York .
- New York Unlver31ty, New York ' : ' .
North Carolina State University- Ralelgh North Carollna

'Unlver51ty of ‘North Carolina-Chapel Hlll North Carollna
 Northwestern University, Illinois . :
Ohlo State UnlverSLty Columbus, Ohio

Oklahoma ‘State University, Oklahoma

Unlver91ty of Oklahoma, Oklahoma ..

Oregon State Unrver91ty, Oregon o

- Unlvers1ty of Oregon-Eugene, Oregon

' Pennsylvanla State University, Pennsylvanla
University of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania

Unlver51ty of Pittsburg, Pennsylvanla

Princeton University, New Jersey

_Purdue University, Indiana

Unlver31ty of Rochester, New York

Rutgers, The State University, New Jersey

St. Touis University, Missouri - .
UnlverSLty of Southern California, Callfornla'
Stanford Unlver31ty, .California - .

'SUNY State University-Buffao, New York

-_Temple University, Pennsylvania - o
University of Tennessee-Knoxville,. Tennessee-

:UnlverSLty of Tennessee Medlcal Units- MEmphls, Tennessee _

a2




',Texas A &M Unlver51ty, Texas
UnlverSLty of Texas-Austin, Texas
University of Texas- Hous&n1MEd1cal School Texas

University of Texas Southwestern Medlcal School Texas.“

Tufts University, Massachusetts .
Tulane University, Lou181ana
_ Unlver51ty of Utah, Utah -
Vanderbilt Unlver51tv Tennessee
University of Virginia, Virginia
University of Washington, ‘Washington. .
'Washlngton Unlver51ty,_Mlssour1 B
‘Wayne State University,. Mlchlgan
West Virginia University, West: VLrglnla
Unlver51ty of Wisconsin-Madison, Wisconsin

'Woods Hole Oceanographic InstltuLe, Massachﬁsetts .

Yale University, Connectlcut 3
Yeshiva University, New York_‘
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| "_--NORTHWESTERN LIN!VERSITY
' | REBECCA CROWN' CENTER
EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201 ©

NT; JOR RESEARCH C e T e T e - S MR o '(3]'1) 492-3485__ S
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DEAN OF SCIENCE

:_ Ahgﬁst 17;.1§73.

‘Dear-Sir°

:-;'Northwestern Unlversz_ty has recently rev:.sed 1ts Patent _- -
b Pollcy and is now reviewing its 1nterna1 procedures for ad=
mmlstermg the pollcy and for promotmg 1ts 1.nvent10ns and
patents. ' .

In view of the federal government's increased emphasis on
ferring the inventions resulting from research to industry
for the benefit of the general public, there appears to be in-
.creased pressure on universities to develop successful and
aggre531ve patent programs, " In order to establish a program
appropriate to the environment at Northwestern University, I am
asklng for your assistance by supplying answers to an enclosed
questlonnalre. When all of the results have been collected, I
would be most pleased to share the results with you or Wlth the
off ial at your unlverslty who is responszble for admlnlsterlng
‘you patent program. : ‘

Thank you. for your assistancé: in this undertaking.'

S anerely }0 rs,

‘David Mintzer,/
. _ o

e

Bl




1.
. {'&dmlnisterlng your patent pollcy7 -

~ UNIVERSITY PATENT POLICY QUESTIONNAIRE

What offlee and/or unlversity off1c1a1 has respon51b111ty for

ftHow is ‘the decision made on whether to obtain a patent?-V

Faculty Patent Commlttee

Corporatlon)

By Unlver51ty Patent Admlnlstrator

What Unlver31ty Rank?

By Profess10nal Patent Promotlon Consultant

Other

_ How is the patent program staffed within the university and ...

what percentage of time does each devote to the program?
(Use "professional” categories, €eg. englneer, lawyer,
secretary, etc,)

-What type of flrms out31de the unlver51ty are used in the patent

appllcatlon program .- (e Z. patent attorneys)?

.'_ Other.

"whlch outside firms does your institution use to promote patents

and 1nvent10ns7
Research Corporation.
Batelle

None -

By outside consultlng f1rm (such as Battelle or Research

3
b



B
é 6, é) Number.of DlscloSures processed per yeer
§¥ .b) Number of Patent Appllcatlons flled each year
é tfc) Number ‘of 11canses processed per year :‘“
E; 7;f‘How are the exPenses 1nCurred in the’ Unlver51ty Patent
: Program covered? (percentages) -
- From Royaltles | : Ei
.“tAS*eﬁ indireet cost iteﬁr' .;
i {As'aedirect-contributroe'frdﬁ:tkw ﬂﬁrrersitf??klﬂs “g
r;} - Other | S ?
g*" 8. 5?) (Optlonal) What is the estlmated annual eost of admlnlsterlng; '-g
_the unlver51ty s Patent Program? | :
(Optlonal) What is: the approx1mate royalty 1ncome to thezt
 Un1vers1ty from patents end 1nvent10ns? N ‘
.:(Optlonal) What 1s the average percentage of 1e-heuse ' .
:_develqpment? | | | %
Zyour institetion.iﬁterested in reviewing the'results of-
: hieISurvey?-. Yee e e';?ﬁo' :
| Name and title of official
responding to qeestionnaire
ﬁléaee_retgrﬁ to:_e
Dr. Earl J, Freise
Office of Research & Sponsored Programs -
-.'Horthwestern Unlver31ty :
:633 Clark Street : : :
-.EvanstOF, Illinois 60201




f-the value of these results to the public (admittedly, a very

.imperfect measure) Several points can be made on the basis 3

| _:of these 25 responses, all of which can be categorized as. in’

'.‘Figure v, but with one IB schoo] not responding to the royalty

',y_question Of the five respondents having over $40 000 per year

. net royaltles, three do not fall into the IIA or IIB categories" :lfhg-
bj"only two of the remalnlng twenty are not'IA's or IIB's' The .'

'.'implication is strong Lhat, in each case. of the five, the in- |

.'cidence of a patent Whlch brought 1n a large royalty was not

o related to any particular 1nst1tutlonal patent policy. A

'second p01nt to be noted is that all of the respondents clarmlngs

ja net loss of $10 000 per year or greater (greater adminlstrative'

-:costs than royalty income) are of the A group, With two IIA‘

iand six TA's. Of these six IA's, none are private 1nstitutions.

EFinally, of the remainlng 12 sohools, whlch lost no more. than

5

000 per year (nor had a gain over $20, 000 per year),

rléthere is a mlxture of four IA's and eight IIB s. Thus, this

gFigure implies that the strong admlnlstratlve effort to ob-

. ﬁtain dlsclosures, when assoc1ated with a research program

ﬂfthat is not well funded will most probably lead to a signl--

‘V_incant yearly flnancial loss.

It must be reallzed that these conclusions can be con-

o

Y o b e e



.’-‘:.
)
b
O.
©
o
8
=
-1
!
o
-
Tt
@
E
O
Q:
£
-
>
U..
o:
-
-
o
Z..
O
=
c.
E
q.

0

- 60

" 100

0
e

;i3dé

J;4Q;;."

10

T E

-"? f?]45K.16OK,  i;_

Flgure I[

(25 responses)
' ;.A 1

,

II
, 1
1'[

P @

~® © No. of Disclosures per Year

|  | o
20
30
a0

'?inOG

T .

! ‘ | , .
! t ? }

5 |
m 10 20 3 - 40 50 60

B R B

© T R $E




aSldered at best rather tentatlve in view of the rough nature-'

of the data. Mbreover,-the 1nd1v1dual c1rcumstancesnof each

_'schqp}.must-bemconsidered in developing a patent policy. How-

'evef! the‘manner ih'which the data doés lead to correlatidns'”

“hamong the varlables, and thus to conc1u51ons Whlch agree Wlth _‘

“one

~ sider these results in developlng a unlver51ty patent pollcy

It_ce;talnly seems_lmportantgto-do further research in this

areaéin-greater7detailzthan has been done_previou51y;‘

o280

1ntu1t1ve feellngs, make 1t desxrable to carefully con-.fi




" APPENDIX A

. LIST OF SCHOOLS

Unlver51ty of Alabama Blrmlngham Alabama o
University of Arizona, Arizona

: Unlver51ty of Arkansas Arkansas

Auburn University, Alabama

;1Bay1or College of Medicine, Texas

Boston University, Massachusetts

'l*.Callfornla Institute of Technology,.Callfornla
- Unxver31ty of California-Berkeley, California
jUn:verSLty of California-Davis, California

University of California-los.Angeles, Callfornla-7.

.,_Uhrvers1ty of California-San Diego, Callfornla

-Unlver51ty of California-San Francisco, Callfornla
‘Carnegie Mellon University, . Pennsylvanla '

" Case Western Reserve University, Ohio
_Unxversrty of Chicago; IlllﬂOlS

University of Cincinnati, Ohio -

~ Golorado . State Unlver51ty, Colorado
,Unlver51ty of Colorado, ‘Colorado

Columbia University, New York

~ University of Connecticut, Connectlcut

Cornell University, New York , o
CUNY Mt. Sinai School of MEd1c1ne New York
Bartmouth College, New Hampshire '
Duke University, North’ Carolina

‘Emory University, Georgia

Florida State University, Florida .

.UnlverSlty of Florida, Florida

Gallaudet College, D. C.

George Washington University, D. C.
Georgetown University, D. C,
Unlvers1ty of Georgia, Georgla
Harvard University, Massachusetts

Z}Unlver51ty of Hawaii, Hawaii

‘Howard University, D. C. . S
University of Illinois- Urbana . I1linois -

" Indiana University- Bloomlngton, Indiana

ndiana University-Indianapolis, Indiana =~
;Iowa State Unlver51ty of Science & Technology, Iowa .
i nlver51ty of Iowa, ‘Towa : .

AL



Johns Hopkins University, Maryland
~Kansas State University, Kansas R DT
Unlver51ty of Kansas, Kansas. s e

. University of Kentucky,: Kentucky

- University of Miami, Florlda 3f

" University of Michigan, ‘Michigan

‘Louisiana State Medical Center- Shreveport Loulslana._”"
L0u151ana State University-Baton Rouge, LoulSlana

. fUnlver51ty of Maryland- Baltimore, Maryland - :

. University of Maryland-College- Park, Maryland B :
fMassachusetts Institute of Technology, Massachusetts

- Un1vers1ty of Massachusetts- Amherst Massachusetts‘ :

i ;Meharry Medical College, Tennesee: R L

 Michigan State University, Mlchlg

"'UqlverSLty of Minnesota, Mlnnesota
Daiversity of Missouri- Columbla Missourl

 University of Missouri-Kansas City, Mlssouri‘7
University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Nebraska

Z”New Mexico State University, New Mexico.

Unlver51ty of New Mexico, New: Mexico
New York Medical College, New York
New York Unlver51ty, New York - : : _
© North Carolina State University- Ralelgh North Carollna
"Unlver51ty of North Carolina-Chapel Hlll ‘North Carollna
Northwestern University, Illinois
;Ohlo State University-~Columbus, Ohio
~‘Oklahoma State University, Oklahoma
'anlverSLty of Oklahoma, Oklahoma:
_fOregon State Unlver51ty, Oregon
'UnlverSLty of Oregon-Eugene, Oregon :
_Pennsylvanla State University, Pennsylvania
Unlver31ty of Pennsvlvania, Pennsylvania
Unlver51ty of Pittsburg, Pemnsylvania
;Prlnceton University, New Jersey -
Purdue University, Indiana '
University of Rochester, New York
‘Rutgers, The State University, New Jersey
St. Touis University, Missouri . - :
University of Southern California, California
Stanford University, California - |
SUNY State University-Buffao, New.York
kTemple University, Pennsylvania - =
~ University of Tennessee-Knoxville, Tennessee -
‘University of Tennessee Médlca] Units-Memphis, Tennessee




‘Texas A & M Unlver51ty, Texas

University of Texas-Austin, Texas

- University of Texas—HouSRn1MEd1cal School Texas
- University of Texas Southwestern Medical School Texas
- Tufts Unlver51ty, Massachusetts : :

Tulane University, Louisiana

"Uhlver31ty of Utah, Utah

- Vanderbilt Unlver51ty, Tennessee
,-Uhlver51ty of Virginia, "Virginia
-Unlver51ty of Washlngton Washlngton
~ Washington Unlver51ty,_Mlssour1
_‘Hbyne State University, Michigan @' B
‘West Virginia University, West Vlrglnla

University of Wisconsin- Madlson, Wlscon51n

Woods Hole Oceanographic Instltute Massachusetts

Yale University, Connectlcut

_ Yeshiva Unlver51ty, New York -
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APPEND IX B

NORTHWESTERN LIN!VERSITY

REBECCA CROWN CENTER . -
' “EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201

wammmm_tummmAmn S e e ey
) CAND . : S . ' :
. DEAN opsumcr

: ~ﬁngust 12,.1973-'

. Northwestern Unlver31ty has recently IEVlsed 1ts Patent
'."Pollcy and is now reviewing its interpal procedures for ad-

.'f-mlnlsterlng the pollcy and for promotlng ltS 1nvent10ns and
'patents. - : :

‘jIn'v1ew of the federal government's increased emphasis on’
'transferrlng the inventions resulting from research to industry
- for the benefit of the general public, there appears to be in-
‘creased pressure-on universities to develop 'successful and
-aggressnre patent programs, . In order- to establish a program

.~ appropriate to the environment at Northwestern University, I am
- asking for your assistance by supplying answers to an enclosed

_J;questlonnalre. When all of the results have been collected, I.

- would be most pleased to share the results with you or W1th the

'o£f1<:1a.l at your university who is respon :ible for administering

. your: patent program.
.'.”Thank vou for your a.ss:.stance in th:r.s underta.king.

. Sincerely yours,

Dav1d Mlntzer
l.

DM/tJ :
Enclosure v Co S _

(317) 4923485 .
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'~ . UNIVERSITY PATENT POLICY QUESTTONNAIRE

"1.7;What offlce and/or unlversity foiCldl has responsxbllity for_

_ iadmin1ster1ng your patent pollcy?

By Unlver51ty Patent Admlnlstrator

: What Unlverslty Rank?

'?How1is the decision made:on whether to obtain a patent?

' Faculty Patent Commlttee

By ‘outside consultlng flrm (such as Battelle or Research
Corporatlon) : - ,

- By ProfeSSLonal Patent Promot1on Consultant

Other

f,How is the patent program staffed within the unlverSLty and
/. what percentage of time does each devote to the program?
f.(Use "profe591onal" categorles e.g. engineer, lawyer,

' secretary, etc ) S '

What type of firms outside the unlverSlty are used in ‘the patent

:_;app11catlon program (e.g. patent attorneys)? -

|’ N |

5¢--Wh1ch outside flrms does your 1nst1tut10n use to promote patents

fﬁland inVentlons9

Research Corporation.
Batelle
_None

Other '




6.0 : a )
Y
r§c}

j7.;*ﬁow are the expenses 1ncurred in the Unlver51ty Patent."

';8; ;a) (Optlonal) What is the estlmated dnnual cost -of admlnlsterlng -

9.'?Ié your institution interested in reviewing the results of

'§ development?

L.

Number‘of Dieclosures procesSed'per'year

Number of Patent Appllcatlons f11ed each year

Number of lleenses processed per vear

ogram covered? (percentages)
From Royaltles

As an indirect cost item

As afdirect'contribution'frpm"the'UglyerEity3ff; G

Other

the unlver31ty s Patent Program9

';b) (Optlonal) What is the approxlmate royalty income to the_

Unlver51ty‘from patents and-lnventlons?

'zcj (Optieﬁal)'What_is'ﬁhe_average bercentage'of in—house."

tﬁis'survey?' Yes ' . . No
“Name and title of official
responding to questionnaire
Pleaée return to:

Dr. Earl Jeo Freise

Offlce

of Research & Sponsored Programs

Northwestern University

633 C1;

Evanet

ark Street
1111n015 60201






