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t. Introduction

In the fall of 1973 Northwestern University under-

tdok a review of its existing patent policy and patent

p~ogram administration. Since the emphasis of many of

tJelresearch programs was shift1Ilg from. bas Lc research to
I' I

ap~~ied technology and contract research such a review
I .,

wa~;deemednecessary. Furthermore, the tr~nds of many
ji - f

ful.1ding agencies, especially within the Federal Government,

li~~ted financial resources, believed that a thorough review

;
l:~r

ad~inistration, faced with increased operating costs and
j' •

Finally, the University

might indicate a potential source of

n I

we~J towards more mission or task oriented projects requiring

so~Jtions to specific problems.

,." \. t
ofliRatent operations

ad~~tional revenue.

As part of the review process a questionnaire on the

pa~~nt programs at other institutions of higher education
I

was
i
" .

vrepared and circulated. The accompanying report covers
.

th~ tesults of this survey and presents some tentative con-

Cl1~skons based on the returns. The resulting conclusions,
\',j

by i!t~e very nature of the questionnaire, and the results

'obJakned are speculative and open to criticism or alternative

.""~~ ...............,.,,,,,......""•••lI!!!!l••~~M... Jb 2 .. JIiSlMid !t&,,~.Jill·, -~,.;~""",..,-,/",-:,
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~i*terpretation. However, I believe that they are of

IV+l~e to other administrators faced with similar "

Id1cisions regarding their iI1~titutions's patent:pro- .

igtams and can well serve as abase for further surveys.

I welcome any criticisms or suggestions on the

I would like to acknowledge my gratitude ,to the

Ii ,}' .

iJterpretation of the results of this survey~
I .

Ji !

~Jaff of the Office of Research and Sponsored Programs
j, '1...

~~NorthwesternUniversity for collecting the data

~rld assisting in the preparation of this report.

.~

tIkf1 cL
David Mintz:l'
Vice President for Research

and Dean of Science
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois 60201

July 1, 1974
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II. Patent Policy and Procedures Surevey: The Questionnaire

In order to determine some of the characteristics

lof the patent programs at other universities, a survey
i.i.....'.'. '. . .' ................•....•..

i'W'as made of a number of them;Algroupdf76was chCJsen

lifrom a list of the 100 universi.ties having the ·largest
Ii:: .

Il(~ollar)amount of government research and development

!ifimds obligated during a recent: year as compiled by the
r.":
!':
INational Science Foundation. 1bere is no correlation

lb~tween the total federal funds obligated and either the
" -.}

lis:i.ze of- the student body or faculty, or the school's

I.g~ographical location. It might be expected that the

I'presence of a medical school, an engineering school and,
-); :;

Iperhaps, a school of agriculture are the most important

Idctors in the size of the federal funding. (These are

~tobably also the most important areas from which patentable

li~ems originate.) The complete list of schools (all 100),

I'i~ given in Appendix A, alphabetically; the 76 schools from

Iwhich information was solicited were chosen from the list

I~CJ as to give a good sample of the various types of schools

~'

j
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«(large and small; public and private; and various geo-

graphical locations.) A sample of the questionnaire

'sent is shown in AppendIx B. Since at the time it was

fHt that this was probably the firSt such wide scale

'survey made, the information requested was to be estimated

py the respondent and few details were request~d. The pur-

'pose of the survey was to get "order of magnitude" results

and determine what gross correlations seemed to occur. A

4etailed survey should be done by some interested research

group, since the results of this initial survey seem to

~how the desirability of further work in this area.

A total of 54 replies (including Northwestern University)·

were received, although not all questions were answered by

everyone. Thus, the information contained in the following

t£gures comes from as many as 54 schools, and as few as 25

(i.n each case, the number of usable responses is shown). The

interest in theinformation~ and a possible measure of how

:relatively uninformed are most schools concerning policies
,'-" .

, ..... u

8fiother schools, may be seen in the fact that 52 of the 54

:respondents requested copies of the survey results. Two re-

$ponding institutions are in the process of developing a patent

I
~,~H' .l§¥@!!@'i!+ffRA@. a QZ£ B!%A¥¥¥. 'WSW@! L g .• ~,<iUf.M~ij?'j,\~'~~~YP,.£4 ;$44 QJL£:"ZJ; - m-":~
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pJlicy,and two other institution.s indicated that their policy

pel~itted the inventor to work directly with a patent develop-
;,' ;, .

meht firm such as Research Corporation. Ten of the remaining

sol! fnstitutions appear to operate their patent programS in
r :] , :

col~&eratlon with a research foul1d~1:10n affIliated with the

undversLty , In such cases, there is some question in the

interpretation of the replies since it is not clear whether

the ~nswers pertain to the university or the research foundation.

We shall first discuss the responses to the individual
. F:
qu~stions, and then attempt some interpretation of the results.

Th~ latter must be considered quite tentative, especially in

view of the roughness of the data; however, some interesting

po~sibilities seem to emerge which warrant further study.

Ouestion 1. The responses 1:0 this question can be. grouped
;

ac~o~ding to the following Table.

Table 1

<:-, l._.- ,.

Official/Office of
Wniversity Responsible
for Fatent Program

:Research Office

Fiscal Office

Percentage of
~.9 Respondents

67%

14%

i';' c.
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program completely operated by a university-associated research

One additional Lnet Lt ut Lon vapparenc Ly has its patentr .

Legal Office

separate Patent Office

JAcademic Officer
'(e.g., Provost)

2'7.

6%

10%

-:

foundation. At approximately 10% of the institutions, the

re~ppnsibility for operating the program appears to be divided

befween a Research Office and either an Academic Officer or

the Legal Office of the University. The results shown in Table

.1 report the responsibility for these cases as residing with
. .,

the Research Office since it was generally. an individual from

su~h;an office who completed the questionnaire.
; .~

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

to 'pursue a patent application for an invention disclosed to

the' University, approximately 50% of the universities employ

more than one approach in reaching·such a decision. Twenty-

seven of the fifty institutions indicated that some type of

pat~nt committee composed either of faculty members or faculty

andi<idministrators were instrumental in making a decision on

whe't:her to make a patent: application. Of these twenty-seven,

'tZM ..,¥e~".,I:d<¥W4Mk;;m.cliti@t.,:&~¥J.44L'kt:L,,,Ai&11A, ·?i-E"P ,.c',:"" -, 'c~n··,-· 8 il%i'1g;:M,)i~;?hF<~=7"'f: ·",;&.@.£lh. }%!W*mM$b,M.,A.. M%¥XJ&iiMillbdR%£§·,,L.QK§F:'·
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1:

~:
nine'relied On additional information from an outside firm

sudh#as Research Corporation. Six others worked with an

inclitidual who was classified as a "patent administrator,"

with the Research Office

.<, j\

are" Director of an Office of Resea.rch, Associate Dean of

Research, or Vice President. The remaining twelve institutions,

at ~~ichthe patent committee is reported as the sole body making

a d,eiision on patents ,have the committee report its decision

toe'~ther the President, the Vice President for Research or

an :i~dividual generally as socLat.ed

of the university; titles associated with this individual

some lotheracademic officer. In some cases, the responding

inst~tutionsdid not indicate to whom such a patent committee
HI,:" .

maylhiave reported. Besides the nine institutions that used an
:, 1

outs:Ude firm in conjuret Lon with a patent committee, an ac,lditional
,

thi:J.deen institutions reported that they depended on an outside

fir~ ~o aid them in making a decision on obtaining a patent.

Seve~iof these used the outside firm exclusively and, judging

fro~ the number of disclosures and licenses reported .by these
,

seven~ only one would appear to.be active in pursuing patents

thr~ugh the exclusive use of an outside firm. Also, it is

rathe't surprising to find that forty-two institutions out of

I
':~

------'.""',
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tJ'e fif!=y report chatvthey do use Research Corporation and/or

the :Battelle
\: ;:
)i i

QUe~tion 5),

Foundation to promote their patents (see below,

but only twenty-two report that they use them

inli,Jaki,ng a decision on obtaining a patent.

Question 3. The percentage of time and types of indivi­

dU~~$ devoted to the patent program within the University vary
\':),

wige~y. If the percentage of professional staff time was not

re~okted, it was presumed to be an unstaffed position and the

pekcbntage of effort was taken to be zero . Generally, for
Ii t

pr~f~ssional staff efforts of 6% of an individual's time or

le~sl the number of licenses is either unreported or reported
j;!

to (bi zero, although there are one! or two minor (small number

of \llicenses) exceptions. Approximately 40%, or twenty-one
j

of!t~e reporting institutions, show 6% or less professional
( i

st~ft time; these generated 147 disclosures, 27 patent appli-

caJiJns and eight licenses per year. The remaining 29 in-
F \

sti~J.tions can be broken into a group of tW'enty institutions

hav~Jg professional staff devoting the equivalent of one person
u ;'

spe~4ing between 10 and 50% of "his" time, and nine institutions

clev~Jing more than 50% of "his" time. The following table

!} \'

:,ZM&,.t\~.t¥*tW; jL&ia&J.UL;MlJg;',b~, 3 ;.zai4fb;"i;'.\~,;,r,-\·,?,,'~r:{,'~-t\:&&i.,A~RM~,a},~;~?-,- !' ,,,,3 ,.AM£; MQitJ..·M411 ¥lQ&UiJtmJ.&JJ ;,@ $ Jl' (.r:\
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sUlW:llhrizes the patent activity .fo r these three groups :

Table II - Time Spent by Professional Staff

Total No. of:

Responderrt s

Disjpl,0sures/yr.

Dii;c i./lnst. /yr.
,
)

Pacerit; App L, /yr.

Pat~nt Appl./lnst./yr.

Lic~~se/yr.
License/lnst./yr.

Less than 6%

21

147

7.0

27

1.3

8

0.4

10 to 49%

20

331

16.6

79

4.0

40

2.0

50% or more

9

468

52.0

128

14.2

37

4.1
}

Question 4. Thirty-four institutions indicated that they

use a.patent attorney from outside the institution. Of these,

firms; such as Battelle or Research Corporation.

twe~ty-six indicated that they also use firms such as Research
1. "

Cbrpo~ation or Battelle. The remaining sixteen institutions

of ~hk fifty who answered the question depend solely on outside

mainly Research Corporation or Battelle, withI
I
i
'.~
~.

Question 5.

outside firms,

Twenty-one out of fifty use two or more

_______:£~"~:i! ¥ 2 SP?&f!;"'%~ b'i}. &12£±~-,," "t"~"'\ii4 L& 4 d I;E~-"::
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Dv6rkovitz being listed by five· institutions. Eight do not
I·' .

us~.~ny outside firms. However, of these. eight, four have

th~ir own research foundations. Of the remaining twenty-one

who listed only one outside firm, eighteen use Research Cor-
;. !

poration, two use Battelle and one, uses Dvorkovitz. In all,

thirty-nine institutions have agreements with Research

pozat Lon, nineteen with Battelle and five with Dvorkovitz.

Question 6.' The results of the answers to this question

regarding the number of disclosures, number of patent applications

and, number of licenses processed per year are summarized in

Figure 1.

Ouestion 7. Forty-nine institutions gave a response to

the: question. However, only eight indicated actual percentages
;

for: ~he distribution of the expenses. The remaining institutions

'" me reIy checked one or more of the methods of supporting the patent
-t

program administrative costs. If only one answer was checked,

100%!of the expenses was taken to be covered by this method of

recb~ery; whereas,. if two answ~rs 'were checked, the expense was

equ~tly divided between the two methods of recovery. The

res~~ts are summarized in Table III.

i
sz£ &t\~;'~HL4j¥X~t.ti zzmWw.&L 4 MiW.'·' ~Mh '~~:~H.§.jWts&~\tT:r~,: }:"~'" .'-·:;d8&¥Z'"'Ui'1!$J&¥:hM%.ida@W:iiJ,MBiMAii.Mm~
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- Table III - A- Recovery of Expenses

No. of Universities Method of Recovery

(

The ~emaining six institutions were those giving exact per-

Royalties + Direct

Royalties + Indirect

Indirect Cost

Direct + Indirect

Direct Univ. Support

. Royalties11
.:.

8

14

2·

7

1

ce~t~ges which differed from the above breakdown. These are:

Table III - B - Recovery of Expenses

!

I
Royal,ties (%)!University Indirect (%) . Direct(%)

(arbriitrary number)
., I

1 90 10
. ,: 1

2 75 25

3 40 60

4 82 18

5 28 36 36

6 50 25 25

l'
j'

£ ;;:-;""'.,,-',..
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It i,spo.ssible that a mumber of the universitie,s which r'e -
;

pod: the expenses as being covered by a direct contribution from
1, ,~ ,

th1' 1,1niversitymay actually be recovering some portion of the

acJ~il costs as indirect cost recovery, since the salaries or,

ot~'et costs involved in admin'istering the patent program may

evJnfuany be included in the indirect cost pool.

Qu~s'tion 8. This question was optional on the questionnaire.

Twe!h~y-nine institutions answered some or all parts of this

qUelsJion. The cost of administration ran as high as ,$100,000

pe~ year, with the average for twenty-five schools being $17,500.

The: 4nnual royalty income was as high as $200,000, with the

aVe~~gefOr the twenty-five schools being $30,500. If one examines

theTriet income to the university, ten schools showed a net income

ranging from $5,000 to $160,000 while twelve schools showed a
j, '':' -

netlideficit ranging from $500 to $60,000. Three schools re-

1., "', •
por~~d no administrative expenses and no royalty income.

The third part of the question ,was difficult to interpret

sinbe only six schools reported any percentage of university re-

~
j

;

sourc'e s devoted to in-house, development. Obviously, this question

I
it
~;

was poorly stated and difficult to answer.

::.:;:-,,;'

----d"c,., y-- . ---< ~,'-~<-~~"".'.- ---'.~'_. 'm".':~
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III. Interpretation of the Results

Figures I and II show some of the disparities among the
;
1'· .

schpqls, and some interesting results. The number of disclo-
L ,,:

sur~J per year (Fig. IA) varied from less than 10 (for almost
q::" . .

hal~O:f the 46 respondents) to 208 in one case. The median

nuJ~r of disclosures for the group is 11; but the highest
1

ninbischools had a median of almost 40 per year, while the

-med!tah of the remainder was about eLght; , As might be expected,

'.. ,';j.:>

thei'lrmber of patent applications per year (Figure IB) is

mar~~dly less than the number of disclosures, indicating a

con~iiderable effort to cull out non-patentable (and, perhaps,
j:', ,

non~~arketable) items. The median number of patent applica-

tio~s'j is 3, indicating that for the median school about 27%

of the disclosures result in patent applications. This is

in ~ortrast to the experience of the Research Corporation (verbal
1

cOrnWupication from a member of their staff) which patents less

tha* approximately 10% of the items disclosed to it. Undoubtedly,

the R~search Corporation applies much harsher criteria, especi-

~

lic~nsees and can evaluate market~)ility somewhat better than the

disclosed item may well

It is interesting to note that only

avefage university administrator. Moreover, faculty pressure on

_ uniye~sity administrators to patent a
~ '

:~ jl -;
~ res\.ilt in an easing of standards.
;.}

:, "", i £Moo:. AA, Ii;;; __ , _%H;iiJ'-!&i\\i!'i!i4'c;."""giA'dAl¥%il\iiii!!!_,*'i#M;'-k$lJi,!Jil4i!\i";::",iiAIl!._"M\12£.%i;'~1i~
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fottr of t he sevan schools applying for the mos t vpatents per year

~r~ among the nine schools having the greatest number of dis-

closures per year. However, aince they have a median number

d£ 11 applications per year, the median of this group patents

about the same percentage of disclosures as does the respondent

grOUP as a whole. The"median school licenses two items per

year, indicating a 66% license-todpatent~;;l.{catigll;~~iO, but

t~e' numbers are so small that thi.s figure is probably meaningless.

H6J~ver, the ten schools having the highest number of licenses per
" "

year, which includes eight of the nine schools having the highest

numbe r of disclosures, license about 50% of the items for .which

p~t~nt applications have been made. The median school in the
" ,

remaf.nLng group places about one license per year, which gives

"a license for only 33% of its patent applications. These are

sti~l remarkably high figures, since Research Corporation licenses

only. about 10% of the items for which it makes patent applications.

It must be noted, however, that these figures should be
!

treated with some caution. In the! first place, they are estimates

the: process of "disclosure to application to license" is a time-

depe~dent one; while one may assume that only six months to a year

• Co ~~

Secondly,numbers involved lead to large errors in taking ratios.

ang, although reasonable care was undoubtedly taken, the small
n

~

t
I
I
I. I .
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is taken from the time a disclosure is made to the school
J

.administrator until a patent is applied for, an additional

nqmber of years ,may pass before an item is licensed. One

~hould really view the process ;lS involving a large store of

patented items in a portfolio, which is decreased very slowly

by; either licensing or loss of patent protection due to age,

and increasing (at a much greater. rate than the decrease) by

new patents. Although it seems reasonable to assume that the

fudst likely candidates for licensing are the newer patented

items, increasing pressure on universities to market patents may

re'suLt in a number of older patents being licensed. Thus, while

the populations of research results may be nearly identical for

Figures. IA and IB, that for Figure Ie could be quite different;

only a more detailed survey could tell. This effect may well

become of even greater importance in the future. With increased ~

pressure from the government to quickly bring research results

into practice, and the hope by university administrators for a

rie~ source of revenue, the patent portfolios of universities

may well increase rapidly during the next decade; with increased

pressure for marketing patented items, older patents maybe

1Jjrpught forth in a renewed attempt to license them.

Figures IIA and B show, respectively, the distribution

among the respondents of annual administrative costs and annual
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:rqyalties from licenses. The two schools having the largest

annual administrative costs have a> large number of disclosures

and licenses. (they are members of the "high eight" mentioned

b¢fore)., but it will be shown that the correlations are not

si.mple ones. The disparity in royalties is not too surprising:

die two schools earning more than $100,000 per year each have

licensed a major "winner"; the"ITdst majority of the. Clther schools

h~ve, most probably, only one licensed item which earns some-

t~ing for them (although we have no actual data on that point).

It is, of course, of interest to see if there are any

correlations among the variables One might assume, a priori,

!•._~

/i'"

't~at a large value for the total federal obligations would,

itl;trough supporting a great deal of research, result in a

[Large number of disclosures. The correlation between these

var-Lab l.ea , however, is not that simple. Figure III shows that

most of the 46 respondents fall roughly into two groups. Lines

triinistrative costs (Figures IV and V) while the triangles

represent responses from schools which did not supply such
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3i.? disclosures per million dol.l.ars) ; the fact that the II­

grc;lUp has less than 0.5 disclosures per million dollars of

t::o~al federal obligations, would indicate that: there is a quite

dIfferent attitude toward inventions in these schools. Eighteen

r¢~pondents obviously belong to the I-group; twelve respondents

to the II-group. Five respondents belong in the overlap region

Of the groupings (although other corre.lations will be shown to

_c....<

4i$tinguish the group to which four of these five belong). Of

the eleven remaining points, eight others could be reasonably
!,

associated with one of the two lines, especially in view of

¢h¢ coarseness of the data; the remaining three are rather

arb.Ltrar I'ly assigned '''by eye". It should be noted that 28% of

~he respondents whose answers could be used in this graph were

pr~vate schools, although about 38% of the questionnaires were

sept to private schools. This grouping will be further d Lscussed

later.

It might also be assumed that the administrative costs are

qlpsely related to the number of disclosures. However, Figure

tv does not show any special relation between the variables.

$otne respondents with a relatively small number of disclosures

per year were having costs as great as respondents having double

Many schools have admin-

istrators and staff who spend a small portion of their time

Cost is a difficult one to assess.

the number. Unfortunately, this area of annual administrative

. "-,.,.~,,___ ___, ._'>f~.'''''''~''' ·_"•..M""~~. A:i" lk' .... ,,_""""""W.e.t ~, t. . ',"'';'''4.,,,,[,,,,,,,,,,,,,",,,",:''°' ',"""r"';::'.""".'F" "c:';",O';,~~"-:",?,,,,=":,",,~~':-::,', ~~~~.;:\-:.; .:(~n
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co$t$ are not incurred to a great extent with the disclosure

j: !

onliphent mat t ers ; );:he tendency Ls , probably to underestimate

this cost.

mb, "qmr' i ' ....

'I'f:
,

I;'i
':22-

One might be tempted,however, to feel that such

ill
in~oaved in voluminous correspondence, discussion of claims,

j

1: Ii

do*ei' by the faculty member and a secretary; and, perhaps, a
",'!
;;i;

fa9u~tycommittee for evaluation (and rar~ly is th~t cost ever

corts~dered!).
j,i

~dri:ti~istrator

Once a decision is made to patent the item, an

and a patent attorneY,and their staffs, become

se~r~hes, etc. It seems probable that this leads to a good part

of the administrative cost.
1;

~ .
Ii The graph of annual administrative cos ts vs. number of

pa~e~t applications is shown in Figure V. Here,again, the

iii.
the lines marked A and B.

around

Although no parallel lines (or,

perh,aps, lines, which fan out from the origin around the A- and
( !

B-I!~'ines) have been drawn, it seems reasonable to associate

tht~teen points with line A, eight with B, and five undetermined
1: !

be~~use of closeness to the origin (all of which can be

dihiiinguished on the basis of other correlations). However, if
j

on~ noces that these points can be found from Figure III to be in

th/a !groups I or II, we find that: of the thirteen "obvious"

A-!i~oints, three are II- points, and the other ten are 1-
fiJ(I, _ _ '_,' _ _ _ _ ~

PO:ln:ts; of the eight "obvious" B- points, three are I- points
'Wl
;~ !:
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;:,
td the origin can be associated with the 1- or II- groups by

a~isl.lming that the above correlations hold. One can recapitulate

remaining five are II- points; the five points close

-24-'.

and, the

t~~,'associations in Figures III and V: of the 26 responses

p~'o!=ted in Figure V, which can be, found as 1- or 11- points

fJf~fu Figure III, 14 points can be associated with the A- line,
aJd' 12 with' theB- line. Of 'the 14 A,,-'points, all but three

a~e, 1- points; of the 12 B- points, all but three are 11- points.

stmilarly, in Figure III, of the 46 responses, all 26 points

o! ~igure V are plotted. Of the 14 points of the A- or B-
',!,' ',1,1: _

v~riety which can be associated with thet- line, all but three

ate! A- points; of the 12 points of the A- or B- variety associated

wFth the 11- line, all but three are B- points.

One may infer from the associations between the points on
;: :~

Figures III and V that there is a group of schools, the 1- group,
1

iil'which it is seen as desirable to make as many patent

d~s¢losures per year as is possible, even though the total
I'

r~~earch support, as measured by the total federal yearly
loa

o~~igation, is not particularly high; this patent effort leads,
011;:; _ -_ -_ _ _.

tp,a high administrative cost per actual patent application

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

(\

F ;

~~W disclosures per year for the total research support involved,

dnd incurs relatively small administrative costs for the number
l' ,:

df'actual patent applicatio~s. This is a matter which certainly

t'
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~~serves greater study,especially in light of the fact that
j.: ','

f~gure IV does not show any such correlations. The fact
l't
~Hat the number of patent applications per year is not pro-

per year causes the
. 111

i' t :

~uble-grouping of Figure V to disappear in Figur~IV. One1: t ....' .

p.8.Y infer "scenarios" in which, in one case, an administrative
!! ;',

~~oup has been set up to press for disclosures, and patent and

~Jrket them--although there is not a research base sufficiently
': 1

1: !
111j.rge to expect a great number of marketable items; and, in
>,,' ,

itJe other case, a school in which disclosures and applications

does not put much time or effort (or money) into the pro-

It is, presumably, the strong research base of the

~~e treated as a rather secondary matter by an administrator,

~
Ii ~
gram.
r. ~:
'second case which does produce patent applications, in spite

Ipt the uninterested administrative attitude! Finally, it
.

~~ould be noted that the eleven IA respondents include only
)'1'

100ie private school; of the nine: lIB respondents, there were
;, };

!stx private schools.

Figure VI is a graph of t:he "end result," the annual net

ilr~yalty income (royalty income minus administrative costs) vs ,

Iltlle number of disclosures per year. The purpose of all of the

policies is presumably to get research results to the public;

,~! !tb is not unz-easonab Ievro assume that royalty income is a measure of
1i~;
f
~",-- i -'~ i ; 'MM~,%M¥OOm~~i;?l
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the value

r

of these results to the public (admittedly, a very

iiJnperfect measure), Several points can be made on the basis

of these 2S responses, all of 'lhich can be categorized as in
1. ~

i:F~gure V, but with one IB school not responding to the royalty
1

iqiJestion. Of the five zeapondents having over $40,000 per year

!n~t royalties, threE! do not fa.ll into thetIA or IIB categories;

. iioply two of the remaining twent:y are not IA' s or IIB' s! The

]tLPlication is strong that, in each case of the five, the in-
I

!Icldence of a patent which brought in a large royalty was not
" ;

Ilr~lated to any particular institutional patent policy, A
"

!s~cond point to be noted is chat all of the respondents claiming

net loss of $10,000 per year or greater (greater administrative

licbsts than royalty income) are of the A group, with two IIA's,

iatd six lA's. Of these six lA's, none are private institutions.

~~{

f~

.~

I'F~nally, of the remaining 12 s chooIs, which los t no more than
j. r
1$1),000 per year (nor had a gain over $20,000 per year),

ithere is a mixture of four lA's and eight lIB's. Thus, this
t' ~

!~~gure implies that the strong administrative effort to ob-

"t
!tain disclosures, when as socLatied with a research program

l:,

i:that is not well funded, will most probably lead to a signi-

I!ftcant yearly financial loss,, ,
~

It must be realized that these conclusions can be con-

t
I
'.

!



':i;,l::>i :,;ji;:,;i:;,;~,:';,~0Ji;';lit';l;j-'~~~:{"lit'1N&") fWX%1i'C'· Tn .. P?Y £ eM";'~",

•
100

90 •145K

~"

160K

-27-

80

60

...

Figure 1l.I
(25 responses)

... A, I

Jl1( A,n

... B, I

• B, n
\.f:. ;~ '..J

...

Disclosures per Year
I

40 50
)Il(...

~..

No,of
.+­
:30

•

I
~ 20

..

•10 r.... •
"'

().- • "10 t
11 ...

IO~ JI(....

20 I- ..

40

50

20

60

30

40

70

o
c
--
....
o 30

,...
III
~

e

c
>.o

a::

>...-

II)

E
o
o
e-

.....

III
'0
c
e

·111
:so
.c:
....

~' --
\ 0 60
'~

e0« 70

'if ..

~ II)

iz 50

...

~~- "
80

~'

'~"

"%

90

100



:;,,-~~"l}flilf"'J--S5f~"~#i-r(fWr=wW"®'f'($ =,-

-28-

sid~red, at best, rather tentative in view of the rough nature

of!the data. Moreover, the individual circumstances of each

school must be considered in developing a patent policy. How-

eve~, the manner in which the data does lead to correlations

amprig the variables, and thus to conclu.sions which agree with
. . '... . ..

on~·I.s intuitive feelings,. make it desirable to carefully con-

sid~r these results in developing a university patent policy.

It! cer t a InLy seems important to do further research in this

area in greater detail than has been done previously.

L.:.-e.. ------ -""" ?"":!4' MM.~Fi.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF SCH.QQ!&

Uniyersity of Alabama-Birmingham, Alabama
U~iyersity of Arizona, Arizona
Un.!iyersity of Arkansas, Arkansas
Aup~rn University, Alabama
Ba~Jor College of Medicine, Texas:
Bqsfon University, Massachusetts
CB!l~fornia Institute of Techno10gY;,Cali.fornia
U~iyersity of California-Berkel.ey,>Catifornia
Uqiyersity of California~Davis,Gal.Hql:"nia
ULTirersity of Ca1ifornia-l.os Angeles, California
Ul1iyersity of California-San Diego, California
U~itersity of Ca1ifornia~San.Fral1cisco,California
Clj.rp.egie Mellon University, Pennsylvania
C~s~ Western Reserve University, Ohio
U~~versity of Chicago, Illinois
U~iyersity of Cincinnati, Ohio

. C?l!jorado State University, Colorado
U!jl~versity of Colorado, Colorado
Cc;>~umbia University ,New York
Up¥versity of Connecticut, Connecticut
Cpttnell University, New York
CPf;1Y Mt. Sinai School of Medicine, New York
Dfr,tmouth College, New Hampshire
O}1~e University, North Carolina
Etmjlry University, Georgia
F~9rida State University, Florida
Un}versity of Florida, Florida
G,aFaudet College, D. C. .
qeqrge Washingt.on University, D.. C.
qei'rgetown University, D. C.
qn~versity of Georgia, Georgia
Harvard University, Massachusett:s
qn~versity of Hawaii, Hawaii
~o¥ard University, D. C.
qn~versity of Illinois-Urbana, Illinois
ln~ianaUniversity-B100rnington"Indiana
lnj:!iana University-Indianapolis, Indiana
~~a State University of Science & Technology, Iowa
V~iversity of Iowa, Iowa

At



~

~,:)?-'-~~""r:·'·jt-nftrwNxwrtegz§ytP?

,P-

,

"

Jb~ns Hopkins University, Maryland
K~ri,sasState University, Kansas .
UI1~versity of Kansas,Kansas
UJ:l.~versii:y of Kentucky,Kentucky
Lpqisiana State Medic:al Center-Shreveport, Louisiana
J..oqisianaStateUniversity-Baton Rouge, Louisiana
U~~versity of Maryland-Baltimore, Maryland
Up~versityof Maryland-College Park, Maryland
~~sachusetts Institute of Technology, Massachusetts
U~fversity of Massachusetts-Amherst, Massachusetts
Mel).arry Medical College , Tenpese7>
Ul1tversity of Miami, Florida. .\r>)c'
l1ighigan State Univers ity, M:ichiga.l1·
Ull~versity of Michigan, Michigan"
lTn~versity of Minnesota, Minnesota
UI1~versity of Missouri-Columbia,Missouri
lTn~versity of Missouri-Kansas City, Missouri
lTn~versity of Nebraska-Lincoln, Nebraska
~e~ Mexico State University, New Mexico
U;n~versity of. New Mexico, New Mexico
~e"!'7 York Medical College,. New York
Ne~ York University, New York
~ofth Carolina State University··Raleigh, North Carolina
lTn~versity of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, North Carolina
~o:rthwestern University,Illinois
Oh~o State University-Columbus, Ohio
9~~ahoma State University, Oklahoma
1!qiversity of Oklahoma, Oklahoma
9fegon State University, Oregon
lTqiversity of Oregon-Eugene, Oregon
f~?nsylvania State University, Pennsylvania
V~iversity of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania
yqiversity of Pittsburg, Pennsylvania
ffinceton University, New Jersey
ftlrdueUniversity, Indiana
lTn:iversity of Rochester, New York
Rqtgers, The State University, New Jersey
$~. LouLs University, Missouri
P1iversity of Southern California, California
S~anford University, California
PlTNY State University-Buffao, New York
?~mple University, Pennsylvania
V*iversity of Tennessee-Knoxville, Tennessee
pJiliversity of Tennessee Medical Units-Memphis, Tennessee

.A2
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T~x~S A & M University, Texas
Urliyersity of Texas-Austin, Texas
U~ifersity of Te xas -HouatonHed Lca L School, Texas
Uttiyersity of Texas Southwestern Medical School, Texas
Ttf~fS University, Massachusetts
T~lrne University, Louisiana
U~iyersity ·of Utah, Utah
V~nperbilt University, Tennessee
Uri.i:yersity of Virginia,. Virginia
U[liyersity of washington,Washingtgn.
Wrspington University, Missouri •• ii/
Wryre State University,Michiganii
W'Ts!~ Virginia University ,West Virgin.ia
Urirersity of Wisconsin-Madison, Wisconsin

·W90Fs Hole Oceanographic Institut:e, Massachusetts
Y~l~ University, Connecticut
Y~sriva University, New York
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APPENDIX B

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY

REBECCA CROWN CENTER

EVANSTON, ILLlN()IS60'201

VICE PRnSlIll:NT I:OR RESrlARCH (311) 491-a<fSS
"Nil

DEAN' OF SCIENCt!

August 17, 1973

Dear Sir:

'" Northwestern University has recently revised its 'Patent
Pol~cy and is now reviewing its internal procedures for ad­
mir~stering the policy and for promoting its inventions and
pat~nts.

:: :: In view of the federal government's increased emphasis on
trtUcsferring the inventions resulting from research to industry
fo;r 'jthe benefit of the general public, there appears to be in­
.cPFa~ed pressure on universities to develop successful and
agprf'ssive patent programs •. In order to establish a program
apprppriate to the environment at Northwestern University, I am
as~ipg for your assistance by supplying answers to an enclosed
qUT~tionnaire. When all of the results have been collected, I
w~l~ be'most pleased to share the results with you or with the
offifial at your university who is responsible for administering
yo~~patent. program.

Th~nk you for your assistance in this undertaking.

S:lncer~lY~'o rs", .

(1/ 1 / / ;

J
. ._y, ~ /
.t;/1/p . , ,"

David Mintzer!
I.

DM/tj
Enclosure

YY1i.'--.L -~ .____ -~~_
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. UNIVERSITY PAtENT POLICY QUESTIONNAIRE

1. What office and/or university official has responsibility for
administering your patent policy?

2. I{ow is the decision made on whether to obtain a patent?

+_,- Faculty Patent COmmittee

By outSide consulting firm (such as Battelle or Research
Corporation)

By University Patent Administrator

What University Rank?

By Professional Patent Promotion Consultant

Other

3. ~ow is the patent program staffed within the university and
¥hat percentage of time· does each devote to the program?
(Use "professional" categories, e.g •. engineer, lawyer,
secretary, etc.)

A

B

c

D

E

F

4. ~at type of firms outside the university are used in the patent
.application program (e s g., patent attorneys)?

5 Which outside firms does your institution use to promote patents
'and Inven t ions?

Research Corporation

Batelle

___ None

___ Other ~ . _

B2
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6. "f) Number of Di,sclosures processed per year

~) Number of Patent Applications riled each year

B3

'j

I
I

7.

1:) Number or licenses processed per year

How are ·the expenses incurred in the University Patent
rrogram covered? (percentages)

From Royalties

+-__ As an indirect cost item

. As a direct contribution from

.i-'-__ Other . _

·S.' Ja ) (Optional) What is the estimated annual cost of administering

the university's Patent Program?

'b) (Optional) What is the approximate royalty income to the

University from patents and inventions?

c) (Optional) What is the average percentage of in-house

development?

.9J ',Is your institution interested in reviewing the results of

this survey?

~ :; ",

Please return to:

Yes

'i:

;.-.('n

No ------

Name and title of official
responding to questionnaire

" i.)

~r4 Earl J. Freise
qffice of Research & Sponsored Programs
~orthwesternUniversity

633 Clark Street
Ev4nston, Illinois 60201

,,c~-'~Ft
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the,<value of these results to the pUblic (admittedly, a very

tmP~rfect measure). Several points can be made on the basis

qfithese.25 responses, all of which can be categorized as in
{,

~igure V, but with one IB school not responding to the royalty

qu~stion. Of the five respondents having over $40,000 per year

tle;t royalties, three do not fall into the UA orUB categories;

o~ly two of the remaining twenty are not lA's or lIB's! The

~~lication is strong that, in leach case of the. five, the in­

cidence of a patent which brought in a large royalty was not

r~lated to any particular institutional patent policy. A

second point to be noted is that all of the respondents claiming

aJnet loss of $10,000 per year or greater (greater administrative

costs than royalty income) are of the A group, with two IIA's

and six lA's. Of these six lA's, none are 'private institutions.

iF#.nally, of the remaining 12 schools, which lost no more than

$~,OOO per year (nor had a ga~l over $20,000 per year),

there is a mixtureo£ four lA's and eight lIB's. Thus, this

~igure implies that the strong administrative effort to ob­

tain disclosures, when associated with a research program

that is not well funded, will most probably lead to a signi­

ficant yearly financial loss.

It must be realized that these conclusions can be con-

..,"'''~

~-- .'I'>"i«"~'<:":'''"~''''''.',:_''''''.').':~_'''''' ''' ~_~ ~ .....
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s Lde red , at best, rather tentative in view of the rough nature

of thELdata. Moreover, the individual circumstances of each

schoo I must be considered in developing a patent policy. How-

ever" the manner in which the data does lead to correlations

am0n'githe variables, and thus to conclusions which agree with

one'is/intuitive feelings, make it desirable to carefully con-

sider! these results in developing a university patent policy.

It ce~tainly seems important to do further research in this

area in greater detail than has .been done previous ly.

,-;!.

',OJ'.

,
,

"
,",

.: .,' ,'.

._~,~,-~..-.;-:-~",-...-- ---_. ~..,........
,~""" ••:,_,_~"",,~,""'",__W'~



,
APPENDIX A

LIST OF SCHOOLS

U~irersity of Alabama-Birmingham, Alabama
Utliyersity of Arizona, Arizona
Urj.iyersity of Arkansas, Arkansas
A~b;prn University, Alabama
Blfyp.or College of Medicine, Texas
Bp~ton Univers ity, Mas sachusetts
Ci:lljifornia Institute of Technology, California
U~~versity of California-Berkeley, California
UJ:l~versity of California-Davis,California
Uh*versity of California-J...os Ange LesjXaLf.fornLa
qn~versity of California-San Diego, California
university of California-San. Francisco, California
Carnegie Mellon University,Penn.sylvania
C~~e Western Reserve University, Ohio
qn~versity of Chicago, Illinois
qn~versity of Cincinnati, Ohio
qo~orado State University, Colorado
qn~versity of Colorado, Colorado
<;ojlumbia University, New York
q~~versity of Connecticut, Connecticut
~oFnell University, New York ..
C::UfITMt. Sinai School of Medicine, New York
j])a:rtmouth College, New Hampshi re
pu~eUniversity, North Carolina
~m,ory University, Georgia
fjlorida State University, Florida
q~iversity of Florida, Florida
p~llaudet College, D. C.
pe,0rge Washington University, D. C.
~~orgetown University, D. C.
q~iversity of Georgia, Georgia
~~rvard University, Massachusetts
ijn,.iversity of Hawaii, Hawaii
H9ward University, D. C.
uriversity of Illinois-Urbana, Illinois
I~diana University-Bloomington" Indiana
I~diana University-Indianapolis, Indiana
I6wa State University of Science & Technology, Iowa
Upiversity of Iowa, Iowa

Al

~._~--_ ..._- ..-.. ,,- ...._---~ - . ,-'.-. ... '¥~
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*d:hlJ,S Hopkins University, Maryland
~~nsas State University, Kansas
Uqiversity of Kansas, Kansas
p¥versity of Kentucky, Kentucky
~~uisiana State Medical Center-Shreveport, LoUisiana
~9uisiana State University-Baton Rouge, Louisiana
p~iversity of Maryland-Baltimore, Maryland
p~iversity of Maryland-College Park, Maryland
~ssachusetts Institute of Technology, Massachusetts
P1iversity of Massachusetts-Amherst, Massachusetts
,~harry Medical College, Ten~e~~~
pqiversity of Miami, Florida//
~chigan State University,Michigall.
pqiversity of Michigan, Michigan n,

pri,iversity of Minnesota, Minnesota
Vri,iversity of Missouri-Columbia, Missouri
pri,iversity of Missouri-Kansas City, Missouri
pn,iversity of Nebraska-Lincoln,Nebraska
N¢w Mexico State University, New Mexico
Viliversity of New Mexico, New Medco
1'lElw York Medical College, New York
1'l~w York University, .New York
1'lqrth Carolina State University-Raleigh, North Carolina
pn,iversity of North Carolina-Chapel Hill, North Carolina
N9rthwestern University, Illinois
O~io State University-Columbus, Ohio
O%lahoma State University, Oklahoma
pqiversity of Oklahoma, Oklahoma
otegon State University, Oregon
U~iversity of Oregon-Eugene,Oregon
P~mnsylvania State Univers ity, Pennsylvania
pqiversity of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania
U~iversity of Pittsburg, Pennsylvania
Princeton University, New Jersey
~rdue University, Indiana
U*iversity of Rochester, New York
~utgers, The State University, New Jersey
st. TDuis University, Missouri
UJi!iversity of Southern California, California
Stan Eor-d Univers ity, California
SUNY State University-Buffao, New York
TElmple University, Pennsylvania
Ufliversity of Tennessee-Knoxville, Tennessee
'UJ:J.iversity of Tennessee Medical Units-Memphis, Tennessee

-~-~----~-------~~-~~~---'--'-----------~.'~~~
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Te~a,s A &M University, Texas
U~~yersity of Texas-Austin, Texas
Un!;i:'fersity of Texas-Houslbn Medical School,. Texas
U~jyersity of Texas Southwestern Medical School, Texas
~£~s University, Massachusetts
Tql~ne University, Louisiana
Uryiyersity of Utah, Utah
Va,n~erbilt University, Tennessee
U~iyersity of Virginia,' Virginia
U1iyersity of Washington, WashinH()n
W~s~ington University, Missou:r i;!<'
W~yp.e State University, Michigan •
W~s~ Virginia University, West Virginia
U~ifersity of Wisconsin-Madison, Wisconsin
W~~~s Hole Oceanographic Institute, Massachusetts
Y~l~ Univers ity ,. Connecticut .
Y~shiva University, New York
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NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY

REBECCA CROWN CENTER

EVANSTON,ILLINOIS 60101

-~-

Bl

VICffPRI;SII)t:NT;I:ORRliSI:ARCH
ANiI

DEAN bItSCIENCE

1

August 17, 1973

(312) 491·348' .

Dear Sir:

Northwestern University has recently revised its Patent
PolicYland is now reviewing its internal procedures for ad­
minist~ring the policy and for promoting its inventions and,
patent~.

In view of the federal government's increased emphasis on
transferring the inventions resulting from research to industry
for th~ benefit of the general public, there appears to be in­
crease~ pressure on universities to develop successful and
aggres~ivepatent programs. Ip order to establish a program
appropriate to the environment at Northwestern University, I am
asking;for your assistance by supplying answers to an enclosed
questii)nnaire. When all of the results have been collected, I
would be 'most pleased to share the results with you or with the
official at your university who is responsible for administering
yourpi!tent program.

Thank you for your assistance in this undertaking.

Si,ne,e,"re, lY~o,-r,S, '(J'// '
~
/!J.t/ 'j' .._.. I.,:;

" fI" "'r'// ;-'. .-- :'::

Davi,d Mintzel:i
I,

DM/tj
Enclosure

,::'C

. ,;.._.-'-_..•.. ~"
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UNtVERSITY PATENT POLICY QUESTIONNAIRE

B2

+~_Faculty Patent Connnittee

.:'
2. Hpw;ts the decision made on whether to obtain a patent?

1. what office and/pr university official has responsibility for
a~miriistering your patent policy?

By outside consulting fim (such as Battelle or Research
Corporation)

By University Patent Administrator

What University Rank?

By Professional Patent Promotion Consultant

Other . _

3. ~ow is the patent program staffed within the university ' and
ihat percentage of time does each devote to the program?
(Use "professional" categories, e s g , engineer, lawyer,
$ecretary, etc.)

A

B

C

D

E

F

4.~at type of firms outside the university are used in ,the patent
~pplication program (e.g. patent attorneys)?

5. ~ich outside firms does your institution use to promote patents
land inventions?

..... -Research Corporation

Batelle

None

Other . ............_



~~'yy-- '.
'.

.~. ,f;.';'),,(y

6. ~) Number .of Pisclpsuresprocessed per ye;l.r _ ....._ .....__~_~.

~) Number of Patent Applications filed each year

~) Number of licenses processed per year ~ _

7. How are the expenses incurred in the University Patent
P,rogram covered? (percentages)

+--'-_ From Royalties

..L--'-~ As an indirect cost item

--,-__ As a direct contribution from the

Other-'---

. 8. a~ (Optional) What is the estimated annual cost of administering

the university's Patent Program? ~ _

.b) (Optional) What is the apprcxfmat;e royalty income to the

University from patents and inventions? __

ct (Optional) What is the average percentage of in-house

development?

9. IJ your institution interested in reviewing the results of

B3

~

tJ1is survey? Yes No _

Name and title of official
responding to questionnaire

PleakJ return to:

Pl'. E~rl J. Freise
Offi~e! of Research .& Sponsored Programs
NortJ1~estern University
633 ~l~rk Street
Evan$tpn, Illinois 60201
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