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copyrlght Iaw T

L {,Onfusmn over who owns s the. copyrlght to the
© 71 $250,000 Passow: report ‘'on Washington schools has

delayed a second printing, promised after numer:”
.. 'ous teachers and" officials - complainied copies of .

a8 éxpedi loﬁélyﬂ‘a_s pos%iﬁlé."."

-the far-reaching ‘study were unavailable. The Dis+

“{riot  School Board afid* Columbia. University..

‘Teachers’ CoIlege both' élaim the rights:. However,

artédly the B&O' ‘alternate route.” Another

"c1txzen representative told the Coungil. that rail- .

road offmals told him extra land 1n the roadbed

ma{ke the l‘lghf: of-way avallable in the. absence of
funforeseeable problems.” - . - :

. several lawyers have expressed the opinion that'{: e

the report 4§ a-public. document, Tiot sub_]ecL io

o

Priice. Georges ‘eivie leaﬁer Jullan C: Holmes

- charged the Maryland Siate Roads Commission -

has. jeopardized a $3.5 million. Federal grant to-
widén Indian Head nghway by failing t6 acquire

. '_ ‘and maiftain access onlo the rouie. Mi. Holmes:

produced a letter. from: .S, Public Roads Direc-
tor F .C, Turner warning aceess, controls -will

~have io- be provided before a’ requesl: for Federal |

f!mds can be approved

The fn'-mg of three Pr:mce Georges Purchasmg
D epartment employes amid - charges and
“counter-charges. over buying practices was la-
+-beled fllegal by Del. William J: Goodman, head of

a legislative delegation investigating the Depart- |

“ment, The County Merit Board ealled charges hy
the three that- their boss favored certain bidders

ot Government coniracts “‘mischievous, unfound- | -

=@y o7 in -ousting - them, -But - Del. - Goodman,

. cies™

"Aiezand%i& 'Cofpdfﬁtwbn C‘ouﬂ' :'Iuc'ige"_E'ra;lklm'

Whoaa subcnmmithee found - “startiing deficien-
in_the Purchasing Department, has de-
manded 2 new hearln‘ for the emplcyes i

P, Backus, Corporgtion Court :Judge George M::

Coles of Charlottesville, and Circuit Judge Dizon
- L. Foster of Lively have been natned to stpervise”

" a-Dec. 16 recoint of the recent General Assembly

conlest in which Del. James M. Thomson wWon .
" over Harry s, Flemmg b;; 64 tiotes

o e e

Roilmgwmd Schnol. PTA, ;said it s “mandatg-

ti.“'“?!f{wé’»id'«eb

He relterated h1s feelmg fhat constructicn of
- the water plpe should ot be delayed . since low
: preSSures could be experlenced 1f 1968 were as
-dry’a year as 1966, He $aid-the pipe was needed
Sprmg Wlth water and to relieve

'representlng

. wauld cause’ haZardous condltlons éven it the ;
'proper safeguards are taken " :

IMPRESSED

The. Council: was obvmusly convmced ﬁThe vote
followed an annoincement by WSSC Chairman
yujs ‘Gravelle that regard[ess -of the action the
olinell woald take the vote inthe atte
o award the éonuact For cuusu‘uLuuu uf lhe wa-

i LChase. .

le here are very substantial and very
dlsturbed v he sa1d- {“They’re. askmg for help i

;prgvmusly that the B&O-
route was rejected because it 'would cost $250,000
plus the cost of 20 private right-of-ways - over the’.
“cost ol the" Chevy. Chase route. ‘The third route, .
alorig. East-West Highway, ‘was rejeoted- because -
ol:the. dlsruptmn to traffic I:hat constructlon would
-a'use,mhe said. - _ . Do

»

.\.' ) ) ..-‘. ;‘/__7 .




. ormm:ed from page 474

s z--They concede that the- biggest- hﬁrdlﬁ to :
. oVercomé is the wéight of ‘conventional
~ wisdom: It goes. something “like “this.

Such a bill would permit the founding of
monopolies that can charge high prices
- for the fruits. of tax-aided résearch. It’s a

frée lunch, say the critics; and it's not

fair. One Sénate aide who was skeptical

- of the bill putit this way. *‘At the stroke °

of a pen,’* he said, **you are creating bil-

lions of dollars of property that did not-

exist' before, property: ‘that.is" created
with taxpayer support. We are not about
- to jump on the bandwagon. We have an

- obligation to the public and to other pat-
‘ent holders. We want to make sure this is
~good publi¢ pohcy before Wc start tout-
mg its wonders.™ :
‘For more than 30 years, the govcrn-'
‘ment has operated on the -assumption

that the economic rewards from federal-
Iy funded R & D should be captured by

« the government, or shared only grudg-
“ingly “with others,

‘since’ public - funds
were used. Hence, the government’s.col-

lection of 30,000 patents. That policy,
however, has not produced an astound-

ing record of economic returns, and the
conventional wisdom on public money

“and private gain may be in the midst of
change. The innovation ‘‘lag,”

7 more-
over, 15 becoming pop drama, as evi-

_denced not only by the Administration’s

domestic’ policy review but by media

“coverage such as the 4 June Newsweek
cover story on -innovation, subtitled

‘*Has Amefiica lost its edge?’’ The winds

- of opinion are shifting. It may no longer
“take a’leap of logic to see that good pub-
“lic policy might include a modicum of

private gain, especially when the alterna-
tive is patent portfolios that gather dust

‘on govemment shelves.

-—WILLIAM J. BROAD

Whlstle Blower Remstated at HEW

For more than a decaclc, Norman J. Latker, while work-
. ing as patent counsel for HEW, urged the department to

" give the patents derived from HEW-funded research back
to the universities that originally -did the work. During this
time, HEW patent policy became a model for many federal
agencies. Then, last December, Latker was bounced out of
government service after denouncing an attempt by his su-
periors to put a lid on patent transfers. He has now, how-
ever, been reinstated.

Latker returned to his post as HEW patent counsel at the
end of July. The acticn was called for by a civil service
review board that overturned Latker’s firing on procedural
grounds. HEW, which hedged for 1 month before com-
menting on the action of the review board; has decided not
to appeal the ruling.

The reinstatement is timely. Support is now building for
the Bayh-Dole patent bill, and Latker’s return to HEW is
seen by many university researchers and patent-transfer
fans, to whom Latker is something of a hero, as a shot in
the arm for their cause,

Latker is anything but a revolutionary. A 22-year veteran
. of government service, with 15 of them in HEW'’s patent

_office, he is credited with helping develop such mild-man-
nered innovations as - Institutional Patent Agreements
(IPA), which aid the flow of patent rights from government
to universities. The story of their rise at HEW is simple. In
1968,. the Government Accounting Office (GAQ) investi-

. gated the pharmaceutical programs at the National Insti- . .

tutes of Health (NIH) and found no evidence that drugs
.developed with NIH support ever reached the public. GAO

__blamed the lack of technology transter O HEW's* pracuccw

of retaining all rights to inventions.”

After a departmental shake-up in 1969, Latker helped de-
velop a system whereby HEW automatically gave patent
rights to the university 'where a discovery was made and
allowed it to license the patent to a private company; which
could then develop and markei the product. Such IPA’s
were issuted only to universities with a good track record of
technology transfer. Latker, however, also urged the trans-
fer of patent rights to universities without such an IPA,
eventually releasing 30 to 40 patents a year on such a case-
by-case basis. For some time everything sailed along
smoothly. Then in August 1977, Latker was ordered to

send all requests for patent waivers up to the HEW general

‘counsel’s office. And there they sat. Up until that time,
- Latker had final say on patent transfers. But no more. The .
public position of HEW was that all patent matters were -

“upder study,” and that no one in the general counsel’s
office was quite sure just when the review would be fin-
ished.

"By the fall of 1978, more than 30 requests for individual
patents and three requests for IPA’s were gathering dust in
the general counsel’s office. Universities got upset and
complained to Congress. So did Latker.

In September 1978, Senator Dole accused HEW of
*‘pulling the plug>* on biomedical research, To support the
charge, he quoted an internal memorandum from the HEW
general counsel’s office. *‘Recent experience with the high
cost of proliferating health care technology,’ it read, **sug-
gests that there may be circumstances in which the Depart-

“ment would wish to restrict or regulate the availability and

cost of inventions made with HEW support.” HEW Secre-
tary Califano and his advisers had decided té wage war on
*runaway medical technology.” One way to do so was ap-
parently to deny universities the“transfer of patent rights

from government-funded rescarch. On 13 September 1978

Dole and Bayh held a press conference and announced a.

bill that would cut through the backlog. HEW responded -

quickly. The next day Califano ordered his staff to transfer
the patents back to the universities. Within weeks, HEW

released 20 of the 30 patents. Soon aftcrward they also re-

leased Latker.
Departmental spokesmen now insist that Latker was not

'glven ~the-boot-for.blowing.the . whistle on HEW. Latker

«-was dismissed,. they - say, because his superior, Richardr o
Beattie said T.atker did not meet * professlonal standards,”’

and because of “‘specific instances™ of misconduct in-
cluding “*forms of lobbying flat out forbidden by the gov-
ernment’s codes of conduct.”

Latker recently told Science, however, that. official
charges were never brought against him. He was simply
fired. But now that the civil service has reinstated him and
HEW has decided not to appeal the ruling, Latker says he
is simply glad to be back. **It’s been a difficult period in my
life,”” he says. “‘I'm happy to once again have the chance
to work with the department.” —W.1.B.
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i umhes Said they wer
ignds, deSplte_theu‘ ﬂ%fe’r.;

BT L Ny e

Wk e

hoy result-in demolltlon
!
15 pubh hearmg on aproposal g
thie vipeline along the | *v
i hm Raﬂroad -

.-‘_-:u-;'l

T

11y, the " Tine was to ';‘
,have followed a route through
theyrélidential ‘streets of Chevy
1 Chase *Section Tour, Rollingwood!
‘and*Hamlet. However; refidénts
of t;he.se 4reas sirongly protested
"last November and, fi-
te - vietorious - earliér
when  the cou.nty

jco lﬁé_ll'_ deredi the ‘Washington

e = L P

3 Bethesta's residents affected byl
gﬁl Teling: drganizéd>an ad hoc
i
4

otititfeesto protest the rerout- £
Hingy; Yesterdas?’s ‘meeting,

ew some 100 East
sidents and a hand-

) tne raucous proeeed-
mg§ "the East Bethesdans hoot-

B b . Jehainis tofathe Sec-
t1on:iﬁ‘oiﬂl ; rﬁ'ﬁi1 E0othittee,
atteniptedto?defend his conimu- ;

Inity’s'stdiidon the' iSsue. s <5 J;

J.agers-ah councﬂwoman Mar- |

R A ok PP 7Y




Jorig Toute: and may refuse
- o fmanee the proJect 1n th1s‘
locatwn
i The- dlspute could g0 to. the
-| courts. and’ prolong the recur-|
'frent summer water shortages |-
‘1 faced by residents of southern}.
(| Prince;: : George’s 'County, fo
whose : beneﬁt the $18 m111m"
pro:ect A demgned SRLS
~Peter. A. Bozick;; v1ce chau-—
man. of the Commission, called; .
the Council’s action ridiculous,}:
and’ said: he ‘would:urge the|:
Prince : George’s members to
vote .against expending funds
‘for-the -.proaect John- J.Me-| |
Burney;: -the - “other ~ Prince|
Georges ‘member ‘in" attend:| |
ance at the Council meeting, |
said, “I'm not going to reversej:
my. vote. If I was right then, |
T'm right now.” . | :
The' scene in the County|.
Council ‘Chamber in Rockville!:
was almost identical to that ofy:
| 1ast November when the Coun-|*
¢il first sidetracked the pro-|!
jeel: Prosperous residents ‘of
‘Chevy: +Chase: -opposing - the
plan, members of the Commis-
smn supportmg it, and the

Councﬂ suimg w1th the home :
ownel:s ' 1!
2 The ,:pro:ect omgmally was :
-scheduled for complétion this|’
‘year. ; Residents of Cheévy;
:ChaseﬁSectlon 4 insisted that'
/it  would causeinconvenience,:
~traffi¢ jams and. danger to!
‘their }i6mes and families in the|
_area“iof: ‘Leland - -and Thorn-‘
51 SLIEE[h. e

- Couneil -~ instructed - the ap-
pomted ‘Commission to defer
;'constructmn and' ‘reconsider.
viyro “dltetnate routes that pre-
10usly "had been rejected by
“Comniission  engineers. Last
onth the Comnussmn' re-;
‘with 4 unanimous reaf:
“firmation-of its ci

n ...Novomber, -the électad -+

2

that “unfortunately for
'_‘qh : Councﬂ' _ 'yo

Keéney. remindad: MéB Hrney | ing priod:

)T et







sometiﬁes“Gové:nment is eqﬁippéd‘to deal_wifh:industrial qﬁQSm
tion which'fequire a highly sbeéialiéed expértise..Thé ﬁost
réalistic position perhaps is to aCcept'the.increasing n
- actlion between Government ana lnaubtrYr_dibU in the fields of
___R & D, as-g ,given. fact- and devote systematlc thoughts to this.
tlnteractlon in order to be prepared to encounter the situation

“dn the most frultful way . for the anterprlse" e

R. SCHULZ (EIRMA)




~ DIAGRAY

EIRFA & AIM AND PURPOSE

THE ASSOCIATION SHALL THEREFGRE PROMOTE :

”"“ -THE STUDY OF THE ORGAWISATION AND MANAGEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL

'~ RESEARCH, TNCLUDING SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGICAL p
'DEVELOPMENT e PRI

'A*.THE DEVELOPMENT AND THE WIDER" USE IN INDUSTRY OF INPROVED

.:MORE ECONOMICAL AND EFFECTIVE. METHODS: AND TECHNIQU S OF
MANAGING INDUSTRIAL. RESEARCH : .

- WIDER UNDERSTANDING OF THE PLACE OF RESEARCH WITHIN THE FIRM, .
OF THE ROLE AND REQUIREMENTS OF RESEARCH IN INDUSTRY GENERALLY.

- 'AND OF THOSE ASPECTS OF “ECONOMIC., EDUCATION AND SCIENCE POLICY
WHICH HAVE ‘A SPECIAL BEARING ON- RESEARCH IN INDUSIRY OR HHICh o

"RESEARCH IN INDUSTRY CAN INrLUENCE.






