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Dear Friend:

On Friday, August 3, 1979, I introduced S. 1679 the Patent Law e
Amendments Act of 1979, '

This bill is designed to reduce the costs of challenges to the-
validity of an issued patent by allowing the Patent and Trademark ;
Office to reexamine contested patents rather than going to court
in litigation which frequently costs both parties $250,000 or more.

- and can take months of legal manuevering before any dec151on is
reached. The Patent and Trademark Office has the capability of
evaluating such patent challenges for a modest fee and has the
technical expertise to evaluate the complex materials which are used
in these patent cases.

The Patent Law Amendments Act will help to restore confidence
in our patent system by eliminating unnecessary legal red tape. This
bill will be important to all patent holders, but is especially important
to the independent inventor and small businessman who sometimes find |
themselves being ''blackmailed" by larger competitors who realize that |-
these inventors cannot afford to defend their patents in court and can
be- infringed upon with little danger.

S. 1679 will also help to turn around our decllnlng rates of
innovation and productivity by restoring confidence in our patent
system which was described by President Lincoln as "'adding the fuel
of interest to the fires of genius." I hope that you will join me in
support of this legislation. ‘ : '

I have enclosed some material about this bill for your informatiom,

Sincerely,

Birch Bayh

United States ator

Enclosure




Umted States _'

ersene T e B

Congressional 'leturd

“of America PROCEED]NGS AND DEBATES OF THE 96’1’ CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION
 Vol. 125 WASHINGTON, FR’I'DA'Y,‘A.U_GU_ST:3,'1979 Né. 110
FRIDAY, AUGUST 3, 1979 |
(Legislative day of rhafsday. Juns 21, 1679) S11663
S IE%MA" ElﬁYg amend the patent atent Busmesses are understandably sending patent challenges that are al-

laws, title 35 of the United States Code;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
PATENT LAW AMENDMENTS . OF 1879
® Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, today I am
‘introducing a bill entitled the “Patent
Law Amendments Act of 1979.” This leg-
islation is designed to cut through the
delays and legal expenses that many
patent holders encounter when some-
one challenges the validity of a patent

in court on the basis that an incomplete

search of the patent files was made be-
for the patent was issued.

The problem is this: Be:ause of un-
derfunding of the Patent and Trade-
mark Office, an estimated 2 percent to
28 percent of the search files are missing
in every patent subclass. This means
that many times when patent examiners
are searching these files seeking rrior
patents and relevant materlals in order
to determine whether or not to grant &
requested patent, some of the materials
that are needed to make this decision
might be missing. The result has been
that there is a great deal of uncertainty
over the validity of issued U.S. patents
among many in the business community.
Such uncertainty is a direct contributor
to our lagging rates of innovation and

" productivity. Countries such as Japan
and West Germany are renowned for the
strength of their patent systems, which
encourage inventors to pursue new ideas
and processes without continuing doubt
about the worth of their patents.

It has been estimated by patent ex-
perts that it frequently costs both varties
in civil patent challenges more than
$250,000 apiece to pursue these questions

through the court system. The Subcom-=.

mittee on Fatent and.Information Policy,
which is a part of the President's in-

novation and productivity study, said -
that the guestion of reexamination of is--

sued patents should be handled by the
Patent and Trademark Office rather
than through the courts. About 50 per-
cent of these challenged patents are now
being found to be invalid in court when
evidence is presented that not ail of the
relevant material was considered by the
patent examiner before jssuance of the

juctant to invest millions of dollars In
1c’le:avelm:nng and marketing new products
when there is 8 50-percent chance that
_ their patent might be no good. T am con-
nerned thmt the threat of long courd
challengés is especially serfous to small
businesses, which simply does not have
the resources to defend their patents in
these cases. 'I'his type of thréat hangs
ke a sword over important small busi~
ness batents and has been used to induce
these companies $o allow rivals to
infringe on important patents rather
than undertake the expense and delay
of court actions:

The bill that I am introducing today.

would allow the Patent and Trademark
Office to reexamine these challenged
patents and to consider the evidence that
not all of the relevant materials were
considered prior to patent issuance, Be-
cause this can be a very technical ques-
tion and because the patent examiners
are the best trained people to decide these
questions, both- parties would save coti-
giderable amounts of money in court

costs @nd would receive a much quicker

determination of the patent’s validity
than is now possible, This bill would also

reduce part of the enormous case load-

from our Federal court system.

Under this legislation, whenever any-
one wanted to challenge an issued patent
they would file a request with the Patent
and Trademark Office along with a mod-
est fee and the evidence that is relevant
to the patent challenge. The patent hold-
er would be informed of the challenge
and would receive a copy of any cited
material being used to question his pat-
ent. Within 50 days of receipt of this re-
aquest, the Commissioner of Patents
wouid issue his decision. If the Commis-
sioner determined that the challenge was

invalid. the patent would be upheld and

this decision could not be appealed. If
the patent was found to be too broad, the
patent holder would have the opportu-
nity of narrowing the patent claim, The

Commissioner could also invalidate the .

issued patent. Such an action would. be

subject to appeal by the patent holder.
.The Patent Law Amendments Act

would .also give the courts the option of

ready pending back to the Patent Office
for reexamination, although it would not
require that such actionibe taken, The
courts would still have the option of ac-
cepting patent validity cases if f.hey
chose to do so, but this bill would give

an inexpensive altwrnative to costly legal.
actions,

I would like to peint out to my col-
leagues that our patent: system which
was once the envy of the world is no
longer the most etﬁcient(patent system. I
think that part of the responsibility for
this sad situation les with the Congress
which has neglected the patent system
for too long. This bill will go 4 long way
toward restoring conﬂdence in our pat-
ent system and will also remove the pos-
sibitity that patent hnlders will be sub-

.iected to long, expenslve law suits to

determine the validity of issued patents.

This bill would insure that both par-
ties to patent challenges would get, speedy
justice at a reasonable price 1 urge my
colleagues to join me in support of this
important bill. There has been a great
deal of concern in the Corigress about the -
drop in our productivity and innovation
rates; this bill is an oppurtumty for the
Congress to directly a.ddrass a very real
part of this problem.

I ask unanimous consent that the text

of the bill be printed 1n the RECcCRD,
along with a copy of the recommendation
of the Advisory Subcomniittee on Patent
and Information Policy of the Advisory
Committee on Industrial Innovation.

There being no objectmn. the bill and
report were ordered to bé printed in the
RECORD, as follows: g, :

© 8.1879

Be it enacted by the Seﬂ.ute and House of
Representatives 0f the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this

Act may be cited as the’ Patem: Law Amend-
ments of 1979,

Bee. 2. Title 35 of the United States Code, .
entitied “Patents”, is amended by adding
the following chapter: Chapter FD—PRIOR
ART CITATIONS TO PATENT OFFICE AND
REEXAMINATION OF PAILENTS -




_ Lawrence Weike, President, Internationat

Computer Frogram.
FROPOBAL IT—~FROVIDE FOR REEXAMINATION OF

One of the fundamental problems of the '

existing patent system Is that pertinent prioy
art ia very often found after the patent has
tssued and has hecoma ecommwrcially ime
portant. At this point in time, additonal
prior art, not considered by the P'I.‘Q is aften
found which creates uncertalnty concerning
the enforceability of the patent, SBuch uncer-
tainty often deters the patent owner of Il

censee from commercializing the invention. .

Such uncertalnty can also deter commerciale
jzation by an interested party whe cannot
quickly and cheaply assess the valup of the
patent. Litigation Is slow and very sxpen-
sive, Buéh uneertainty ooupied with such
expense can be utilized by Infringers to avold
respecting the patent property, especlally
those owned by independent lnwentors and
_ smalt businesses, which In turn reduced the
value of patents as an incentive to innovate.
Therefore, a need exists for & fast, inexpen«
sive method for increasing the certainty as to
the enforceability and scope of & patent,

Accordingly, the subrommittee proposes .

that the PTO initiate & system for the reex-

amination of US. patents by any party re-

questing such reexamination during the life
of the patent. The reexamination system

shotfld provide for submission of written .

arguments by the patentee and other in-
terested persons concerning patentabliity
over prior petents or printed publications.
Such reexamination should ba handied on an
expeditecl basls by the PTO eo that a prompé

declsion’ can be rendered.- I the claims are -
held to be patentable over the cited art, the -

presumption of valldity of the patent !s en-
_ hanced ang patentees and interested parties
would have a clearer idea about the strength

of the patent, without resorting to litigation. .

In some instances, the recxamination proce-
dure should help savold Htigation costs.

If the patent claims were held to be invelid
over the clted art, the patentee would have

the right to amend his clalms and to define :
his invention more accurately or assert hig -

position to the Board of Appeals and, on ap-
. peal, to the Court of Customs and Patent

Appeals or the U.8. District Court for the

~District of Columbia.

This reexamination system would be nvail-
able whether or not the patent to be reex-
amined was already involved in litigation. I,
such case, however, it would be solely within
the court's discretion &s t0 whether the liti-
gation ghould be stayed peading the reeiam-
fnation, s0 &s to . aveld undue delays in
obtaining a final court adjudication.

The importance of having prior art re-
lled upon to Invalldate a patent reviewed
in the Airst instance by the PTO, when ob-

tainable without delay of infringement Htl- .

gatlon, cannot be too highly emphasized.
Indesd, reliabls statistics suggest that a
significantly higher percentage of iltigated

patents are held invalid where prior art

refied oh In court Was not previously con-
sidered by the PTO than was the case whems
the prior art bad been so considered. -

The subcommitiee Fecominends ensctw
ment of suitable leglatation: to fully ime

plement the reexamination system; in the:
interim, the subcommitiee encoursgse thej’

Commissioner to use his rule-making au-
thority to institute reesamination to' the
Tullest extgnt possible,

The net effect of this subcommittee’s pro-
posal for reexamination would be to provide
8 slmple, inexpensive method of greatly im-
proving the quality and reliability of those
US. patents which have demonstrated com-

mercial value and to avold expensive and _ |
- wasteftul procedured with respect to none

commerclal developments. It would slso
provide o system whereby competitors of
the patentee can request a Mmore accurate
definition of the invention (clalms) as

guidance in their efforts to legitimately

compete wlth the patentee?
FOOTNOTES

* See Koenlg, “Patent Tnvalldity—A Statls- .
tical and Substantive Analysis™ (Clark...

Boardman Co, Ltd. 1878). .

2 8uch as H.R. 14632, 94th Congress, Janis
ary 30, 1976, as modified by Resolutions Two
and Three of the August, 1977 annual meet-
ing of the Patent, Trademark And Copy-
right Lew Section of the American Bar As-
soclation, the effect of which s to (1) give
the courts discretion to stay litigation for
determination of the issue by the PTQ, and
(2 provide third partles who have Initiated
& reexamination proceeding to have an op-
portunity to submit a written vespomze to
the statements filed by the pnl:enm

¢ Bee Appendix Heo.
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GTON D C MAY 16 -- Senator Blrch Bayh (D.-Ind. ) today warned that the United

?States is Iapldly 1031ng its pre-emlnent p051tlon in the development and production of new

9€technolog1es and sa1d the result is needless economic decline and human sufferlng

_ Openlng hearlngs before the Senate Subcommittee on the Constltutlon on a bill to stream-
* . line federal patent licensing procedures ‘Bayh pointed out that there are more than 20 dif-
ferent statutes and regulations governing ownership of inventions resulting from federal
‘research programs causing confhs1on delay and preventlng new products from reaching the
j_publlc._ % : _ R
"When [federal agencies retain the patent rights3on new‘inventiODS, there is little in-
- centive for any private company to undertake the risk and expense of trying to develop a
new product,' Bayh remarked. *'This _problem is especially serious in the field of biomedical
research, ﬁhere delays by the agencies in granting patent walvers for new drugs and processes
~ have condenined many people to needless sufferlng : -

: %

Bayh sald the Unlver51ty and Small ‘Business Patent Procedures Act (S 414) will make it
more attractlve for privaté enterprise to develop new products that are the result of federal- -
-ly«flnanced research, . while at the same time, protecting the legitimate rights of the fumding
" agency to dse the 1nvent10n on behalf of the government Moreover, a section of the bill
- also requlres the patent holder to reimburse the government whenever an invention achleves
a certaln level of success in- the marketplace

: "Thls %111 w111 create for the first time a Lmlfom patent pollcy for every agency and,
thus, end the confu51on caused by dlfferent and often contradlctory policies,” Bayh sald

The Hdosrer Democrat cited seven examples of the dlsturblng decline in Amerlcan innovation

9 Importatlon of fbrelgn manufactured goods are second only to foreign 011 as the blggest
drain of U.S, dollars. In the first half of 1978, the U.S. suffered a $14.9 billion
deficit lon importation of foreign-manufactured products. .

The mumber of patents issued each year has declined steadily since 1971
The mumber of U.S. patents granted to foreigners has ‘risen since 1973, and now accounts

- for 35 percent of all patents filed in the U.S.;

Investment in research and development over the past 10 years, in constant dollars has
remained constant or declined;

 American product1v1ty is growrng at a much slower rate than that of our free world

. competitors; - - £
“Small businesses, “which have complled a very impressive record in technologlcal 1nnovat1on
are receiving a dlstre551ngly low percentage of federal research and development funds;
'The number of patentable 1nvent10ns made under federally supported research has been in
a.steady decline. - . o

- o e o

"The Eepartments'Of Energy and HEW frequently take months, and in some cases even'years, :
to review petitions for patent rights," Bayh said. 'Many inventions could make significant
contributions to the health and welfare of our country if they were only developed and
utilized. Instead they collect dust on government shelves.”

Of the 30,000 patents the government presently holds ‘less than four percent are ever
successfully llcensed Bayh noted. '"This," the Senator sald "has a significant impact on
~our nation's small businesses who, according to the Office of Management and Budget, are
credited with almost half oaqthe industrial innovations made between 1953 and 1573.
~ "Small businesses have gotten more from each research and development dollar than
larger contractors " Bayh concluded ' '

Joining Bayh in sponsorshlp of the blll is Senator Robert Dole (R.-Kan. ) and 24 other
members of the Senate.

- 30 -
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The “lnnovation Recession”

. {
hile the devaluation of the dolliar
of the U.S.s r:eduoed clout in world com-

a greater impact on the nation’s econom-
ic health. Itis éthe: shocking decline of good
old Yankee ingenuity, otherwise known
as research and development.

The U.S. has always prided itself on
being the world’s undisputed leader in
technological | innovation. Since World
War II foreig? demand for aircraft, com-
puters, auiomated tools and other prod-
ucts of American labs and workshops
could be relied on to provide a fat sur-
plus in the nation’s balance of trade. No
more. Thougp the U.S. still retains an
overall lead in total amounts spent on R.
and D. and innumbers of new inventions,
its chief economic rivals are expanding
their researchefforts at much faster rates.
One consequénce is becoming dramati-
cally clear this year: because the U.S. no
Jonger commands such a high share of
the world’s high-technology market, it no
longer can offset its large imports of low-
technology itéms such as shoes and cloth-
ing. Asa rcs'lj:;lt, in 1978 the country will
import substantially more manufactured
goods than itiwill export. The deficit for
the first halfiof 1978 was $14.9 billion,
which will dg more damage to the trade
balance this vear than anything but the
$40 billion in cil that the U.S. will im-

Japan are expected to run surpluses in
manufactured goods of $49 billion and $63
billion respectively.

ccording ito the National Science

Foundation, in the ‘years 1953
through 1935 the U.S. introduced 63 “ma-
jor™technological innovations. West Ger-
many, fapan, Britain and France had
together only| 20. But now foreign com-
petitors are. bringing out as many new
products -and; processes as the US.-—or
more. Ir the icategory of new patents, a

jcan inventor;s were granted 45,633 pat-
ents by major trading partners in 1966,
while the US. gave only 9,567 to non-
Americans that year. By 1976, however,
the so-called jpatent balance had shified
radically. Thé number of U.S. inventors
granted patents abroad dropped by more
than 25%, to 33,181, while the number of
foreigners gaining US. patents had al-
most doubled; to 18,744, Says Frank Press,
the chief White House science adviser: “It
is the trends that are important, and the
percentage increases in some countries
are growing fasterthan here.”

Why did the trends begin to shift? Ar-
thur M. Bueche, senior vice president for
R.and D. at %General Electric, which re-
mains the most research-oriented of big
U.S. com Z‘es (862 patents won last
year), is concerned about a change in the

American character. ‘Says he: “We've
gone from an/expansive, gung-ho attitude

to & defensive, “What’s in it for me? at- .

titude.” Faced with a challenge, Amer-
icans are now more likely to say, “Let’s
not risk it.” !Among factors behind the
US’s “innov%tﬁon recession”:

i
THE MONEY DROUGHT. Since the post-
Sputnik days of 1964, when public and

_ private spending on R. and D. reached a

" peak of 3% of the gross national product,

such spending has slipped 1o just 2.3% of
G.N.P. That is appreciably lower than

West ‘Germany’s 3.1%, and uncomfort-

ably ¢lose to Japans 1.8% and even
France's 1.5%. Furthermore, while for-
eign countriés spend very little on mil-
itary research, the U.S. dedicates almost
0% of ifs R} and D. expenditures 1o de.
sonuesretated] projects. At the same tine

PR

port. By contrast, West Germany and

key measure of R. and D. vitality, Amer- |

may be the most dramatic measure |

merce, anothe;r event may ultimately have

A new worfry about the U.S. economy: the decline in R. and D.

lion in 1967 to $2.6 billion in 1977. Yetin-

from £8.1 billion in 1967 to $19.4 billion |

dustry’s R. and D. investment has risen

ten years later, although inflation has
eroded the impact of that increase.
BURGEONING BUREAUCRACY. Govern-
ment sponsorship of R. .and D. has be-
come increasingly stultifying and coun-
terproductive. Research scientists com-

" plain that they spend more time dealing -

with the red tape that goes with Govern-
ment support than in the lab. The De-
partment of Energy, to cite just one ex-
ample, requires seven approvals prior to
the start of a research contract. Another

| fear expressed by many scientists: a grow-

ing share of Government-sponsored R.
and D. is not true research at all but oniy
the quest for instant remedies to satisfy
the rising numbers of regulations on safe-
ty, health and environmental protection
flowing from Washington.

THE QUICK-RETURN SYNDROME. Partly
because more and more stock in compa-
nies is held by pension funds and other

i large institutions that are both conserva-

tive and concerned with ever improving

bottom-line performance, managers in
private industry have become more in-
terested in merely improving existing
products than going to the trouble and ex-

search projects, whose benefits may be far
off, are even less likely to get boardroom
backing. But in such situations, asks Low-
ell W. Steele, GE's manager of R. and D.
planning, “how do we compete against a
country like Fapan, which considers ten
or 15 years a perfectly acceptable lead
time for development?”
RISK-CAPITAL. SHORYAGE., Although
many of the most successful companies
in computer technology and semiconduc-
tors were founded as modest operations
only a decade or so ago, the scientist with
a brilliant idea is hard put to find finan-
cial backing these days in the equity mar-
kets. As recently as 1972, 104 small R.
and D.—oriented firms were able to raise
seed money on the stock exchanges. At
last tabulation, only four had done s0. One
reason for the drying up of venture cap-
ital: the maximum tax on capital gains
was raised from 25% in 1969 to the pres-
ent 49% rate. For investors, this had the
effect of cutting, say, a 25% gain on a high-

risk investment to an effective return of |:

about 12%. Congress will roll the capital-
gains rate back to about 35% this year,
but the damage may take long to repair.
Says Ray Stata, founder of Analog De-
vices Inc., a successful Massachusetis
semiconductor firm: “The single most im-
portant factor retarding innovation is
.Government policy on investment. You

iine o hdshe reseapch hos

can’t avoid it.”™
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n addition to throwing the U.S. balance -
of paymems into even deeper deficits.
the decline in research and development
is bound to have a dampening effect on |
the domestic economy, especially since |

{ small companies based ori rew ideas tend !

1o grow faster and create more jobs than
older firms. A five-year study by the Com-
merce Department of six “mature” cor-
porations (such as General Motors and
Bethlehem Steel). five “innovative” com- !
panies (including Polaroid and IBM) and
five “young hjgp-technology” firms

{among them,w and Digital
'| Equipment) turned up some telling fig-

ures. The mature firms, which had com-
bined annual sales of $36 billion, added
only 25,000 workers during the five years;
the innovative companies, with a $21 bil-
lion sales total, had a net gain of 106,000
employees; the high technology outfits,
with $857 million in sales, created 35,000

|_new jobs.

The dividends the U.S. gets from these
high-technology firms extend far beyond
jobs. As economic engines of astonishing
vitality, they are also churning out the ex-
port sales and tax revenues that the na-
tion urgently needs. A recent survey of
high-technology companies founded in

At _ the early 1970s showed that for every $100
pense of devising new ones. Vague re-

originally invested in them, each firm on

| the average now returns each year $70 in

| sales abroad, $135 in federal corporate tax,

$15 in personal income tax and 85 in state
and local revenues.

Concerned about the R, and D. re-
treat, President Carter has ordered a Cab-
inet-level task force headed by Commerce
Secretary Juanita Kreps to give him some
recormmendations for turning it around by
next June. One of the task force’s main

- to find ways to reduce the discour-
aging effects of Government regulation on
R.and D. =

One idea that has alreédy surfaced is

. to copy the Japanese by establishing re-
gearch institutes within the varous

branches of American industry that could

supply information on basic research to
participating companies. Thinking along
that line, the Canadians, who have also
been suffering from an R. and D. lag, plan
to set up five innovation centers at uni-

Versinies, which wiil supply helo to induys- |

3 the U.S.; such research-sharing

schemes generally have been discouraged |
by antitrust Jaw. But the Commerce De-
partment is now consulting with Justice -
officials about devising programs that
would further the cause of American R.
and D. without violating the precepts of
antitrust legislation.




Glen Teldmar '
Quentin Crommelin

~Sam Stern

sjvff S;in.

Tom Was inger

Nels Ackerson/Joe Alleh 5625

Doug Jackson 3732

{ﬂa,,,zs;g:aﬂ

‘Brent Budowsky

BURDICK

Tom-Burgan

DENTSE: oo
I TN B E LT ey
BUMPERS ‘ ;g(;h;rg Fiveril D

BYRD ("\"A:“

g

ke o AT

Roger. Sintillar

BYRD (W.

Tom Hart

CANNON

Briice Agers

CASE

Mike Maloof

Co—Sponssh

Cynthia Lerch

Ruth Xnight

w4

Bill Shore

CBURCH _Barry Berkoff 6142
| ‘__C_J__,A R L Vicky Smith ] 3254
CRAVSTG\ y A Betty Hight 13555 o B | B
CULVER Paul Harstead 274 &
CURTIS Jerry Vigoda 4224
DANFORTH Chris Brewster 6154
ﬁ—ﬂ;&)]\'{ II\_‘;I " Romano Romani 4 531 Co- sk.uw
A_bgi_E" ._ Brenda Lévenson 6521 Vil A/.f_f 1
DOMENICI George Rémqnas 6621 Co- Jpoa-unﬂ-
DURKIN Jane Yamilas 5324 i
EAGLETON not sure "ok ) .
CEASTL -'\\:-5 o Fra‘ﬁk. Barber h‘;,; " o | R
e | [Tt e | T
o Jumen e o [T e
G F\f : ; Walker Nolan __“33_5.,3 . B ;
(1OL?'H'~"«‘1"F R Terry Emerson 2735 : ;
e || s o 1 T
N “ F FN L | Marksteiberg €220 | | ]}
S I LTS TR LU DURR B
ST | ;55 2 |



Pl lora Xalick 5% ~
i %F’Cﬁ!m | Mike Hunter | _ 515" C o~ Spou._s.am |
| Del Good CO - Spowsol
R Snt T1m Hart . l, B ‘ _ [o - SposSor
Ciavirowe Meredlth Presto}{ rrrrrrrr 1 d Q;, I R T
,_::; Bob Hefler ey - . L
Sam Currin 63472
_BeRRES | Linda Laibstian 23535
HOLLINGS not sure 6121 o
HUDDLES'_TC_?\‘ N Réger Lamaster 2542 -
HUMPHREY | 10t sure 3244 -
INOUYE not sure 3934
JACKSON Joel Merkle p 3641
, Carcl (oA leqar
JAVITS , 6542
JOHNSTOXN Cindy-Shade 5824
}m,\ NEDY Ken Feinberg/Tom 'SHSSIHE,E.SZ; 3 o o
LAXALT Al Regnery 3542 e
LEAHY Sug¢ Braniken 4242 N R R
LONG Bruce Feingerts 16725 N I )
LUGAR Bob Kabel es3a | L4 @o -—f {42
_ MAGNUSON | Elizabeth Nash_ 2621 - - - e
MATHTAS Ralph OQO 4654 Co-SpPorsort.
MATSURAGA | Jerry Comcowich 6361 1
_ McCLURE ' Blake Hall 2752 |
McGOVERN Alan Stone 2321 | Co-spemson.
wf‘-:ﬁcINTYRE Elizabeth Webb 2841
_MELCHER Wayne Mehl 2644 : -
. METZENBAUM ﬁ{gs§e Sidnor ’n 2315 | | '__ | 1Ce- Spwin
MORGAN | |HamsBEndorf _ {s154 Q|
JYNTHAN |JimMoxs 4451 U R .
MUSKTE . flin_f.:?_sf_'_ S T3S S SRS P B o
{ ELSON B _ Jerry Sturgis 5323 - B
' \Ln\"_ R @ogj,w é g‘,/ 3521 1 .,"
PACKKOOD | Ann Reifenberg _ |s224 S R -
:wa;w‘ Rlchard Walker 47454
;‘.}iu.:.-_w I ﬂ Bradford Penn)f 1647
w1 | Kenckensan e ]
o ey Blo I3



e e Mirton Schinriz
o ;1; N I o : .
B, 4 B - e

. Ned Masse . [ o
fﬂf\f""” o S : 54T

- not sure - -
i ool Craig Polhemus. - 0 Toome Ll el

oonees v ! ChrisWarper - t=ser L W bV
CETTRVER . =y ) S
b R ____ﬁ,,,mﬁﬂ._ﬁtuart Sims_ B i L o

S4SS5ER | ) - Im'ln Ha 1,

SCEMITT John Ryan | 5sxno b L

SCEWETREZR Doug Ham : A0

SCOTT not sure 2025

SPARKMAN . Eddie Sokol 4124

STAFFORD | Mike Francis 15141

STENNIS | Jim Kendall 16253

STEVENS Becky Gernhardt 3004

STEVENSON John Stewart 2854

STONE Tom Moore 3041
Randy KHUCI‘C}.ES 36473

TALMADGE

{ THURMOND | E}‘:‘f—m 5972 | £O- Soodswe
| J 4

TOWER | P""m Tarner ;- 2034

Pat Hoff 6441

WALLOP

. WEICKER | not sure 41041

WILLIAMS | Paul Skrabot - 4722 ]

fa-—{@d,f_-/lﬁ‘_’-

YOUNG Not sure . 2043

ZORINSKY | - Jim Melin 6551

h
1 .
- e okt b 4 it e — — —_ - S el -___,_.,f'.h e s e o b i it
cin ——————— e e S Rl S *".‘" ——— — S - - e e e— - - —_ - ~-
e e e e et s e arinn e . o et e il RS
L)




AD- bom un
~lismy

~ favorite
b;eddang!

: \b Sorb Dr: consisis. cniy of hardwood
;*higs that have been heat-treatéd and
.:p:rated under the mostiexacting sani-
_ary conditions. Low moisturesMinimal
Just, Minimal contamination: ‘Free of
itives, Highly waste and odor absorb-
1.1 £an move it easily 1d expase new,.
iy surfaces. .. providing a long cage llfe
oesn't mound under bottles:.or hide me
isr My associates, Eashy. removed from
0y cage without scraping, Available fram
“{listributors in 40 Ib., 3-ply, autociavable,
1eat-sealed bags contalnmg 3cu. ft.
5 bedding. - - )
¢ For more mforrnahon ‘about Ab-Sorb-dri
1ind the name of your local distributor,
tvrite or call-Lab Products: inc,;
-1305 W, Passalc St., Rochelle Park N.J
)7662 (phone 201/843-460{})

lab pmd ucts
iﬂi‘ a ?"v‘ﬁ:m company

it tab Producls not ;ust
' J.astic cages, metal cages,
ustom fabrication, laminar
lc)w systems, bc,ddmg,
' sulomatic watermg systems
Lg:essones

wht © BicMédic Corporation 1975

“H0:830n Readars’ Service Card

i‘euhnolog:cal Innovatmn

‘1'was. extremely mtcrested in Wlllmm. K

D. Carey editorial **Science in the po-
litical economy™” (17 Nov. 1978, p. 703).

‘L agree with the assessment that the budg-
et restraints we are facing make it critical |
that the money spent by the federal gov-

ernment for research and development
bring the greatest possible return. Not
only should we be selective i D our re-
search funding, but we must also create
the best climate for bringing the fruits of
federal research to the people in the form
of new products and technology. Unfor-
tunalely, the present policy of federa

’govemmem retention of patent rights on
cinventions arising out of federally sup- | UL
ported-researeh-has resulted in many }-ooe et

promising inventions being left to- gather
dust on the shelves of government agen-

cies. Less than 4 percent of the pat--
ents held by the government are ever .

successfully licensed. This is not a very

| good retumn for the billions of dol!drs we.

spend on R & D,
There is another trend that has been
commented upon in the past in Science

~and is succinctly expressed by this head-

line, which appeared in the Washington
Post on 24 November 1978: “*U.S. Seen

Losing Technological Edge in Some In- |

dustries.”” Because the government pro-
vides. such ‘a large percentage of alt

“the R& D expenditures in the United
“States; an inefficient policy which stifles
_inventiveness.hurts our companies who
" need new fechnological ideas to compete

succ.essfully with increasingly tough for-

il elgn businesses,

In the last Congress, ]Jomed a biparti- .
. |.san gr_oup of sen,ﬂors in introducing a bill
|- we feel will answer at 1east part of these

problems. This legislation, the Untversi-
ty and Small Business Patent Procedures
Act, will allow universities, small busi-

‘nesses, and nonprofit institutions in'most

cases to retain patent rights for those in-

ventions and processes if they are willing -

to spend the necessary private funds to

- develop and market a final product. At
| the same time, the bill wilt protect the le-~
" gitimate rights of the government to en-

joy the fruits of the research it hdped o

Cfund. ,
There:dre now 20 smtuh.s and regula-

tions. in effect that give contradictory in-
strucnons to' the agencies about their

“ability to grant patent petitions. Some-
times,

~even - within the -same agency,
there can be dilferent policies among

“various divisions. The result has, been
“that resedrchers fuce a costly maze of
| confusing rules, many of which require
1-the ugeney that helped fund the research.

g En@ a Jff 3Medic company

- custom fabncahon Iammar

. automatic watenng systems |
_accessories...

7ut Pave you
heard abou
-~ thenew |

Pme Dr""

Much of what you. vé said over {here

{ <) about Ab-Sorb-Dri applies to Pin —Dn

also, except that it's made exclusively of
Northern White Pine. Same heat-treat ng
to reduce moisture content, and -

- aspiration’to remove dust. And contami-.

nation is aiso minimat and the additivés
absent. In-use it's simifar, too. Some |7
differences: it's somew hat easier to :
handie and tends to last tonger because.

it's more absorbent (absorbs 2.5 times lts i

own weight in lquid).-Available from
those same distribuiors in 27 Ib,, 3-ply;-

autoclavable, heat-sealed bags conias;l---

ing 3 cu:it. of bedding. -

For more Pine-Dri mforinat:on and your

distributor’s name, write or call Lab
Products Inc., 365 W. Passaic St.,
Rochelle- Park N.J. 07662 (phone
201/843-4600), .. -

lab producis

_Lab Products. .not 1ust
‘plastic cages, metal cages,

flow systems, beddmg,

Lopyrlbhlﬁ BnoMc_du. I“orporaho" 1975 )
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- _nnovation are extremely complex areas.
Uhis bill would be an important first step .

Lllll()llb :m:,mb from it. ‘ :
Early m the next Congress, Send
tobert LU (R- Kan.} and I again ut
ead ‘ihe bipartisan effort to pass this leg-
slation. I realize that getting the most
it of our R & D money and the prob-
em of our slumping rate of technological

n turning this snuatmn around.
BircH BAYH

.S Senate Washmgron, D.C. 20510

itrite in Cured Meats _

P_hilip"'E. Hartman (Letters, ZOOct ]

978, p. 260) responds to the article by
2. Jeffrey Smith (News and Comment, §

.. iept. 1978, p. 887), which says research-

s have estimated that less than 20 per-

~_ent of the nitrite entering the human

tomach is derived from cured meats.
lartman cites a publication by White (/)

~ iving a figure of 21.2 percent and con-
. iders this the best currently available in-
-urmation. On the basis of White's esti- .

. .ate that cured meats contribute 9.4 per-

o

<at of ingested nitrate and other evi-
vnce that some of the dietary nitrate is
hsorbed by the body, secreted in the sa-
vd, and then reduced to nitrite in the

.l cavity, Hartman suggests that the ni-

rdte in cured meats may “‘possibly con-

. ribute an additional 6.8 percent of gas-

“vic nitrite.” Adding this figure to .
. Vhite's value of 21.2 percent, Hartman

*btains a total of 28 percent.

. Hartman’s estimate appears to be too
. vigh. The data on which it is-based over- |

stimate the. current exposure 1o nitiite
nd nitrate in cured meats because they
re based on. analyses of cured meat
amples taken years ago. Nitrite and ni-
rate residues in cured meats are now re-
iuced because of recent changes in man-
iaclunng practices.

S. R. Tannenbaum er af. (Reports 30

une 1978, p. 1487) found that nitrite and
urate are formed in the human in-
:stinal tract. Hence, the human body as

whole is exposed to more nitrite- and -

itrate-nitrogen than enters the stomach
-om the oral cavity. On the basis of the

“uta by White and Tannenbaum et al., |

imated (2) that as much as 2 percent of

it exposure of humans to nitrite in the

‘mited States is a consequence of con-
smption of meats cured with nitrite,
he. remaining 98 percent of the ex-
osure 15 from other sources, which
sem o be almost exclusively dietary ni-

_uvgenous substances other than nitrite |,
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