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Abstract

From mid-May to mid-June 2003, the PGSA conductedraey of its members that
examined their knowledge of, and issues encounténad involved intellectual

property. Areas examined included the level of stasce that respondents had
received from academics and academic Schools Wwitlsdues, their knowledge of
intellectual property commercialisation issues, amether they are involved in group

collaboration projects.106 individuals completed shrvey.

The responses received to the survey suggest tstgraduate students at the
University of Adelaide do not have a firm underslag of the intellectual property
issues examined in the survey. Of particular canceithe lack of knowledge about
intellectual property commercialisation and theeleaf assistance that many students
have received from academics and academic Schootiealing with intellectual
property issues. Also of concern is the significammber of survey respondents, who
stated that they had encountered intellectual ptppssues that have affected their

studies.

It is clear that an education campaign needs tarrpda order to better inform
postgraduate students at the University of Adelatd@ut their rights involving
intellectual property issues. The PGSA has alrestdyted a campaign to so do;
however, the University of Adelaide also needslay @an active role in educating its

postgraduate students.
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1. Introduction

This report summarises the responses received frostgraduate students at the
University of Adelaide to the Postgraduate Studemissociation’'s (PGSA)
intellectual property (IP) survey that was placedite PGSA’s web site from May 23
to June 17, 2003. The survey was advertised ilPtB8A’s email bulletins that were
sent to all enrolled postgraduate and honours stadiiring the survey dates. A copy
of the web page is provided in Appendix A of treport.

The survey was designed in response to the inagasimber of contacts that the
PGSA has had from its members during 2003 aboigsiies. It was clear that a large
number of these students had little or no idea tlbloeir IP rights, particularly

concerning the commercialisation of their IP. Indiéidn, a worrying number of

students had contacted the PGSA because of istagsthey had encountered
concerning the protection of their IP, particulaitlyconnection to the signing of a
Student Project Participation Agreement (SPPA). Sinwey had the primary aim of
investigating the knowledge that postgraduate siisdbeave about their intellectual
property rights. A secondary aim was to learn teguency, with which students have
encountered issues, and the degree to which thgiergisors and Schools of

enrolment have assisted them in resolving them.

The survey was aimed at all levels of PGSA memlygrstithough it was expected
that the majority of respondents would be enrolledesearch programs, especially
PhDs. To encourage members to respond, every pevbonso wished, was placed in
a draw to win a $50 meal voucher for SagarmathaaNdpestaurant. 106 people

responded to the survey.
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The survey consisted of seventeen questions, pluséctions for comments, as well
as guestions about non-identifying details aboet rdspondent’s enrolment details.
Most of the seventeen questions used checkboxesiand items to select answers,
so that responses could be standardised and calmpilekly. The two comment
sections provided respondents with the opportundy provide more in-depth

information about the issues addressed, includieg bwn experiences.

This report provides only a quantitative summargt analysis of the data; qualitative
data is provided as comments in Appendix B, with possible comments that could
be used to identify individual students removedly@nose comments that contribute

relevant information have been included.

This report is divided into three sections. Thestfidescribes the sample of the 106
students, who completed the survey, who are pappfoximately 4300 postgraduate
and honours students enrolled at the Universithdélaide. The second section is a
presentation of the survey’'s quantitative resultise first two sections’ responses
have been compiled according to Faculty. The thection provides a discussion of

the survey’s results, and incorporates commentggbed in Appendix B.

Questions 1 — 10, 12 and 13 ask for informationualibe respondent’s personal
experience; questions 11, and 14 — 17 deal withrédspondent’'s knowledge of

intellectual property topics. Questions 6, 7, 1132 and 13c use a 1-10 scale, with 1
being very low and 10 very high, to provide a methaf scale assessment of the

responses.

! Comments such as “l have nothing to add” have legeluded.
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2. Analysis of survey respondents

2.1 School and Course Enrolment

Table 1: Level of enrolment, sorted by School oblement

Total

Graduate Masters Masters Grand|Number in %age
Department Honours| Diploma| (Coursework)| (Research) PhD| Total School| Response
Agriculture & Wine 1 10 11 254 4.3
Adelaide Grad.
School of Business 4 1 5 983 0.5
Applied
Mathematics 2 2 38 5.3
Chemical
Engineering 3 3 31 9.7
Chemistry &
Physics 2 2 100 2
Civil &
Environmental
Engineering 3 3 30 10
Computer Science 1 1 2 89 2.2
Dental 1 1 73 1.4
Earth &
Environmental
Sciences 10 10 228 4.4
Economics 1 1 77 1.3
Electrical
Engineering 1 1 68| 1.5
History & Politics 1 2 2 5 238 2.1
Humanities 2 2 2 6 208 2.9
Mechanical
Engineering 1 1 2 148| 1.4
Medical 3 2 2 22 29 970 3.0
Molecular &
Biomedical
Sciences 3 5 8 185| 4.3
Music 1 1 67| 1.5
Petroleum
Engineering 2 2 4 12 33.3
Pure Mathematics 1 1 13| 7.8
Social Sciences 1 1 1 3 6 209 2.9
Not identified 1 1 1 3 N/A| N/A
Grand Total 12| 2 12 6 74 106 43937 2.4

2 Total number of honours and postgraduate studerke University of Adelaide in semester 1, 2003.
Source: “2003 March Student Load Enrolment (perspivot table”, available at
<http://www.adelaide.edu.au/opd/stats/student/emeat_pivot2003Marchweb.xls>.
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Of the 106 students, who completed the survey,id@8tified the School, in which
they are enrolled. Responses that named a diseiplithin the new School-based

structure of Faculties have been changed to thedbsimame.

Table 1 shows that the majority of respondents5¢&).are enrolled in research
programs, with most (69.8%) in PhD courses. 265%J.survey respondents are
enrolled in coursework programs, including 12 (¥4)3honours students. The most
responses (29, 27.4%) were from students enrofietthe Medical School, with 11
(20.4%) in the School of Agriculture and Wine, aril(9.4%) in the School of Earth
and Environmental Sciences. 3 students (2.8%) dd igentify their School of
enrolment. The highest percentages of responses fnmn respondents enrolled in
the School of Petroleum Engineering (4, 33.3%), ilCiand Environmental
Engineering (3, 10%), and Chemical Engineering93%). Of the Schools, from
which respondents completed the survey, the lowestentages were from the
Adelaide Graduate School of Business (5, 0.5%), nBoocs, (1, 1.3%) and
Mechanical Engineering (2, 1.4%). No responses weceived from five Schools
(Architecture, Centre for Australian Indigenous &esh and Studies, Commerce,

Graduate School of Education, and Law).
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2.2 Faculty and Course Enrolment

Table 2: Course of enrolment, sorted by Facultgrmblment

Total
%age off Number|

Graduate Masters Masters Grand|Responde| in %age|
Faculty Honours| Diploma|(Coursework)| (Research)| PhD Total nts| Faculty| Response
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 1 1 2 14 18 17.0] 400 4.5
Health
Sciences 3 2 2 23 30 28.3 1043 2.9
Humanities &
Social
Sciences 4 1 5 1 8 19 17.9 723 2.6
Professions 1 5 1 7 6.6 1437 0.5
Sciences 3 1 28 32 30.2 779 4.1
Grand Total 12 2 12 6 74 106 100 43937 2.4
Total Number
in Program 513 766 1178 225| 1255 4393
%age
Response 2.3 0.3 1.0 2.7 5.9 2.4

Table 2 shows that the largest group of surveyaredents (32, 30.2%) were from the
Faculty of the Sciences, followed by the FacultyHeflth Sciences (30, 28.3%), the
Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences (19, %J,9he Faculty of Engineering,

Computer and Mathematical Sciences (18, 17.0% thi¢ Faulty of the Professions

having the smallest number of responses (7, 6.6%).

The highest percentage of respondents was fromEtigineering, Computer and
Mathematical Sciences (18, 4.5%), the Faculty ef Siciences (32, 4.1%), with the

Faculty of the Professions having the lowest respaate (7, 0.5%).

The course level with the highest response rateRid>s, with 5.9% (74) of enrolled
students responding to the survey. Masters by Rasestudents (6, 2.7%) were
slightly ahead of honours students (12, 2.3%), &ittund one percent of Masters by
Coursework students responding (12, 1.0%) and # fnaetion of Graduate Diploma
students as well (2, 0.3%). No students enrollecbtimer postgraduate programs

responded to the survey.

% Total figure includes eleven students enrolledulgh the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Education) and
Provost, none of whom responded to the survey.

“ Figure includes Graduate Certificates and Praf@ssiCertificates, although no survey responses
were received from students enrolled in these esurs
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2.3 Faculty and Enrolment Status

Table 3: Enrolment status, sorted by Faculty ofoément

Coursework Research
Faculty Full Part Full Part Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences 1 1 15 1 18
Health Sciences 4 1 23 2 30|
Humanities & Social Sciences 8 2 2 19
Professions 3 3 7
Sciences 3 28 32
Grand Total 19 7 74 106

The majority (93, 87.7%) of students, who completael survey, are enrolled full-

time. Of those enrolled in research programs, n{@dt 92.5%) were full-time

students, whereas a smaller percentage of courkgwogram students (19, 73.1%)

studied full-time.

2.4 Faculty and Year of Enrolment in Program

Table 4: Year of enrolment in program, sorted bguity of Enrolment

Grand
Faculty pre-1996 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Total
Engineering, Computer
and Mathematical
Sciences 1 1 2 1 2 11 18
Health Sciences 1 4 3 3 6 13 30
Humanities & Social
Sciences 2 1 1 2 9 19
Professions 4 7
Sciences 6 3 11 32
Grand Total 2 1 3 11 10 13 18 48 106

Nearly half (48, 45.3%) of survey respondents werthe first year of their course,

with the next largest group first enrolling in 20028, 17.0%). There were two
students (1.9%), who first enrolled before 1995.
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3. Analysis of survey responses

3.1 Question 1. Have you encountered intellectual property issudsatt have

affected your study?

Table 5: Responses to question 1, sorted by Faotigynrolment

Faculty

No

Unsure

Grand Total

Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences

12

2

18

Health Sciences

17

5

30

Humanities & Social Sciences

12

4

19

Professions

5

7

Sciences

20

2

32

Grand Total

66

13

106

Just over one quarter (27, 25.5%) of survey respatisd stated that they had
encountered intellectual property issues that Heetted their study, with a smaller
number (13, 12.3%) uncertain whether they had. mhagority (66, 62.3%) had not
encountered any issues. Students in the FacultigeoBciences (10, 31.3%) and the
Health Sciences (8, 26.7%) were more likely thaets enrolled in other Faculties

to have had intellectual property issues.

3.2 Question 2: Are you involved in a group collaboration project?

Table 6: Responses to question 2, sorted by Faotigyprolment

Faculty

No

Yes

Grand Total

Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences

13

18

Health Sciences

20

10

30

Humanities & Social Sciences

17

19

Professions

3

7

Sciences

11

21

32

Grand Total

64

42

106

Nearly forty percent (42, 39.6%) of survey respandestated that they were part of a
group collaboration project. A majority of studerdsrolled in the Faculty of the
Sciences (21, 65.6%) answered the question inftlinative. A similar percentage
of students in the Health Sciences (10, 33.3%) thed Faculty of Engineering,
Computer and Mathematical Sciences (5, 27.7%) \pare of a group project. The
majority of students enrolled in the Faculty of fRefessions (4, 57.1%) were also

part of group projects; however, the large numbkergmup assignments in the
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Adelaide Graduate School of Business, in whictsltients must enrol, can explain
this. Only a small number (2, 10.5%) of survey oegjents enrolled in the Faculty of
Humanities and Social Sciences were involved imgnarojects.

3.3 Question 3: Does your research have commercialisation potertial

Table 7: Responses to question 3, sorted by Faotigprolment

Faculty No Unsure Yes| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences 4 5 9 18
Health Sciences 12 9 9 30|
Humanities & Social Sciences 10 5 4 19
Professions 2 1 7
Sciences 9 9 14 32
Grand Total 39 30 37 106

Nearly thirty-five percent (37, 34.9%) of surveppendents stated that their research
has commercialisation potential. A majority of sats in the Faculty of Engineering,
Computer and Mathematical Sciences (9, 50%) resmbind the affirmative, with a
further group (4, 25%) unsure about the commesatbn possibility of their work.
Over forty percent of survey respondents enrolled the Sciences saw
commercialisation potential for their research (43.8%), with nearly thirty percent
uncertain about the commercialisation potentiat thair research had (9, 28.1%).
Thirty percent (nine respondents) in the HealtheBoes saw commercialisation
possibilities for their research, with the same hanuncertain about it.

Table 8: Responses to question 3, sub-dividedgirdop collaboration status

Not involved in a group

project Involved in a Group Project
Faculty No| Unsure Yes| Subtotal No| Unsure Yes|Subtotal | Grand Total
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 3 3 7 13 1 2 2 5 18
Health Sciences 9 7 4 20 3 2 5 10 30
Humanities & Social
Sciences 10 4 3 17 1 1 2 19
Professions 1 1 1 3 3 1 4 7
Sciences 5 3 3 11 4 6 11 21 32
Grand Total 28 18 18 64 11 12 19 42 106

Comparing the commercialisation potential of resjmms’ research, according to
whether they are involved in a group collaboratwoject reveals a different picture.

Of respondents enrolled in the Faculty of EngimegriComputer and Mathematical

PGSA Intellectual Property Survey 2003 10



Sciences, a larger proportion of students workitgner saw commercialisation
potential for their research (7, 53.8%) than thiaselved in group projects (2, 40%).
In contrast, survey respondents in the Facultyhef3ciences were more likely to state
that their research had commercialisation poteiittakey were part of a group project
(11, 52.4%) than if they were working alone (3,3%%). A similar trend exists in
respondents from the Health Sciences, with halfespondents working in groups
seeing potential for commercialisation (5, 50%)t baly a fifth of respondents
working alone saw any potential (4, 20%).

3.4 Question 4: If yes, at what stage was this potential identified

Table 9: Responses to question 4, sorted by Faotigynrolment

Faculty Prior] <3mths <lyr| 1<2yrs >2yrs NA| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical

Sciences 8 1 9
Health Sciences 3 2 1 9
Humanities & Social Sciences 3 1 4
Professions 1 1
Sciences 9 1 3 14
Grand Total 24 5 1 1 5 1 37

Thirty-seven respondents (34.9%) of the survey ansgv question 3 in the
affirmative; these students’ responses to questicare listed in the above table.
Almost all respondents enrolled in the Faculty afigieering, Computer and
Mathematical Sciences stated that the commerdialisgotential of their research
was identified prior to their commencement (8, 889 with one respondent’s
research identified as having commercialisatiorepioal within the first year of their
enrolment (11.1%). Only one third of respondent®ked in the Health Sciences had
the commercialisation potential of their researattentified prior to their
commencement (3, 33.3%), with the same numbemngtdiat it had been identified
within three months, with two respondents statingt tit took over two years to be
identified (22.2%). A majority of respondents efedl in the Sciences (9, 64.3%)
stated that the commercialisation potential ofrthesearch had been identified prior
to their commencement, with three stating thatodkt more than two years to be
identified (21.4%).
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3.5 Question 5: Have the issues been resolved?

Table 10: Responses to question 5, sorted by Raotignrolment

Faculty

No

Unsure

Yes

Grand Total

Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences

7

Health Sciences

1

3

10

Humanities & Social Sciences

1

4

5

Professions

Sciences

3

8

6

17

Grand Total

9

15

15

39

39 respondents answered this question — one mare lihd stated that they had
encountered intellectual property issues or wereedain about whether they had
(question 1). Of the respondents, who answeredaestion, 15 (38.5%) stated that
the issues had been resolved, the same numberunsoee whether they had been,
and 9 (23.1%) stated that the issues had not e=aived. The largest percentage of
respondents, who stated that the issues had beelved were from the Faculty of
Health Sciences (6, 60%), with a substantially lopportion of students from the
Faculty of Engineering, Computer and Mathematicaikeisces (3, 42.9%) and the
Sciences (6, 35.3%) reporting that the issues leat Ibesolved. However, over half
(4, 57.1%) of respondents enrolled in the FaculyEngineering, Computer and
Mathematical Sciences stated that the issueshbgthad encountered had not been

resolved.

3.6 Question 6: How useful has your supervisor(s) been in assistiggu with
intellectual property issues?

Table 11: Responses to question 6, sorted by Raotignrolment

Grand
Faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10| Total| Mean
Engineering, Computer
and Mathematical
Sciences 2 1 5 5 3 18| 6.17
Health Sciences 6 1 1 10 1 3 5 30, 5.30
Humanities & Social
Sciences 10 1 1 2 3 1 1 19| 3.16
Professions 4 2 1 7l 3.29
Sciences 6 2 2 5 4 6 3 32| 5.53
Grand Total 26 2 5 4 22 10 13 15| 7 106/ 5.00

Respondents in the Faculty of Engineering, Compatet Mathematical Sciences
rated the assistance that they had received fr@mn sipervisor(s) regarding IP the
highest of the means of each Faculty (6.17), withesvisors in the Faculty of the
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Sciences achieving almost as much praise (mear). F&3pondents in the Health
Sciences rated their supervisors’ assistance alnasst highly (mean 5.30).
Respondents in the Faculties of the Professions thtadHumanities and Social
Sciences did not rate the assistance that theydwaived very highly (means of 3.29
and 3.16 respectively), with most respondents gatite level of assistance below

average (less than 5 on the scale).

3.7 Question 7: How useful has your Department/School been in atsig you with
intellectual property issues?

Table 12: Responses to question 7, sorted by Raotiknrolment

Grand
Faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Mean
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 1 3 1 7 1 2 1 2 18 5.17|
Health Sciences 12 4 1 4 1 3 2 3 30 3.77]
Humanities & Social
Sciences 10| 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 19 3.16
Professions 5 1 1 7 2.86
Sciences 13 1 1 9 2 1 4 1 32 3.94
Grand Total 41] 8 4 2 22| 5 7 10 4 3 106 3.89

Survey respondents in all Faculties felt that ttf8ghools had not been as useful as
their supervisors had been in assisting with iatellal property issues. The Faculty of
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciencesagas rated by respondents as
being the most useful (mean 5.17), with the Scienmemked second (mean 3.94),
although over a third of respondents from this Rgdelt that it had been not at all
useful (13, 40.6%) in assisting. A similar percegetaf respondents in the Health
Sciences held similar views about the assistaredethieir Faculty has rendered them
(12, 40%), with even higher percentages in the FKasuof Humanities and Social

Sciences (10, 52.6%) and the Professions (5, 71d)ng similar views.
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3.8 Question 8: Have you signed an IP agreement?

Table 13: Responses to question 8, sorted by Raotiknrolment

Faculty No Unsure Yes| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences 12 2 4 18
Health Sciences 17 3 10 30
Humanities & Social Sciences 12 5 2 19
Professions 6 1 7
Sciences 20 4 8 32
Grand Total 67 15 24 106

Almost a quarter of survey respondents (24, 22.8%ipd that they had signed an IP
agreement, with a further group (15, 14.1%) unsaseto whether they had.

Respondents in the Faculty of Health Sciences wesee likely to have signed an

agreement (10, 33.3%) than respondents in the fyactithe Sciences (8, 25%) or
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Science2242%). Only two students

(10.5%) in the Humanities and Social Sciences lgied an agreement, and not a
single respondent in the Faculty of the Professiats

Table 14: Responses to question 8, sub-dividedrditpto level of assistance from
respondent’s supervisor(s)

IP agreement not signed ®|Unsure if IP agreement signed S |IP agreement signed s
S <) © | Grand
2
Faculty 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6 7 8 ol10] | 1] 2| 3| 4] 5| 6| 7| 8 9|10 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| 6 7] 8 9|10 ~|Total
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 2 1 4 3 1 1f 12 i 1 2 1 1| 1 1 4 18
Health
Sciences 3 1] 4/ 1] 3] 3] 1] 1|17 1 1 1] 3| 3 5 1] 1) 10| 30|
Humanities &
Social
Sciences 7 1 2 1] 1 12 2 1 1) 1 5 1 1 2 19
Professions 3 2| 1] 6] 1] 1 7
Sciences 5 1] 3| 4| 1] 4] 1| 1 20 1 1] 1 1] 4] 1] 1 1 2| 1] 2| 8 32
Grand Total 18| 2| 4 11] 9] 9 9 2| 3|67 3 1 3| 3| 1f 1] 3 15| 5 1 8 33 4| 24| 106
Mean| 4.87| 4.67 5.58| 5.00

In cases, in which an IP agreement was signedonelgmts rated the assistance that
they had received from their supervisors higher (@dan 5.58) than cases, where no
IP agreement had been signed (67, mean 4.87), en e respondent was uncertain
(15, mean 4.67).
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Table 15: Responses to question 8, sub-dividedrdicapto level of assistance from
respondent’s Department/School

IP agreement not signed g Unsure if IP agreement signed g IP agreement signed g

= [~ +| Grand
Faculty 1| 2| 3| 4 5 6] 7/ 8 910 1| 2| 3] 4 5 6] 7 8 9 10 1| 2| 3| 4] 5 6] 7/ 8 9|10 Total
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 3 1 5 1 1 1) 12 1] 1] 2 1 1] 1] 1 4 18|
Health
Sciences 6] 1| 1 1 1| 3] 1] 3 17 1| 2 3| 5 1 3 1] 10 30
Humanities &
Social Sciences| 7| 1] 1 2 1 12| 2 i 1) 1 5 1 1 2 19
Professions 4 1 1 6 1 1] 7
Sciences 7 1 1] 7/ 1] of 2 1] 20[ 2| 1] 1] 4] 4 1 1 1] 1 8 B2
Grand Total 24| 5| 3| 1) 13| 4] 5 6] 4 2|67 6 2| 1 1] 3 1 1 15| 11| 1] 6] 1| 1| 3 1] 24| 106
Mean 4.10) 3.13 3.75] 3.89

In terms of receiving assistance from their DepartttSchool, respondents who had
not signed an IP agreement were more likely (67anmé.10) to have received a
higher level of assistance than those, who hadedigin agreement (24, mean 3.75),

or than those, who were uncertain whether theysigted (15, mean 3.13).

3.9 Question 9: Has your supervisor/Department/School placed pragsan you to

sign an IP agreement?

Table 16: Responses to question 9, sorted by Raotiknrolment

Faculty No Unsure Yes| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences 14 4 18
Health Sciences 27 2 1 30|
Humanities & Social Sciences 17 2 19
Professions 7 7
Sciences 26 2 4 32
Grand Total 56 6 9 106

A small proportion of students (9, 8.5%) reportadihg been subjected to pressure to
sign an IP agreement. Four (22.2%) survey respdsadenhe Faculty of Engineering,
Computer and Mathematical Sciences stated that hlaglyhad pressure placed on
them; the same number (12.5%) in the Faculty ofStiences answered the question
in the affirmative, with a further two (6.3%) unsu single respondent (3.3%) in the
Health Sciences stated that s/he had had presikoedpon them, with a further two

(6.7%) unsure.
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Table 17: Responses to question 9, sub-dividedrditgpto whether an IP agreement
has been signed

Unsure if IP agreement
IP agreement not signed signed IP agreement signed
Not

No signed No Unsure No Signed Grand
Faculty pressure| Unsure|Pressure| subtotal| pressure| Unsure|Pressure| subtotal| pressure| Unsure|Pressure| subtotal Total
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 11 1 12 2 2 1 3 4 18
Health
Sciences 16 1 17 2 1 3 9 1 10 30|
Humanities &
Social
Sciences 11 1 12 4 1 5 2 2 19
Professions 6 6 1 1 7
Sciences 18 2 20 3 1 4 5 1 2 8 32
Grand Total 52 2 3 67 12 3 15 17 1 6 24| 106

Of the survey respondents, who had signed an |Beaggnt, one quarter (6, 25%)

stated that they had been placed under pressigripwhereas nearly three-quarters
(17, 70.8%) were not, and one respondent (4.2%)unasre. Respondents, who had
not signed an IP agreement, were far less likelyatee been subjected to pressure to
sign (3, 4.5%).

3.10 Question 10: If yes, how was this pressure placed on you?

For this question, survey respondents were givendpportunity to enter a brief
comment about how the pressure was placed on tBésvwen respondents (10.4%)
provided a statement, although only nine respomsdanswered question 9 in the
affirmative. These statements were:

“[..] scholarship contingent on signing IP agreettien

“[Made to feel] uncomfortable”;

“Agreement needed to be in place before enrollerscit;

“I was not allowed to commence the project unlesgreed to sign the IP agreement”;
“I was sent letters until | had signed a projedtipgoation agreement”;
“[..] pressure from project sponsor”;

“[T]old it was mandatory”;

“[T]hrough meetings and memos”;

“[N]eed to sign in order to do the project”;

“All parties met to discuss implications beforadreed”;

“Told to sign it by [my] department”.
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3.11 Question 11: Adelaide Research and Innovation (ARI) is an orgaation that
deals with intellectual property at the Universiof Adelaide. ARI deals with:

Survey respondents were given a list of four itewigh which ARl may or may not
deal, as well as a fifth option to type in any otheeas that they felt that ARI handled.
Respondents could select as many or as few aghbaght were correct.

Table 18: Responses to question 11, sorted by Bactienrolment

Legal
IP assistance
Commercialis IP for IP Other Grand
Faculty ation Plagiarism| Management issues issues Total
Engineering, Computer and
Mathematical Sciences 16 5 13 10 2 18
Health Sciences 26| 17 23 20 30
Humanities & Social Sciences 16 12 15 11 19
Professions 4 4 5 4 7
Sciences 26| 18 26| 23 3 32
Grand Total 88 56 82 68 5 106
%age of total respondents 83.0% 52.8% 77.4% 64.2%) 4.7%

A majority of survey respondents (88, 83.0%) cdiyestated that ARI deals with IP

commercialisation, with similar levels of correaisavers from each Faculty. Most
respondents also correctly identified that ARI atkals with IP management (82,
77.4%), again with similar levels of correct respes from each Faculty. However,
the majority of survey respondents incorrectly esfathat ARI deals with plagiarism

issues, with the highest percentage so claiminghén Faculty of Humanities and

Social Sciences (12, 63.2%). An even larger progorof survey respondents

incorrectly stated that ARI provides legal assistato students with IP issues, with
the highest percentage in the Faculty of the Seer{23, 71.8%). Five respondents
stated that ARI dealt with other issues. These were

“Disbursing royalties”;
“PVR”( Plant Variety Rights);
“Contracts”;

“Protection of IP rights”;
“Stonewalling negotiations”.

Eight respondents (7.5%) did not select any ofatlaglable options.
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3.12 Question 12: Have you dealt with ARI?

Table 19: Responses to question 12, sorted by Bactienrolment

Faculty No Unsure Yes| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences 14 1 3 18
Health Sciences 24 2 4 30
Humanities & Social Sciences 17 1 1 19
Professions 7 7
Sciences 21 4 7 32
Grand Total 83 8 15 106

The majority of survey respondents (83, 78.3%)estahat they had not dealt with
ARI, with a further group (8, 7.5%) uncertain whaththey had. Only fifteen
respondents (14.2%) had dealt with ARI. Almost ledlthis group of respondents (7,

46.7%) were enrolled in the Faculty of the Sciences

A higher percentage of respondents in the Sciehadshad dealings with ARI (7,
21.9%) than respondents in the Engineering, Compunteg Mathematical Sciences (3,
16.7%) or those in the Health Sciences (4, 13.384jost all respondents in the
Humanities and Social Sciences had not had, or wecertain about whether they
had, contact with ARI (1, 5.3%). Nobody from theoféssions had had contact with
ARI.

3.13 Question 13: If you have dealt with ARI, how would you rate yoexperience?
(a) Accessibility

Table 20: Responses to question 13a, sorted bylfyamuenrolment

Grand
Faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Mean
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 1 1 1 3 5.33
Health Sciences 1 1 1 1 4 5.25
Humanities & Social
Sciences 1 1 5.00
Professions
Sciences 1 2 1 1 2 7 4.29
Grand Total 1 4 1 4 1 3 1 15 4.80

Due to low number of respondents, who had had mg=mlwith ARI, the statistical
significance of the responses to the three partguafstion 13 is low. From the
responses to part (a), it is apparent that therequees of individual students vary
considerably when dealing with ARI, with the majpri(10, 66.7%) rating the
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accessibility of ARI as average (five on the scalelower. This could be accounted
for by the fact that ARI prefers to deal with supsors in the first instance, only

including students at a later stage in negotiations

(b) Level of assistance

Table 21: Responses to question 13b, sorted bylfyamiuenrolment

Grand
Faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Mean
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 1 1 1 3 5.33
Health Sciences 1 1 2 4 6.25
Humanities & Social
Sciences
Professions
Sciences 2 2 2 1 7 5.14
Grand Total 2 1 2 2 1 4 1 1 14 5.50

Survey respondents rated the level of assistarme ARI provides higher than its
accessibility, with responses split evenly betwd#en1-5 and 6-10 sides of the scale.

Again, the responses suggest the individual expeegvary considerably.

(c)Satisfaction with negotiations

Table 22: Responses to question 13c, sorted bylfyamfuenrolment

Grand
Faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Mean
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 1 1 2 4.00
Health Sciences 1 1 1 1 4 5.50
Humanities & Social
Sciences 1 1 6.00
Professions
Sciences 2 1 2 2 7 5.14
Grand Total 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 14 5.14

Survey responses were again split evenly betwezd-th and 6-10 sides of the scale.

Once more, the responses suggest the individuarexyges vary considerably.
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3.14 Question 14: The University has a contract called a “Student Reot
Participation Agreement” (SPPA), which is designéd assist with issues such as
those surveyed here. Are all students required ignsan SPPA when they
commence their study?

Table 23: Responses to question 14, sorted by Bactienrolment

Faculty No NA Unsure Yes| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences 9 7 2 18
Health Sciences 15 1 9 5 30|
Humanities & Social Sciences 7 9 3 19
Professions 2 5 7
Sciences 13| 13 6 32
Grand Total 46 1 43 16 106

A large minority of survey respondents (46, 43.4%0rrectly stated that the

University does not require that students sign BR/A when they commence their
study. However, almost as many students (43, 40v@86¢ unsure as to whether this
is the case — presumably despite their own expazgeifonly 39 indicated that they
had signed an IP agreement, or were uncertain whdtiey had). A group of

respondents (16, 15.1%) thought that signing anASBRompulsory. Respondents in
the Faculty of Engineering, Computer and Matherabftciences were more likely to
know that they do not have to sign an SPPA if tdey not wish (9, 50%), than

respondents in the Health Sciences (15, 50%) Wére knowledge of respondents in
the Sciences (13, 40.6%) and the Humanities andlS8ciences (7, 36.8%) was

similar.

Table 24: Responses to question 14, sub-dividedwhiether respondent has signed
an IP agreement

IP agreement not Unsure whether IP
signed agreement signed IP agreement signed
Not

signed Unsure Signed| Grand
Faculty No|Unsure Yes total No|Unsure Yes| total No NA|Unsure| Yes| total| Total
Engineering,
Computer and
Mathematical
Sciences 6 5 1 12 1 1 2 3 1 4 18
Health
Sciences 11] 3 3 17 1 2 3 3 1 4 2 10 30
Humanities &
Social
Sciences 7 5 12 4 1 5 2 2 19
Professions 2 4 6 1 1 7
Sciences 9 7 4 20 4 4 4 2 2 8 32
Grand Total 35 24 8 67 1 12 2 15 10 1 7 6 24 106
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Six respondents of those, who had signed an IPeamet (25%), stated that all
students are required to sign such an agreemeet.rdhainder of those, who had
signed, were either unsure (7, 29.2%) or statetldhatudents are not required to
sign an SPPA (10, 41.7%). Conversely, eight stiejenho had not signed an IP
agreement (11.9%), stated that the University regquall students to sign such a
document, and two students, who were unsure whetey had signed an IP

agreement (13.3%), that thought signing an SPPAre@qsred by the University.

3.15 Question 15: Can you negotiate the terms of an SPPA with ARI?

Table 25: Responses to question 15, sorted by Bactienrolment

Faculty No NA Unsure Yes| Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences, 1 13 4 18
Health Sciences 4 1 15 10 30
Humanities & Social Sciences 1 17 1 19
Professions 1 6 7
Sciences 4 21 7 32
Grand Total 11 1 72 22 106

Survey respondents were mostly unaware as to whigtisepossible to negotiate the
terms of an SPPA with ARI (72, 67.9%). Around oiftkfof respondents correctly

stated that it is possible to negotiate the ter22s 20.8%), whereas half this number
thought that it is not possible (11, 10.4%). Reslgms enrolled in the Faculty of

Health Sciences were far more likely to know thegatiation about the terms of an
SPPA is possible (10, 33.3%) than those from therdtaculties were. Most students
from the Faculty of Engineering, Computer and Mathgcal Sciences (13, 72.2%)
did not know whether it is possible to negotiatéhvalmost as high a percentage of
students in the Sciences (21, 65.6%), and almostwdents in the Humanities and
Social Sciences (17, 89.5%) and the Professior85(8%) not knowing.

Table 26: Responses to question 15, sub-divideavitgther the respondent had
signed an IP agreement

Unsure if IP agreement

IP agreement not signed signed IP agreement signed Grand
Faculty No| Unsure Yes| Subtotal No| Unsure Yes| Subtotal No N/A| Unsure] Yes| Subtotal|  Total
Engineering,
Computer and|
Mathematical
Sciences 1 8 3 12 2 2 1 4 18
Health Sciences 3 7 7 17 3 3 1 1 5 3 10 30
Humanities &
Social Sciences 1 10 1 12 5 5 2 2 19
Professions 1 5 6 1 1 7
Sciences 2 12 6 20 4 4 2 5 1 8 32
Grand Total 8 42 17 67 15 15 3 1 15 5 24 106
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Of the survey respondents, who had signed an I@eaggnt, only five (20.8%) stated
correctly that it is possible to negotiate the teroh an SPPA. A small proportion of
respondents, who had signed an IP agreement &%) 2stated that it is not possible
to negotiate the terms of an SPPA, and an addltgnoap (15, 62.5%) were unsure
about the matter. Of the respondents, who hadigoed an IP agreement, just over a
quarter (17, 25.4%) stated correctly that it isstgle to negotiate the terms of an
SPPA, with eight (11.9%) thought that it is not gibke, and most (42, 62.7%)
uncertain about the issue. None of the respondeifis, were unsure as to whether

they had signed an IP agreement, knew whethepitssible to negotiate terms.

3.16 Question 16: If you do not sign an SPPA, and your project has
commercialisation potential, what happens?

Table 27: Responses to question 16, sorted by Bactienrolment

Assists with commercialisation
Legal problems if money earnt
Negotiation

Project halted

Sign one later

Student forced to sign

Student gets 50% of profit and credit
Student given new project

Student loses rights to IP

No
Student loses rights to royalties

Student owns IP

Unsure

Faculty Grand Total
Engineering, Computer and

Mathematical Sciences 1 1] 1 3] 13 19
Health Sciences 1 1 1 1 4 1 21 30
Humanities & Social Sciences 1 1 1 16 19
Professions 7 7
Sciences 1 1 1 2 2 5 2 2| 18 34
Grand Total 1 1 1 1] 3 1 2 1 2] 11 3 70 75 109 (106)

Survey respondents were required to suggest aneartevthis question, rather than
selecting from a pre-defined list of answers, wittee responses suggesting answers
that fell into more than one category, and wereefloee placed into two categories.
However, for the purposes of compiling the staisstieach individual was counted
once. The vast majority of respondents (75, 70.8&%ted that they were unsure as to
what happens if a student does not sign an SPRA,the highest percentages being
from the Faculties of the Professions (7, 100%) #mel Humanities and Social

Sciences (16, 84.2%). Respondents from the Sciemees least likely to state that
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they were unsure (18, 56.3%). Seven responderi%of6stated that the student owns
the IP produced, if an SPPA is not signed, wheedaxgen (10.4%) thought that the

student loses the rights to the IP. Two respond@ng9) stated that the student is
given a new project, a further three stated thatptoject is halted, and another three
suggested that the student loses the right to tiegaf an SPPA is not signed. Other

responses were only suggested by individual stsdent

3.17 Question 17: Does the University provide legal advice for stutkerno assist
with IP negotiations

Table 28: Responses to questiah dorted by Faculty of enrolment

Faculty

No

Unsure

Yes

Grand Total

Engineering, Computer and Mathematical Sciences

10

18

Health Sciences

10

18

30

Humanities & Social Sciences

11

19

Professions

6

7

Sciences

15

13

32

Grand Total

52

45

106

Only a small proportion of survey respondents (%8 stated correctly that the
University does not provide legal advice for studeto assist with IP negotiations.
Over two-fifths (45, 42.5%) thought that the Unisigy did provide legal advice, and
nearly half of all respondents (49.1%) were unsafeut the issue. The level of
knowledge varied little between respondents ofed#ht Faculties, with only a
slightly better level shown by those enrolled ie tciences (4, 12.5%) than those in
all other Faculties. Respondents in the Healthrigei® were most likely (18, 60%) to
think that the University does provide legal assise.
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4. Discussion

4.1 Summary

106 individuals (approximately 2.4% of the PGSA&tat membership of 4393
studenty completed the survey. Given the nature of thevesyrthe majority of
survey respondents were, as expected, from theltlescof the Sciences and the
Health Sciences, with the smallest group of respotsd from the Faculty of the
Professions. The Faculty of the Sciences enroliedesits also had the highest rate of
response to the survey. Similarly, it was expedted the majority of respondents
would be enrolled in PhD programs, and would beoked full-time, which was
confirmed by the survey responses in both instanédsiost half of survey
respondents were in the first year of enrolmertheir current course, which is a far
higher response rate than for those enrolled featgr than one year. A consequence
of the number of responses to the survey is thigtldd analysis in some areas is not
statistically significant. Whilst it would have bealesirable to receive a greater
number of responses, the response rate was noesthsjnificant enough to suggest

trends and to draw conclusions.

It is interesting to note that the PGSA’s 2001 syren departmental resources had a
very similar rate of response, when analysed aaogred Faculty, as shown in Table
2 (p.7)¢ This suggests that the poor level of response Btudents in the Faculty of
the Professions has little to do with the type wfvey being conducted. Indeed, one
would expect students in the Faculty of Engineeri@gmputer and Mathematical
Sciences to have responded in greater numbers toutinent survey than they did to
the 2001 survey, given the topic of the currenveyr

A significant number (27, 25.5%) of students stathdt they had encountered
intellectual property issues that have affectedrthidy, with an additional group
(13, 12.3%) uncertain about whether they had. Téworsd response indicates an

® Figure derived from the University’s “2003 Marctu@ent Load Enrolment (persons) pivot table”,
available at <http://www.adelaide.edu.au/opd/staislent/enrolment_pivot2003Marchweb.xls>.

® Report on the Postgraduate Students’ Associatid@@l ‘Survey of Departmental Resources and
Faculties(Adelaide, PGSA: 2002): 12. Since the survey waslacted, the Faculties of Agriculture &
Natural Resources and Science have been mergedhidhe Faculty of the Sciences.
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issue, namely that there exists a lack of knowledeut the intellectual property
rights of postgraduate students. Of the respondeie provided an answer as to
whether the issues had been resolved, a large @i&38.5%) stated that the issues
had been resolved, with the same number uncertmntavhether they had. Such
responses also suggest a lack of knowledge abeuPthights. Of more concern are

the respondents (9, 23.1%), who stated that thesslsad not yet been resolved.

In terms of the level of assistance that surveypoedents had received from
University employees and academic divisions, thisrea clear indication that
respondents felt that supervisors had providedgaehilevel of assistance than did
their Department/School, with a marked differeneaneen science/engineering areas
and humanities/professional areas. This is of mpr=e, as IP issues are more likely
to be encountered in such area. However, the suepgponses suggest that the level
of assistance provided is not consistent acrossStiwols in each Faculty, as there
exists large variations in the assessments providedponses also suggest that when
an IP agreement has been signed by survey respsntiey felt that their supervisor
had provided a higher level of assistance thanradspondents had received who had
not signed an agreement. However, in contrast,eyur@spondents rated the level of
assistance that their Department/School of enrdirhad provided as being lower if
they had signed an agreement than if they had Swtvey respondents, who were
uncertain as to whether they had signed an IP agnek rated the level of assistance
that their supervisors and Department/School haodviged lower than other
respondents. This is not surprising, given thay there uncertain as to whether they
had even signed an IP agreement.

Whilst most survey respondents had not had preggaced on them to sign an IP
agreement, a concerning number (9, 8.5%) had. @néynall proportion of these
students had resisted the pressure to sign anmagneeln a few cases, the responses
provided about the type of pressure placed sugbestthe respondents had been

misled about the non-compulsory nature of signmdgPaagreement.

Most survey respondents (83, 78.3%) had not da#it ARI. The highest percentage
of those who had was enrolled in the Faculty ofSbgnces. Seven respondents from

this Faculty stated that they had dealt with ARdImost as many as had stated that
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they had signed an IP agreement. Of the respondiemisthe other Faculties, who
had signed an IP agreement, around half from eachlfy had dealt with ARI. The
number of dealings with ARI and the assistance ivedefrom supervisors and
Departments/Schools regarding IP issues correlatabe level of knowledge that
survey respondents displayed about the areas, witlth ARI deals. Survey
respondents from the Faculty of the Sciences gbyngmssess a better knowledge of
the operations of ARI than their colleagues in off&culties do. In terms of the level
of assistance that respondents felt that they éeeived from ARI, the low number of
contacts prevents any conclusions about this ifsume being drawn; however, the

responses received suggest that the experienasyari

In terms of the general knowledge that survey redpots have about IP issues and
contracts, responses suggest that the level of ledg@ is low. Whilst almost half of
survey respondents (46, 43.4%) knew that it is campulsory to sign an IP
agreement, almost as many (43, 40.6%) did not ki@wparticular concern were the
six students, who thought that signing an IP agesgmvas compulsory, and had
themselves signed one. Two respondents of thispgaoe enrolled in the Faculty of
Humanities and Social Sciences, and with one atkgpondent from this Faculty,
who was unsure whether s/he had signed an IP agreemere the only individuals
from the Faculty, who thought that all students t@adign contracts. However, there
seems to have been some confusion caused by thigngaf the questionnaire, in
that the terms ‘IP agreement’ and ‘SPPA’ were usedescribe the same type of
contract. This confusion is apparent in the resesre question 14, in that eight
(7.5%) thought that signing an SPPA is compulsevgn though they themselves had

not signed any form of IP agreement.

A similar level of ignorance was demonstrated abwoimether the terms of IP

agreements can be negotiated and the consequdnuaissigning such an agreement
when commercialisation potential exists. As mosvey respondents had not signed
an IP agreement, it is not surprising that the migjalid not know about either of

these areas. Only a small number of respondents, hvald signed IP agreements,
knew that it is possible to negotiate the term&mfagreement, with most uncertain
about the issue, and a few believing that it is passible to negotiate. Respondents,

who had not signed IP agreements, displayed aasitaitk of knowledge.
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Also of concern is the belief that the Universitpyides students with legal advice to
assist with IP negotiations. Only a small fractgtated correctly that the University

does not provide assistance in this matter, witlevidence that respondents from a
particular Faculty had a better knowledge of th@dahan individuals from any other

Faculty had. Whilst nearly half of survey resportdeatdmitted that they did not know

whether the provided legal advice for studentspalms many thought that it did.

4.2 Suggested Action

The responses received to this survey suggestthieatevel of knowledge about
intellectual property issues that postgraduateesttsdat the University of Adelaide
have is not very high. Whilst only a fraction afidénts will encounter issues that will
impact heavily on their research, a larger numhérbe affected in some way — and
perhaps without even realising what their rights. athe PGSA is concerned about
this matter, and seeks to educate its members #dbeintrights; however, this cannot
be achieved by the PGSA alone, and the organisatisimes to work in conjunction

with the University to address the issues raisethbysurvey.

As a first step in educating postgraduate studabtsut IP issues, the PGSA has
produced a pamphlet that addresses many of the ameered by the survey. The
pamphlet was first available on June 27, 2003, reaslbeen advertised only once, as
well as given to all new research postgraduateestisdat the second semester
inductions. It has been downloaded from the PGSA s at a steady rate since this
time, albeit less frequently than the PGSA woute liSuggested future plans include
the staging of information seminars that addresscifip areas such as the legal
considerations of IP commercialisation, IP protattiand IP and joint projects. Such
seminars could be staged in conjunction with thévéhsity or independently by the
PGSA.

" The pamphlet is available is available at
<http://www.adelaide.edu.au/pgsa/publications/betstippamphlet.pdf>.
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4.3 Improvementsto the Survey

The electronic format of the survey works well,nag only does it allow individuals
to complete it with a minimum of fuss, as they @b meed to print a copy of it or pick
one up from the PGSA office, and then return itrtiiermore, the electronic
responses can be entered quickly and easily enietedh spreadsheet for analysis
using pivot tables. The responses received to tineey indicate that the questions
were, on the whole, well formulated; however, thspecific areas need improvement
in future surveys on this issue. Firstly, it is pibge that some survey respondents did
not realise that an IP agreement is the same aSP&A. Whilst this is in itself
revealing, there exists the possibility that coidnscreated by this issue affected the
responses to question 14 — particularly as a smatiber of students, who stated that
they had not signed an IP agreement thought thatuadents are required to sign an
SPPA. Secondly, the number of responses to que&Bomeans that no statistical
significance can be drawn from the responses redeithis issue could be addressed
by providing only one question, rather than the¢hparts offered in the current study;
however, there would be an associated loss of lddtdinowledge with any such
change. A higher number of responses would be at#sirbut cannot be predicted.
Thirdly, question 10 may benefit from having a kdtoptions provided, rather than

allowing respondents to type in a response.

The response rate to the survey was pleasing; renwevfuture it would be desirable
to maximise the publicity of the survey. The cutrsarvey was publicised in emails
to all postgraduate students and a link was placethe main page of the PGSA web
site. Other methods of promotion were not useduture, promotion in the following
media could be used:

The ‘Clever Country’ Journathe PGSA'’s quarterly newsletter;
The Adelaide University Union’s “Cloisterphobia” iv@age;
The Adelaide Graduate Centre’s newsletter;

The Adelaidean

On Dit;

“Inside Adelaide”.
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Appendix A: Copy of Survey
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Intellectual Property Survey

The PGSA is currently preparing a submission on intellectual property
and its commercialisation, in regard to the effect the issue as on
postgraduate study. In recent months, the PGSA has dealt with an
increasing number of queries and complaints about issues involving
intellectual property, and is concerned that they are not isolated
incidents. The intention is to submit the completed report to Professor
Neville Marsh, Dean of the Adelaide Graduate Centre.

Intellectual property is concerned with protecting applications of ideas,
information and creative output that are of commercial value. It includes
copyright, trade marks, industrial designs, patents, layout designs of
integrated circuits, and trade secrets. Copyright is broadly defined as
original authorship of written material or software, music or artwork. It is
the form of intellectual property of most relevance to postgraduate and
honours students. For example, you own the copyright in your thesis.
Other activities that may lead to the generation of copyright include the
composition of a piece of music, writing computer programs, and
designing a questionnaire. As the owner of a copyright work you have the
right to bring an action against a person who infringes or breaches your
copyright. Other forms of IP are generally the result of inventions or
scientific discoveries and are more commonly protected through patents
or trade marks.

Regardless of whether you have experienced intellectual property-related
issues during the course of your study, we would appreciate if you would
spend a few minutes filling out the survey below. In other words, even if
you have had no problems, your response is nonetheless valuable.

As an incentive, the PGSA is offering the chance to enter a draw for a
meal, up to the value of $50, at Sagarmatha Restaurant at Stepney for
people who fill in the survey. If you do not wish to enter the draw, there is
no need to provide your name. Your identity will be used ONLY for the
prize draw, and all survey responses will be separated from this section
to preserve anonymity.

Please remember that if you DO experience problems with intellectual
property ownership, you should contact the PGSA for assistance and
advice. This can take the form of an informal chat through to
representation and direct advocacy.
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Murray

THE UNIVERSITY
OF ADELAIDE
SA 5005
AUSTRALIA

Email

Telephone: +61 8
8303 4114

or 8303 5898
Facsimile:

+61 8 8303 3507

Your name (optional): I

Your email address (optional): I

(required for entry to prize draw - all responses will be kept anonymous.
If you do not wish to enter, leave the spaces blank)

School (Department): I

(Note: all categories from this point on must be completed to submit the
form)

Faculty: I j

Course (Phd, MA, etc.): I

-
Research or Coursework degree? I —|

Full-time or part-time enrolment?l j

-
Year of enrolment: I :|

1. Have you encountered intellectual property issues that have affected
your study?

-

2. Are you involved in a group collaboration project?
w
3. Does your research have commercialisation potential?
b

4. If yes, at what stage was this potential identified?

| [

5. Have the issues been resolved?

| [

6. How useful has your supervisor(s) been in assisting you with

intellectual property issues? (1 - very low; 10 - very high)?
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7. How useful has your Department/School been in assisting you with

intellectual property issues? (1 - very low; 10 - very high)?

8. Have you signed an IP agreement?

9. Has your supervisor/Department/School placed pressure on you to
sign an IP agreement?

[

10. If yes, How was this pressure placed on you?

11. Adelaide Research and Innovation (ARI) is an organisation that deals
with intellectual property at the University of Adelaide. ARI deals with
(please select all items that you believe are correct):

-

IP commercialisation
Plagiarism & IP theft issues
IP management

Legal assistance for IP issues

[ I . -

Other (please state) I

12. Have X‘OU dealt with ARI?

13. If you have dealt with ARI, how would you rate your experience (1 -
very low; 10 - very high)?

(a) Accessibility I Ll

(b) Level of assistance I j

(c) Satisfaction with negotiations I Ll

The University has an contract called a "Student Project Participation
Agreement” (SPPA), which deals is designed to assist with issues such
as those surveyed here.

14. Are all students required to sign an SPPA when they commence their

study?
15. Can you negotiate the terms of an SPPA with ARI?
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16. If you do not sigh an SPPA, and your project has commercialisation

potential, what happens?

17. Does the University provide legal advice for students to assist with IP

negotiations?
-

18. Please add any anecdotal evidence you wish in this box (any
information provided will not be used in a way that could reveal your
identity):

Enter your comments here. (if you have nothing to add, leave this text ﬂ
here).

T 2

19. Please add any other comments you wish in this box:

Enter your comments here (if you have nothing to add, leave this text ﬂ
here).

BTN o

Clear Form | Click here to continue

(Note: confirmation of the form's submission is presented as a list of
values - you will not receive email notification)

We thank you for taking the time to filling out this survey.
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Appendix B: Comments of Survey Respondents

As noted previously, all identifying information$een removed from the responses
listed below, and obvious grammatical and typogiGathave been corrected.

“I'm not really sure about any of this - | rememlgoing to a seminar held at the
Levels campus a few years ago, and deciding thexetlwvere no IP issues, and
therefore haven't worried about it since. Also lynteve signed IP forms mentioned

above — can’'t remember!”

“IP issues were with an outside organisation. Weadled within Department and
by the funder.”

“I read on the uni web site that as a post-gradestul needed to sign one of these IP
agreements with the university, and downloadedféled in the form. It has not been
submitted, mainly because none of us could workemaictly who was supposed to
sign it, or where it was supposed to go. As itisrpected that my research project is

going to generate any IP for commercial use | hawdased it up any further.”

“IP is unlikely to result from my work - it's whatlarge engineering/defence industry
company might consider funding as "blue-sky red@ar(My supervisor certainly

discounts financial benefit.) On the other harigk tesults of my research could
conceivably be valuable in mechanical engineerkigo, the computer codes | write
may be of some public value - especially if | warglace them in the Public Domain
as freeware. In my enrolment documents | state rihat'‘Core Research Program”
(which 1 have defined in my Research Proposal) doet offer prospects for

commercialisation. (Should anything change, itl W& noted on my re-enrolment

Form.)”

“I'm not sure if I've signed an IP agreement or. htttought that the SPPA was in fact
an IP agreement. Obviously this is as clear as madheir credit, the CRC which
funds my scholarship is running a on-day workshoprband Commercialisation for
all the PhD students it supports.”



“IP issues are something that | may have to fater lan. To date, nothing has been
discussed or resolved so | have no particular comsrte make about the relationship
between students and the Uni. | intend to talk alloese issues with my supervisors

when my research is a little further down the track

“Only started here 3-4 weeks ago so am still figdihings out. The topic has not
really come up in the context of my project. Anetedly | have had some experience
of IP issues as a friend in *** is still going thregal manoeuvres to make a
University there admit its neglect to protect ***ovk from a staff member who
illegally tried to sell the product overseas...¢girf** has tenure no-one wants to do

anything to admit liability and the case drags.#tt.years already!!!)”

“I have found ARI to be very slow in respondingeioquiries. | understand they are
under-staffed for the amount of work they are tgyia take on. | find the wording of
the SPPA extremely broad -- it makes no distinct@iween IP developed in
conjunction of "the project” which is presumablydollaboration and IP, which may
be developed independently. The SPPA does notitd@eaccount any background
intellectual property. This is a significant flaWhere is no specification for what the
student can reasonably expect ARI to do in exchémgassigning IP ownership. In
my experience, it takes a long time for them toadgthing, possibly longer than a
student will spend at the University. The motigatito contact them is therefore

minimised.”

“The question of IP does not arise with H&SS stugeh believe that our faculty

thinks that publishing does not denote that thed@iinvolved - simply that 'someone
chose to publish your work so "lucky you™ rathdran that this shows an
economically viable product. Our department doe=nisider that my writing has any
worth as a product:

| joined an association that | found on the Intérne

| joined it to attend a conference

| wrote an abstract and submitted it

| had it accepted

| booked myself for the conference/accommodaticn et

one of my supervisors asked me about getting inéo donference (I see ***
encourage other students so | expect *** doesimrtkthhat my work is good
enough!)
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| can't wait for my supervisors to suggest thatdspnt at a conference as they

don't seem to be interested but | am resourcefliivét do it myself. It would be

nice to have their support but it won't stop mecseding!!!!

contributing to a conference record will be my idd&iously

I'll also find publishers!!!
... SO you can see that | fail to see why this ersity should have any entitlements to
anything that | may gain from my writing!!!! Perhaif some of the *** staff had
attended ***'s inaugural professorial lecture (**they might know that *** earn
more money for Australia than most recognised ecooocommodity 'money

spinners.”

“I had an experience with the start of my PhD tbatld have been disastrous if it
wasn't for the generosity of my supervisor and depent head. I'm a postgrad with
the department of ***, and now have a *** grant vithe industrial sponsor. We have
an agreement in place, but it took an awfully I¢inge, during which | was supported
by work from my supervisor. The history of it allong and convoluted, and I'd have
to go back and look at some of the documentatianake sure | get everything right,
but | remember at the time being incredibly frugda thinking - OK, we've got an
industrial partner that wants to set up a schoipr&r me, we've got a department
and two supervisors trying to arrange everythirgmfrtheir end, but everything is
moving so slowly. 1) how am | going to survive!lZ)an see why industry can’t see
the advantage of working with universities whensitthis hard! What | estimated
would take a month ended up taking 7 or 8 (or mordnave a memory of starting
talking in January and having the agreement bypégember - by which time the ***
grant had come in...)

I've looked back through my emails: We startedimgl{***, *** and *** from ***)

on the **/1/2000 — that was my first meeting witt¥ *We had a meeting at *** soon
after (within 2 weeks). We (***, *** and me) wrota *** grant application and that
was submitted soon after April **, 2000. The aimsm® organise a short term
scholarship that was to be paid for by *** until viend out whether the scholarship
came in. This never got put in place as an inteleEqroperty agreement took ages to
put in place, and by this time | was working for sypervisors and the *** grant had
come through. An agreement was formulated and teetit*, but the first meeting

between ***'s lawyer and Luminis was on the **/1Q0D, there was then some to-ing
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and frowing and eventually the IP agreement waalifiad in late March and |
enrolled on *** 2001. | thought this was an excessamount of time, and | would
have been stuffed financially, | would have hadotuk for another job in the interim.
Luckily *** offered me some work and | was abledarvive. | wasn't too concerned
with the delays after the first meeting with *** dh.uminis, as | was busy with work
for *** but | was really concerned with the timakien to initiate the agreement -
especially considering that the agreement was lsia pro-forma (I think). As |
said before, | think this kind of experience is egio to put industry off working with

the university, as it was very difficult and timensuming.”

“In general discussions | have had with supervigothe past it seems they are more
concerned about getting academic acknowledgemerigeing the FIRST to get the
"discovery" published and the associated "fame" mwbgnition for the group (the
group head)! Any commercial considerations aregiaén much import if it wasn't
them that came up with it in the first place. Oticse once it is published anyone (a
commercial group) can financially benefit from thiaformation with no

remuneration(s) for the "inventor/discoverer

“I am embarrassed to admit | am very unclear alhatetlectual property, THINK |
signed something pertaining to it in 2001 and aik my supervisors to refresh my
memory about university requirements. | have bekssad as | am writing my thesis
that | have to be very careful about referencinghsthat anything even vaguely
verbatim is preceded with Brock (1999) proposes .tharather than followed by it, in
case | have allegations of plagiarism ( albeitejunintentional) levelled against me.”

“l understand that there is a service provideddal avith these issues. | would like to

investigate commercialisation issues further a®gpess with my project.”
“It is my understanding that this affects scienwglents more than arts students...”
“I had difficulty with this issue at my previous iversity when | discovered that a

former supervisor used my research (unacknowledgenhe of *** published papers

and quoted it as *** own. | still think there igtle you can do about it.”
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“The IP seminar was great as an introduction. Heldbout the right time of year for
me too. | was wondering though if there could pbo#tly be one directed more

towards PVR and ag research areas etc.”

“ARI have been a major impediment, costly, slowrdawcratic and cumbersome. |
drafted my own IP/Copyright/Funding agreement i@ 3rd party project sponsor to
protect everyone’s interests of which ARI were aualty forced to sign after much
‘handballing' and delay on their part (includingg@ssing of an invoice!). The SPAA
states that the university shares the IP with thdent. As a full fee paying student
with no scholarship assistance, any IP | genewratd {unding income for university
projects!!) with commercial potential is my propert am happy to publish much of
this IP with the university's and supervisor's namat however it will remain mine.

That is why | refuse to sign an SPAA. ARI may diilf to get me to sign an SPAA

however they do not have a leg to stand on.”

“I believe IP issues are foremost when writing ay aime. Hope this all makes a

difference.”

“[I am] concerned about intellectual property aam doing a thesis which potentially
has applicability to *** and *** which are providetbr them. And as | suppose that
there will be results which Govt departments mayirtberested in, | want to ensure
that any new info or results | find (and their esponding discussion) remains my

own property.”

“I think there are terms given in the enrolment gr@pwhich say the uni gets

everything by default.”

“There has been vague talk regarding copyrighteissa the course work but nothing
useful really and 1 am not sure about the returngogalties regarding another
publication which will be out at the end of the geaot much info has been

forthcoming.”

“Doesn't all research have commercialisation padéht eg. into a book or journal

article - do they count as commercialisation?”
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“Luminis/ARI appears to be very slow and fuggy irogessing invoices for outside
work when considering the percentage of sub-comiadeturns that is taken out for
their operation. (this may or not be true it iseageption | have).”

“I have an oral agreement with my supervisor orharghip issues and grant money
allocation and this has worked for us extremely Ilwalhile large scale
commercialisation issues may apply to a few stugjdahding issues apply to most of
us. And while funding issues may appear peripharalP, they proceed (and are
essential for) the creation of IP. Here is a stoww postgrad funding happens in our
discipline. A student repeatedly requested for agpe to come out a certain grant,
while the Finance area took it out of another grawhich somehow was more
profitably to the finances (but stuffed up all thedgeting of the student and created
other problems). In our school the postgrad fundingth external and internal) is
seen as an easy target for "creative accountir@@ear guidelines are required not
only for the postgrad to justify the money spenit, &iso for the department to detail
how funding was spend. We (including the academi@s)en't seen any detailed
account statement in years. Imagine if your barfluses to send you an account
statement, saying it's too busy or the software'tmda it. | would love to see a
general university policy on accountable financiag part of issues affecting

postgrads that also run into IP issues. Thanks.”

“I haven't had any obvious IP issues thus far. Heeif IP issues arose | have faith
that they'd be handled professionally by my supernvand department. | realise from
this survey that there are many grey areas thoughyi understanding of IP policies

at this university.”

“I have heard that they can put pressure on yosigo an agreement very early on,

and | have also heard that one could be in placgdor project without you knowing

it already if you are in a larger group projechave heard that as a student you own
all of your IP, but they will suggest you sign antract and then you go halves so to
speak.”

PGSA Intellectual Property Survey 2003 39



“I have never, in my whole university life, comer@egs or been made aware of such

issues.”

“There were conflicting documents provided and thieole process took over 3

months to sign off then the process was repeateédlia@wn out.”

“ARI has stated they are there for the universit4. request for a non-disclosure
agreement was met with 'why would we protect thearsity from something which
doesn't affect them'? This was an obvious regtesassist a student, which
eventually was provided after 'pushing’ and prodities an act of goodwill" - and |
thought this was their job. Their attitude to IRgogations was to push the 'sign a
SPPA' point, work from the attitude of getting asaim as possible for the university

and seem to make little if any effort to help ostadent - unless pushed.”
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