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Abstract 

The increasing engagement of retired professionals in consultancy roles within academia, public sector 

undertakings, and research institutions in India raises complex issues surrounding intellectual property 

(IP) ownership. This article critically analyzes the existing legal frameworks governing IP rights in 

consultancy by retired experts, focusing on the interplay between contract law, employment doctrines, and 

IP statutes. Judicial precedents and statutory provisions reveal significant ambiguities that create 

enforcement challenges for both creators and institutions. A comparative review of global best practices 

from the United States, the United Kingdom, the European Union, and Australia highlights the importance 

of clear statutory distinctions, standardized contractual agreements, and efficient dispute resolution 

mechanisms. Based on these insights, the article advocates for comprehensive legal reforms in India, 

including explicit legislative provisions, harmonized policies across funding agencies, protection of moral 

rights, and enhanced legal literacy. Such reforms are essential to foster an equitable and innovation-

friendly environment that recognizes and protects the contributions of retired consultants, thereby 

strengthening India’s position in the global knowledge economy. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, India has witnessed a significant rise in the participation of retired professionals in 

consultancy roles. This trend is particularly visible among individuals formerly employed in academia, 

engineering, scientific research, and various public sector undertakings (PSUs). These retired 

professionals often continue to contribute their expertise and experience by offering consultancy services 

to private enterprises, research institutions, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and government 

agencies (Reddy & Menon, 2023). Their post-retirement engagements frequently result in the generation 

of valuable intellectual property (IP), including but not limited to technical inventions, software code, 

innovative processes, proprietary data models, and copyrightable works like research papers and technical 

manuals (Mukherjee, 2021). 

Despite the increasing economic and academic importance of such consultancy engagements, the Indian 

legal framework lacks clarity regarding the ownership and protection of IP generated during such 

activities. The root of this legal ambiguity lies in the intersection of multiple domains of law: the Indian 
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Contract Act, 1872 governs the terms of consultancy agreements; the Copyright Act, 1957, and Patents 

Act, 1970 define the default principles of IP ownership; while employment law addresses employer-

employee IP issues, which often do not apply neatly to independent consultants (Singh, 2022). However, 

most IP laws in India do not specifically address the scenario of retired professionals working in a non-

employment capacity, which creates a legal vacuum and practical uncertainty (Choudhury & Basu, 2019). 

Unlike employees, consultants are not presumed to assign their IP rights to the engaging entity unless 

there is a specific contractual agreement stating otherwise. This default legal position often leads to 

disputes, particularly when consultancy services result in commercially viable innovations or creative 

works (Narayan, 2020). Moreover, many retired professionals who take up consultancy roles may be 

unaware of the legal complexities involved in IP assignment, leading to inadvertent loss of rights or 

prolonged legal battles (Kumar, 2022). 

Given the evolving nature of work in India's knowledge economy and the valuable contributions made by 

retired professionals, it is essential to examine the legal frameworks governing IP ownership in such 

contexts. This includes analyzing statutory provisions, judicial precedents, contractual norms, and 

comparative international practices. Doing so can help identify existing gaps and inform policy reforms 

that protect the rights of both consultants and clients, thereby encouraging continued intellectual 

contributions by retired experts. 

 

2. Legal Framework Governing IP Ownership in India 

The determination of intellectual property (IP) ownership in consultancy arrangements involving retired 

professionals in India is governed by a confluence of legal instruments rather than a single codified statute. 

These instruments include general contract law, specific intellectual property laws such as the Patents Act, 

1970, the Copyright Act, 1957, and to a lesser extent, the Designs Act, 2000 and the Trademarks Act, 

1999. However, these laws do not comprehensively address the status of IP ownership when the creator 

is a non-employee consultant, such as a retired academic, engineer, or scientist. This legal ambiguity often 

leads to disputes or unintended loss of rights, particularly when valuable IP is generated through such 

consultancy engagements (Narayan, 2020; Reddy & Menon, 2023). 

2.1 The Indian Contract Act, 1872 

The cornerstone of consultancy arrangements in India is the Indian Contract Act, 1872, which governs all 

contracts, including those entered into by independent consultants. Unlike employees, who may be subject 

to employment terms and company policies regarding IP ownership, consultants operate under contracts 

"for services" rather than "of service" (Singh, 2022). IP ownership clauses must satisfy the requirements 

of free consent, lawful consideration, and lawful object to be valid and enforceable under the Act (Indian 

Contract Act, 1872, s. 10). Under Section 10 of the Act, the rights and obligations between the parties—

including those relating to IP—are primarily determined by the terms of the contract, provided they are 

not unlawful or opposed to public policy. 

The courts in India have repeatedly emphasized that, in the absence of statutory guidance, the terms of the 

agreement between the parties will prevail. This places significant importance on how IP ownership, use, 

and licensing clauses are structured in consultancy contracts (Choudhury & Basu, 2019). However, many 

consultancy agreements—particularly those entered into informally or without legal counsel—fail to 

explicitly mention IP rights, leading to post-facto litigation or unjust enrichment. 
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2.2 Intellectual Property Statutes 

2.2.1 The Patents Act, 1970 

The Patents Act, 1970, read with its subsequent amendments, does not directly address consultancy-

created inventions. Section 2(1)(p) defines a “patentee” as the person who is granted the patent, and 

Section 6 stipulates that either the true and first inventor or their assignee can apply for a patent. In 

consultancy contexts, the consultant may be the “true and first inventor,” but unless there is an explicit 

assignment in writing, the consultant retains ownership (Mukherjee, 2021). 

Moreover, Section 20 of the Patents Act allows for the rectification of ownership where a patent has been 

wrongfully obtained in the name of someone else. However, in the absence of a clear assignment, the 

burden of proof lies on the consultant to assert their ownership, which can be onerous and time-consuming 

(Kumar, 2022). 

2.2.2 The Copyright Act, 1957 

Under the Copyright Act, 1957, the author of the work is typically the first owner of copyright (Section 

17). An exception exists under Section 17(c) for works made during the course of employment under a 

contract of service or apprenticeship, in which the employer becomes the first owner, unless there is an 

agreement to the contrary. However, in consultancy situations—typically not classified as “contracts of 

service”—the default position is that the consultant retains copyright unless it is specifically assigned to 

the client (Narayan, 2020). 

This has significant implications for retired professionals who produce original literary, artistic, or 

technical works in the course of consultancy. For instance, a retired academic writing a technical manual 

for a private company retains copyright over that work unless an express assignment is made in the 

consultancy agreement. 

2.2.3 The Designs Act, 2000 and The Trademarks Act, 1999 

While less frequently encountered in consultancy contexts, both the Designs Act, 2000 and the 

Trademarks Act, 1999 have implications for ownership. Like the Patents Act, these statutes recognize the 

importance of registration and written assignments. Section 2(d) of the Designs Act defines the proprietor 

as either the author or the person for whom the design was developed, depending on contractual context 

(Choudhury & Basu, 2019). Similarly, under the Trademarks Act, 1999, assignment must be in writing 

and duly registered for it to be valid (Narayan, 2020). 

Given the fragmented nature of current laws and the absence of statutory presumptions tailored to 

independent consultancy scenarios, a reform of India’s IP regime appears necessary. There is a growing 

consensus among legal scholars and practitioners for the inclusion of specific provisions or model clauses 

under Indian IP statutes that clarify ownership norms in consultancy contexts, especially those involving 

non-employees such as retired professionals (Reddy & Menon, 2023). 

 

3. Judicial Interpretation and Precedents 

Indian jurisprudence on IP ownership in consultancy, especially involving retired professionals, is still 

evolving. However, courts have addressed related issues involving independent contractors, software 

developers, joint venture partners, and academic collaborators, offering valuable guidance on how IP 

rights are interpreted in the absence of specific statutory provisions. The judicial trend affirms the primacy 

of explicit contracts and the creator’s rights when no valid assignment exists. 

3.1 Pine Labs Pvt. Ltd. v. Gemalto Terminals India Pvt. Ltd., 2009 SCC OnLine Del 3251 

In this significant decision, the Delhi High Court emphasized the legal distinction between a “contract of  
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service” (implying an employer-employee relationship) and a “contract for service” (referring to an 

independent contractor or consultant). The court held that since the consultant in question was not an 

employee, intellectual property developed during the consultancy did not automatically vest in the client. 

Rather, in the absence of a specific assignment clause, the consultant retained ownership of the IP. The 

court clarified that “mere payment for work” does not amount to an automatic transfer of IP rights. 

This case reaffirms that consultants do not fall within the scope of Section 17(c) of the Copyright Act, 

1957, which assigns first ownership to employers, unless there is an explicit agreement to the contrary 

(Pine Labs Pvt. Ltd. v. Gemalto Terminals India Pvt. Ltd., 2014). The ruling highlights the need for 

companies to clearly define IP ownership through contractual terms, especially when engaging third-party 

professionals. 

3.2  Desiccant Rotors International Pvt. Ltd. v. Bappaditya Sarkar, 2013 SCC OnLine Del 2596 

This case provides a pivotal judicial interpretation directly relevant to the IP rights of retired professionals 

offering consultancy services. The Delhi High Court’s ruling clearly affirmed that in the absence of a 

written assignment, intellectual property created by a consultant, regardless of payment or funding, 

remains the property of the consultant. 

This decision has substantial implications for retired professionals—academicians, engineers, scientists, 

or ex-public sector technocrats—who, post-retirement, engage in consultancy assignments. Many such 

engagements are informal or based on broad terms of reference without robust contractual frameworks. 

The Desiccant Rotors precedent highlights the legal risks of such informal arrangements, both for 

institutions and consultants. 

For institutions commissioning expertise from retired professionals, this judgment emphasizes the 

necessity of explicit IP assignment clauses to avoid future ownership disputes. Conversely, for retired 

consultants, it affirms statutory protection of their creative outputs in the absence of such agreements, 

thereby empowering them to control, license, or commercialize their innovations. 

The case also exposes a gap in Indian IP law: unlike many Western jurisdictions, Indian statutes do not 

clearly differentiate between IP ownership rules for employees versus independent consultants. This 

ambiguity places the burden on contractual clarity rather than on statutory guidance, often to the detriment 

of retired professionals who may not have legal support when entering such engagements. 

3.3 Vigyan Ashram v. Pragya Systems Pvt. Ltd., 2019 SCC OnLine Bom 1583 

The Bombay High Court ruled in favor of a non-profit educational institution (employer) where a 

consultant had created software but failed to assign IP through a formal agreement. The Court ruled that, 

in the absence of a written IP assignment, rights remain with the original creator—even in collaborative, 

funded, or consultancy-based settings. 

This ruling is directly relevant to retired professionals engaging in consultancy, as it underscores that mere 

participation or funding does not entitle an organization to IP ownership unless explicitly agreed upon. 

The judgment exposes the legal vacuum surrounding non-employee contributions and signals the necessity 

of formal IP agreements in consultancy arrangements. 

It reinforces that for retired consultants—common in academic, rural tech, or social innovation projects—

legal protection hinges on proactive contracting, not assumptions of institutional ownership. The case thus 

supports calls for statutory reform, standardized contracts, and greater legal literacy to safeguard 

consultant-created IP. 

3.4  Ramesh Suresh v. Union of India, 2017 SCC OnLine Mad 22584 

In this case, the Madras High Court addressed the IP rights of a retired government scientist engaged as a  
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consultant. The petitioner claimed ownership of a patented invention developed during his consultancy, 

which the institution had filed without his consent. 

The Court held that consultants, unlike employees, retain ownership of intellectual property unless there 

is a clear, written assignment. It emphasized the need to respect the moral and legal rights of creators and 

urged public institutions to ensure fair recognition and benefit-sharing. 

This judgment highlights the need for legal reforms and standardized IP agreements in public sector and 

research consultancy arrangements. 

3.5 University of London Press Ltd. v. University Tutorial Press Ltd., 1916 2 Ch 601 (UK) 

Frequently cited in Indian IP judgments, this English case set a foundational precedent for the definition 

of “original literary work” under copyright law. The court held that examination papers prepared by 

examiners were original works because the authors exercised skill, labour, and judgment. It further 

clarified that originality does not require novelty or inventiveness—just independent creation. 

This ruling supports the consultant’s position in asserting copyright over independently developed work, 

even if the subject matter is routine or based on standard templates. Indian courts often draw on this case 

to reaffirm the idea that authorship and originality rest with the creator unless explicitly assigned. 

3.6 Eastern Book Company v. D.B. Modak, 2008 1 SCC 1 

While not directly related to consultancy, this Supreme Court judgment is critical for understanding the 

standards of originality and authorship in Indian copyright law. The Court introduced the “modicum of 

creativity” standard, influenced by U.S. jurisprudence (Feist Publications v. Rural Telephone Service Co., 

1991), and held that editorial contributions in legal publishing, including case headnotes and formatting, 

can qualify for copyright protection as original works if the author applies skill, judgment, and labor. 

For consultants, especially those preparing editorial, research-based, or derivative works, this case affirms 

that their outputs may attract copyright protection, provided they demonstrate a minimal level of creativity 

(Eastern Book Co. v. D.B. Modak, 2008). The case supports the argument that independent creators can 

assert IP rights over their work in the absence of contractual transfer. 

3.7 Burlington Home Shopping Pvt. Ltd. v. Rajnish Chibber, 1995 PTC (15) 278 (Del) 

The Delhi High Court addressed a dispute where a former consultant used a customer database developed 

during his engagement with the company to launch a competing business. The plaintiff claimed ownership 

over the database as intellectual property and sought to restrain its use. 

The Court ruled in favor of the plaintiff, holding that the database constituted confidential proprietary 

information developed for the company. It emphasized that even without a formal IP assignment, 

confidential information and trade secrets created in the course of consultancy may belong to the 

commissioning party, especially when developed using the company’s resources or intended for its 

exclusive use. 

3.8 Technip SA v. SMS Holding Pvt. Ltd., 2005 5 SCC 465 

The Supreme Court of India examined issues related to the ownership of technical know-how and 

proprietary information developed under a consultancy arrangement between a foreign company 

(Technip) and an Indian entity (SMS Holding). 

The Court ruled that ownership of intellectual property and confidential information must be governed by 

the terms of the contract. Where no explicit agreement exists, the creator or original developer retains 

rights, unless a clear transfer can be implied or proven. The Court also emphasized the importance of 

maintaining confidentiality and honoring contractual obligations regarding proprietary information. 
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3.9 R.G. Anand v. Deluxe Films, 1978 4 SCC 118 

This judgment highlights the boundaries of copyright protection in creative and technical works developed 

during consultancy. It underscores the importance of distinguishing between original expressions, which 

are protected under copyright law, and mere ideas, which are not. This distinction significantly affects 

issues of ownership and infringement claims. Consequently, the case emphasizes the necessity of clear 

and precise contracts that explicitly outline the rights over expressions created during consultancy 

engagements, thereby helping to prevent potential disputes between parties. 

Key Legal Doctrines from Case Law 

The above case law collectively establishes the following principles regarding IP in consultancy 

relationships: 

• Primacy of Contract: Courts consistently hold that IP ownership in consultancy scenarios must be 

determined by the express terms of the agreement. 

• Retention of Rights: In the absence of a valid assignment, IP created by a consultant belongs to the 

creator, even if paid. 

• Assignment Must Be in Writing: Under Indian IP laws, the assignment of copyright or patent rights 

must be in writing and signed. 

• Employees vs. Consultants: The presumption of employer ownership in employment law does not 

apply to independent consultants. 

 

4. Challenges and Ambiguities in the Current Regime 

Despite the growing involvement of retired professionals in consultancy, India lacks a coherent legal 

framework governing the ownership of intellectual property (IP) created under such arrangements. The 

interplay of contract law, employment doctrines, and IP statutes creates a fragmented and often 

inconsistent legal environment. This section outlines the principal challenges and ambiguities that 

complicate IP ownership in consultancy by retired professionals. 

4.1 Absence of Specific Statutory Provisions 

India’s primary IP statutes—including the Copyright Act, 1957, the Patents Act, 1970, the Trademarks 

Act, 1999, and the Designs Act, 2000—do not explicitly address ownership scenarios involving 

independent consultants or retired professionals. These laws largely presume a binary between employer 

and employee or individual and assignee. As a result, consultants fall into a legal grey zone, requiring 

judicial interpretation and contractual specificity to determine ownership (Narayan, 2020). 

This absence of clear legislative guidance leaves courts to fill the void, often relying on general principles 

of contract and common law, which may not be consistently applied. In contrast, jurisdictions such as the 

United Kingdom and the United States have more nuanced statutory or judicial rules addressing 

contractor-created IP (Samuelson, 2009). 

4.2 Contractual Ambiguity or Absence 

A major source of disputes is the lack of clear contractual clauses addressing IP ownership in consultancy 

agreements. In many cases, retired professionals are engaged informally or under broad terms of reference 

that do not include express IP assignment provisions. Courts have consistently held that without a written 

assignment, ownership remains with the creator—even when the consultant is paid (Pine Labs Pvt. Ltd. 

v. Gemalto Terminals India Pvt. Ltd., 2009; Desiccant Rotors International Pvt. Ltd. v. Bappaditya Sarkar, 

2013). 

This is particularly problematic in public sector undertakings and universities, where standard consultancy  
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agreements often omit detailed IP clauses, exposing institutions to potential litigation and loss of 

proprietary rights (Kumar, 2022). 

4.3  Employment vs. Consultancy Distinction 

Indian employment law provides that IP created by an employee during the course of employment belongs 

to the employer (R.G. Anand v. Deluxe Films, 1978). However, this presumption does not extend to 

consultants, who are considered independent contractors. Many organizations and even courts, in the 

absence of clarity, mistakenly apply employment law principles to consultants, leading to inconsistent 

outcomes (Reddy & Menon, 2023). 

This confusion becomes acute when retired professionals, previously employed by the institution, are re-

engaged as consultants. The change in legal status from employee to contractor is often not recognized in 

contract drafting, exacerbating ownership ambiguity. 

4.4  Joint Ownership and Collaborative Work 

Another complexity arises when retired consultants work jointly with employees, researchers, or 

departments on innovation projects. The Patents Act, 1970 (Section 2(p)) recognizes joint inventorship 

but does not clarify ownership splits or control when one party is an external consultant. This results in 

uncertainties over rights to license, commercialize, or enforce the jointly developed IP (Mukherjee, 2021). 

Such collaborations, common in academic and R&D consultancies, often lack formal IP contribution 

frameworks, leading to disputes over inventorship, moral rights, and revenue-sharing. 

4.5  Confidentiality and Moral Rights 

Consultants frequently contribute valuable know-how or trade secrets without formal non-disclosure 

agreements (NDAs) or clauses protecting their moral rights. In the absence of statutory guidance, courts 

fall back on principles of equity or fiduciary duty (Burlington Home Shopping Pvt. Ltd. v. Rajnish 

Chibber, 1995), which offer inconsistent protection to retired consultants. 

Further, the Copyright Act, 1957 protects moral rights of authors (Section 57), but courts have rarely 

extended this rigorously to consultants unless they are also recognized as authors or creators in a formal 

sense (Eastern Book Co. v. D.B. Modak, 2008). 

4.6  Publicly Funded Projects and IP Ownership 

Many retired professionals engage in consultancy funded by government grants, institutions, or foreign 

agencies. The lack of harmonized IP policies among funding bodies leads to overlapping claims. For 

instance, government guidelines for publicly funded research often mandate institutional ownership of IP, 

while the consultant might presume rights based on authorship or inventorship (Choudhury & Basu, 2019). 

In the absence of a statutory or national policy harmonizing IP treatment across public and private 

consultancy engagements, the risk of conflicting ownership claims remains significant. 

4.7 Enforcement Challenges 

Even when ownership is clearly defined in contracts, enforcement of rights is burdensome for retired 

consultants due to high litigation costs, slow judicial processes, and limited institutional support. This 

practical barrier disincentivizes retired professionals from asserting legitimate rights or negotiating fair 

contracts, reinforcing asymmetry in bargaining power (Singh, 2022). 

 

5. Comparative Perspectives and Global Best Practices 

The issue of intellectual property (IP) ownership in consultancy is not unique to India. Many jurisdictions 

have grappled with similar legal uncertainties and have developed models—statutory, contractual, and 

judicial—to provide clarity. Drawing on comparative legal analysis helps highlight gaps in Indian law and  

https://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR250347665 Volume 7, Issue 3, May-June 2025 8 

 

offers direction for reform. 

5.1  United States: Clear Delineation Through Work-for-Hire and Contracts 

In the United States, the Copyright Act of 1976 (17 U.S.C. § 101) provides that works created by 

employees in the course of their employment are automatically owned by the employer under the "work 

made for hire" doctrine. However, independent contractors or consultants retain IP ownership unless there 

is a written agreement specifying assignment (Samuelson, 2009). 

The U.S. judicial system has consistently upheld this distinction. In Community for Creative Non-

Violence v. Reid, 1989, 490 U.S. 730, the Supreme Court held that a sculpture created by an independent 

contractor was not a work for hire, reaffirming that consultants retain authorship unless explicitly 

transferred. 

Patent ownership follows the Bayh-Dole Act, 1980 (35 U.S.C. § 200–212) in federally funded research. 

The Act allows universities or contractors to retain ownership of inventions, provided the federal 

government retains a non-exclusive license. This clarity has encouraged structured consultancy 

agreements in academia and R&D (Rooksby, 2016). 

5.2 United Kingdom: Employer Ownership Presumption with Contractual Override 

Under UK law, Section 11 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act, 1988, stipulates that if a work is 

made by an employee during the course of employment, the employer is the first owner of the copyright. 

However, for independent consultants, there is no such presumption. Ownership remains with the 

consultant unless otherwise agreed in a written contract (Bently & Sherman, 2014). 

The UKIPO’s IP Healthcheck Toolkit advises all businesses and consultants to enter formal IP agreements 

to avoid ambiguity. Public institutions like universities often follow the Lambert Toolkit, which provides 

model agreements for collaborative research, allowing varied ownership structures based on contribution 

and funding. 

5.3  European Union: Contractual Autonomy and Moral Rights 

EU member states broadly follow the Berne Convention principles, recognizing moral rights and 

emphasizing the freedom of contract in determining IP ownership. The Directive 2001/29/EC on copyright 

in the information society harmonizes some rules but leaves employment and consultancy-related IP 

largely to national law. 

For instance, Germany and France presume that the creator retains IP unless explicitly transferred. Moral 

rights (droit moral) are inalienable in many EU jurisdictions, ensuring that consultants maintain attribution 

and integrity rights, even if economic rights are transferred. 

5.4  Australia: Strong Emphasis on Contractual Clarity 

In Australia, as under common law, consultants retain ownership of any IP they create unless a contract 

explicitly assigns it to the client (WIPO, 2017). Courts have emphasized the enforceability of well-drafted 

consultancy agreements and have upheld consultant rights where agreements were ambiguous or missing. 

Universities and research institutions have responded by standardizing IP clauses in consultancy 

templates, often following guidance from IP Australia, which promotes best practices in IP contracting for 

research and innovation. 

5.5  Lessons for India 

Across these jurisdictions, some key best practices emerge: 

• Statutory differentiation between employees and consultants. 

• Mandatory written agreements for IP assignment in consultancy. 

• Clear institutional IP policies, especially in public and academic sectors. 
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• Protection of moral rights, preserving attribution even after assignment. 

• Harmonization of grant and funding norms, ensuring clarity in multi-stakeholder projects. 

India’s reliance on general contract law and case-by-case interpretation creates avoidable uncertainty. 

Emulating elements from these jurisdictions can help build a predictable and innovation-friendly legal 

environment. 

 

6. Recommendations and Reform Imperatives for India 

Given the increasing engagement of retired professionals in consultancy roles and the resulting 

complexities surrounding intellectual property (IP) ownership, India urgently needs a coordinated legal 

and policy response. Based on judicial trends, comparative insights, and sectoral needs, this section 

outlines key recommendations to address ambiguities and promote equitable, innovation-friendly IP 

governance in consultancy contexts. 

6.1 Enact Specific Legislative Provisions for Consultants in IP Laws 

India’s IP statutes—such as the Copyright Act, 1957 and the Patents Act, 1970—should be amended to 

clearly distinguish between employees and independent consultants. A statutory presumption, similar to 

U.S. or U.K. frameworks, can be introduced: 

• Default ownership of IP by the consultant unless a written assignment exists. 

• Mandatory written IP clauses in consultancy contracts involving public funds or institutional settings. 

This reform would bring legal clarity and reduce dependency on case law. 

6.2  Mandate Standardized Consultancy Agreements in Public and Academic Institutions 

Retired professionals are often engaged in public universities, government R&D institutions, and PSUs 

without standardized consultancy templates. The Department of Science and Technology (DST), Council 

of Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR), and University Grants Commission (UGC) should require: 

• Inclusion of IP ownership, licensing, and moral rights clauses. 

• Clear attribution and revenue-sharing mechanisms for consultants. 

• Optional use of model agreements (similar to the UK’s Lambert Toolkit). 

6.3  Harmonize IP Policies Across Funding Agencies 

Different ministries, funding agencies, and research councils often impose inconsistent IP rules on projects 

involving retired professionals. A unified policy—modeled on international best practices—should: 

• Establish consistent IP ownership principles. 

• Clarify rights in multi-stakeholder or joint development projects. 

• Define procedures for IP valuation, commercialization, and royalty sharing. 

This would prevent confusion and overlapping claims in government-funded consultancy. 

6.4  Strengthen Legal Literacy and Contracting Capacity 

Many retired professionals lack legal knowledge or bargaining power to negotiate fair IP terms. Likewise, 

many institutions are unaware of the legal distinctions between employment and consultancy. The 

government, bar associations, and professional bodies (e.g., the Bar Council of India, Institution of 

Engineers, and Indian Medical Association) should promote: 

• IP literacy workshops and toolkits for consultants. 

• Legal advisory cells within public institutions for contract vetting. 

• Use of digital IP management platforms to record and manage assignments. 

6.5  Recognize and Protect Moral Rights of Retired Professionals 

Moral rights—such as the right to attribution and protection from derogatory treatment—are weakly  
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enforced in consultancy scenarios. Strengthening Section 57 of the Copyright Act and extending it to 

explicitly cover independent contractors would: 

• Encourage professional integrity in knowledge transfer. 

• Prevent reputational misuse of consultant-developed IP. 

• Reinforce India's obligations under the Berne Convention. 

6.6 Establish Dispute Resolution Mechanisms 

Disputes over IP ownership are often delayed due to expensive and slow litigation. India should establish 

fast-track IP arbitration panels or specialized tribunals for consultancy-related IP issues, drawing on the 

structure of: 

• The Intellectual Property Appellate Board (IPAB) (revived in a restructured form). 

• Mediation and arbitration cells under industry chambers or research bodies. 

This would provide quicker, cost-effective remedies, especially useful for retired professionals with 

limited resources. 

6.7  Encourage Voluntary Registration and Recordal of IP Assignments 

To ensure transparency and reduce post-facto disputes, the government could encourage consultants and 

organizations to voluntarily register: 

• Assignment deeds (as per Section 19 of the Copyright Act). 

• Patent co-ownership declarations under Rule 10 of the Patents Rules, 2003. 

This could be facilitated through a simplified digital portal under the Controller General of Patents, 

Designs & Trademarks (CGPDTM). 

As India transitions into a knowledge economy, the contribution of retired professionals in consultancy, 

especially in education, engineering, health care, and public policy, will continue to grow. Legal certainty 

around intellectual property ownership is central to fostering trust, maximizing innovation, and avoiding 

litigation. The current regime’s reliance on fragmented case law and generic contracts is unsustainable. 

Through targeted legislative, institutional, and contractual reforms—supported by global best practices—

India can create a robust and equitable IP ecosystem that fully recognizes and protects the contributions 

of retired consultants. 

 

7. Conclusion 

The expanding role of retired professionals as consultants in India’s knowledge and innovation sectors 

underscores a critical need for clear and effective legal frameworks governing intellectual property (IP) 

ownership. As this article has shown, the current Indian legal regime presents significant challenges, 

primarily due to the absence of explicit statutory provisions addressing IP created in consultancy 

arrangements, particularly by retired professionals who operate outside traditional employment 

relationships. 

The reliance on generic contract principles and employment law analogies has led to inconsistent judicial 

decisions, resulting in uncertainty for both consultants and commissioning institutions. This legal 

ambiguity discourages innovation, stifles collaboration, and can potentially lead to protracted and costly 

disputes, which disproportionately affect retired consultants who may lack the resources to enforce their 

rights effectively. 

Comparative analysis reveals that jurisdictions such as the United States, the United Kingdom, the 

European Union, and Australia have adopted more structured approaches. These include clear statutory 

distinctions between employees and independent contractors, mandatory written agreements for IP 
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assignment, protection of moral rights, and streamlined dispute resolution mechanisms. Adopting similar 

measures in India would not only clarify ownership but also promote a more vibrant consultancy 

ecosystem that rewards creativity, respects moral contributions, and fosters commercial exploitation of 

innovations. 

Moreover, harmonizing IP policies across public funding agencies and research institutions will minimize 

conflicting claims and promote transparent, mutually beneficial partnerships. Institutionalizing 

standardized consultancy agreements with well-drafted IP clauses will empower retired professionals and 

their clients to negotiate rights and obligations with confidence and fairness. 

The imperative to recognize and protect the moral rights of consultants further strengthens the ethical 

foundation of IP law in India, encouraging integrity and respect in the dissemination and use of intellectual 

creations. 

Finally, the establishment of accessible and efficient dispute resolution forums specialized in IP matters 

will enhance enforcement and reduce the burdens of litigation, ensuring that retired consultants can seek 

timely remedies without excessive cost or delay. 

In sum, these reform imperatives—legislative clarity, contractual standardization, policy harmonization, 

moral rights protection, capacity building, and dispute resolution reforms—are essential to transform the 

IP ownership landscape in consultancy by retired professionals in India. By doing so, India can harness 

the full potential of its retired experts, foster innovation-driven economic growth, and align with 

international best practices, ultimately strengthening the country’s position in the global knowledge 

economy. 
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