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_Uﬁiversity Earnings From Im:rentions Hit Nearly $1-Billion in 2002, Survey Finds

By 'fJOI_DIE BLUMENSTYK

Un lve.rsums collected nearly $1-b11110n from the commercialization of thelr academic inventions in the
20Er 2 fiscal year, according to the latest annual survey by the Association of University Technology
Managcrs They also executed more than 3,700 licensing deals, filed for more than 6,500 U.S. patents
on new inventions, and spent nearly $160-m1111on in legal fees.

z- 5 .

Th%e smvey, which is being re]eased today, tallies responses from 156 colleges and universities,
mciudmg 94 of the 100 institutions that spend the most on research. :

E
Althcugh the revenue total is substantial, technology transfer does not necessarily produce big money
formost institutions. Of the overall revenue reported for the 2002 fiscal year, two-thirds went to just 13
in:,{ itations, which each collected more than $20-million. In 2001, 11 institutions reported revenues of at
least $20 million each. In 2000, 14 d1d Fiscal years at most colleges run from July 1 to June 30.

Whlle most universities own the nghts to the inventions developed by their professors and graduate

§ dents inventors usually receive about one-third of the income that institutions earn from licensing the
ney technologws In some cases, the institutions create new companies based on the inventions, and the
B mitltutlons and inventors receive cqulty in the start-ups in lieu of, or in addmon to, royalty payments.

About 15 percent of the total hcensmg revenues reported in the survey for 2002 or about $155.6-
mi hon, went to a single msntutxon, Columbia University.

Columb:a officials would not prowde information about the university's 2002 revenue. In the past few
ye’ars, Columbia has aclmowledged that a key genetic-engineering technique that it had patented and
hciensed widely was the major source of its licensing revenue. Although that patent expired in August
2000, royalty payments could have'come in well after that date, and be part of its revenue totals for
2001-2. Columbia is now being sued by a number of companies that accuse the institution of using

unlawﬁll means to extend its patent rights on that technique.

The Umvers1ty of California system, which reports results from all nine of its campuses collectively,
ranked second, with $82-million.

iR '

Néw York University, which has not h1stor1cally earned such big amounts. from commercializing its
inyentions, reported licensing income of $62.7-million in 2002, placing it third in the revenue rankings.
In 2(301 it reported about $25-million in revenue.

z

Abram M. Goldfinger, executive dlrector of NYU's office of technology transfer said most of the
re?renue and the increase, was attnbutable to growing sales of the drug Remicade, which is used to treat




rhe 1mat01d arthritis and Crohn's dlsease, two autoimmune dlsorders The drug, which was developed at
NYU through a collaboration with the drug company Centocor, has been on the market since 1998.

C :tocor is a subsidiary of Johnson & Johnson. .

A r1edzca1 invention also proved lueratwe for Emory University. Research conducted at the institution in
the|1990s became the basis for a widely used anti-AIDS drug, known as Epivir, and the university says
that about $25-million of its $29.6-million in 2002 revenue came from the companies that manufacture
an sell that drug. Some of the money came as royalty payments. The rest was paid as part of a 2002

se ; ement of a lawsuit against GlaxoSmithKline and Shire Pharmaceuticals Group, makers of the drug,

: E;Iory had 2001 revenue of about $3 6-million.

“&“"’

fe ¢ don't think it's just a little bhp on the radar screen,” said Emory's licensing director, Todd T. Sherer.
: 1e the 2002 revenue includes money from that one-time settlement payment, he saJd Emory expects
to eoatmue its strong earnings from Epivir and a new anti-AIDS drug, Emtriva. Gilead Sciences, the

m ker of that drug, also hopes to wm approval for Emtriva as a treatment for hepatitis, said Mr. Sherer.

D E_gs were not the only inventions: that paid off for academic institutions. Vanderbilt University

cal gpulted to a spot among the top 20 in revenue thanks to a license it has with a company developing
E of its software inventions. Christopher D. McKinney, the university's director of licensing, said the

company, which he declined to name, had paid about $10-million to Vanderbilt in 2002. The software,

wH ich will be used in medicine, is not yet on the market. The company, therefore, is not yet paying

_royaftles, but it did make a series of payments as it hit predetermined nulestones in developing the ;

) 'are into a commiercial product '

derbllt, which earned $11 8-million in 2002, also profited from nontechnological inventions. One of
thém was a reading curriculum for ohxldren "READ 180," which the university has licensed to the
Sd}mlastlc Corporation. . )

Fo r all 156 institutions reportmg, revenue for 2002 was $997.8-million, about i5 percent greater than
e $868.2-million reported for fiscal 2001, but year-to-year comparisons can be mlsleadmg because the
ﬂfne institutions don't report each year. Also in 2001, 14 fewer institutions reported than in 2002. In
al 2000, the figure for total revenues, reported by 141 institutions, was $1.1-billion.

L
¢

Flve'umversmes reported their data anonymously: Marquette, Rockefeller, and Yale Umversmes, and
the Universities of New Orleans and of Wisconsin at Mitwaukee. Their results are included in the totals
bttt not identified in the tables that break down the data by institution.

The '52002 year was a busy one for hCensmg offices. The number of patent applications filed for new
irfventions was greater than in any previous year. The number of overall filings by universities at the
U.S: Patenf and Trademark Office -- 10,632, including such things as applications for separate patents
op parts of an invention for whmh a patent had previously been filed -- was also greater than ever before.

Umversmes also reported recewmg 12,638 "disclosures” of inventions from professors, graduate

st cfents and other researchers in 2002, more than in any previous year. Faculty members are expected

to ﬁle disclosures when they d1scover things that might have a commercial use. In 2001, with 142 -
stitutions participating in the survey, disclosures numbered 11,259. In 2000 with 141 respondents the

rt\um’oer was 10,802.

3

By contrast the number of start—up Compames built on university inventions declined in 2002,1t0364. In

20(}1 with 142 respondents, 402 compames were formed; in 2000, with 141 respondents, 368 .

o




compames were formed. According to a report that accompanies the survey, the drop-off was due in part
to 2002's being an "extraordinarily dlfﬁcult period for raising early-stage funding.”

Asi ith revenues, start-up activity remained very concentrated. Six institutions or systems accounted for
abcgut%oue-quarter of all the start-ups in 2002. The University of California and the Massachusetts

Inst tute of Technology formed 23 each, Stanford University formed 13, the University of Illinois and

_ the iUmversxty of Pennsylvania formed 12 each, and the University of Southern California formed 10.

Sp ndmg on legal fees, meanwhile, is becommg a far-more-commonpiace actmty, as increasing
mn nbers of institutions devote more of their energies to filing patents and, in some instances, protecting
their patent rights in lawsuits. Forty-four of the respondents said they had spent more than $1-million on
leggl fees in 2002, and 18 said they had spent more than $2-million.

%
Soine of those costs are eventually recovered typically after an invention is 11censed and the commercial
_ paﬁner is asked to reimburse the institution for its patenting costs. In 2002, the universities reported
leéal fee reimbursements of $68.7-million, or about 43 percent of what they spent.

:
F(:E a summary of the “AUTM Licensing Survey: FY 2002" or the full report, contact AUTM
Hezdquarters, at (847) 559—0846 ar see "Surveys" at http://www.autm.net

5
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Re Sen Bayh's statement ! : Page 1;

-
1

: Norman Latke

Fram "Richard Latker" %pristine@netvigator.com>

Tos "Norman Latker" <NJL@browdyneimark.com>
' Dal;a: 5/8/04 11:32AM
- Subject: Re: Sen Bayh's statement

H
1

I'm rerctant to make any changes. i

Th Ere~ are a few editorial weaknesses In the passage about the NIH tech
tra sfer policy that the Carter admlnlstratlon suspended, for example, "this
polic \':yE should probably be replaced with "the NIH policy” s

list nerslreaders can follow more easzty There are some other minor rough
spots I'd smooth over if | had time, perm|331on and a clear sense of how the

“tex §was to be presented. The Economlst e is probably foo long.
' %

fl would nonetheless leave this text alone, lest [ rob if of its

autgontatwe voice and personalised style, both of which come through quite
effectively. The reader is escorted through the salient arguments in a
cortilfortabte gentlemanly way -~ who will care about the occasional limp in
the syntax’)

l

This is especially true if the text is to be delivered orally

Sen Bayh‘s presentation will be judged by a wholly different standard than
yourplece which had to be much more thorough, "technocratic" and hard
hitting in its approach, or, frankly, it woutd probably have been ignored.

E

A retlred US senator needs to worry less about the precision of the contents
anc more about the flavour of the presentation. | think the man knows what
he s domg -- or whoever is wrltlng for him knows.

E

[, npt knowmg Senator Bayh, am not gomg to touch it,

R~ 5
E
s.
{
2

o O,nginal Message —— : L
From:"Norman Latker" <NJL@browdyne|mark com>
To: | <pristine@netvigator.com> :

. SeE:t Saturday May ©8, 2004 6:26 AM
Su Ject Fwd Sen Bayh's statement

i
$
i

Ric 1ard

 Hepe ls Bayh's statement for the May 25 NIH hearing that | contributed to.
| wi 'gulsl like you to read it over and if. you see any editorial problems
please advise. | do not want you to add any new concepts unless you feel
str fngly that they would enhance the product | also do not expect you to

' d much time on it especially because | would | told Joe Allen that |

_ would;talk to him about some of the minor problems | found on Monday. If you
car) advise over the weekend at home i would appreciate it. If you don't have
timé that's O.K. too. :

Thtans You




