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rhe~.rf..atoid arthritis and Crohn's disease, two autoimmune disorders. The drug, which was developed atNt1P prrough a collaboration with the drug company Centocor, has been on the market since 1998.
cem.l,o.c..i or is a subsidiary of JOhnson ..[& Johnson.

ILl ,
A njre~cal invention also proved lucrative for Emory University. Research conducted at the institution in
thelll9,90s became the basis for a widely used anti-AIDS drug, known as Epivir, and the university says
tha,hlxJUt $25-milJionof its $29.6-million in 2002 revenue came from the companies that manufacture
anqsell that drug. Some of the money came as royalty payments. The rest was paid as part of a 2002
se',ejIlent of a lawsuit against G1axpSmithKline and Shire Pharmaceuticals Group, makers of the drug.
Ej'o.rYhad 2001 revenue ofabout $3.6-million.

n !

" lie ~on't think it's just a little blip on the radar screen," said Emory's licensing director, Todd T. Sherer.
WjliI'1 the 2002 revenue includes money from that one-time settlement payment, he said Emory expects
to liontinue its strong earnings from Epivir and a new anti-AIDS drug, Emtriva. Gilead Sciences, the
mrt).<:ef of that drug, also hopes to win approval for Emtriva as a treatment for hepatitis, said Mr. Sherer.

D Iligl were not the only inventionsithat paid offfor academic institutions. Vanderbilt University
cat~lted to a spot among the top 20 in revenue thanks to a license it has with a company developing
on,~ <jfitssoftware inventions. Christopher D. McKinney, the university's director of licensing, said the
col'npany, which he declined to name, had paid about $IO-million to Vanderbilt in 2002. The software,
wJ1lic~ will be used in medicine, is not yet on the market. The company, therefore, is not yet paying
roy~ies, but it did make a series ofpayments as it hit predetermined milestones in developing the
s0fr1are into a commercial product.

V\lnderbilt, which earned $11.8-million in 2002, also profited from nontechnological inventions. One of
th~m'was a reading curriculum for children, "READ 180," which the university has licensed to the
sJ~9lastic Corporation.
i, i

F~r rtll 156 institutions reporting, revenue for 2002 was $997.8-million, about 15 percent greater than
. th~ $868.2-million reported for fiscal 2001, but year-to-year comparisons can be misleading because the
sajn~ institutions don't report each rear. Also, in 2001, 14few.er ~stitutions repo~e~ than in 2002.ln
tiJlc~l 2000, the figure for total revenues, reported by 141 msntunons, was $l.1-blihon.

Fj~JuniversitieS reported their data anonymously: Marquette, Rockefeller, and Yale Universities, and
th~ Universities ofNew Orleans and ofWisconsin at Milwaukee. Their results are included in the totals
btt tot identified in the tables thatbreak down the data by institution.

TI1ei2002 year was a busy one for licensing offices. The number ofpatent applications filed for new
nt~eD.tions was greater than in any.previous year. The number of overall filings by universities at the
til.S) Patent'and Trademark Office'» 10,632, including such things as applications for separate patents

11'partsof an invention for whichia patent had previously been filed -- was also greater than ever before.
i I :
'Iliyersities also reported receiving 12,638 "disclosures" of inventions from professors, graduate

s~<lents, and other researchers in t002, more than in any previous year. Faculty members are expected
to/lie disclosures when they discover things that might have a commercial use. In 2001, with 142
ilistitutionsparticipating in the survey, disclosures numbered 11,259. In 2000, with 141 respondents, the
J!' ' .ltut:J,lber was 10,802. I,.
Jy hontrast, the number of start-up companies built on university inventions declined in 2002, to 364. In
ipql, with 142 respondents, 402 companies were formed; in 2000, with 141 respondents, 368 @
I f 57.
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co~p!nieswere formed, According to a report that accompanies the survey, the drop-off was due in part
to :i,Oq2's being ao "extraordinarily difficult period for raising early-stage funding."

As ~~th revenues, start-up activity remained very concentrated. Six institutions or systems accounted for
aboutlone-quarter of all the start-ups in 2002. The University of California aod the Massachusetts
Insr.nhe of Technology formed 23 each, Staoford University formed 13, the University ofI1Iinois and
thellUhiversity ofPennsylvania formed 12 each, aod the University of Southern California formed 10.

II Q'

spbJmg on legal fees, meaowbile, is becoming a far-more-commonplace activity, as increasing
ntllrliers of institutions devote more of their energies to filing patents aod, in some instaoces, protecting
thdJr p.'atent rights in lawsuits. Forty-four of the respondents said they had spent more thao Sl-million on
leg~l fees in 2002, aod 18 said they had spent more thao $2-miIlion.

I' I
so~~ of those costs are eventually recovered, typicalIy after ao invention is licensed aod the commercial
paljtn~r is asked to reimburse the institution for its patenting costs. In 2002, the universities reported
le~li'fee reimbursements of$68.7-rnillion, or about 43 percent ofwhat they spent.

FJ.! ~.:.;summary of the "AUTM Licensing Survey: FY 2002" or the full report, contact AUTM
Hldquarters, at (847) 559-0846, or see "Surveys" at http://www.autrn.net
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"Richard Latker" ,",pristine@netvigator.com>
"Norman Latker" 'iNJL@browdyneimark.com>
5/8/04 11:32AM .
Re: Sen Bayh's statement

---- ----- ----

en Bayh's statement ~~ Page
Ii <

II, .
! r

Fr~~jTo I I
! IDa e:1

Su j~ct:
! J
(1

I,mlfe(uctant to make any changes.

Th1rJ,are a few editorial weaknesses. In the passage about the NIH techtra~Sfe.:.r policy that the Carteradmin..•istration suspended, for example, "this
pol f:Y'1 should probably be replacedwith "the NIH policy" so
list ,n~rs/readers can follow more easily. There are some other minor rough
spois I'd smooth over if I had time, permission and a clear sense of how the
teX;Iwj3S to be presented. The Economist quote is probably too long.

I I /
1 r : .

Bu II would nonetheless leave this text alone, lest I rob it of its
aut Io~itative voice and personalised style, both of which come through quite
elf btiyely. The reader is escorted through the salient arguments in a
co~fd,rtable, gentlemanly way ~- who will care about the occasional limp in
thel~yptax?

! I, ,
ThiS is especially true if the text is to be delivered orally.

I r
• r

se~~ ~Yh'S presentation will be judged by a wholly different standard than
yo rp,iece, which had to be much more thorough, "technocratic" and hard
hilt pglin its approach, or, frankly, it would probably have been ignored.

II '

A r~.:tire.l.d US senator needs to worry••... less about the precision of the contents
an Il'Tjore about the flavour of the presentation. I think the man knows what
he 5qoing -- or whoever is writing for him knows.

! 1

I, nJt ~nOWing Senator Bayh, am not going to touch it.
II r
! ;
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----£original Message -----. '"
Fro :1•."Norman Latker" <NJL@broW.•.. dyneimark.com>
To: i<~ristine@netvigator.com> ,
Se t: !3aturday, May 08, 2004 6:26 AM
Su jed: Fwd: Sen Bayh's statement

i !
! !
! }

Riclratd
H eis Bayh's statement for the M~y 25 NIH hearing that I contributed to.

I w ulp like you to read it over and if,you see any editorial problems
pie :s~ advise. I do not want you to add any new concepts unless you feel
str ngly that they would enhance the product I also do not expect you to
sp hd much time on it especially because I would I,told Joe Allen that I

WOi,'ld.italk to him about some of the ...minor problems I found on Monday. If you
cal advise over the weekend at home I would appreciate it. If you don't have
tim I t9al's O.K. too.
Th~ntYOU

I I
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