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Dear AUTM Members and Colleagues,

Well funded basic academic research is the basis for our activities, which have an end goal

of saving lives, improving the quality of life and increasing competitiveness and productivity. 

Over the years, policy makers and elected officials have become increasingly

interested in how academic research and creative work are tied to the economy and

competitiveness. During the same time our activities have increased in scope to embrace

more of the university’s basic mission of education, research and community service. Our

work now includes education and community service so we are now involved with the

creation and transfer of known and new knowledge to the current and next generation, not

simply patent licensing.

As the world evolves, so does technology transfer. Though our mission remains the

same — maximizing the impact of academic research — the increased external interest

has moved us to take a more visible approach to illustrate the continued need for university

education and research.   

AUTM has responded to this need by publishing the two-volume set of Better World

Reports, www.betterworldproject.net, specific stories illustrating the social and economic

impact of technology transfer.

Our Licensing Survey is evolving as well. The Board is working with international

partners to identify additional, new metrics to measure impact and outcomes of our

activities. This will take time. 

So, as a first step, we’ve changed our approach to reporting data. We hope our new

format provides a better explanation of the context in which this information needs to be

understood. This FY2005 Licensing Survey presents data accompanied by success stories

to more clearly illustrate the results — the benefits — of the tech transfer process. 

By the way, do you realize the immense size of the enterprise in which AUTM members

are engaged? Take a look at the stats on page 5. This is a huge endeavour, focused on

maximizing the impact of academic research by providing products for the benefit of society.  

Message 
from the 

President
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These statistics represent the enterprises in which AUTM members are 

engaged. For FY05, in the U.S. alone, as reported to AUTM:

• $42 billion plus in R&D expenditures at U.S. academic centers;

• 4,932 new licenses signed in 2005;

• 28,349 current, active licenses. Each single license represents a 

one-on-one relationship between a company and a university;

• 527 new products introduced into the market in 2005; 

• 3,641 in the 8 years from FY98 through FY05. That is 1.25 new products based

on academic inventions introduced every single day over the last 8 years;

• 628 new spinoff companies created in 2005. That is 1.7 new companies every

day of the year. Each is based on what is hoped to be a platform of academic

technology that will address market needs through the application of invested

money by well-paid employees;

• 5,171 new spinoffs since 1980. That is more than one company every two days

during 9,133 days of innovation.

On behalf of the AUTM Board of Trustees I want to thank everyone involved in the U.S.

and Canadian licensing surveys. We have produced the U.S. and Canadian combined

survey for over 15 years and it has grown into a highly regarded publication; we are very

pleased with the evolution of the separate Canadian survey over the last two years. This

immense effort was led by AUTM Trustee, Dana Bostrom at the University of California,

Berkeley and her team who are acknowledged on pages 6 and 7.

John Fraser

2006 – 2007 AUTM President
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Every year, AUTM members see their efforts rewarded through the creation of more

startup companies, more academic research-based products released to the public, and

more active relationships with companies. AUTM members enable this activity by

managing an institution’s intellectual property, providing advice or managing research or

clinical agreements with companies, making research tools widely available to other

researchers, and participating or leading discussions that foster greater university—

industry interaction, among other activities. This Summary Report for the United States,

prepared by the 2005 AUTM Metrics & Surveys Committee and the Social Impacts

Sub-Committee, represents an effort to provide non-practitioners greater insight into the

academic technology transfer process and data meaningful to that effort. Canada will, once

again, release their own Summary Report from the AUTM Annual Licensing Survey data. 

As editors of the U.S. report, Dana Bostrom and Robert Tieckelmann thank the

following individuals for their participation throughout the year, which made this Summary

Report possible.

Alice Li, Cornell University

Bill Tucker, University of California

Christine Burke, University of California

Deanna Vandiver, Louisiana State University Health Sciences Center–New Orleans

Jodi Hecht, Beth Deaconess Medical Center

Justine Gordon, Research Foundation of the State University of New York

Ken Sherman, University of Nevada, Las Vegas

Marcel Mongeon, Mongeon Consulting

Patricia Cotton, University of California

Patrick Reed, Georgia Tech Research Corporation

Robin Rasor, University of Michigan

Sean Flanigan, University of Ottawa

Tanya Glavicic-Theberge, McGill University
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We also thank the Social Impacts Vignettes Sub-Committee, and all the authors of

these vignettes at the host institutions. We thank you for helping to show some of the

impacts of our activities.

Social Impact Vignette Sub - Committee

Deanna Vandiver, Chair, Louisiana State University Health Sciences Center-New Orleans

Allyson Best, University of Mississippi 

Nikki Borman, PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP 

Jeff Cope, RTI International 

Carol Dykes, University of Central Florida 

Ray Hoemsen, Red River College 

Doug Jamison, Harris and Harris Group, Inc. 

Laura Savatski, BloodCenter of Wisconsin 

And, as always, the survey would not be possible without the dedication and effort of

Rick and Nola Colman, who are the masters of the technology behind the survey, follow-up

and data verification, and data production.

Sincerely,

Dana Bostrom Robert Tieckelmann

AUTM Vice President, Metrics & Surveys Editor, 2005 U.S. Survey Summary Report

Editor, 2005 U.S. Survey Summary The Research Foundation of the

University of California, Berkeley State University of New York
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Managing the flow of ideas and innovations from the halls of our universities, hospitals

and research institutes to the marketplace is only one portion of the technology transfer

story. While professionals and their staffs identify, protect and license their institution’s

technologies, the ultimate goal is to benefit our society through new products and

services; each and every idea or innovation is best realized by products and services that

are used everywhere.

Although institution missions vary, many AUTM members share the goal of extending

the educational mission of our organizations by providing access to early-stage research

results to the surrounding community; developing or fostering the local economy; and

providing opportunities for students. Most of all, technology transfer professionals want

to see research results made widely available and transformed for public use, usually

through the release of university research-based products by companies. 

Academic technology transfer has matured in many ways since AUTM’s founding in

1974. Initially, the AUTM Annual Licensing Survey Summary Report was designed for

audiences familiar with the academic technology transfer process. The data and

information helped AUTM members to benchmark and manage their office practices. Now,

15 years later, with practices diversified, and the scope of many offices expanded, AUTM

has identified a new audience for the Survey, the public. By providing greater context to the

data, AUTM defines academic technology transfer and its contributions to humanity,

society and economy. The data’s revised structure and explanation will allow AUTM

members and the innovation ecosystems in which they work, as well as the public, to

identify the impact and recognize the value of academic technology transfer.

This survey will also serve as a vehicle to report on the industry’s success stories and

their impact on society. The products of academic technology transfer benefit individuals,

campuses and institutions, hospitals and research institutes and, importantly, local,

regional and national communities and companies. In 2005 AUTM launched the Better

World Project. This 2006 report told the stories of 25 technology transfer innovations that

changed the world. AUTM released the first report in 2006 and will continue to collect

success stories, for release in 2007 and beyond. The Better World Reports provide

Introduction 
and Overview
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specific examples of products, research institutions, and companies engaged in

improving the world, with products based on academic research.

While this report represents one step toward greater context and utility, AUTM’s

plans do not end here. AUTM is currently engaged in a major initiative, in partnership

with the Alliance for the Commercialization of Canadian Technology (ACCT) and the

University Companies Association (UNICO), in the United Kingdom. Together, we will

analyze metrics and survey instruments currently used in academic technology transfer,

and define and deploy metrics that are more helpful to academic technology transfer

practitioners and our constituents. This activity builds upon AUTM’s fifteen-year history

of producing and releasing the AUTM Annual Licensing Survey. AUTM is proud to work

on this pilot project with our partners, and plans to release valuable survey instruments

and data to our members and community in 2008 or earlier.

This Summary Report represents only one in a variety of tools and reports from the

AUTM Annual Licensing Survey™. In addition, AUTM provides access to the data set, and

the full report. The full report contains more detailed graphs and charts and all the data

from the 2005 survey.

Scholars and economic development professionals, funding organizations and

foundations all use the AUTM Annual Licensing Survey data in their analyses. However,

AUTM data provides information about one part of the innovation ecosystem. AUTM does

not provide information about the resources a given academic technology transfer office

has; the nature of the ecosystem of which the office is just one component; or individual

data deeper than the institutional level. AUTM does not provide in-depth analysis or

effectiveness rankings based on its data, but provides systematic, objective data about

academic technology transfer. Offices and universities are not often directly comparable.

Readers are advised to examine the methodology and use of data in any ranking or

effectiveness report carefully. 

This report provides information and explanations about the U.S. academic

technology transfer. Canada will release a report with data from Canadian AUTM

members. A comprehensive report will include both U.S. and Canadian data. Although

other countries collect similar data, their results are not included in our report.
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Brief History

Respondents to the annual survey have grown in number as AUTM membership has

grown. U.S. respondents (universities, hospitals and research institutes) grew from 120 in

1991 to 191 in 2005. AUTM’s growth in terms of potential respondents and the respondents

to the survey has leveled. While the rate of growth is slowing in the U.S., innovation

management is spreading and maturing across the globe. 

The market segments and investment communities to which we make our

technologies available are global and the comparisons the U.S. makes between and

among our peers has increasingly included those outside of North America. Global

collaborators seek to borrow, modify and share best practices, recognizing that academic

technology transfer will require adjustments to fit well with each culture and economy.

They also recognize the benefits will be far reaching. As a global team of administrators,

researchers, inventors and other professionals critical to the management of university

intellectual property, we have crafted a process worthy of replication. 

Goals of
Technology

Transfer
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AUTM Success Stories

AUTM members contribute to our local, regional

and global communities in meaningful ways.

Each year we ask the membership to submit

stories about products and processes of

technology transfer that benefit society. This year

twelve such stories were selected, and underline

each page of the Licensing Survey Summary, and

demonstrate all AUTM members' commitment

to their institutions and society.

A Vaccine for the Birds!

St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital
Page 12

Innovative Drug Delivery Technology 

Dissolves Drug Safety Issues

University of Kansas
Page 14

Engaging Students in the Democratic Process:

Desktop Democracy

University of Washington
Page 16

DVO Extremity Solutions Puts a 

Fix on the Broken Wrist

University of North Carolina–Chapel Hill
Page 18

Powerful Antibody: Inventor Uses 

Royalties to Help Africa

University of California, San Diego
Page 20

Electronic Career Portfolio Reports Skills, 

Not Just Jobs

Florida State University
Page 22

OmniBalm Skin Cream 

University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences
Page 24

Rotarix® Vaccine Aims to 

Stop Deadly and Common Virus

Cincinnati Children’s Hospital Medical Center
Page 26

Moving Beyond Light: Nano-Printing Press

Revolutionizes Lithography

University of Texas at Austin
Page 28

Xhale Diagnostics Breathes New Air 

Into Patient Monitoring

University of Florida
Page 30

Let’s Drink to That! 

HydroGlobe Cleans Up Water Supply

Stevens Institute of Technology
Page 32

A Terrorism Extinguisher

Kansas State University
Page 34

Ataxia SCA5 Tests Start With a 

Walk Through History

University of Minnesota
Page 36

Child Care Collection Brings 

Quality Early Education Home

Ball State University
Page 39

Turning Waste into Fuel—Just Add Water!

University of California, Riverside
Page 40
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Poulvac® FluFend™ i H5N3 RG — An Avian

Influenza A (H5N1) Vaccine 

Influenza A (H5N1) virus — also called "H5N1 virus” — is
a type of influenza that is highly contagious and potentially
deadly to birds. H5N1 virus does not usually infect people,
but of the few avian influenza viruses that have infected
humans, H5N1 has caused the largest number of
detected cases of severe disease and death in humans
usually due to people having direct or close contact with
H5N1-infected poultry or contaminated surfaces.

Dr. Robert Webster of St. Jude Children’s Research
Hospital has been studying avian influenza virus for
decades. He was interested in the idea of vaccinating
birds against the H5N1 virus to help prevent its potential
spread to humans. But such a vaccine could not be
made using standard techniques such as those used to
make seasonal human flu vaccines.

A Vaccine 

for the Birds!

St. Jude Children’s
Research Hospital

This year, the AUTM Annual Licensing Survey Summary Report continues to highlight AUTM

members’ contributions to humanity, society and economy. Success stories detailing these

contributions are provided throughout the summary. Our objective is to illustrate the impact

academic technology transfer success stories has on all of us. Ideas begin with academic

scientists in our many organizations and evolve from research hypothesis or need to

licensing events. AUTM members nurture and guide this transformation. 

To provide the public with better information about how the data AUTM reports fits into

the academic technology transfer goals and processes, we have grouped data into the

following categories: Resources for Technology Transfer, Intake and Intellectual Property

Management and Licensing Activity. Our hope is that this structure and accompanying text

provide deeper context for the public.

The 2005 Survey Summary illustrates a number of trends and data points: 

• 151 organizations reported 527 new products made available to the public in 2005.

Both of these measures have improved since data reported in 2004, and AUTM

respondents now report, since 1988, a total of 3,641 new products released to the

public based on academic technology transfer efforts. 

Review 
of the 

Survey Data
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Then Dr. Erich Hoffmann, a post-doctoral researcher in
Webster's laboratory, developed a new technique, known as the
eight-plasmid reverse genetics system, which allows the genes
of different influenza virus strains to be modified before they are
combined to form strains suitable for production as vaccines. 

Webster knew that they needed help to actually produce
the vaccine and gain approval in various countries. He
contacted the St. Jude office of technology licensing for
assistance and they identified Fort Dodge Animal Health, a
division of Wyeth as a willing partner. Fort Dodge agreed to
collaborate with Webster and Hoffmann and other members of
St. Jude's Virology Division, Drs. Richard Webby and Elena
Govorkova, to develop the vaccine. St. Jude prepared the seed
stock for the vaccine using the eight-plasmid reverse genetics
system. After St. Jude made the pre-master seed stock, Fort
Dodge prepared master seed and vaccine preparations within
an established seed-lot system and developed the conceptual
vaccine candidate obtained from St. Jude into a viable large-
scale commercial product.

The Fort Dodge efforts culminated in successful completion
of the appropriate laboratory and field safety studies, along with
vaccination and challenge of immunity studies necessary to
satisfy government licensing requirements. It is approved for
use in the U.S. and the European Union, and Fort Dodge is
focusing on obtaining worldwide governmental authorizations.
The French government has requested seven million doses for
its control and eradication program; they have already begun
vaccinating outdoor ducks.

In addition to developing the vaccine, a critical goal of this
collaborative effort was to standardize the vaccine's ability to
help the body stimulate an immune response.

Fort Dodge continues to promote the vaccine and St. Jude
will receive license income from the sales. St. Jude's influenza
program is supported by grants and subcontracts from the
National Institutes of Health’s National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases.

• Organizations responding to the survey, and reporting newly started offices, have

leveled. For 2005, there were 228 total respondents, down 8 from the 2005 report.

• Office staffing leveled as well. For the last three years, one-third of the offices

surveyed were staffed by three or fewer individuals. Historic staffing levels of U.S.

offices, on the other hand, continued a ten-year increase. 

• Total research support from all external sources is fairly stable, with an increase of only

1.1 billion dollars over 2004 data. The percentage of support from federal versus industrial

sources remained constant, with 67% federal funding, and 7% industrial funding.

• Invention disclosures received continued to rise, up to 17,382; an increase of 571, or

3.5%. More invention disclosures for copyrightable works, and fewer for potentially

patentable innovations, were reported in 2005 when compared to 2004, the first year

this question was asked.

• Total U.S. patent applications filed increased to 15,115 in 2005, up from 13,803 in 2004,

while total U.S. patents issued decreased — from 3,680 in 2004 to 3,278 in 2005. This

decrease is indicative of the backlog at the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office.

Survey Summary ®
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• Licensing to small companies dominated total licensing; the majority of all licenses

were non-exclusive. 

• Licenses/options increased from 2004 to 2005. Survey respondents reported 4,932

new licenses/options for fiscal 2005, for a total of 28,349 active licenses, which

represent ongoing relationships with existing companies.

• Funding for startup companies, an issue first addressed in 2004, now has reversed

findings from 2004. While friends and family were still the most common source of

initial funding for new startup companies; overall, funding from individuals — as a

category — dropped to 47% of new funding for startup companies. Venture capital still

supplied the initial funding for fewer than twenty percent of new startup companies,

however, individual angels, SBIR/STTR and funding from the licensing institution had

significant increases from data reported in 2004. 

Resources for Technology Transfer 

A successful academic technology transfer program takes time to staff, develop key

campus relationships and foster appropriate culture. There are many stages an office

must achieve; these stages are not linear, and sometimes reoccur. It often takes several

years to create the intellectual management processes and the campus culture necessary

to build a solid foundation and infrastructure, which includes working with faculty, staff

Captisol, a patent-protected technology originating
from the University of Kansas, clears many drug
development obstacles. Insolubility — the inability of
the human body to dissolve and absorb a drug — is
one such obstacle. Captisol provides a useful, simple
and proven solution to solubility and stability hurdles
faced at each phase of the drug development process
and maximizes drug safety by improving a drug’s
absorption by the body.

Captisol is being developed and marketed by
CyDex, which evolved from a University of Kansas
spin-off. The concept has been evaluated and is a

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

Innovative 

Drug Delivery

Technology 

Dissolves Drug

Safety Issues

University of Kansas
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and students to develop an understanding of the role and utility of intellectual property.

The AUTM Salary Survey™ provides information about staffing and structure of particular

offices, another key factor in academic technology transfer.

Then with the momentum that a positive culture of innovation and a portfolio of

technologies provide, the academic technology transfer office can shift focus from

primarily internal programs to a blend of internal and external programs. This stage

involves networking with and developing a local investment community. One success

criterion is the creation of systematic mechanisms that transition a given technology from

purely charitable funding to targeted, or gap non-charitable funding. 

Many programs are characterized by their balanced approach to intellectual property

management, market analysis, licensing, startups and commercialization. This section

describes some of the resources technology transfer offices have available, that impact an

office’s achievements.

Survey Summary ®
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great success in both domestic and international markets.
Two Captisol-enabled drugs — Vfend® I.V. and Zeldox®/
Geodon® for injection — have been brought to market in the
U.S., Europe and Japan by Pfizer Inc., who is now a corporate
partner of CyDex. 

Captisol has the capability to impact the development of
a wide spectrum of drugs at their early stages. CyDex is thus
able to develop a huge array of Captisol-based products
including those that can advance a promising pipeline of oral,
non-oral and inhaled drugs. These products address unmet
needs in asthma, depression, allergy, cancer, arrhythmia and
other diseases. 

Captisol streamlines the drug development process by
increasing the number of drug candidates that can be
evaluated and decreasing the development time. Currently
there are about 15 new products under development with
partner companies such as Pfizer, Johnson & Johnson, and
AstraZeneca. An additional twelve companies also have
Captisol-enabled drugs in clinical development.
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“These products address unmet
needs in asthma, depression,
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and other diseases.”



Staffing

Figures US-1 and US-2 show the growth of technology transfer programs as a function of

program start date. 

It is vitally important that citizens understand and
engage in the democratic process in order for it to thrive.
Two University of Washington professors have created
multimedia, interactive Web simulation games that
bring the world of politics alive with unique interactive
political simulation games. Students experience the
legislative and electoral processes first hand. 

In LegSim, students participate in a virtual
Congress and learn through role playing how laws are
made. Students experience introducing, debating, and
enacting bills into law. Student response to LegSim has
been overwhelmingly positive as students are invested in
seeing their proposal through the process because their

Engaging

Students in the

Democratic

Process:

Desktop

Democracy

University of
Washington
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The initiation of new university technology transfer programs in

the U.S. has been slowing for about six years. Most offices were

created during a ‘boom’ period from 1983 to 1999. One hundred

twenty-two offices reported a program start during this period. In

contrast, during the years prior to 1983, only twenty-seven programs

were started. And, in the six years that follow 1999, only ten new

programs were reported. The trend is similar, though less

pronounced, for U.S. hospitals and research institutes.
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bills concern issues that are important to them personally. The
American Political Science Association awarded LegSim its
Information and Technology Award for Best Educational Website.

Election Day teaches players about campaign strategy,
election law, public opinion, the media, and other political and
social aspects of elections. Players choose their role (candidate,
campaign manager, campaign volunteer), set campaign finance
laws, and create scenarios. Election Day is popular not only with
students—professional campaign strategists have played the
game and commented on its usefulness.

The two games are being re-versioned and integrated to
create a new simulation, Desktop Democracy (http://www.desktop-
democracy.org). By re-versioning and repurposing these

award-winning educational games, students find that the
democratic process isn’t about memorizing the constitution or
the reciting the presidents in order, but an exciting world in
which active participation is the key to a successful democracy. 

The University of Washington professors have also created
curriculum support materials to demonstrate how teachers
can align Desktop Democracy with learning objectives for high
school political science, government and civics courses.
Desktop Democracy is being marketed to makers of
educational software and is currently licensing the games to
schools and classrooms.
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Technology transfer success is largely dependent upon staffing, both licensing staff

and support staff. Half (76 of 151) of the respondents reporting had five or fewer staff

members. A third (53 of 151) reported three or fewer members. A summary of staffing for

the last four survey years is compiled in Table US-1. Figures US-3 and US-4 show the

staffing levels. 

More than 350,000 people in the U.S. suffer a distal
radius fracture each year — the most common type of
broken wrist — which involves the larger of the two
bones in the forearm near the wrist. Typically the result
of falling on an outstretched arm, the result is a cast
and weeks of limited use of the arm. But now the
invention of the Intrafocal Pin Plate may change all that. 

Dr. Laury Dahners, an orthopedist in the
Department of Emergency Medicine at University of
North Carolina–Chapel Hill, saw it all too frequently:
patients with fractured forearms and the frustration
of living with a cast for several weeks. Complex
fractures required even more invasive treatment such

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005
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Solutions Puts a 

Fix on the 

Broken Wrist

University of North
Carolina–Chapel Hill
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as pins inserted in the fractured bones or external fixation
devices such as screws. He was inspired to invent the
Intrafocal Pin Plate, which provides a means to reduce the
fracture, maintain stability of the fractured bones and
minimize soft tissue damage. 

The Pin Plate was exclusively licensed to DVO Extremity
Solutions in April 2004, and is marketed as the Mlfx™
Intrafocal Pin Plate. As a result, surgeons have unparalleled
flexibility to stabilize simple or complex fractures using a
small incision and local anesthesia. Patients experience
faster healing without the discomfort of a bulky cast, external
fixation hardware such as screws, or surgery to insert pins. 

For more information visit www.dvosolutions.com. 

“Patients experience 
faster healing without 
the discomfort.”
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Survey Year
One Third of 

Offices Surveyed (Staff)

One Half of 

Offices Surveyed (Staff)

2005 3 or fewer 5 or fewer

2004 3 or fewer 6 or fewer

2003 3 or fewer 5 or fewer

2002 3 or fewer 5 or fewer

Table US-1. Staffing



U.S. technology transfer offices range in sizes that are quite disparate. In the 2005 survey,

almost 100 universities report six or fewer people on staff. The remaining institutions, or

about half the respondents, range from seven to forty-five staff members. In other words,

staffing populations are skewed disproportionately below the averages as reported on

page 19 in Table US-1. 

Table US-2 illustrates staffing level increases for all U.S. respondents since 1997.

Adding to the choice of antibody drugs available to
target specific aspects of a variety of cancers, Erbitux®
(cetuximab) received U.S. Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) approval in 2004. Derived from a monoclonal
antibody — antibodies that are identical because they
were produced by one type of immune cell and are all
clones of a single parent cell — and developed by
former University of California, San Diego faculty
Gordon Sato and John Mendelsohn, Erbitux targets and
blocks the cell’s ability to grow and proliferate. 

Erbitux is a chemotherapy medicine that is
administered intravenously and often in combination
with another chemotherapy medicine. 

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Licensing

FTE
415.4 452.6 494.2 552.5 627.7 733.7 793.7 832.9 847.0

Other FTE 461.6 476.0 538.7 575.5 630.8 717.8 759.5 817.0 848.0

Total FTE 877.0 928.6 1,032.8 1,128.0 1,258.5 1,451.4 1,553.3 1,649.9 1,695.0

Table US-2. Historic Staffing Levels of U.S. Offices of Technology Transfer, 1997–2005

Powerful

Antibody:

Inventor Uses 

Royalties to

Help Africa

University of
California, San Diego
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Incoming Research Funds

Research Expenditures or Incoming Research Funds are the energy that fuels the

technology transfer engine. Sourced primarily from U.S. government agencies, these

funds supply faculty and research personnel with the financial resources that begin the

discovery and innovation processes. It is important to point out several elements that

surround this metric. First, few technology transfer professionals directly participate in

the application for research funds; this is driven by the curiosity and interests of research

faculty and staff, as well as the priorities of funding agencies and evaluation of peer groups

involved in the review process. Second, aggregate data shows a correlation between the

amount of research monies and the numbers of disclosures that cross the threshold of a

technology transfer office (TTO) annually. Approximately $2 million in research

expenditures correlates to one technology disclosure. The actual correlation is dependent

upon the type and number of research units within an institution as well as the nature of

the funding and its source. Institutions with medical schools and engineering schools

generally receive more disclosures and research funds than institutions without them.

However, funding for highly specific programs or in certain areas may not result in a

similar disclosure rate. Every institution has its own culture, which heavily influences

technology transfer activity. Finally, while such expenditures are an input in the process of

technology transfer, invention and other advances are the result of extended effort over

Survey Summary ®
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Licensed by ImClone Systems of New York and co-
marketed with Bristol-Myers Squibb, Erbitux sales increased 58
percent during 2005 to $413.1 million. Erbitux was initially
approved to treat colorectal cancers. In March of 2006, ImClone
Systems received FDA approval to use Erbitux to treat head and
neck cancer as well.

Inventor Gordon Sato uses his royalties to help Africa
develop self-sustaining sources of wealth through the Manzanar
Project: www.tamu.edu/ccbn/dewitt/manzanar/manzmain.htm 

“Erbitux was initially 
approved to treat colorectal
cancers and is now approved 
to treat head and neck cancer.”
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typically long periods of time and several granting cycles. Past years’ expenditures also

influence the results we see today.

Research expenditures totaled $42.3 billion in fiscal year 2005. This is an increase of

$1.1 billion compared with $41.2 billion reported in fiscal year 2004. It is the smallest

increase since 1996.

U.S. federal government sources accounted for 67 percent of total research

expenditures. This percentage is unchanged from fiscal year 2004. 

Oftentimes what makes or breaks students’ success in
getting a job is their ability to demonstrate that they
have obtained knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary
for the required position throughout their college
experience. The standard resume showing work
experiences may not necessarily reflect what they are
now able to do or how they are able to think critically or
strategically. 

To keep up with the growing demand of capturing
and tracking this experience, Jeff Garis, Jill Lumsden,
and the Career Center team at the Florida State
University (FSU) developed a Web-based application
called Career Portfolio. This career resource enables

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Total Research

Expenditures 

($ billions)

20.56 21.63 23.25 25.67 27.87 29.96 34.96 38.50 41.20 42.30

% Federal 66% 65% 63% 63% 62% 64% 64% 66% 67% 67%

% Industrial 9% 9% 9% 10% 9% 8% 8% 7% 7% 7%

Table US-3. Total Research Support from Federal and Industrial Sources for 
U.S. Universities, Hospitals and Research Institutes, 1996–2005

Electronic

Career Portfolio

Reports Skills, 

Not Just Jobs

Florida State
University
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Industrial sources funded 7 percent of total research expenditures. This percentage is

unchanged from fiscal years 2003 and 2004.

The balance of research funding is sourced from state and local governments,

foundations, individuals and the institution itself.

Table US-3 shows total research expenditures of U.S.

universities, hospitals and nonprofit research institutes that

identified the federal and industrial fraction of such expenditures

for the full fourteen-year period that AUTM collected the data. The

data shows a narrow distribution. Sixty-two percent to 69 percent of

the research expenditures were sourced from federal agencies.

seven to nine percent were sourced from industrial partners. 

Federal agencies nearly tripled their funding of academic research since AUTM began

collecting data in 1991. The National Institutes of Health (NIH) budget doubled between

fiscal years 1999 and 2003, and in fiscal year 2002 HR4664 was passed, starting a five-year

process to double the National Science Foundation (NSF) budget. These agencies provide

a majority of academic research support. NIH support is substantially greater than NSF

support. Figure US-5, page 24, is a graph of this data. 

Survey Summary ®
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students to showcase the skills they have developed by allowing
them to input information into five experience categories —
coursework, memberships/activities, volunteer work, jobs and
internships. 

This online portfolio serves both the students and the
prospective employers. Students can see which skills they have
developed so far and which skills they may want to concentrate
on in the future. By keeping all of the information centralized,
employers can gain access to additional electronic information
that is not included on a typical resume or curricula vita and use
it to more effectively direct their decision making process. 

More than 40,000 students have used the Career Portfolio
system since its inception and it has become part of the

academic and student service culture at FSU. In fiscal year 2005
Career Portfolio was licensed to three major colleges —
University of California, San Diego, Montclair University, Georgia
Technical Institute — and one private company based in Japan.
The invention of the FSU Career Portfolio changed the national
landscape regarding how college students prepare for their
careers and apply for jobs. The FSU Career Portfolio is
recognized nationally as a new leading innovative career service
and is contributing to an international trend in the development
of ePortfolios.

For more information visit www.career.fsu.edu/portfolio
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“The FSU Career 
Portfolio is recognized
nationally as a new
leading innovative 
career service.”



Countless individuals suffer from skin irritations such
as dry skin, cracking and roughness. These skin
conditions not only cause discomfort and pain but often
compromise the skin’s ability to protect the body from
external substances. 

Dr. Bill Gurley in the College of Pharmacy at the
University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences (UAMS)
decided to tackle the problem. During 15 years of
testing various natural ingredients, Gurley discovered
tea tree oil to be uniquely effective. Tea tree oil is taken
from the leaves of the Melaleuca alternifolia, which is
native to the northeast coast of New South Wales,
Australia. Gurley developed a proprietary process for
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Intake and
Intellectual
Property
Management

Innovations and technologies often are first assessed by a technology transfer office in the

form of an Invention Disclosure. Invention Disclosures are usually the initial step in

intellectual property management. The TTO evaluates each disclosure. What constitutes a

disclosure, and the evaluation process for them, differ among institutions and offices,

however, by and large it begins a relationship between TTO and innovators to seek and

understand the business and social value of the innovation. The social, economic and

environmental value may be best realized through perfection of eligible intellectual property

rights. The intellectual property is captured through filing an application with either the U.S.

Patent or Trademark Office (USPTO) or with the U.S. Copyright Office (and possibly their

foreign equivalents). It is important to note the backlog for certain patent applications at the

USPTO is over 1,000,000 applications and the patent prosecution process can take three to

four years. In the interim, the technology transfer professional continues to seek out

licensees and build value around the technology. These activities may include validating the

technology, developing a market for the technology or creating improvements. 

Copyright, increasingly used in the technology transfer process, is for works of

expression and include books, art and software. This class of intellectual property is less

costly and provides far longer periods of protection than patent applications and patents,

but has its own limitations as well.

Survey Summary ®
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formulating highly concentrated, high quality tea tree oil and
refined the formulation for a non-greasy cream that is suitable
for a wide range of people. 

Balm Innovations LLC was created to take the cream to
market and in 2004 licensed the rights to the UAMS trade secret
for Omnibalm. The Fund for Arkansas’ Future invested $300,000
in the startup company to support commercialization.
Omnibalm is now sold in 30 USA Drug stores and Super D
locations throughout the state of Arkansas. National marketing
is moving forward with additional versions of the product. 
For additional information visit www.omnibalm.com.

“The Fund for Arkansas’ 
Future invested $300,000 
in the startup, enabling
Omnibalm to be distributed
throughout Arkansas, and 
soon across the nation.”
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In fiscal year 2005, 191 institutions received 17,382 Invention

Disclosures, an increase of 571, or 3.4 percent compared with the

16,811 disclosures from 198 institutions in 2004. Table US-4 shows

invention disclosures received by all respondents since 1996.

In 2004 a new question emerged on the survey; it also appeared

in the 2005 survey. Respondents differentiated between patentable

and copyrightable and other types of intellectual property. Potentially

patentable invention disclosures dominate copyrightable disclosures in 2005 with 83.8

percent and 7.8 percent, respectively. Biological disclosures and all other types remain a

small percent of the total. The 2004 data is similar, showing a slight increase in

copyrightable disclosures, and a slight decrease in potentially patentable disclosures.

Table US-4 shows distribution of invention disclosures received by U.S. universities and

U.S. hospitals and research institutes.

Rotaviruses are the primary cause of severe diarrhea in
young children and are estimated to cause more than
600,000 deaths each year, worldwide. Exposure to the
virus is universal, and essentially every child in the
world experiences at least one rotavirus infection by
three years of age. Nearly 20% of the deaths in this age
group are attributed to complications from a rotavirus
infection, and these deaths occur primarily in
developing nations. It is estimated that approximately
1,400 lives per day may be saved with the availability of
a rotavirus vaccine.  

The most recent International Rotavirus
Symposium marked the successful introduction of two
rotavirus vaccines into multiple countries. One of the

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

“The rotovirus vaccine
Rotarix® was released 

in 2005, and originated 
at Cincinnati Children’s 

Hospital Medical Center”

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Number of

Respondents
159 158 159 169 167 169 188 198 198 191

Invention

Disclosures

Received

9,669 10,613 10,987 11,607 11,974 12,624 14,398 15,510 16,811 17,382

Table US-4. Invention Disclosures Received by U.S. Respondents, 1996–2005

Rotarix®

Vaccine Aims to 

Stop Deadly and

Common Virus

Cincinnati Children’s
Hospital Medical

Center
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vaccines, Rotarix®, released in 2005, is manufactured by
GlaxoSmithKline (GSK), and originated at Cincinnati Children’s
Hospital Medical Center. 

The novel human rotaviruses that provided the precursors
for the Rotarix® vaccine were isolated and discovered by Dr.
Richard Ward and Dr. David Bernstein, scientists and faculty at
Cincinnati Children’s. Ward began doing research on rotavirus
infections in 1981, soon after he joined the J.N. Gamble Institute
for Medical Research, now part of Cincinnati Children's Medical
Center. Bernstein joined the Gamble Institute in 1983 and their
collaboration began. With support from the NIH, Phase I testing
in adults of a vaccine developed by Ward and Bernstein began in
1994. As the work progressed, a corporate partner was sought
to sponsor the larger Phase II clinical trials. In 1995, Cincinnati

Children’s licensed the vaccine to AVANT Immunotherapeutics,
Inc. The Phase II study was conducted to test the vaccine’s
effectiveness in infants; the study showed vaccinated children to
have immunity against the rotavirus disease.

To conduct the large-scale Phase III clinical trials and
eventually market the vaccine, an additional corporate partner
was sought. AVANT sub-licensed the vaccine to GlaxoSmithKline
in 1997. GSK began its own Phase I and II clinical trials in Europe,
Asia and Latin America in 1999, and Phase III clinical trial during
2003. The vaccine was submitted for licensure in Mexico in 2003
and received approval in 2004. GSK launched the vaccine during
2005 in Mexico and 2006 in Europe. Discussions with the U.S.
Food and Drug Administration, are ongoing.
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Number Percentage

Patent Type

U.S. Provisional Application 6,640 69.9

U.S. Utility Application 1,794 18.8

Non U.S. Application 1,102 11.6

Total 9,536 100.0

Table US-5. Type of New Patent Applications Filed by U.S. Respondents in 2005

2005 2004

Type of IP Number Percentage Number Percentage

Potentially Patentable 11,755 83.8 11,482 81.9

Copyright 1,089 7.8 1,120 8.0

Biological 508 3.6 581 4.1

Other 679 4.8 842 6.0

Total 14,031 100.0 14,025 100.0

Table US-5A. Intellectual Property (IP) Disclosed 2005 vs. 2004



New U.S. Patent Applications filed by 178 institutions increased

148 applications to 8,434 for 2005. This is a 1.8 percent increase

compared to the 8,286 disclosures reported by 183 institutions in 2004.

Table US-8, page 30, summarizes patent application filings.

Table US-6 shows new U.S. patent applications filed since 2000.

Figures US-6 and US-7 show the distribution of new U.S. patent

applications filed by U.S. universities, and U.S. hospitals and research

institutes, respectively. 

Lithography — a centuries old process for printing onto
a smooth surface — is the fundamental process behind
computer chip fabrication and relies on photographic
processes such as exposure to light. Improvements in
lithography therefore focus on light. But what if, instead
of using light, it was possible to build a mechanical
device that could operate beyond the nanometers of
precision previously achieved with light?

Molecular Imprints, Inc. (MII), an Austin, Texas-
based company founded from University of Texas at
Austin (UT Austin) research, achieved that goal. Two UT
Austin professors and their students, developed a new
technique for imprint lithography. S.V. Sreenivasan, an
associate professor in the UT Austin mechanical
engineering department, and Grant Willson, a chair in

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

“UT-Austin and
MII created a

new technology
that will spawn

industries that are
described only in
science fiction.”

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Institutions Reporting 167 170 189 198 192 191

New Patent Applications Filed 6,073 6,397 7,319 7,921 10,517 10,270

Total U.S. Patent Applications Filed 9,557 10,687 12,222 13,280 13,803 14,757

U.S. Patents Issued 3,567 3,559 3,501 3,933 3,680 3,278

Table US-6. New and Total U.S. Patent Applications Filed and 
U.S. Patents Issued to U.S. Respondents, 2000–2005

Moving Beyond

Light: Nano-

Printing Press

Revolutionizes

Lithography

University of Texas 
at Austin
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The filing of new U.S. patent applications most frequently corresponds with a decision

to seek patent protection of a single invention disclosure, though sometimes two or more

invention disclosures are combined into a single new U.S. patent application. Conversely,

a single invention disclosure can occasionally generate more than one new U.S. patent

application. In addition, filing a new U.S. patent application may not take place

immediately after submission of an invention disclosure, so seeking protection for an

Survey Summary ®
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the UT Austin chemical engineering department, created a
mechanical method for lithography using funding from the
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), the
independent research branch of the U.S. Department of
Defense. They then teamed with an Austin entrepreneur, Dr.
Norman Schumaker, to start Molecular Imprints.

MII has produced a device that is so precise it can
mechanically produce what formerly could only be performed
with light. MII’s patented technique is called step-and-flash
imprint lithography.

The technology is an alternative to expensive optical
lithography tools. In effect, it is a nano-printing press that,
because of its precision, can be used in myriad applications.
The nano-lithography equipment manufactured by MII is being

used in nano-devices, magnetic data storage applications,
solid-state lighting, micro-optical components, compound
semiconductors and select silicon applications.

MII has been recognized as the fourth fastest-growing tech
firm in Texas; Electrical Engineering Times‚ “Twenty Most
Innovative Technologies 2005”; a NIST ATP grant recipient; and
was chosen by the state of Texas to receive an Emerging
Technology Fund grant. MII has more than 80 employees and
has raised more than $90 million in funding. In partnership with
UT Austin, the company has been granted more than 40 patents.

Just as Gutenberg’s printing press changed the world by
making books available to everyone, the MII’s nano-printing press
will be able to mass produce nano-devices. These devices will
spawn industries that today are described only in science fiction.
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invention disclosure may not occur in the same year that the invention disclosure is

received. Often, patent applications are filed based on the previous year’s disclosures.

With these caveats in mind, the ratio of new U.S. patent applications filed to invention

disclosures received has increased as technology transfer programs have matured. Figure

US-8 illustrates this increase, from 26 percent in fiscal 1991 to 59 percent in fiscal 2005.

Total new patent applications filed as reported from 185 institutions dropped in fiscal year

2005 to 10,270 compared to 10,517 similar applications filed in 2004. This decrease of 247

applications is less than one percent. 

Health care costs continue to rise dramatically, while
the need for effective patient monitoring and simple,
quick diagnostics has become increasingly
important. So, what if a patient could simply breathe
into a hand-held device and enable the health care
provider to non-invasively detect certain elements in
the body such as glucose, drugs, occupational
chemicals and much more?

Researchers at the University of Florida (UF)
knew that exhaled breath, when properly analyzed,
can be an alternative to blood testing. The
concentration of molecules in breath from deep
within the lungs very closely correlates to those
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The number of total U.S. patent applications filed is often greater than the number of

new U.S. patent applications filed because procedures at the U.S. Patent and Trademark

Office (USPTO) allow applicants to re-file a patent application if the

USPTO rejects the application twice or determines that there are

multiple inventions in a single new patent application, necessitating

filing of divisional applications. Thus, a single invention can be

associated, procedurally, with more than one U.S. patent application.

Figure US-9 shows that offices manage about one extra U.S. patent

application for every two to three new U.S. patent applications filed. 

Survey Summary ®

found in the blood. With that in mind, Dr. Richard Melker,
professor of anesthesiology, pediatrics and biomedical
engineering, led a multi-disciplinary team of researchers
who, over an eight-year period, developed a series of
technologies for breath monitoring and analysis. 

In 2006, Xhale Diagnostics licensed a suite of patents
from UF and Melker joined the company as vice president of
product development. Focused initially on the large and
growing diabetes market, Xhale is developing a cell phone
size, breath-based glucose monitor for quick, accurate, non-
invasive blood sugar testing. 

Additional products will target monitoring of drugs and
medications to support patient compliance and therapeutic

effectiveness, drug abuse testing, anesthetic gas monitoring,
occupational exposure detection and more. Xhale aims to
replace or supplement the blood, urine or oral fluid testing in
the $28 billion diagnostics market by eliminating the time
and cost of labs and outside testing services. 

“Faster, cheaper, better” is a mantra that drives product
development in many areas. Xhale’s revolutionary point-of-
care diagnostics tools, which provide accurate, real-time
diagnostics, will enable the health care provider to provide
better, more cost effective care. Patients will save time and
money and be more comfortable and compliant due to
elimination of more invasive and painful methods. 

For more information visit www.xhalediagnostics.com.

“Because of Xhale, 
patients will save 
time and money and 
be more comfortable 
and compliant.”
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Licensing Activity

Technology transfer offices license primarily to three company types: startups, large

companies and small companies. Table US-7 shows the breakdown for licensing to these

entities from U.S. universities, U.S. hospitals and research institutes and technology

investment firms. Licensing to small companies dominates total licensing with 50.2

percent of all licensing activity. Licensing to large companies and startups are 30.9 percent

and 12.7 percent, respectively. Technology investment firms, however, license

predominantly to large companies compared to small companies. And U.S. hospitals and

research institutes license to small and large companies at 39.2 percent and 42.2 percent,

respectively.

Stevens Institute of Technology sold its startup company,
HydroGlobe, in December 2004. HydroGlobe, Inc., which
produces products for the removal of heavy metals
(including lead and arsenic) from water using a patented
process, was acquired by Graver Technologies Inc. a
leading manufacturer of filtration and separation products. 

HydroGlobe was founded by Stevens and three
professors: Dr. George Korfiatis, Dr. Christos
Christodoulatos, and Dr. Xiaoguang Meng, in response
to a compelling need to remove heavy metals from
drinking water. In July 2002, when Bangladesh faced
the world’s single largest mass poisoning caused by
arsenic-contaminated well water, HydroGlobe provided

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

Licenses and Options Executed

FY 2005
Number of

Respondents

Total

Executed
Startups

% of 

Total

Small

Companies

% of 

Total

Large

Companies

% of 

Total

U.S. Universities 158 4,201 586 13.9% 2,193 52.2% 1,203 28.6%

U.S. Hospitals & 
Research Institutes 31 696 42 6.0% 273 39.2% 294 42.2%

Technology Investment Firms 1 35 – 0% 8 22.9% 27 77.1%

All U.S. Respondents 190 4,932 628 12.7% 2,474 50.2% 1,524 30.9%

Table US-7.  Licenses and Options Executed by U.S. Respondents in 2005: Type of Licensee Company

Let’s Drink 

to That! 

HydroGlobe

Cleans Up 

Water Supply

Stevens Institute of
Technology
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Licensing is either exclusive or non-exclusive and Table US-8 summarizes this area of

licensing activity for 2005 for U.S. universities, U.S. hospitals and research institutes and

technology investment firms. Overall, non-exclusive licensing dominates licensing activity.

Exclusive licenses are often desired by licensees when a company must invest substantial

resources to commercialize ground-breaking technology.

Non-exclusive licensing programs are used when a new

technology is likely to become a standard; is useful only in

conjunction with other pre-existing technology; or a

company requires only “freedom-to-operate” rather than

an exclusive advantage over other companies. 
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the solution by installing their system for Bangladesh villagers
to use, ending this potential human disaster. 

Arsenic and lead in U.S. drinking water is also a serious
problem, and in January 2006, the U.S. passed legislation
mandating municipalities to remove these containments from
community water sources. Graver recognized the innovation and
effectiveness of HydroGlobe’s technology and acquired it for use as
the platform for their residential filtration business. With the 2006
legislation, this business is projected to be $200 million within
three to five years. Additional markets include non-community
water (over 1.5 million residents in the U.S.) and a general
consumer market estimated at an additional $15 million for in-
home use. The latter product is currently available in retail stores.

The research team was awarded the 2006 Thomas
Edison Patent Award from the Research & Development
Council of New Jersey recognizing technology transfer.
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Licenses and Options Executed

FY 2005
Number of

Respondents

Total

Executed
Exclusive

Exclusive % 

of Total

Non-

Exclusive

Non-Exclusive

% of Total

U.S. Universities 156 3,558 1,378 39% 2,180 61%

U.S. Hospitals & 
Research Institutes 31 556 177 32% 379 68%

Technology Investment Firms 1 35 – 0% 35 100%

All U.S. Respondents 188 4,149 1,555 37% 2,594 63%

Table US-8.  Licenses Executed by U.S. Respondents in 2005: Exclusive vs. Non-Exclusive

HydroGlobe was based on the inventors’ three
primary patents: U.S. Patent No. 6,942,807 issued
September 13, 2005, U.S. Patent No. 6,919,029
issued July 19, 2005, and U.S. Patent No. 6,752,926
issued June 22, 2004. An additional inventor, Dr.
Mazakhir Dadachov is included on the second
patent. These three inventions were disclosed
over a period of time from August 1999 to August
2001. Stevens Institute of Technology owned the
patents, and in July 15, 2001, provided an
exclusive, license to HydroGlobe in exchange for
equity. HydroGlobe’s CEO and Stevens’ alumnus,
John Schroder, guided the company to realize its
business model and exit strategy.



Table US-9 shows the exclusivity for licenses and options when the data is

differentiated among the three company types. Exclusive licensing is the predominate

form of licensing to startups. Non-exclusive remains the predominate form of licensing,

however, for small and large companies. The scope of a specific license is determined

after analysis of the technology and market and the capabilities of the licensee(s).

Companies prefer different licenses, depending on their business needs.

When it comes to chemistry, microscopic research can
produce monumental results. Kenneth J. Klabunde,
university distinguished professor of chemistry at Kansas
State University, has pioneered research on microscopic
nanoparticles. The tiny particles have the ability to absorb
and destroy toxic materials and are capable of
counteracting chemical and biological weapons. They
also can be used to filter water and purify air.

Klabunde is saluted in the November 2005 issue of
Popular Mechanics magazine as an innovator who is
“shaping the world’s future through science and
technology — and new products that represent
benchmarks of engineering.” “It’s kind of a cool name,”
Klabunde said of the “toxic avenger” moniker the
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Licenses and Options Executed

Startups Small Companies Large Companies

FY 2005
Number of

Respondents
Total Exclusive

Non-

Exclusive
Exclusive

Non-

Exclusive
Exclusive

Non-

Exclusive

U.S. Universities 144 3,789 485 47 826 1,291 359 781

U.S. Hospitals & 
Research Institutes 29 525 33 1 81 140 86 184

Technology 
Investment Firms 1 35 0 0 0 8 0 27

All U.S. Respondents 174 4,349 518 48 907 1,439 445 992

Table US-9.  Exclusivity of Licenses and Options Executed by 
U.S. Respondents in 2005 by Type of Licensee Company

A Terrorism

Extinguisher

Kansas State
University
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Active Licenses

Technology transfer offices are engaged in efforts to most effectively

disseminate technology created at the institution to others for public

benefit. To enable this goal, the institution must appropriately

capture, protect and manage intellectual property. Licensees may

be recruited, encouraged or developed. These entities can be

individuals, but are primarily large and small companies. Licensing

is the process that provides the institution the guarantee that a given

technology will be used to further the public good, and often

generates revenue for the institution. Licensing is a deliberate

process that can take many months for complicated technologies

and opportunities, and be considerably shorter for repeat licensees

with a specific institution.

This year 190 respondents reported 4,932 active licenses/options for fiscal year 2005,

17.4 percent of the 28,349 cumulative totals of licenses/options executed since fiscal year

1991. This is an increase of 1,026, or 3.8 percent, compared to the 27,322 active

licenses/options reported by 191 institutions in fiscal year 2004. 

Active licenses and options represent active relationships between institutions and

usually the ‘for profit’ world of companies and investment communities. This is the interface,

Survey Summary ®
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magazine has given him. One of eight innovators honored in 2005
by the magazine, Klabunde was recognized for his research in
the development of FAST-ACT®, a toxin-neutralizing nanopowder
that offers a potent defense against chemical attack.

FAST-ACT, effectively neutralizes a wide range of
contaminants, with the added capability to destroy chemical
warfare agents. FAST-ACT stands for First Applied Sorbent
Treatment-Against Chemical Threats. The product, developed
by NanoScale Materials Inc., a spin-off company developed
from Klabunde’s research, is a proprietary formulation of
nanomaterials — extremely tiny particles of metal oxides,
which are really forms of natural minerals. The nanoparticle
material absorbs contaminants and then breaks chemical
bonds to detoxify and immobilize them.

Klabunde said that because we now live with the threat
to homeland security from terrorist attacks and the handling
of dangerous chemicals in everyday life, he believes that
FAST-ACT should be a standard issue item for firemen,
policemen and first responders, much like fire extinguishers. 

Discharged from a pressurized cylinder, FAST-ACT
neutralizes mustard gas, sarin and other chemical-warfare
agents as well as many industrial chemicals. “Instead of a
simple defensive technology like duct tape and plastic, this
allows the user to be active in neutralizing a threat,” says
Stephen J. Lee, director of organic chemistry in the Chemical
Sciences Division of the U.S. Army Research Office. “It is one
of the first nanotechnology products to make it to the
marketplace. Ultimately, it will save lives.”

“Dubbed the 
“Toxic Avenger,” 
Dr. Klabunde’s
research has
produced a 
toxin-neutralizing
nanopowder against
chemical attack.”
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between academic researchers and investors, that technology transfer professionals

manage each day. When there is a successful licensing event and revenue flows back to the

parent institution, this is one validation that academic ideas are being commercialized. 

However, the job does not end with the signing of the

license. Quite to the contrary, a new series of tasks and issues

emerge. The license must be managed properly to ensure all

parties and their diverse interests are protected. Each license is

unique and many contain clauses and schedules that must be

reviewed and discussed throughout the life of the license. In many

cases, the work necessary to negotiate and execute a license may

be eclipsed by the work necessary to monitor and maintain the

license, especially if the intellectual property leveraged by the license, that is patents, have

not yet been granted by the relevant patent offices. Given the obligations the institution has

to the licensee, however, the ongoing management of active licenses is important to the

institution and the public.

Did Abraham Lincoln have ataxia? University of Minnesota
research leads to genetic tests that could answer that
question and many others.

Medical historians have long thought that President
Abraham Lincoln's tall stature may have resulted from
Marfan's syndrome, a disorder of the body's connective tissue.
However, Dr. Laura Ranum, professor of genetics, cell biology
and development at the University of Minnesota's Institute of
Human Genetics, thinks this may not be the case. Ranum says
that family history and historical accounts of Lincoln's gait
make it much more likely that he suffered from ataxia, a
devastating neuromuscular degenerative disease culminating
in death. And Ranum may know. She and other researchers at
the University have been studying ataxia since the 1950s.  

AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey: FY2005

Ataxia SCA5

Tests Start 

With a Walk

Through History

University of
Minnesota

36

“The University’s 
research has led to a 

battery of genetic 
tests to identify 

patients before they 
develop symptoms.”



The sum of the creative power of our universities, hospitals and research institutions and

our technology investment firms is captured in the products and processes that permeate

everyday life. New oncology therapies such as Erbitux® began within our community. In

similar fashion, new vaccines, medical devices and drug delivery systems yield benefits

that reach beyond our institutions. HydroGlobe enables the people of Bangladesh to

remove deadly arsenic from their drinking water, providing relief from an unprecedented

health catastrophe. Desktop Democracy is a tool that provides an opportunity for students

to experience legislative and electoral processes first-hand. 

While the format in this annual report is new for 2005, many elements are retained

from prior years. Our focus, however, has shifted from a detailed review of the data that

describes the various processes and mechanisms of technology transfer to the results of

our collective efforts. These results, shared in the vignettes in this report and other AUTM

publications, are one measure, perhaps the best measure, for sharing with a broad

audience the value of technology transfer. 

Technology transfer is a maturing, yet constantly evolving enterprise. University

technology managers work at the interface between the halls of academe and the streets

of the business world. The tech transfer process requires the engagement of many

competing ideas and ideals at that interface — social, legal, regulatory and other

influences provide daily challenges. Technology transfer offices are typically small; one
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She began her Lincoln family gene hunt in 1992 when she
received a phone call from an Ohio physician who described a
familial ataxia. Ranum and her group learned not only that
multiple generations of the family had been inflicted with the
disease but they were all related to President Lincoln. Thus began
her quest to identify the disease, and multiple trips to Lincoln
family reunions for blood samples to study their DNA. In 1994, the
team mapped the gene to the 11th chromosome and named the
newly discovered genetic form ataxia SCA5 and in 2005 found the
specific mutation responsible for the Lincoln family's ataxia. 

Finding this mutation allows researchers to conclusively
test whether Lincoln had SCA5 gene and also help members of
his family identify if they are at risk for this devastating disease.
Unfortunately, the last direct descendant of Lincoln died in 1985

along with the genetic evidence. Dr. Ranum is trying to access
some of the remaining Lincoln DNA from tissue samples and
items splattered with his blood after his assassination in 1865.

Regardless, the University's research in ataxia has led to
the development of a battery of genetic tests, including SCA5
(Lincoln's disease) that have improved the understanding of
these diseases and the ability to identify patients with ataxia
mutations before they develop symptoms. Other University
faculty members involved in the creation of the diagnostic test
for SCA5 include Dr. John Day and Dr. Katherine Dick. The
University licensed the SCA5 test to Athena Diagnostics earlier
this year and is currently in patent prosecution.

For more information visit http://www.mmf.umn.edu/
bulletin/spring2006/features/ataxia/ataxia1.cfm.
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third of these offices are staffed with three or fewer people. But the technology transfer

marketplace is global; academic-based technologies are presented to an ever widening

array of investors and licensees. Technology transfer efforts impact every facet of society

worldwide; the outcomes from those efforts provide relief to ills, hope to the

disadvantaged, and opportunity for society to benefit in many ways. Thirty years of AUTM

and more than twenty-five years of Bayh-Dole have brought significant and measurable

benefits ranging from the products described on the pages of this report to visible

economic growth. 
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“The Child Care Collection
has had a tremendous 

impact on the growth and
development of thousands of

children and adults.”
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It has been known for decades that the first years of life are
vitally important to human growth and development. As
brain research evolves, countless studies continue to
indicate the critical connection between a child’s early
experiences and relationships, and later learning and well-
being. Thus there is a critical need to provide resources and
support to parents and teachers who are responsible for
care and education in those early years. 

Ball State University’s Teachers College responded to this
critical need by developing The Child Care Collection, a series
of multi-media, print material, training, and support services
to help families and professionals provide positive and
appropriate experiences for young children. Directed by
Christi Meredith-Arnett and Teresa Matlock, this initiative has
drawn upon the strength and expertise of numerous faculty
within the university. 

The project began in 1992 with a series of television programs that were produced
and aired on PBS to child care centers and living rooms across the country. These
programs were then rendered to VHS/DVD and distributed internationally though the
resource catalogs of professional associations. In concert with Ball State’s
commitment to diversity and minority populations, many of the resources were
translated into Spanish and shared with bilingual programs. The collection grew to be
included within the mission of the Indiana Center on Early Childhood Development, the
state clearinghouse for early childhood research housed within Teachers College. 

The state of Indiana was the early funding source for the project in 1992. Proceeds from
distribution and marketing have supported the ongoing development of the work. Available
throughout Indiana since its inception, the Collection was introduced into the national market
in 1996 through a non-exclusive license to the premier association in the field, the National
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) who continues to make the Collection
available to teachers and parents. Additional distribution takes place directly through the Child
Care Collection center at Ball State University. The Child Care Collection has had a tremendous
impact on the growth and development of thousands of children and adults. 

For additional information visit www.childcarecollection. com/index.html.

Child Care

Collection

Brings 

Quality Early

Education Home

Ball State University
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Only in fairytales can gold be spun from straw, but
University of California, Riverside engineers are working on
a process nearly as magical: a method to efficiently and
cleanly transform a variety of waste materials into fuel. A
thermochemical conversion process that can use “wet
waste” as a carbon source has been the subject of intensive
research over the last five years by Drs. Colin Hackett (who
passed away in 2005), Joseph Norbeck, and Chan Seung
Park, at the Center for Environmental Research and
Technology in the College of Engineering (CE-CERT). 

Using a laboratory-scale model reactor, the team has
shown their novel hydrogasification process can produce
synthetic diesel fuel from agricultural waste, municipal
waste, wood and coal. Realization of the technology on a
large scale offers the exciting prospect of easing the demand
for landfill for municipal waste and providing an alternative
to fossil reserves as a source of fuel gas. 

Synthetic natural gas production by gasification of carbon-based feedstock has
been studied since the 19th century, but conventional gasification process requires the
addition of hydrogen and oxygen to generate fuel. Oxygen production plants are
expensive because the oxidative reaction creates hazardous emissions that must be
detoxified. By making use of water in “wet waste” carbon sources, the CE-CERT process
avoids the need for addition of oxygen and the resulting noxious byproducts. 

With support from Viresco Energy LLC, a privately held company, a process
development unit (PDU) prototype of the reactor has been built and used to validate the
underlying concept for the new reactor design. Using coal as a source for conversion
into diesel fuel, the PDU, called LISP, is able to convert 50 pounds of feedstock into two
gallons of diesel per day. A pilot plant is in the planning stages that will have the
capacity to transform 10 tons of feed into 30 barrels of fuel per day. The next critical
juncture in the research will be to perfect a design for continuous feeding of wet waste
slurry into the reactor. Once this is achieved, plant-based matter can be used as a
carbon source, offering the prospect that municipal waste may one day be viewed as a
resource rather than a problem.

Turning Waste

into Fuel—Just

Add Water!

University of
California, Riverside
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2003–2005 2003–2005 2003–2005
2005 Cumulative Licenses & Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Program Licensing Research Total Research Options Active Invention US Patents New Patent Adjusted License
Name of Institution Start FTE Expenditures Expenditures Executed Licenses Startups Disclosures Issued Applications Gross Income Income

Univ. of Wisconsin at Madison 1925 21 $798,099,000 N.A. 216 963 4 N.A. 89 203 N.A. $49,052,238

Iowa State Univ. 1935 6 $238,838,000 $702,861,000 218 745 5 386 15 47 $11,425,091 $4,019,000

Washington State Univ. Research Fdn. 1939 3 $128,539,940 $371,233,982 9 88 N.A. 103 16 17 $2,152,864 $2,003,944

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology (MIT) 1940 15 $1,133,000,000 $3,154,354,000 93 794 20 1479 133 290 $85,094,194 $39,824,482

Kansas State Univ. Research Fdn. 1942 1 $90,309,323 $257,043,827 6 47 0 68 2 11 $2,447,903 $828,460

Univ. of Minnesota 1957 12 $548,873,000 $1,572,491,000 82 678 1 693 51 98 $129,267,137 $47,051,520

Univ. of Utah 1968 9 $297,904,964 $857,012,485 44 147 6 499 31 63 $38,539,075 $16,137,282

Colorado State Univ. 1970 3 $244,300,000 $667,978,325 7 42 2 142 2 15 $2,772,792 $1,229,700

Univ. of Southern California 1971 9 $431,800,000 $1,266,962,000 65 N.A. 7 378 35 76 $9,032,630 $2,891,273

Johns Hopkins Univ. 1973 17 $1,674,228,321 $4,730,507,259 94 803 5 1090 81 318 $25,078,567 $12,369,870

Univ. of Iowa Research Fdn. 1975 5 $334,144,000 $939,093,000 35 275 5 244 22 68 $38,595,958 $19,159,514

Boston Univ./Boston Medical Ctr. 1976 5 $336,917,253 $960,091,495 14 102 3 278 11 73 $5,691,971 $2,632,941

Univ. of Virginia Patent Fdn. 1977 6 $239,061,000 $700,757,022 61 336 7 495 8 199 $16,750,650 $6,043,493

Harvard Univ. 1977 8 $623,339,500 $1,752,878,600 58 523 7 404 44 80 $54,303,414 $27,987,375

Tufts Univ. 1978 4 $138,167,542 $384,918,071 18 63 1 135 14 23 $1,772,260 $582,337

California Inst. of Technology 1978 5 $392,275,000 $1,148,172,000 50 130 16 1702 172 562 $45,465,741 $10,220,654

Univ. of Georgia 1979 5 $316,806,000 $929,714,000 84 526 2 285 20 64 $22,651,400 $11,304,487

Research Foundation of SUNY 1979 15 $735,792,126 $2,075,229,197 84 372 6 744 35 128 $40,602,159 $13,592,373

Cornell Research Fdn., Inc. 1979 10 $561,320,000 $1,603,620,000 79 623 5 612 51 108 $14,297,600 $3,952,000

Univ. of California System 1979 63 $2,916,534,000 $8,331,611,000 265 1,654 19 3527 310 601 $222,893,000 $92,902,000

Univ. of Rochester 1980 7 $341,073,271 $924,055,271 25 76 5 393 12 225 $90,948,487 $30,470,068

Montana State Univ. 1980 3 $98,475,000 $268,475,000 27 108 1 93 1 24 $292,998 $103,636

Oregon State Univ. 1980 4 $180,309,000 $503,231,000 25 178 0 119 2 16 $4,656,209 $1,883,035

Univ. of Illinois, Chicago, Urbana 1981 19 $817,990,000 $2,416,818,000 63 308 7 803 65 134 $20,531,839 $7,115,689

Univ. of Michigan 1982 7 $778,061,728 $2,279,933,281 86 331 7 829 80 133 $33,613,266 $16,721,791

Univ. of Washington/Wash. Res. Fdn. 1983 20 $895,349,071 $2,513,668,475 109 740 4 700 40 84 $78,662,450 $29,317,473

Univ. of Florida 1983 14 $478,000,000 $1,317,969,778 66 404 13 815 54 187 $112,920,365 $40,300,000

Baylor College of Medicine 1983 14 $383,648,000 $1,095,931,000 45 418 2 352 14 47 $20,800,000 $7,498,000

Univ. of Cincinnati 1983 5 $151,452,000 $427,696,538 17 83 0 252 9 70 $2,223,015 $808,986

Brown Univ. Research Fdn. 1983 3 $144,660,000 $403,460,998 9 30 4 209 7 33 $4,502,882 $1,982,272

Univ. of Tennessee 1983 3 $244,973,309 $664,366,894 4 121 0 178 7 186 $3,098,809 $1,130,452

Medical Univ, of Ohio at Toledo 1983 1 $18,255,922 $56,014,866 1 21 0 23 0 2 $144,321 $74,805

Univ. of Dayton Research Inst. 1984 3 $68,892,237 $188,102,936 4 60 2 82 2 11 $594,130 $222,177

Univ. of Kentucky Research Fdn. 1984 2 $177,474,792 $491,217,549 13 92 4 209 15 26 $2,361,672 $856,260

North Carolina State Univ. 1984 4 $189,087,227 $767,832,227 69 533 4 573 49 N.A. $12,370,495 $2,954,674

Univ. of Oklahoma, All Campuses 1984 5 $122,673,726 $353,506,903 3 30 2 177 3 29 $907,716 $444,283
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2003–2005 2003–2005 2003–2005
2005 Cumulative Licenses & Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Program Licensing Research Total Research Options Active Invention US Patents New Patent Adjusted License
Name of Institution Start FTE Expenditures Expenditures Executed Licenses Startups Disclosures Issued Applications Gross Income Income

Medical College of Wisconsin 
Research Fndtn 1984 1 $106,582,140 $311,060,129 5 44 2 138 5 10 $1,871,669 $485,408

Tulane Univ. 1985 3 $137,006,080 $387,499,080 3 41 0 133 0 18 $25,049,533 $8,554,959

Dartmouth College 1985 2 $173,626,618 $498,185,203 12 111 2 115 6 27 $2,509,126 $889,247

Washington Univ. St. Louis 1985 5 $503,855,000 $1,395,306,000 50 1,445 3 317 20 97 $33,739,920 $11,655,363

Wake Forest Univ. 1985 3 $153,513,341 $416,055,678 10 60 1 108 8 0 $103,541,169 $49,945,169

Virginia Tech Intellectual Properties, Inc. 1985 2 $155,528,255 $532,026,719 28 253 6 371 17 58 $7,398,744 $2,496,125

Univ. of Central Florida 1985 1 $121,699,000 $355,299,630 6 17 2 223 29 80 $680,448 $163,955

Emory Univ. 1985 7 $345,698,465 $970,837,901 30 154 4 300 17 54 $621,480,104 $585,656,765

Univ. of Texas Health Science Ctr., Houston 1985 3 $154,288,996 $452,163,460 30 94 1 157 8 13 $6,097,200 $3,484,772

Arizona State Univ. 1985 5 $110,221,573 $294,866,969 28 28 5 300 25 63 $4,781,780 $2,287,170

Univ. of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 1985 6 $344,135,813 $974,672,904 47 274 2 319 26 58 $9,589,665 $1,987,551

Brigham Young Univ. 1986 4 $24,334,391 $72,297,263 18 115 4 346 2 64 $11,567,328 $3,289,914

Univ. of Pennsylvania 1986 9 $672,736,678 $1,976,894,483 83 466 9 1067 37 449 $26,266,155 $7,495,118

Univ. of Chicago/UCTech 1986 7 $375,000,000 $994,627,000 16 173 0 313 21 43 $20,048,748 $6,903,271

Idaho Research Fdn., Inc. 1986 1 $91,009,000 $269,468,000 14 43 0 110 3 11 $849,976 $425,155

Case Western Reserve Univ. 1986 10 $254,832,900 $741,640,174 26 141 4 370 16 43 $29,386,824 $8,355,516

Duke Univ. 1986 3 $510,372,000 $1,477,366,335 29 405 3 380 25 55 $10,118,073 $3,712,252

Louisiana State Univ. Agricultural Ctr. 1986 3 $58,527,493 $166,429,232 2 27 0 93 21 7 $7,087,265 $4,332,303

The UAB Research Fdn. 1987 4 N.A. N.A. 17 250 2 303 52 161 $12,852,946 $8,040,594

Clemson Univ. 1987 2 $175,127,000 $493,218,000 8 33 2 138 12 37 $6,980,051 $2,072,642

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 1987 2 $309,898,312 $881,446,543 43 197 7 326 23 31 $2,621,254 $962,516

Univ. of Hawaii 1987 5 $209,196,531 $599,515,705 15 N.A. 2 130 5 21 $2,032,025 $688,321

The Curators of the Univ. of Missouri 1987 6 N.A. N.A. 7 94 0 244 13 38 $15,217,277 $9,648,771

Utah State Univ. 1987 4 $134,223,000 $431,335,582 9 50 4 142 3 12 $1,402,145 $554,194

Univ. of Connecticut 1987 4 $169,000,000 $476,733,684 10 67 2 238 15 30 $4,046,056 $1,532,000

Purdue Research Fdn. 1988 8 $407,837,600 $1,149,437,600 79 348 6 611 27 170 $12,248,635 $4,158,682

Univ. of Arizona 1988 4 $530,233,000 $1,463,854,000 28 148 5 307 10 62 $3,215,547 $1,175,915

Michigan Technological Univ. 1988 2 $41,337,000 $107,271,000 7 65 1 137 9 0 $1,301,320 $412,354

Auburn Univ. 1988 4 $132,203,000 $394,393,500 14 45 2 207 14 56 $1,169,436 $532,585

Wayne State Univ. 1988 4 $226,331,000 $665,523,000 15 98 1 145 11 25 $19,632,246 $3,339,900

Univ. of Texas Medical Branch 1988 5 $174,254,000 $494,174,000 20 100 0 173 11 27 $2,439,588 $1,979,626

New York Univ. 1989 4 $242,833,000 $712,077,000 34 162 3 289 21 48 $3,285,983,118 $133,774,915

Penn State Univ. 1989 5 $637,911,000 $1,789,463,000 21 163 3 465 37 90 $5,704,888 $2,266,479

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore 1989 4 $404,427,715 $1,067,594,756 23 64 3 251 7 100 $531,013 $251,388

Temple Univ. 1989 2 $77,513,906 $284,220,657 14 43 2 68 16 16 $1,588,743 $417,497
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2003–2005 2003–2005 2003–2005
2005 Cumulative Licenses & Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Program Licensing Research Total Research Options Active Invention US Patents New Patent Adjusted License
Name of Institution Start FTE Expenditures Expenditures Executed Licenses Startups Disclosures Issued Applications Gross Income Income

Rutgers, The State Univ. of  NJ 1989 8 $269,092,365 $783,177,768 26 195 0 472 21 94 $15,312,091 $5,685,675

Kent State Univ. 1989 2 $13,238,384 $46,849,513 2 20 0 35 5 5 $1,692,339 $578,659

Univ. of Miami 1989 4 $286,988,000 $793,888,000 17 66 0 126 4 30 $1,009,178 $635,132

Oregon Health & Science Univ. 1989 5 $246,436,318 $698,813,151 36 198 3 292 15 37 $2,124,332 $655,586

Ohio State Univ. 1990 8 $511,500,000 $1,374,500,000 19 115 2 457 38 42 $1,890,910 $696,000

Vanderbilt Univ. 1990 7 $364,594,735 $996,280,735 49 219 4 354 23 57 $17,996,165 $4,651,054

New Jersey Inst. of Technology 1990 3 $76,920,000 $225,582,000 25 28 0 125 5 57 $476,523 $406,000

Georgia Inst. of Technology 1990 5 $420,317,170 $1,253,409,292 37 159 9 827 43 282 $9,110,056 $4,478,516

Univ. of Texas Southwestern Med. Ctr. 1990 6 $320,801,884 $913,161,423 39 305 2 300 18 16 $34,624,506 $12,526,652

Univ. of Arkansas, Fayetteville 1990 2 $97,072,799 $268,197,894 18 31 3 97 10 16 $1,025,191 $364,500

Univ. of South Florida 1990 3 $270,820,717 $781,542,792 20 86 6 356 23 76 $4,135,984 $1,548,818

Univ. of Texas Health Science ,
Ctr., San Antonio 1990 2 $142,375,000 $412,718,000 17 92 1 146 4 15 $6,271,392 $1,713,616

Ball State Univ. 1991 N.A. $25,761,332 N.A. 5 17 1 N.A. 0 3 N.A. $132,598

Univ. of Rhode Island 1991 2 $54,500,000 $167,800,000 0 6 0 52 9 46 $2,973,341 $1,066,000

Ohio Univ. 1991 2 $26,948,000 $94,397,376 1 13 0 58 5 15 $5,086,649 $2,687,000

Mount Sinai School of Medicine of NYU 1991 4 $229,500,000 $695,500,000 12 53 0 182 9 18 $25,706,760 $16,842,054

Indiana Univ. (ARTI) 1991 7 $349,916,000 $1,025,035,974 11 135 2 304 14 23 $18,617,872 $4,628,918

Univ. of Texas at Austin 1991 4 $410,981,000 $1,098,722,000 25 120 4 282 32 104 $15,745,801 $6,773,824

Univ. of Nebraska 1992 3 $307,954,816 $844,212,896 19 162 1 217 21 64 $4,603,695 $1,516,063

Univ. of Oregon 1992 4 $86,383,648 $247,659,052 30 70 3 121 4 11 $7,119,068 $3,440,256

Creighton Univ. 1992 2 $43,440,783 $113,939,823 4 12 2 56 1 9 $788,221 $269,997

Michigan State Univ. 1992 6 $333,735,000 $980,628,000 61 276 4 366 29 121 $84,399,849 $23,821,609

Univ. of Mississippi 1992 2 $46,554,000 $141,840,000 7 20 0 41 2 8 $4,453,826 $1,125,952

Carnegie Mellon Univ. 1992 5 $227,692,000 $649,147,000 32 127 6 324 33 53 $12,252,717 $4,988,285

Univ. of Pittsburgh 1992 5 $602,664,000 $1,674,606,000 58 163 8 355 20 73 $10,713,084 $4,246,193

Name Withheld 1992 6 $552,897,000 $1,458,949,000 44 425 N.A. 360 38 47 $22,383,006 $7,846,650

Rensselaer Polytechnic Inst. 1993 7 $62,160,763 $169,735,903 14 40 2 259 21 73 $382,631 $193,132

Univ. of Colorado 1993 8 $497,762,300 $1,600,905,200 60 223 9 448 13 142 $64,519,027 $27,352,470

Georgetown Univ. 1993 4 $122,672,973 $377,366,012 31 83 0 120 3 19 $1,351,080 $470,576

Univ. of North Carolina, Charlotte 1993 2 $25,112,659 $67,407,519 3 28 3 209 12 56 $100,339 $11,539

Univ. of South Carolina 1993 2 $166,157,617 $372,491,375 16 44 4 167 3 48 $687,060 $251,344

Western Kentucky Univ. 1994 0 $6,609,000 $16,601,000 2 3 0 N.A. 0 1 $62,337 $45,433

Virginia Commonwealth Univ. 1994 2 $146,105,000 $405,395,000 17 48 0 247 7 60 $2,204,680 $964,138

Univ. of Toledo 1994 1 $32,351,000 $83,556,994 11 33 2 70 3 25 $809,632 $672,802

Medical Univ. of South Carolina 1994 3 $147,747,304 $415,330,448 5 30 0 145 6 14 $2,246,787 $633,079
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2003–2005 2003–2005 2003–2005
2005 Cumulative Licenses & Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Program Licensing Research Total Research Options Active Invention US Patents New Patent Adjusted License
Name of Institution Start FTE Expenditures Expenditures Executed Licenses Startups Disclosures Issued Applications Gross Income Income

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore County 1994 2 $58,467,000 $150,776,000 7 30 0 90 1 30 $153,514 $87,817

Univ. of Kansas Medical Center 1994 2 $70,585,000 $205,685,000 2 43 0 33 3 1 $1,773,733 $219,031

Univ. of Kansas 1994 2 $120,711,000 $337,116,000 6 37 0 115 9 20 $6,683,461 $5,181,192

Univ. of Arkansas for Medical Sciences 1994 1 $112,679,510 $323,535,330 11 44 0 74 13 12 $775,513 $323,207

Drexel Univ. 1995 2 $101,914,574 N.A. 7 15 0 N.A. 3 57 N.A. $1,334,411

East Carolina Univ. 1995 2 $14,240,000 $40,056,000 2 12 0 31 4 5 $999,364 $328,579

Univ. of Montana 1995 1 $61,564,249 $166,274,720 2 15 2 9 4 1 0 $0

Univ. of South Alabama 1995 1 $19,431,000 N.A. 4 12 0 36 1 8 $1,089,834 $602,290

Univ. of New Mexico/Sci. & Tech. Corp. 1995 5 $178,702,379 $507,026,120 18 36 5 192 15 56 $1,278,111 $792,407

Univ. of Massachusetts 1995 12 $376,742,000 $1,011,488,000 50 206 1 458 15 88 $74,200,684 $28,297,467

Univ. of Akron 1995 2 $51,344,950 $150,902,785 7 33 4 131 12 42 $1,721,778 $599,405

Oklahoma State Univ. 1995 1 $102,177,306 $317,654,416 7 37 1 86 7 9 $2,323,825 $906,096

Mississippi State Univ. 1995 3 $179,825,000 $537,099,000 10 41 4 151 9 22 $1,148,296 $467,247

North Dakota State Univ. 1995 2 $103,011,000 $296,938,000 14 72 0 111 18 25 $4,663,727 $1,669,389

George Mason Univ. 1996 1 $65,133,890 $189,429,393 4 12 1 117 6 38 $141,404 $47,527

Florida Atlantic Univ. 1996 N.A. $50,202,200 $150,705,954 1 5 0 76 6 9 $287,574 $94,611

Florida State Univ. 1996 3 $191,438,051 $572,825,584 11 57 1 131 19 19 $40,886,192 $2,546,440

Univ. of Houston 1996 2 $72,364,000 $220,929,099 14 49 2 135 6 39 $1,330,071 $543,664

Univ. of Louisville 1996 3 $139,942,000 $353,066,000 8 24 3 166 4 60 $199,346 $80,924

Univ. of Delaware 1997 2 $140,100,000 $328,747,042 2 N.A. N.A. 132 11 N.A. N.A. N.A.

Catholic Univ. of America 1997 1 $18,439,000 $62,795,008 1 1 1 6 2 3 $1,633,334 $531,000

Univ. of New Hampshire 1997 2 $108,335,557 $287,770,947 12 45 1 45 2 14 $344,681 $149,232

Brandeis Univ. 1998 1 N.A. N.A. 10 34 1 35 2 6 $1,411,335 $631,100

Texas Tech Univ. 1998 1 $75,045,602 $226,021,342 7 20 1 126 6 16 $334,402 $106,795

Univ. of Vermont 1998 2 $101,653,612 $304,172,612 5 34 2 82 8 37 $457,495 $142,001

Southern Methodist Univ. 1998 N.A. $14,458,488 $37,045,352 0 0 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. $5,376 $2,788

Rice Univ. 1998 1 $73,292,333 $198,487,311 11 49 2 174 19 35 $827,109 $692,369

Univ. of North Texas Health Science Ctr. 1999 1 $22,325,471 $58,930,705 2 8 0 28 0 5 $261,380 $195,107

Univ. of Notre Dame 1999 1 $73,000,000 $197,300,000 5 10 1 118 6 47 $539,564 $116,250

LSU Health Sciences Center-New Orleans 1999 1 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 76 N.A. N.A. N.A. $194,781

Eastern Virginia Medical School 1999 1 $33,721,000 $100,320,000 5 27 1 29 0 7 $21,093,320 $20,325,000

Univ. of Texas, Arlington 1999 1 $33,826,960 N.A. 3 10 3 N.A. 2 12 N.A. $1,167,010

Duquesne Univ. 1999 1 $11,553,000 $29,453,000 7 8 1 20 1 4 $436,000 $162,000

Northeastern Univ. 2000 2 $53,236,101 $147,514,402 6 22 1 116 11 41 $3,801,093 $1,078,609

Stevens Inst. of Technology 2000 1 $28,269,936 N.A. 8 14 4 N.A. 4 11 N.A. $828,536

Wright State Univ. 2001 1 $40,327,655 $113,238,869 3 8 0 22 1 9 $147,718 $51,446
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2003–2005 2003–2005 2003–2005
2005 Cumulative Licenses & Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Program Licensing Research Total Research Options Active Invention US Patents New Patent Adjusted License
Name of Institution Start FTE Expenditures Expenditures Executed Licenses Startups Disclosures Issued Applications Gross Income Income

Medical College of Georgia Research Inst. 2001 4 $80,000,000 $228,000,000 10 13 0 79 3 23 $531,707 $79,635

Bowling Green State Univ. 2001 0 $9,746,000 $25,353,000 1 1 0 22 0 0 0 $0

Univ. of North Carolina at Greensboro 2002 1 $28,824,531 N.A. 2 6 1 49 1 4 $52,798 $20,586

Univ. of Northern Iowa 2002 N.A. N.A. N.A. 4 8 1 17 3 2 N.A. N.A.

Univ. of Alabama in Huntsville 2004 1 $110,000,000 N.A. 13 22 2 N.A. 3 13 N.A. $837,823

College of William & Mary 2005 1 $42,036,111 N.A. 1 1 0 N.A. 1 12 N.A. $0

Miami Univ. N.A. 0 $22,033,980 N.A. 6 6 0 30 1 3 $1,585,816 $633,500

Portland State Univ. N.A. 0 $37,193,755 $100,194,500 1 1 1 22 1 17 0 $0

Univ. of Nevada at Las Vegas N.A. 1 $91,714,087 $232,395,918 0 1 0 11 3 15 $50,000 $25,000

Northwestern Univ. N.A. 6 $380,817,910 $1,064,388,059 21 133 6 377 21 117 $6,744,966 $4,019,199
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2003–2005 2003–2005 2003–2005
2005 Cumulative Licenses & Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative

Program Licensing Research Total Research Options Active Invention US Patents New Patent Adjusted License
Name of Institution Start FTE Expenditures Expenditures Executed Licenses Startups Disclosures Issued Applications Gross Income Income

The Salk Inst. for Biological Studies 1969 5 $79,812,000 $227,010,000 23 239 0 71 14 13 $13,312,079 $5,248,417

Massachusetts General Hospital 1976 19 $483,252,000 $1355,667,000 140 554 5 717 56 165 $194,927,802 $94,890,630

Dana-Farber Cancer Inst. 1981 5 $187,119,539 $508,333,550 21 323 1 197 13 36 $14,188,849 $6,349,664

Sloan Kettering Inst. for Cancer Res. 1981 7 $253,221,000 $716,610,000 31 204 2 168 21 28 $216,410,815 $66,619,610

Fox Chase Cancer Ctr. 1984 1 $84,832,191 $241,251,758 23 41 0 120 5 12 $1,800,892 $612,541

City of Hope National Medical Ctr. 
& Beckman Research 1986 3 $129,020,000 $344,193,000 7 29 1 81 9 18 $177,203,672 $73,888,337

Health Research, Inc.-
NY Health Dept. - Roswell PA 1986 2 $117,813,000 $337,608,000 9 85 0 68 8 16 $6,627,300 $2,893,000

Brigham & Women’s Hospital, Inc. 1986 8 $370,693,000 $1,057,229,000 32 173 3 316 30 47 $21,873,463 $6,985,206

Mayo Fdn. for Medical 
Education and Research 1986 12 $399,000,000 $1,122,000,000 75 730 3 863 30 88 $43,847,612 $16,112,049

M.D. Anderson Cancer Ctr. 1987 12 $341,928,679 $938,105,284 19 96 0 376 22 42 $11,322,097 $3,843,883

Fred Hutchinson Cancer Res. Ctr. 1988 5 $225,800,000 $650,725,818 31 120 2 61 3 15 $5,217,560 $1,765,000

Cleveland Clinic Fdn. 1989 8 $183,713,000 $414,009,904 33 125 4 409 4 116 $15,641,111 $9,899,012

Oklahoma Medical Research Fdn. 1990 4 $41,443,080 $116,498,967 2 39 2 46 5 8 $8,243,176 $2,971,278

Children’s Hospital Boston 1991 9 $166,401,600 $410,320,161 22 159 3 332 20 42 $33,372,670 $17,574,310

Wistar Inst. 1991 2 $42,818,000 $118,254,000 8 119 0 21 2 7 $7,588,000 $3,622,000

New England Medical Ctr. 1993 1 $70,882,000 $172,548,003 5 45 0 76 7 10 $3,004,476 $1,208,887

Woods Hole Oceanographic Inst. 1993 1 $112,231,592 $321,454,448 0 7 0 11 N.A. 3 $864,163 $191,063

National Jewish Med. and Res. Ctr. 1994 2 $49,974,414 $144,428,389 22 62 1 44 1 9 $1,138,342 $319,225

St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital 1995 3 $153,558,448 $426,479,861 17 185 0 108 7 6 $4,033,482 $2,001,430

Burnham Inst. 1995 4 $66,846,000 $171,625,000 12 63 0 187 4 19 $2,633,000 $991,000

St. Elizabeth’s Medical Ctr. of Boston 1995 1 $4,200,360 $14,915,160 2 9 0 15 3 8 $679,965 $103,465

Hospital for Special Surgery 1996 1 $20,819,000 $57,019,000 4 20 2 45 3 11 $9,548,861 $3,932,377

CBR Institute 1997 2 $36,569,000 $102,297,000 4 46 0 26 4 19 $1,051,035 $299,247

Schepens Eye Research Inst. 1997 0 $22,000,000 N.A. 6 6 0 N.A. 5 4 N.A. $600,000

Children’s Hospital, Cincinnati 1997 6 $174,221,084 $454,818,449 20 44 0 113 8 62 $5,971,724 $1,961,058

Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Ctr. 1997 4 $191,123,000 $535,276,000 18 120 4 212 10 30 $6,777,690 $1,859,349

Children’s Hospital Oakland Research Inst. 2001 1 $49,913,167 N.A. 3 0 71 2 16 $961,362 $728,575

California Pacific Medical Ctr. Res. Inst. 2005 1 $21,608,052 $50,019,052 6 6 0 21 1 17 $347,425 $153,881
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Research Corporation Technologies 1987 11 $0 N.A. 35 300 0 266 6 15 $55,188,394 $8,351,774
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Full Report

Survey Year:

❑ 1991–95 ❑ 1996 ❑ 1997 ❑ 1998 ❑ 1999 ❑ 2000

Cost per Survey Year: ❑ 2001 ❑ 2002
❑ $45 Survey Participant ❑ 2003 ❑ 2004
❑ $90 AUTM Members  

❑ 2005
❑ $180 Nonmembers 

______  x  ______  =  $_________
Total number of full reports x Cost per survey year = Subtotal

Summary Report

Survey Year:
❑ 1991–95 ❑ 1996 ❑ 1997 ❑ 1998 ❑ 1999 ❑ 2000

Cost per Survey Year: ❑ 2001 ❑ 2002
❑ $15 Survey Participant ❑ 2003 ❑ 2004
❑ $30 AUTM Members 

❑ 2005
❑ $60 Nonmembers 

______  x  ______  =  $_________
Total number of summaries x Cost per survey year = Subtotal 

Total Cost of Surveys  =  $_________

Shipping (U.S. and Canada)**

1–3 surveys Add $5.00
4–10 surveys Add $10.00
Express shipping Add $25.00

Shipping ==  $_________

Total Amount Due =  $_________

** Shipments overseas and orders for more than 10 surveys will be
invoiced separately.

Shipping Information

For express shipping, please provide 

the following information: ❑ FedEx ❑ UPS ❑ DHL

Your account number: __________________________ OR

❑ Charge the shipping to the credit card listed below.

Ship to:

Name 

Institution

Address 

City/State/Postal Code 

Country

Phone Number

E-mail

Payment
❑ My check made payable to Association of University

Technology Managers is enclosed.

❑ Invoice me. Refer to PO#_______________________.

❑ Credit Card: ❑ American Express ❑ MasterCard ❑ VISA

Credit Card # Exp. Date

Signature

Billing address (if different than shipping address)::

Name 

Institution

Address 

City/State/Postal Code 

Country

Phone Number

E-mail

Mail order with check to: Association of University

Technology Managers

33661 Treasury Center, Chicago, IL 60694-3600

Fax with credit card information to: 

(847) 480-9282

Order online at www.autm.net.

Licensing Survey Order Form®

The AUTM Licensing Survey™ is a survey of U.S. and Canadian universities, hospitals, research institutions, and patent management
firms. The Survey provides objective information related to the field of academic technology transfer. The Survey results are report-
ed in a summary report and comprehensive report. The comprehensive report, referred to as the Full Report, contains the Survey
Summary and includes tables that present data obtained from individual respondents on an institution-by-institution basis.  

Participating Institutions: If your institution participated in the AUTM Licensing Survey, one copy of the Survey Summary has been
provided to your AUTM Licensing Survey representative. To obtain additional copies, please submit this order form with payment
information as requested below.



Suggested Citation

Association of University Technology Managers®, report titled, AUTM U.S. Licensing

Survey, FY 2005: A Survey Summary of Technology Licensing (and Related) Performance for

U.S. Academic and Nonprofit Institutions and Technology Investment Firms, editors Dana

Bostrom and Robert Tieckelmann. The report may also be referenced by its abbreviated

title, AUTM U.S. Licensing Survey, FY 2005 Survey Summary, editors Dana Bostrom and

Robert Tieckelmann.

Publication Availability 

For information about the price and availability of the fiscal year 2005 U.S. Survey Summary

report, fiscal year 2005 Canadian Survey Summary report or Full Report, contact AUTM

Headquarters, 60 Revere Drive, Suite 500, Northbrook, IL 60062, Phone: 847/559-0846,

Fax: 847/480-9282, info@autm.net or see the AUTM Web site, www.autm.net.

©2006–2007, The Association of University Technology Managers.
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