
From: Richard McCullough
To: Bowers, Austin; Peter Collins; Michael Alford
Subject: Re: Real Madrid vs. Barcelona @ AT&T Stadium (7/29)
Date: Friday, July 21, 2023 4:38:39 AM

Hi Austin.  

Thank you so much for the invitation.  I regret that I will not be able to make it to the game.

All the best,
Rick

Richard McCullough 
President 
Florida State University 

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Bowers, Austin <ABowers@sixthstreet.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2023 2:26:00 AM
To: Peter Collins <PCollins@ForgeCapitalPartners.com>; Richard McCullough
<rmccullough@fsu.edu>; Michael Alford <michael.alford@fsu.edu>
Subject: RE: Real Madrid vs. Barcelona @ AT&T Stadium (7/29)
 
Hi guys – can you please share the names/emails of the couple boosters guys you’re bringing / let
me know if will be 4 or 5 of you?
 
Thanks
Austin
 
Austin Bowers
Sixth Street
T: 415-486-5903 | M: 415-656-5819
abowers@sixthstreet.com | www.sixthstreet.com
 

From: Peter Collins <PCollins@ForgeCapitalPartners.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 7, 2023 11:41 AM
To: Bowers, Austin <ABowers@sixthstreet.com>; rmccullough@fsu.edu; michael.alford@fsu.edu
Subject: Re: Real Madrid vs. Barcelona @ AT&T Stadium (7/29)
 
It would be 5 if the President says yes. 
 
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Bowers, Austin <ABowers@sixthstreet.com>
Sent: Friday, July 7, 2023 11:35:07 AM
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To: Peter Collins <PCollins@ForgeCapitalPartners.com>; rmccullough@fsu.edu
<rmccullough@fsu.edu>; michael.alford@fsu.edu <michael.alford@fsu.edu>
Subject: Re: Real Madrid vs. Barcelona @ AT&T Stadium (7/29)
 
Awesome and look forward to hosting you.
 
Re: bringing a couple others that shouldn’t be a problem just let me know if it's going to be 3 or 5 of
you?
 
Austin Bowers
Sixth Street
T: 415-486-5903 | M: 415-656-5819
abowers@sixthstreet.com | www.sixthstreet.com

From: Peter Collins <PCollins@ForgeCapitalPartners.com>
Sent: Friday, July 7, 2023 5:18:26 AM
To: Bowers, Austin <ABowers@sixthstreet.com>; rmccullough@fsu.edu <rmccullough@fsu.edu>;
michael.alford@fsu.edu <michael.alford@fsu.edu>
Subject: Re: Real Madrid vs. Barcelona @ AT&T Stadium (7/29)
 
Austin –
 
Thanks for the incredible invite. I would like to come, although I’m not sure about the schedule of
others.  Not to be greedy, but would it be possible for us to bring a couple of our larger boosters
with us as well? It would be a very nice trip for them to go there with the three of us.  If it’s not
possible, that’s fine, just trying to get the most mileage out of this for the University…
 
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Bowers, Austin <ABowers@sixthstreet.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 6, 2023 6:38:55 PM
To: Peter Collins <PCollins@ForgeCapitalPartners.com>; rmccullough@fsu.edu
<rmccullough@fsu.edu>; michael.alford@fsu.edu <michael.alford@fsu.edu>
Subject: Real Madrid vs. Barcelona @ AT&T Stadium (7/29)
 
Hi guys - hope you had a great 4th with the families and we're excited for this next phase of getting
Osceola done together.
 
On a slightly unrelated note, we recently launched the Soccer Champions Tour, which is a series of
games across the US this summer (and future years) featuring some of the world's top soccer
clubs...we're doing this in partnership with Legends, Barcelona, Real Madrid, and others). 
 
We wanted to reach out and formally invite you to be our guests on 7/29 for El Classico - Real
Madrid vs. FC Barcelona at AT&T Stadium in Dallas (4pm kick-off). It should be a great time and game
- hope you can make it.
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Let us know if you are able to join and we can handle details/logistics. Speak soon.
 
Best,
Austin
 
https://sixthstreet.com/investment_announce/soccer-champions-tour-announces-new-u-s-summer-
series-featuring-real-madrid-cf-fc-barcelona-juventus-ac-milan-arsenal-and-manchester-united/
 
Austin Bowers
Sixth Street
T: 415-486-5903 | M: 415-656-5819
abowers@sixthstreet.com | www.sixthstreet.com
Please do not send text messages.

This message is intended only for the person(s) to which it is addressed and may contain privileged,
confidential and/or insider information. If you have received this communication in error, please
notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer. Any
disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action concerning the contents of this message
and any attachment(s) by anyone other than the named recipient(s) is strictly prohibited.
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From: Richard McCullough
To: Marla A Vickers; Stephen Ponder
Subject: Re: Fundraising Totals
Date: Monday, May 29, 2023 8:35:24 PM

Thank you. 

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Marla A Vickers <Marla.Vickers@fsu.edu>
Sent: Monday, May 29, 2023 8:04:10 PM
To: Stephen Ponder <Stephen.Ponder@fsu.edu>
Cc: Richard McCullough <rmccullough@fsu.edu>
Subject: Re: Fundraising Totals
 
Thanks Stephen. I know Caroline and JP are working closely on reconciling the numbers. For
the June 15th UBOT meeting, I too want to make sure I’m accurately reporting out your
numbers in our aggregated totals for all philanthropic gifts. 

President McCullough, we will send you an update as soon as we have it in the next couple of
days. 

Best,
Marla 

On May 27, 2023, at 4:00 PM, Richard McCullough <rmccullough@fsu.edu>
wrote:


Thank you so much, Stephen.   

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Stephen Ponder <Stephen.Ponder@fsu.edu>
Sent: Saturday, May 27, 2023 3:58:19 PM
To: Richard McCullough <rmccullough@fsu.edu>
Cc: Marla A Vickers <Marla.Vickers@fsu.edu>
Subject: Re: Fundraising Totals
 
Yes,   Have talked to our staff and Marla.    We are working on getting accurate
numbers.    I don’t know the reason the numbers aren’t accurate but we will get it
resolved.   I know we are well ahead of last year.   Will have an update this week.
  

Stephen Ponder 
President & CEO
Seminole Boosters
FSU

mailto:rmccullough@fsu.edu
mailto:Marla.Vickers@fsu.edu
mailto:Stephen.Ponder@fsu.edu
https://aka.ms/o0ukef
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Cell 662-832-7613
Direct 850-644-4431

On May 27, 2023, at 1:43 PM, Richard McCullough
<rmccullough@fsu.edu> wrote:


Hi Marla and Stephen.  

I hope you are both well.  I have noticed that I have signed several
significant gift agreements from the Boosters.   I know we are
trending behind last year's overall totals and would love an accurate
update on the year-to-date totals.  Any way you two can work
together to get the accurate Booster totals and the overall totals and
send me an update.  

Thank you. 

Best,
Rick

Richard McCullough, Ph.D.
President 
Florida State University 

Get Outlook for iOS

https://aka.ms/o0ukef


From: Richard McCullough
To: Peter Collins
Subject: For your reading pleasure-the appendix is most interesting
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2023 9:38:34 AM
Attachments: FY20-US-Licensing-Survey-with-Appendix-FNL.pdf

This gives you the benchmarks.   Stacey are working on it.

mailto:rmccullough@fsu.edu
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user0076d705
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A Message from 
AUTM’s Chair
The Right Innovation Model  
for Today and Tomorrow


Laura Savatski, MBA, CLP, RTTP
AUTM Chair


The COVID-19 pandemic has impacted our lives and our work in ways we could not have imagined 
just a short while ago. It has changed the way we operate, but not the way we move forward.
 
Science and technology transfer have played a key role in responding to the pandemic. With the 
outbreak of the health crisis, the work of technology transfer offices quickly moved to the battle’s 
front line. Leading science and research-based organizations led the creation of licensing guidelines 
that would ensure rapid and broad access for all humankind to the life-saving technologies — from 
ventilators to vaccines — that poured out of labs, hospitals and businesses. 
 
This rapid response was due in part to the Bayh-Dole Act, which enables organizations to advance 
federally funded innovations for the public good through effective patenting and partnership activities. 
Since its passage more than 40 years ago, the Act has spurred nearly 300 new drugs and discoveries 
that have driven the innovation economy — contributing $1.7 trillion to the US gross industrial output 
and adding more than 5.9 million jobs.1
 
At the very time we need it most, this model demonstrates once again that it works. Patents and 
licenses remain a vital piece of the innovation economy that represents a successful partnership 
among scientists, investors, businesses, policymakers and the public we all aim to serve with 
effective vaccines and treatments. The AUTM survey data illustrates how this enduring system  
drives our innovation economy, creating better jobs and saving lives here and around the world.


1 AUTM and the Biotechnology Innovation Organization, The Economic Contribution of University/Nonprofit Inventions in the United States, 1996-2017, June 2019







University research and technology transfer played a key role in responding to  
COVID-19 — delivering protective equipment to front-line workers and life-saving 
treatments to patients. That seismic event accelerated existing trends — tech transfer 
staff are handling even more deals, broadening their reach, and driving the innovation 
economy through entrepreneurial ecosystems.


The health crisis also shaped business activities of tech transfer offices, including the 
gathering of survey data. The data for fiscal year 2019 was being gathered just as the world 
began pivoting to a dramatically different environment. This reduced that year’s response 
rate. One year later, we’ve adjusted to the “new normal,” and the number of responses for 
the 2020 fiscal year report has rebounded to a more typical 197 research institutions, 18 
more than 2019. Wherever possible, we’ve framed the findings in the 2020 report within a 
long-term context.


STAFFS HANDLING MORE
While the number of licenses and options increased 26.5% since 2015, the number of licensing 
full-time staff equivalents grew just a modest 6.9% over the same period. As the number of 
deals handled by staff has expanded, so has their reach. In 2020, nearly 83% of agreements 
were non-exclusive, compared with just 66.1% five years earlier. Tech transfer offices are getting 
more creative, branching into areas like data, software and open source licenses.


DRIVING INNOVATION ECONOMY THROUGH SMALL BUSINESS
Universities are driving the innovation economy through small, entrepreneurial businesses. 
In 2020, over three-fourths of licenses and options were conducted through startups and 
small businesses. Academic discoveries led to the creation of a record 1,117 startups, 
directly impacting local economies with nearly 69% of the new businesses remaining in 
their institution’s home state. Meanwhile, the trend for large businesses — those employing 
more than 500 workers — has gone in the opposite direction. Since 2015 the number of 
agreements with large businesses declined 23.8%.   


We included just a few of the hundreds of stories available in the Better World Project that 
illustrate the impact that technology transfer offices have made on lives like yours. Those 
same tech transfer offices make this report possible by thoughtfully responding to the annual 
survey. Their data can also be found in the AUTM STATT Database.


John Miner
Chair, AUTM Metrics and Surveys Portfolio


Executive Summary
Tech Transfer Responds to  
Epic Challenges
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Living with Type 1 diabetes requires constant 
management. Due to a deficient pancreas, food 
and exercise must be manually balanced against 
blood sugar and regular insulin injections. Even 
for patients with insulin pumps and compact 
monitors, managing this life-threatening disease 
creates daily medical decisions that burden 
basic activities.


The concept of an artificial pancreas, based on a 
complex algorithmic combination of pumps and 
monitors into one closed-loop system, has for 
decades remained a far-flung hope given the reality 
that emulating organic pancreatic function presents 
impossibly complex problems.


The research team attracted early funding from the 
National Institutes of Health, the Juvenile Diabetes 
Research Foundation and UVA’s LaunchPad, 
supported by the Manning Family Foundation. This 
support enabled the development of a simulator 
that digitally replicated the human metabolic system 
in order to connect continuous glucose monitoring 
systems to insulin pumps. Preclinical trials began at 
UVA and expanded to ten other centers.


New iterations shrank the artificial pancreas 
from a bulky computer system to a wireless 
smartphone device, leading to stunning success 
in further trials. The UVA Licensing & Ventures 
Group (LVG) then licensed the technology to 
TypeZero Technologies Inc. 


“This story is representative of what is possible 
when we harness the full capacity of this 
institution to support innovation,” says Michael 
Straightiff, LVG Executive Director.


Research Expenditures


Licenses and  
Options Executed


US Patents Issued


Startups Still 
Operational


Startups Formed


Invention Disclosures


6,567


1,117


27,112


10,050


8,706$83.1 BILLION


New US Patent Applications


17,738


Tech in Your Life
Artificial Pancreas Gives Hope
University of Virginia


New Products  
Created933


The impossible became a reality 
after decades of effort from a team 
of mathematicians, engineers, 
physiologists, clinicians, alumni and 
a software startup company from the 
University of Virginia (UVA).


2020 TECH TRANSFER 
BY THE NUMBERS
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KEY FINDINGS


•  Research funding in 2020 is back on the 
growth trajectory of 2018.


•  Total research expenditures increased $11.4 
billion over 2018 to $83.1 billion, a two-year 
increase of 15.9%.


•  Federal research expenditures grew by $6.9 
billion over 2018 to $48.1 billion, a  
two-year increase of 16.7%. 


•  Industrial research expenditures rose     
$0.5 billion over 2018 to $5.5 billion, a two-
year increase of 9.9%, or 5% per year.


•  Relative distribution of sources of  
income is back in line with 2018 and  
earlier ratios — 58.0% federal, 6.6%  
industrial, 35.4% all other.


Research Expenditures ($ Billions)


Funding the work of researchers and scientists at 
colleges, universities and other research institutions is 
the first step in developing technologies that eventually 
improve our world. Funding comes from the federal 
government, industrial sponsors and other sources.


The 2020 survey showed that the apparent dip 
in federal research support in 2019 was likely an 
artifact of the decreased number of respondents and 
that federal research support for US universities by 
the federal government has grown 15.9% since 2018. 
The weakest source of research support in 2020 was 
industry, which is growing by only 5% per year. The 
federal government supplies 58% of total research 
support and industry supplies 6.6%, while all other 
sources — including state and local government, 
philanthropic and institutional — account for 35.4% 
of total support.


Research Expenditures
Fresher Ways to Fund Research


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Federal $39.2 $38.9 $39.8 $41.2 $39.1 $48.1
Industrial $4.9 $4.9 $4.8 $5.0 $5.2 $5.5
Non-Classified $22.5 $23.0 $23.6 $25.4 $32.9 $29.4
Total $66.6 $66.9 $68.2 $71.7 $77.2 $83.1


% Federal 58.9% 58.2% 58.3% 57.6% 50.7% 58.0%
% Industrial 7.3% 7.4% 7.1% 7.0% 6.7% 6.6%
% Non-Classified 33.8% 34.4% 34.6% 35.5% 42.6% 35.4%
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KEY FINDINGS


•  Overall disclosures grew 
to 27,112, a modest 3.4% 
increase from 2018.


•  Over the past five years, 
disclosures have risen 7.1%.


Invention Disclosures
Overall Disclosures Rising, but... 
The disclosure is the launching pad for evaluating new inventions, 
analyzing market potential, and developing strategies for protecting 
the intellectual property. 


Overall, the number of disclosures continued its upward trend from 
2018, but the number of disclosures reported per institution has 
remained relatively flat for the past few years. One of the bellwethers 
of the Licensing Survey has been the rate of disclosures per staff 
(full-time equivalents or FTEs) and per research funding ($10 million 
in research expenditures). These benchmarks have held steady at 
about ten disclosures per FTE and three per $10 million in research 
expenditures for the past five years. While overall disclosures 
have steadily increased since AUTM began tracking the data, 
more research may be required to identify specific challenges to 
increasing the rate of disclosures. 
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Federal Industry Non-Classified


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Federal $39.2 $38.9 $39.8 $41.2 $39.1 $48.1
Industrial $4.9 $4.9 $4.8 $5.0 $5.2 $5.5
Non-Classified $22.5 $23.0 $23.6 $25.4 $32.9 $29.4
Total $66.6 $66.9 $68.2 $71.7 $77.2 $83.1
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Disclosures


Disclosures vs. Total Research Expenditures
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Total Research Expenditures ($ Billions) Disclosures


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Invention Disclosures 
Received 25,313 25,825 24,998 26,217 25,392 27,112


Number of Responses 200 194 187 196 179 197
Average Disclosures per 
Respondent 127 133 134 134 142 138


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


Disclosures per Office Staff 10.12 10.39 9.65 10.17 9.57 9.69


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


Disclosures per $10M 
Research Expenditures 3.80 3.86 3.67 3.66 3.29 3.26
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Calyxt, a University of Minnesota startup based 
in Roseville, Minnesota, uses TALEN®, a gene-
editing technology to develop healthier and more 
sustainable crops.


The process is different from genetic modification 
since the final product does not contain foreign 
DNA. Instead, the process is similar to the natural 
mutations that happen to plants in the wild and 
mimics the effects of traditional plant breeding 
methods — only with greater precision and over a 
much shorter period.


Calyxt’s first product, and the first gene-edited 
food product on the market, was sold under 
the Calyxt brand Calyno®. Calyno is a heart-
healthy, high oleic soybean oil with zero grams of 
trans fat per serving and reduced saturated fat, 
and it delivers many functional benefits to chefs 
and consumers. Calyxt created an end-to-end 
partner-based supply chain to bring the product 
to market. The company is now selling its high 
oleic soybean seed to processors.


Building on this early success, Calyxt is focusing on 
licensing TALEN so companies can use the precision 
plant breeding technology to develop and market 
their own products. Calyxt will continue licensing the 
traits it develops directly to other companies as well 
as partnering with companies to co-develop traits. 
In addition to soybeans, the company is developing 
alfalfa with improved digestibility; high-fiber wheat; 
hemp for the protein, nutraceutical fiber and 
advanced materials markets; and winter oats.


The Technology Commercialization office at the 
University of Minnesota licensed the TALEN 
technology to Calyxt’s majority shareholder. 
UMN Technology Commercialization has 
licensed additional UMN intellectual property 
to Calyxt to provide it with additional tools and 
resources to bring products to the market.


Tech in Your Life
Harnessing the Power of Plants


 Using TALEN as a set of “molecular 
scissors,” Calyxt makes pinpoint 
changes to specific genes that lead 
to more desirable traits in plants.
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A key step in the transfer of technology is the protection of 
new inventions. Patent protection provides both economic 
opportunities for sponsoring research institutions and an 
incentive for entrepreneurs and companies to invest in 
new technologies.


Overall, 2020 appeared to be a good year for pat-
enting activities at responding institutions, with some 
particularly high points along the way. New patent 
applications, total US patent applications, and new US 
provisional patent applications all saw relatively modest 
annualized increases — less than 5% per year — when 
compared with 2018. New non-US patent application 
filings were up considerably in 2020, rising 16.3% since 
2018 or 8.2% per year. We added a new data point this 
year, filings of Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) appli-
cations, and found that nearly 5,200 PCT applications 
were filed in 2020. Issued patents strongly  
recovered this year, with an annualized increase of 
7.9% per year since 2018. Finally, nearly 60% of re-


KEY FINDINGS


•  Most patent-related metrics are up consider-
ably this year compared with 2018 and 2019.


•  New patent applications and total US  
patent applications are up 3.8% and 8.9%, 
respectively, from 2018.


•  Filings of new non-US patent applications 
are up 16.3% from 2018, and 5,198 PCT 
applications were filed in 2020. 


•  2020 saw a large increase in issued US 
patents, rising 14.2% from 2018.


•  Considering only new patent applications 
where gender data was reported, 37.6% 
of new patent filings included at least one 
woman inventor.


Patents
Again Showing Steady Growth


Patent Applications vs. Disclosures
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Issued Patents vs. Total Applications
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sponding institutions provided gender data on 
new patent applications, and of those 7,542 
new patent applications filed, 2,839 or 37.6% 
had at least one woman listed as an inventor.
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Patents
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


New Patent Applications 15,953 16,487 15,335 17,087 15,972 17,738
Total US Patent Applications 24,723 25,797 25,351 25,678 24,824 27,957
New US Provisional  
Patent Applications 11,516 12,114 11,418 11,670 11,191 12,446


New US Utility Patent 
Applications 1,672 1,391 1,381 1,991 2,152 1,991


New Non-US Patent 
Applications 1,876 2,507 2,546 3,221 3,315 3,747


US Patents Issued 6,680 7,021 7,459 7,625 7,528 8,706


Number of Responses  
to Survey 200 194 187 196 179 197


New Patent Applications  
per Respondent 80 85 82 87 89 90


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


New Patent Applications per 
Office Staff 6.38 6.64 5.92 6.63 6.02 6.34


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


New Patent Applications per 
$10M Research Expenditures 2.40 2.47 2.25 2.38 2.07 2.14
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COVID-19
Innovation Ecosystem Delivers
Life-Saving Products
When future historians study how the COVID-19  
pandemic was overcome, the role of university 
research and technology transfer will be key. From 
ventilators to vaccines, life-saving products began 
pouring out of labs, hospitals and other facilities 
within days of the declaration of a global health crisis.


Spurring this staggering activity were new 
licensing guidelines from AUTM that prioritized 
speed and access in getting innovation into 
the marketplace. The guidelines, issued in April 
2020, recommended offering time-limited, non-
exclusive, royalty-free licenses in exchange for 
a rapid and broad distribution of products and 
services addressing the pandemic. More than 95 
universities and related stakeholders have signed 
on, with many sharing their ongoing research.


“COVID put technology transfer in the spotlight like 
never before,” says AUTM CEO Stephen Susalka. 
“And it forced us to do things differently.”


The guidelines altered the tech transfer paradigm. 
“We gave them professional cover from the tradi-
tional worrying about risk factors” and striving for 
perfection before marketing a product, says Marc 
Sedam, Vice President, Technology Opportunities 
and Ventures, NYU Langone Health. Instead, “the 
message was ‘Don’t worry about the market, get 
the solutions out there.’”


This new willingness to collaborate and accept 
some risk unleashed creativity and accelerated 
the transfer process.


The University of Kentucky’s technology com-
mercialization office saw a 25% increase in 
disclosures from July through December 2020. 
The office created a COVID tech web page and 
implemented an expedited discovery evaluation. 
If a disclosure was COVID-related, “it went to 
the top of the pile,” says Ian McClure, Associate 
Vice President for Research, Innovation and 
Economic Impact.


That posed a different challenge. “We still had 
lots of technologies not related to the pandemic 
coming in,” says McClure. “And it wasn’t as if we 
had more or new resources. We focused mainly 
on the COVID-related ones, raising the question 
‘How much time is too much time to spend on 
the pandemic?’”


Darren Fast, Director of Technology Transfer at the 
University of Manitoba, says the COVID-spawned 
focus has heightened awareness of the value 
of university research, with more interest in new 
startups and collaborations.


Other post-pandemic positives include increased 
acceptance of risk, awareness of the importance 
of being adaptable, productivity gains from fewer 
face-to-face meetings and more online com-
munication, and recognition that TT success is 
possible in a remote environment.


“A healthy, well-funded, predictable, innovative 
ecosystem helped us address this pandemic,” 
says Susalka. “We have to make sure we’re 
prepared for the next one. This is not going to be 
the last pandemic.”


“ COVID broke the culture that we 
have to meet in person. People 
are more willing now to say, ‘Let’s 
click on Zoom and get it done.’” 


— Marc Sedam, Vice President, Technology   
Opportunities and Ventures, NYU Langone Health
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Deals Handled per Licensing Staff
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The next step in the commercialization process for 
protected intellectual property is licensing. The number 
of exclusive licenses executed is a leading indicator of 
licensing revenue and the commercial development of 
new products and services five to ten years later.


Tech transfer offices are doing more with less. The 
number of licenses and options has grown 26.5% 
since 2015. During that same period, licensing full-time 
staff equivalents (FTEs) grew only 6.9% — suggesting 
fewer people are available to perform core tech 
transfer tasks.


This year we asked about open source licenses and 
inter-institutional agreements (IIAs), two of the many 
types of agreements tech transfer offices handle. Not 
surprisingly, these two new metrics showed strong 
initial reporting levels: 197 open source licenses and 
1,211 IIAs. In 2020, over $383 million was paid to 
other institutions, and when coupled with the amount 
of IIAs being done, baseline data points toward strong 
inter-university collaboration. 


KEY FINDINGS


•  Tech transfer staff may be growing, but so 
are expectations of the individual, with each 
licensing staff (FTE) responsible for 8.3 
deals, up from 7 deals only five years ago. 


•  Offices managed three more new licenses 
per year compared with 2018, and 11 more 
than five years ago.


•  Licensing to small companies has swelled 
to 59% of total agreements, outperforming 
large companies and startups. 


•  Licenses to large companies have declined 
23.4% over the past five years, and 10.2% 
since 2018. 


Licenses and Options
Doing More with Less
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Licenses and Options


Reporting Year


Licensing More to Small Companies
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Startups Small Companies Large Companies Percentage of Licenses
to Small Companies


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Total Licenses and Options 7,942 7,730 7,849 9,350 9,751 10,050


Number of Responses  
to Survey 200 194 187 196 179 197


Average Licenses and Options 
per Respondent 40 40 42 48 54 51


Licensing Staff  
(Full-Time Equivalents) 1,130 1,130 1,160 1,142 1,167 1,209


Average Licenses and Options 
per Licensing Staff 7.03 6.84 6.76 8.19 8.35 8.31


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


Licenses and Options per 
$10M Research Expenditures 1.19 1.16 1.15 1.30 1.26 1.21
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Non-Exclusive vs. Exclusive Licenses/Options
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Non-Exclusive Licenses/Options Exclusive Licenses/Options


Gross License Income vs. Total Research Expenditures
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Small Offices
Small but Mighty
At his first AUTM meeting, Rodney Ridley 
encountered the “big boys” of technology 
transfer. “I must have looked like a deer in the 
headlights,” he recalls. Now, after successful 
tech transfer launches at two Pennsylvania 
universities, he co-chairs AUTM’s committee 
on successful practices in small TTOs. “I’ve 
learned how to build and run a highly successful 
and efficient small TTO at a small university,” 
says Ridley, Alvernia University’s Vice President 
and head of the O’Pake Institute for Economic 
Development and Entrepreneurship.


Yatin Karpe, Director of Technology Commer-
cialization at Rowan University in New Jersey, 
says a creative and innovative approach is key, 
while keeping in mind the operation’s limitations: 
“It’s important to know your innovation eco-
system,” including educational, technological, 
governmental and financial resources. Karpe 
has had great success with the National Science 
Foundation’s Innovation Corps program, a startup 
accelerator. Rowan’s I-Corps teams have won ten 
awards in the last three years.


Smaller schools also are more likely to utilize stu-
dents. Lakehead University boosts its five-person 


TTO staff with business-subsidized internships 
and co-op arrangements with other departments. 
Alvernia recruited and trained more than 30 stu-
dents as O’Pake Fellows last year. 


“Smaller offices cope with smaller budgets,” says 
Ellen MacKay, Director of Innovation Development 
at Canada’s Lakehead University. Her budget is 
“shoestring, compared with some, but I’m not 
having to spend my time doing invention disclosure 
triage with hundreds of applications. ... We can 
move things forward more quickly. Also, we really 
get to know our faculty. And since we understand 
their research, it’s easier to pitch it to industry.”


And that’s no small matter.


An annual competition “to promote what we’re 
doing, to get eyes on us,” is one way Ellen MacKay 
explains and enhances the role her TT office plays 
at Ontario’s Lakehead University, where MacKay is 
Director of Innovation Development.


Faculty apply to be featured in a short video about 
their work. “Who doesn’t want a professionally pro-
duced commercial about their product or research?” 
she asks rhetorically. Twenty applied this year, result-
ing in four videos for the university’s Research and 
Innovation Week celebration, now in its 16th year.


Recognizing that the publicity can spur more 
innovation, MacKay has commissioned four  
additional videos for use this year. 


It’s just one tool her office utilizes to extend its 
reach. Three years ago, Lakehead established 
its first business incubator, Ingenuity, which 
MacKay oversees along with numerous other 
entrepreneurial efforts at the university’s two 
main campuses. “There are a lot of regional clus-
ters we have to engage,” she says.


To enhance its effectiveness, Lakehead is 
undergoing a lengthy assessment of the 
strengths, shortcomings and impact of its 
economic engagement, in hopes of completing 
the Innovation and Economic Prosperity (IEP) 
Universities program. If successful, Lakehead 
will become only the second IEP-designated 
institution in Canada.


Small Offices – Lakehead University
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“ Here’s the magic: We pair 
students with community leaders 
who volunteer their time. ... And 
they form a lifelong mentor-
mentee relationship that grows 
really fast.”


 — Rodney Ridley, Vice President, COO of O’Pake 
Institute, Alvernia University 
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Products
Where It All Comes Together
The arrival of new products in the marketplace is 
the culmination of successful tech transfer, from 
idea, research and development to intellectual 
property protection and licensing — a strategic, 
collaborative and often complicated process led  
by tech transfer professionals.


KEY FINDINGS


•  The number of new products increased to 
933, up 12.7% from 2018 and approaching 
the historic high of 965 in 2014.


•  The number of new products per respon-
dent is down 6.9% from 2018 levels and 
down considerably from the historic high of 
7.5 new products per respondent in 2014.


•  As research expenditures have increased 
dramatically, the number of new products 
normalized to research expenditures has 
fallen slightly from 2018 levels.


New Products
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


New Products 879 798 755 828 711 933


Number of Responses to 
Survey Question 129 133 125 139 152 168


Average New Products per 
Respondent 6.81 6.00 6.04 5.96 4.68 5.55


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


New Products per  
Office Staff 0.35 0.32 0.29 0.32 0.27 0.33


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


New Products per $10M 
Research Expenditures 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.11
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Imagine having cataracts, then finding a way 
to see — at all ranges — without contacts or 
glasses. In the past, cataract surgeries offered 
clarity for only two distances: near and far. What 
about the intermediate range?


A University of Arizona optical scientist has 
realized this vision by designing implantable 
cataract replacement lenses that allow for 
midrange sight. The lenses were developed 
by Jim Schwiegerling, a professor in the 
Department of Ophthalmology and Vision 
Science in the James C. Wyant College of 
Optical Sciences.


As we age, the precisely structured proteins 
that create the eye’s naturally transparent lens 
begin to clump, causing cataracts that cloud 
vision. The routine solution to this problem has 
been surgery to replace our natural lenses with 
artificial intraocular lenses. But today’s bifocal 
intraocular lenses offer clarity for only close up 
and far away.


“With the prevalence of screens in the modern 
day, people want that extra intermediate 
distance,” Schwiegerling says.


With support from Tech Launch Arizona 
(TLA), the UArizona office that commercializes 
inventions created from research, patents 
were filed and granted to the Arizona Board of 
Regents. TLA then partnered with Alcon, one 
of the world’s largest producers of intraocular 
lenses, providing the company a license to use 
the UArizona technology in its products.


Besides offering better eyesight through a third 
focal distance, the lenses can also let more 
light into the eye, which creates sharper, higher 
contrast images.


Schwiegerling (pictured at right) discovered he had 
cataract in one eye before receiving an implant.


“I’m a user and not just a maker,” he says. “I 
am thrilled with being able to do my outdoor 
activities, work at the computer and read without 
being encumbered by glasses. I see like I am 
young again.”


Tech in Your Life
Realizing a Vision
University of Arizona


Half a million people around the 
world have now received the 
trifocal Alcon lenses.
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“ Opportunity is the overarching 
word for why we should have 
more inclusion. Hearing [new] 
voices means more opportunity 
for economic growth, leading to a 
more productive, happier society.”
— Megan Aanstoos, Licensing and New Ventures 
Manager, Kentucky Commercialization Ventures


Equity, Diversity & Inclusion
Creating More Opportunities for Everyone


Jennifer Shockro and Megan Aanstoos want 
to put an end to “Lost Einsteins.” That’s the 
term researchers coined for people from 
underrepresented groups who would have had 
impactful inventions had they become inventors.


“If you’re only talking to a small proportion of 
inventors at your school, of course you’re missing 
out,” says Shockro, who heads AUTM’s Women 
Inventors Special Interest Group and is Assistant 
Director for Technology Transfer at the California 
Institute of Technology.


“We’ve made more strides in the last few 
years than in the previous 100, but we’re not 
doing a good-enough job,” adds Aanstoos, 
chair of AUTM’S EDI Committee and Licensing 
and New Ventures Manager with Kentucky 
Commercialization Ventures.


At the current pace, researchers estimate it will 
take more than a century to reach gender parity 
in innovation. And with Whites three times more 
likely than Blacks to become inventors, that’s 
another uphill climb.


The biggest challenge is education.
“If you don’t see someone like yourself in 
technology transfer, you’re less likely to 
participate,” AUTM CEO Stephen Susalka says.


AUTM now has the most diverse board in its 
history. And this summer the association initiated 
a two-year pilot program called “Emerging 
Members.” Aimed at improving technology transfer 
outcomes, the program pairs mentors with 
participants from Minority-Serving Institutions to 
provide education and connectivity.


“We’re targeting groups historically left out of 
the conversation and providing a safe space to 
communicate and grow together,” says Aanstoos. 
“It’s important for those voices to play a role in the 
future of tech transfer and of AUTM.”


Noting that his school is implementing an 
institutional inclusion action plan, J.P. Heale, 
Managing Director of the University-Industry 
Liaison Office at the University of British 
Columbia, also emphasized the role of individuals. 
“We all have implicit biases and need to be 
mindful of that” when hiring and working with 
innovators, he says.


Shockro says that having diverse role models and 
mentors in STEM — and technology transfer — is 
important. “It makes the dream seem that much 
more achievable,” she says.


Heale highlights the importance of this: “To 
only develop products with one segment of the 
population doesn’t serve the community as a whole. 
And we’re trying to lift up society as a whole.”IL
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It’s a new era for the AUTM Board of Directors. Not 
only is it the most diverse in the Association’s history, 
but it also has its first member from an HBCU.


Almesha Campbell is Assistant Vice President 
for Research and Economic Development 
at Jackson State University. After 12 years 
there, she knows firsthand the research and 
technology challenges facing Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities and other institutions 
serving underrepresented populations.


When AUTM announced a two-year pilot 
program for mentoring emerging research 
institutions, Jackson State was quick to sign up.


Fewer than ten of the more than 100 HBCUs have 
technology transfer offices, Campbell says, fueling 
her commitment to diversity in this area. 
Campbell hopes to use the pilot program to  


learn more about licensing and university-
industry partnerships.


Reis Alsberry, Director of Technology Transfer 
at Florida A&M University, another pilot school, 
says that because HBCUs lack the resources and 
networking opportunities of other universities, 
they’ve been less successful. “We’re behind in 
playing the technology transfer game,” he says, 
“and we’re trying to close the gap.”


HBCUs
Mentoring Emerging Research Institutions


“ All program participants benefit 
from expanded access to a  
more inclusive, diverse tech 
transfer community.”


— Almesha Campbell, Assistant VP for  
Research and Economic Development,  


Jackson State University
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Startups
Continued Growth
Startups continue to be a core focus of university 
technology transfer offices, but after a decade of 
steady growth, there are signs that investors and 
TTOs may be becoming more selective. 


The 2020 Survey showed that the pandemic took 
a toll on both startup formation and survival. The 
number of newly formed startups resumed its 
upward trend after plateauing in 2017 and 2018 and 
declining in 2019, which was probably an artifact of 
the low response rate; however, the growth since 
2015 is only 10.4% or just over 2% per year. 


Startups went out of business at a high rate in 
2020. The number operational at the end of 2020 
decreased by 158 from the end of 2019, which was 
probably artificially low. With 1,117 new startups 
formed in 2020, this means at least 1,275 earlier 
startups went out of business in 2020, double the 
average rate of the previous four years.


KEY FINDINGS


•  Startups formed grew by 37 over 
2018, a two-year increase of 3.4% or 
1.7% per year.


•  68.9% of the startups formed were located 
in their home state, continuing the prefer-
ence for staying close to their originating 
institution.


•  Startups still in operation increased by 49 
from 2018, a two-year increase of 0.8%.


•  On average, each respondent formed 5.67 
startups in 2020, one startup for every   
$83 million in total research expenditures.


Startups
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Startups Formed 1,012 1,024 1,080 1,080 1,040 1,117
Startups in Home State 735 752 782 749 763 770
Startups Still Operational at 
End of Year 5,057 5,237 6,050 6,518 6,725 6,567


Number of Responses  
to Survey 200 194 187 196 179 197


Average Startups Formed per 
Respondent 5.06 5.28 5.78 5.51 5.81 5.67


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


Startups Formed per  
Office Staff 0.40 0.41 0.42 0.42 0.39 0.40


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


Startups Formed per $10M 
Research Expenditures 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.13 0.13
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Startups vs. Total Research Expenditures
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Benchmarking
How Does Your Institution Measure Up?
We know that survey contributors already use the 
historical data to see how their institutions stack up. 
So, using research expenditures to level the playing 
field, we’re taking a closer look at how tech transfer 
operations tick for different peer groups.


WHAT TO MEASURE
For the benchmarking report, we selected five of the 
most common measurements that broadly capture 
the overall performance of tech transfer offices. A 
sixth key measurement, research expenditures,
was used to organize the data into peer groups.
• Invention Disclosures
• New Patent Applications
• Licenses and Options


• Gross Licensing Income
• Startups Formed


SELECTING PEER GROUPS
Another important consideration in cross-institution 
benchmarking is identifying appropriate peers. We use 
the HERD report to divide the population into categories 
based on research funding. Each year the National 
Science Foundation (NSF) conducts the comprehensive 
Higher Education Research and Development (HERD) 
Survey. This annual census collects information on 
R&D expenditures from more than 900 degree-granting 
institutions that spent at least $150,000 in R&D during 
the fiscal year. These institutions accounted for more 
than 99% of the total R&D expenditures reported.


Peer Group Comparison


Peer Groups Invention 
Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications


Licenses and 
Options


Gross Licensing 
Income Startups Formed


HERD 
Rank


Total Research 
Expenditures


Group 
Size Average Median Average Median Average Median Average Median Average Median


1 More than 
$469,682,000 57 319.9 250 221.1 123 101.4 83 $40,448,421 $13,919,427 12.8 10


2 $212,823,000 to 
$469,682,000 43 112.4 112 61.0 49 32.6 23 $9,678,221 $2,480,057 3.9 3


3 $102,823,000 to 
$212,823,000 30 55.4 54 45.5 32 22.8 12 $5,301,075 $1,568,218 3.2 3


4 $46,253,000 to 
$102,823,000 22 30.8 29 15.3 8 57.8 5 $1,277,813 $195,931 1.4 1


5 $24,194,000 to 
$46,253,000 19 17.5 12 14.0 8 5.5 3 $654,114 $25,844 1.4 1


6 $8,011,000 to 
$24,194,000 7 16.0 6 7.7 5 2.0 2 $163,989 $15,000 0.6 0


Overall 178 145.2 78 96.9 44 52.0 22 $16,418,223 $2,283,067 5.9 3







About the Survey
AUTM invited 312 US institutions —universities and colleges, hospitals and 
research institutions, national laboratories and third-party technology investment 
firms — to participate in the AUTM 2020 US Licensing Activity Survey. AUTM 
received 197 completed surveys, for a response rate of 63%. The numbers from 
these institutions reflect the significant role played by technology transfer in 
today’s innovation economy.


Most of the data collected in this survey is also available in AUTM’s Statistics 
Access for Technology Transfer (STATT) Database. To access this searchable 
database of 30 years of academic licensing data, visit www.autm.net/statt.


Suggested Citation
AUTM report titled AUTM US Licensing Activity Survey: 2020, A Survey Report 
of Technology Licensing (and Related) Activity for US Academic and Nonprofit 
Institutions and Technology Investment Firms can also be referenced by its 
abbreviated title, AUTM US Licensing Activity Survey: 2020, editors Grant  
Allard, John Miner, Dustin Ritter, Paul Stark and Ashley Stevens.
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About AUTM
AUTM is the nonprofit leader in efforts to educate, promote and inspire 
professionals to support the development of academic research that changes 
the world and drives innovation forward. Our community comprises more than
3,000 members who work in more than 800 universities, research centers, 
hospitals, businesses and government organizations around the globe.



http://www.autm.net/statt
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Thank You to Our Sponsor



https://navigator.innovation.ca/?utm_source=AUTM&utm_medium=Ad&utm_campaign=Navigator-AUTM-Ad-EN-May2021
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Running 
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Adjusted Gross 
Income


Albert Einstein 
College of Medicine  
Inc.


University 1985 4 $200,763,240 26 5 $9,518,848 52 20 4 20 $120,746


Arizona State 
University University 1985 10.33 $673,357,244 35 43 $801,741 306 232 19 361 135 $69,716 $787,348


Auburn University University 1988 2.6 $255,281,000 14 8 $4,609,824 60 48 1 105 17 $4,083,720 $4,609,824


Augusta University University 2001 2 $103,961,000 5 1 $562,239 51 72 1 55 11 $151,269 $562,239


Baylor College of 
Medicine


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1983 6 $497,471,562 50 2 $53,123,532 95 67 2 941 18


Baylor University University 5 9 64 1


Beth Israel Deaconess 
Medical Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1997 5 $250,000,000 16 13 $3,427,901 57 146 12 31 $3,357,791


Boise State University University 2009 1.75 $29,828,258 19 0 $15,996 22 13 0 34 5 $0 $15,996


Boston Children’s 
Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1991 7 $423,217,000 37 9 $21,075,499 149 76 3 434 69 $5,490,541 $17,726,055


Boston University University 1976 8 $600,502,991 15 7 $1,471,923 113 190 3 118 53 $781,089 $1,366,087


Bowling Green State 
University University 2001 0 $18,729,000 2 0 $11,000 10 7 0 10 1 $11,000 $11,000


Brandeis University University 1998 3 $57,029,000 0 0 $3,931,331 49 5 1 34 20 $3,679,400 $3,852,749


Brigham & Women’s 
Hospital Inc.


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1986 9 $667,428,231 93 26 $31,145,259 237 839 2 665 56 $24,120,004 $21,653,466


Brigham Young 
University University 1986 4 $38,569,000 58 0 $2,598,857 73 7 84 $1,914,799 $2,598,857


Brown University University 1981 3 $204,856,037 5 1 $1,880,000 56 111 3 36 27 $1,570,000 $1,880,000


California Institute of 
Technology University 1995 10 $475,000,000 77 17 $6,960,388 170 188 12 461 193 $466,963 $6,940,389


Carnegie Mellon 
University University 1992 8.75 $307,728,726 82 3 $6,442,048 359 255 6 745 49 $2,336,349 $6,417,194


Case Western Reserve 
University University 1986 6 $382,334,005 39 22 $2,329,084 163 74 7 109 $634,839 $2,042,913


The Catholic 
University of America University 1997 0.2 $23,741,615 1 1 $0 5 2 1 2 3 $0 $0
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Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1991 5.5 $202,554,163 18 4 $30,200,000 79 49 1 120 38 $19,100,000


Children’s Hospital, 
Cincinnati


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1997 9 $400,000,000 18 1 $779,767 142 60 1 234 33 $326,127


Children’s Hospital of 
Philadelphia


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1991 5 $506,591,271 26 3 $6,242,624 103 43 2 13 $815,490 $6,165,497


City of Hope National 
Medical Center & 
Beckman Research 
Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1986 5 $539,182,000 9 2 $165,523,000 80 71 3 83 $147,800,000


City University of New 
York University 2006 2.5 6 2 41 20 10


Clemson University University 1987 3 $263,403,000 10 3 $315,578 69 14 5 66 12 $7,138 $312,078


Cleveland Clinic
Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1989 16 $317,000,000 35 8 $6,109,810 205 74 6 344 106 $4,253,880 $6,109,810


Cleveland State 
University University 2010 1 $78,189,000 3 2 $154,800 7 12 2 35 1 $80,000 $154,800


Cold Spring Harbor 
Laboratory University 1985 3 $156,517,804 5 0 $3,214,379 4 5 1 190 4 $1,983,955


Colorado School of 
Mines University 2005 1 $7,725,000 8 3 $155,200 46 27 2 43 17 $155,200


Colorado State 
University University 1970 3 $407,300,622 15 8 $2,085,946 116 87 5 228 40 $1,660,553 $2,085,946


Columbia University University 1982 11.5 $904,515,259 97 26 $43,517,319 408 265 19 113 $17,225,915 $30,692,921


Cornell University University 1979 10 $1,190,000,000 62 7 $15,364,797 521 188 14 1,033 127 $9,960,593 $14,208,910


Dana-Farber Cancer 
Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1981 20.5 $361,529,872 42 5 $12,871,647 155 112 5 485 87 $7,974,474 $12,531,267


Drexel University University 1995 5 $135,490,082 9 8 $401,689 84 41 4 36 $193,704 $401,689


Duke University University 1986 12 $1,044,762,000 78 27 $65,267,643 405 178 17 705 99 $57,164,740 $65,134,389


East Carolina 
University University 1995 2 $57,903,000 11 1 $170,177 39 6 2 30 5 $57,572 $170,177
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Emory University University 1985 9 $660,682,468 43 5 $13,919,427 263 106 7 346 54 $11,808,475 $13,790,138


Florida Agricultural 
and Mechanical 
University


University 1997 3 $49,895,216 2 0 $10,300 6 3 0 14 6 $300 $10,300


Florida Atlantic 
University University 2001 1 $50,167,699 2 1 $151,337 24 4 1 14 3 $147,737 $151,337


Fred Hutchinson 
Cancer Research 
Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1988 9 $556,557,487 59 3 $4,256,709 182 39 5 337 24 $2,285,746 $4,256,709


The General Hospital 
dba Massachusetts 
General Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1976 19 $1,012,905,768 163 48 $142,906,417 384 1,482 3 1,534 149 $132,238,638 $131,648,735


George Mason 
University University 1996 $200,000,000 6 0 $172,000 40 44 4


George Washington 
University University 2003 2 $270,368,356 5 4 $21,205,525 79 48 3 30 25 $384,309 $21,205,525


Georgetown 
University University 1993 6 $258,662,009 6 5 $521,861 47 69 4 82 26 $219,097 $521,847


Georgia State 
University University 2007 1.5 $202,451,000 3 3 $18,610 22 7 3 16 $0


H. Lee Moffitt Cancer 
Center & Research 
Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2003 3.5 $226,682,077 12 5 $374,131 46 39 1 67 35 $11,091 $369,246


Harvard University University 1977 9 $898,000,000 57 33 $58,687,376 443 208 14 1,092 178 $13,608,131 $54,538,094


Indiana University University 1991 6.5 $576,582,396 18 2 $5,593,332 149 126 3 107 52 $5,144,682 $3,292,521


Iowa State University University 1935 8.58 $395,950,748 40 6 $3,073,864 176 50 4 337 56 $2,927,353 $3,073,864


Johns Hopkins 
University University 1973 20.88 $1,769,737,990 91 4 $27,395,520 465 335 11 1,053 172 $10,577,123 $26,154,534


Johns Hopkins 
University Applied 
Physics Laboratory


University 1999 6 $1,767,549,453 63 13 $691,958 442 68 4 259 30 $499,034 $691,958


Kansas State 
University Research 
Foundation


University 1942 5.2 $213,900,000 32 4 $2,988,037 74 30 1 161 27 $685,097 $2,891,970


Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory


National 
Lab 1986 6.25 $2,329,000,000 72 4 $5,730,997 126 260 1 426 97 $2,596,784
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Louisiana State 
University System University 1986 9 $356,036,000 52 4 $8,553,734 197 49 7 254 44 $7,984,967 $7,944,244


Louisiana Tech 
University University 2000 1 $26,584,611 1 2 $149,293 13 8 1 14 5 $144,000 $142,918


Marquette University University 1999 1.5 $37,136,000 0 1 $8,100 10 16 0 9 3 $1,100 $8,100


Massachusetts 
Institute of 
Technology


University 1940 21 $1,877,773,000 127 40 $87,000,000 869 446 32 1,479 433 $73,000,000 $68,700,000


Mayo Foundation for 
Medical Education 
and Research


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1986 23.04 $930,000,000 135 14 $117,885,888 598 110 14 1,123 108 $95,362,454 $106,785,046


Medical College of 
Wisconsin Research 
Foundation


University 1984 2 $307,519,000 13 1 $294,000 50 25 3 61 10 $0 $294,000


Medical University of 
South Carolina University 1994 4 $271,300,000 12 7 $1,010,541 156 38 3 61 20 $911,439 $1,010,541


Memorial Sloan 
Kettering Cancer 
Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1981 12 $780,000,000 145 2 $265,284,478 122 65 5 67 $191,090,158 $264,803,295


Michigan State 
University University 1992 10 $713,197,000 43 7 $4,345,836 186 69 5 396 63 $2,402,858 $4,305,387


Michigan 
Technological 
University


University 1988 1 $77,927,423 13 4 $221,391 26 11 1 193 7 $0 $221,391


Mississippi State 
University University 1985 3.75 $264,526,000 10 0 $164,000 23 11 3 62 1 $114,000 $164,000


Montana State 
University University 1980 2.15 $148,296,069 12 24 $711,187 23 22 3 298 13 $653,690 $711,187


Morgan State 
University University 2016 2 $17,193,000 1 2 $15,000 27 20 2 6 3 $0 $15,000


Mount Sinai School of 
Medicine University 1991 12.66 $610,200,059 83 10 $77,120,430 152 88 5 313 17 $10,955,100 $73,687,846


Nationwide Children’s 
Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2008 5 $195,264,406 24 8 $18,986,052 102 30 3 88 12 $16,746,881 $18,814,992


New York University University 1989 7 $724,643,000 75 4 $15,274,685 221 62 17 678 72 $12,872,117 $15,064,306
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Nicholls State 
University University 2009 0 $12,000,000 0 0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0


North Carolina A&T 
State University University 2000 0.5 $36,151,000 1 0 $15,000 11 7 0 2 6 $0 $15,000


North Carolina State 
University University 1984 6 $546,000,000 82 63 $4,428,267 276 112 17 1,491 63 $2,986,789


North Dakota State 
University University 1995 1 $155,644,000 54 2 $2,272,966 31 6 0 362 8 $2,262,766 $2,260,582


Northeastern 
University University 2000 2.5 $180,000,000 4 4 $615,094 119 218 14 48 42 $300 $615,094


Northern Arizona 
University University 2008 1 $64,456,000 3 0 $25,562 43 17 1 18 17 $5,562 $5,562


Northern Illinois 
University University 1988 1 $25,420,000 1 1 $10,000 7 4 1 4 6 $0 $7,000


Northwestern 
University University 1990 10.8 $667,855,333 84 14 $105,321,475 240 202 11 390 235 $98,408,043 $9,201,361


Ohio State University University 1990 9 $968,259,897 55 16 $5,666,824 367 398 12 290 72 $1,801,884 $5,664,931


Ohio University University 1991 2 $51,914,000 2 1 $3,010,452 29 41 1 8 14 $2,890,452 $3,010,452


Oklahoma State 
University University 1995 3 $209,699,942 3 3 $2,851,646 36 19 2 84 18 $2,686,078 $2,677,733


Oregon Health & 
Science University University 1989 5.91 $445,064,548 105 24 $4,660,952 149 56 7 569 30 $594,361 $4,551,449


Oregon State 
University University 1980 4 $268,385,000 39 12 $3,800,619 100 40 9 586 26 $3,446,084 $3,800,619


Penn State University University 1989 6.5 $1,007,929,000 13 1 $1,709,235 196 149 2 178 49 $724,046 $1,649,549


Portland State 
University University 2005 2 $61,490,222 14 5 $1,323,174 19 6 4 21 0 $6,699 $1,319,339


Princeton University University 1986 5 $369,600,781 16 9 $134,338,003 124 139 6 80 57 $12,777,000 $128,484,945


Puerto Rico Science, 
Technology and 
Research Trust


University 2017 2 $121,074,000 2 2 $80,164 26 9 0 5 3 $0 $80,164


Purdue Research 
Foundation University 1988 14 $695,247,000 102 46 $12,179,190 408 229 22 180 $6,824,531







INSTITUTION KEY METRICS OTHER BENCHMARKS


AUTM 202020  Licensing Activity Survey Appendix


Institution Name
Institution 


Type
Program 


Start


Licensing 
Full-Time 


Equivalents
Total Research 
Expenditures


Total 
Licenses


Total 
Options


Gross License 
Income Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications Startups


Active Licenses 
and Options


Issued 
Patents


Running 
Royalties


Adjusted Gross 
Income


The Research 
Foundation for The 
State University of 
New York


University 1979 18.5 $1,053,711,982 48 16 $6,721,085 244 144 17 509 70 $5,198,340 $6,692,429


Rice University University 1998 3 $149,070,271 14 3 $2,207,945 78 40 5 48 15 $12,496 $1,759,260


Rochester Institute of 
Technology University 2001 1 $42,180,000 2 0 $348,000 16 15 1 19 8 $108,000 $348,000


Rockefeller University University 1989 8 $318,405,999 63 4 $57,512,998 60 7 0 400 18 $28,586,742 $41,886,331


Rosalind Franklin 
University of Medicine 
and Science


University 2004 1 $14,601,000 0 1 $50,000 5 4 0 3 4 $0 $50,000


Rowan University University 2013 2 $36,400,000 3 0 $197,475 23 43 2 9 6 $72,474 $197,475


Rutgers, The State 
University of New 
Jersey


University 1989 12 $720,030,000 62 4 $16,174,744 179 108 7 1,189 59 $11,803,529 $14,552,291


St. Jude Children's 
Research Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1995 3 $478,000,000 10 0 $8,182,408 43 21 0 242 20 $6,921,352 $8,042,194


The Salk Institute for 
Biological Studies


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1982 3 $122,009,000 11 1 $5,177,397 41 27 0 188 12 $4,072,433 $4,513,816


San Diego State 
University University 1997 2 $53,629,408 7 0 $491,383 40 22 1


Seattle Children’s 
Research Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2017 3 $167,000,000 8 3 $1,814,923 57 148 3 22 7 $87


Southern Illinois 
University University 1993 3 $59,854,000 1 0 $1,297,657 15 7 0 22 2 $1,236,348 $1,278,457


Stanford University University 1970 19 $1,900,000,000 91 30 $114,022,678 582 419 22 268 $41,017,945 $111,930,640


Stevens Institute of 
Technology University 2000 0.4 $38,253,465 4 2 $130,000 29 26 3 5 18 $0 $101,875


Temple University 
System University 1984 5 $299,707,000 18 2 $1,191,573 91 31 3 269 22 $190,732 $1,191,573


Texas A&M University 
System University 1992 7 $1,130,803,000 41 26 $6,990,277 357 148 6 566 60 $5,677,172 $6,862,129
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Texas Tech University 
System University 1998 2 $238,018,000 4 16 $910,985 112 39 4 75 23 $389,098 $910,985


Tufts Medical Center
Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1993 1 $72,498,000 1 1 $119,863 9 6 1 32 4 $2,709 $91,430


Tufts University University 1978 7 $193,009,959 7 5 $2,118,948 68 33 3 99 29 $1,440,405 $2,087,646


The UAB Research 
Foundation University 1987 4.5 44 0 $4,519,458 85 32 5 662 19 $2,207,931 $4,408,079


University Hospitals 
of Cleveland


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2010 $177,000,000 11 6 $1,129,000 93 91 3


University of Akron University 1995 0.6 $23,496,576 10 0 $60,580 40 74 7 49 40 $580 $60,580


University of Alabama 
in Huntsville University 1999 1 $111,994,263 2 3 $208,885 64 18 0 14 10 $194,615 $208,885


University of Arizona University 1988 9.25 $760,975,000 79 16 $7,333,122 263 119 19 446 87 $3,718,667 $7,216,102


University of 
Arkansas, Fayetteville University 1990 6 $165,887,000 68 7 $2,293,168 75 50 5 350 20 $2,288,168 $2,293,168


University of 
California System University 1979 93.25 $7,291,419,000 277 46 $107,945,000 1,624 1,532 98 2,477 590 $56,238,000 $102,568,000


University of Central 
Florida University 1985 5 $239,343,000 27 1 $1,769,577 117 70 2 133 37 $1,099,455 $1,769,577


University of Chicago University 1986 3 $400,951,085 22 6 140 83


University of 
Cincinnati University 1983 4.3 $262,444,482 17 6 $791,235 148 4 213 36 $69,823 $714,665


University of Colorado 
System University 1993 12.5 $996,614,816 58 35 $24,310,790 330 559 22 1,102 80 $21,892,390 $24,230,897


University of 
Connecticut University 1987 3.5 $280,131,000 6 8 $838,713 102 55 3 121 24 $133,214 $808,312


University of Delaware University 1997 4 $171,533,306 5 0 $606,539 47 66 2 37 12 $606,539 $606,539


University of Denver University 2004 1 $37,300,000 0 0 $1,000 2 4 0 2 2 $1,000 $1,000


University of Florida University 1983 13.5 $755,113,407 228 44 $58,695,546 383 266 16 2,308 154 $46,882,656 $58,453,994


University of Georgia University 1979 6.7 $495,136,000 131 61 $10,263,648 195 54 6 1,380 50 $9,372,848 $10,120,050


University of Hawaii University 1987 4 $296,887,000 12 1 $220,647 65 23 1 142 10 $163,526 $191,514


University of Houston University 1996 3 $200,000,000 4 8 $59,116,380 78 94 3 120 42 $58,961,380 $59,116,380


University of Idaho University 1986 2 $112,810,458 4 0 $3,355,358 34 11 6 49 4 $3,353,289 $3,017,684
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University of Illinois, 
Chicago, Urbana-
Champaign


University 1981 15 $1,101,323,000 99 17 $54,232,350 401 111 14 669 101 $50,403,651 $54,183,014


University of Iowa 
Research Foundation University 1975 2.5 $490,133,594 32 5 $1,568,369 95 41 3 208 24 $633,933 $1,566,368


University of Kansas University 1994 5 $275,401,741 28 7 $8,087,081 62 38 4 145 27 $6,577,810 $8,081,011


University of Kentucky 
Research Foundation University 1984 10 $350,012,433 5 12 $2,943,622 117 71 5 147 38 $2,558,505 $2,909,289


University of 
Louisville University 1996 3.2 $198,818,000 11 7 $455,280 80 40 7 71 17 $74,702 $455,280


University of Maine University 2002 8 $138,194,536 8 $519,019 24 16 4 12


University of 
Massachusetts 
System


University 1995 10 $686,981,000 26 10 $24,044,080 180 119 6 297 85 $16,819,750 $18,831,599


University of Miami University 1989 2.6 $380,100,000 26 4 $16,021,580 163 62 2 192 11 $14,069,741 $15,727,830


University of 
Michigan University 1982 18 $1,683,885,431 214 54 $14,524,196 522 252 31 796 163 $8,857,246 $12,920,420


University of 
Minnesota University 1957 22.5 $1,070,467,000 178 57 $14,060,990 397 154 19 930 119 $8,273,538 $13,675,569


University of 
Mississippi University 1992 3.5 $61,987,851 0 0 $517,903 27 7 0 17 4 $95,403 $287,106


University of 
Missouri, all 
campuses


University 1987 7.8 $431,474,184 59 13 $13,206,552 135 40 2 411 42 $1,444,711 $12,930,879


University of Nebraska 
Medical Center University 1992 10.88 $435,889,516 44 11 $6,977,503 212 128 6 219 56 $5,829,197 $6,824,271


University of Nevada 
at Reno University 2000 2 $159,790,000 5 3 $384,732 35 13 5 30 11 $316,810 $384,732


University of New 
Hampshire University 1997 4.75 $156,901,000 143 6 $1,321,512 58 3 0 843 3 $257,611 $1,310,530


University of New 
Mexico/Sci. & Tech. 
Corp.


University 1995 5 $243,375,266 15 32 $52,341,706 127 77 4 68 46 $242,353 $52,093,676


University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill University 1985 10 $865,394,712 48 10 $5,518,421 170 95 4 492 51 $981,449 $5,392,159


University of North 
Carolina, Charlotte University 1993 2 $46,739,879 3 2 $101,110 34 58 4 40 16 $67,860 $101,110
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Institution 


Type
Program 


Start


Licensing 
Full-Time 


Equivalents
Total Research 
Expenditures


Total 
Licenses


Total 
Options


Gross License 
Income Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications Startups


Active Licenses 
and Options


Issued 
Patents


Running 
Royalties


Adjusted Gross 
Income


University of North 
Florida University 2010 0.5 $12,595,994 1 0 $70 1 5 0 7 2 $70 $70


University of North 
Texas Denton University 2015 2 $28,210,405 10 3 $225,557 42 12 2 21 3 $0 $225,557


University of North 
Texas Health Science 
Center


University 1999 2 $45,170,309 1 0 $25,844 8 0 0 37 0 $3,344 $23,594


University of Northern 
Iowa University 2002 0.1 $46,865,000 2 2 $68,000 10 2 1 12 2 $46,000 $68,000


University of Notre 
Dame University 1999 3 $227,077,367 5 0 $995,734 56 29 4 87 34 $201,117 $539,192


University of 
Oklahoma, all 
campuses


University 1984 4 $287,151,848 4 1 $3,832,716 51 10 2 60 15 $326,654 $3,420,695


University of Oregon University 1992 4.25 $86,220,000 1,107 3 $10,358,204 41 8 2 1,374 6 $981,190 $10,209,276


University of 
Pennsylvania University 1986 19 $1,046,659,899 143 32 $30,617,752 360 116 21 1,065 84 $18,781,379 $27,790,524


University of 
Pittsburgh University 1992 7.93 $894,888,000 103 29 $8,594,719 394 122 15 629 88 $4,553,677 $8,507,970


University of Rhode 
Island University 1991 3 3 0 $324,563 17 11 0 31 12 $25,690 $324,563


University of 
Rochester University 1980 4 $400,596,000 32 5 $1,791,704 117 41 2 176 47 $928,320 $1,739,473


University of South 
Carolina University 1993 0.5 $219,464,000 4 5 $47,827 60 61 2 69 22 $47,827 $47,827


University of South 
Florida University 1990 7 $353,737,000 70 32 $1,776,745 189 11 $1,776,745


University of Southern 
California University 1971 11.5 $941,198,000 29 6 $5,582,320 250 103 7 293 70 $4,320,909 $5,519,022


University of 
Tennessee University 1983 6.5 $431,263,295 30 12 $962,412 201 53 6 217 28 $98,275 $895,787


University of Texas 
System University 1985 53 $3,429,910,211 213 57 $362,712,828 819 423 43 1,739 263 $30,379,631 $210,006,138


University of Toledo University 1994 3 $54,100,000 8 1 $966,075 37 14 3 106 18 $449,296 $966,075


University of Utah University 1968 14 $607,061,000 26 6 $13,049,545 198 79 14 242 79 $12,222,804 $12,905,145


University of Vermont University 1998 1 $182,000,000 4 1 $408,000 45 15 2 49 15 $103,000 $393,000
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Institution Name
Institution 


Type
Program 


Start


Licensing 
Full-Time 


Equivalents
Total Research 
Expenditures


Total 
Licenses


Total 
Options


Gross License 
Income Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications Startups


Active Licenses 
and Options


Issued 
Patents


Running 
Royalties


Adjusted Gross 
Income


University of Virginia 
Patent Foundation University 1977 6.5 $653,916,000 60 23 $3,366,032 241 83 6 645 56 $12,694,660 $2,701,086


University of 
Washington University 1983 10 447 10 $27,364,553 300 165 13 1,417 107 $5,434,572 $26,968,973


University of 
Wisconsin-Madison/
Wisconsin Alumni 
Research Foundation


University 1925 24 $1,365,553,000 52 17 $15,991,000 380 115 7 674 166 $12,365,685 $15,748,600


University of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Research Foundation


University 2000 3 $60,320,869 5 3 $32,269 58 8 2 44 9 $11,269 $31,269


University System of 
Maryland University 1987 10.8 $1,081,772,349 52 9 $4,566,623 352 202 17 504 100 $1,977,696 $4,314,138


Utah State University University 1987 2 $304,255,724 22 0 $1,698,829 51 18 2 69 11 $1,639,030 $1,695,091


Vanderbilt University University 1990 12.5 $824,803,765 81 13 $20,242,075 168 121 5 737 76 $3,427,208 $19,458,353


Versiti Blood 
Research Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2003 $11,575,574 3 0 $958,226 6 4 0  4   


Virginia 
Commonwealth 
University


University 1994 4 $291,902,698 18 4 $2,480,057 133 170 7 236 17 $1,933,909 $2,435,619


Virginia Tech 
Intellectual Properties 
Inc.


University 1985 3 $556,341,000 25 2 $1,432,014 127 123 6 286 21 $1,432,014 $1,430,332


Wake Forest 
University University 1985 $265,000,000 11 $403,000 56 12 4 15 $403,000


Washington State 
University University 1985 7 $209,324,265 57 21 $6,488,304 75 56 8 255 35 $6,037,113 $6,471,586


Washington 
University in St. Louis University 1986 10 $946,000,000 131 11 $8,286,243 241 156 7 669 65 $2,288,232 $8,134,103


Wayne State 
University University 1988 2 $243,259,000 5 2 $817,203 47 29 0 58 23 $47,670 $817,203


West Virginia 
University University 1999 1 $99,851,921 3 1 $184,736 76 43 1 19 15 $3,636 $184,736


Whitehead Institute for 
Biomedical Research


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1987 5 $39,259,000 19 2 $11,115,542 12 6 4 119 9 $9,432,549 $7,220,513
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Institution Name
Institution 


Type
Program 


Start


Licensing 
Full-Time 


Equivalents
Total Research 
Expenditures


Total 
Licenses


Total 
Options


Gross License 
Income Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications Startups


Active Licenses 
and Options


Issued 
Patents


Running 
Royalties


Adjusted Gross 
Income


The Wistar Institute University 1991 $68,063,000 45 6 $4,728,000 54 42 0 $4,728,000


WiSys Technology 
Foundation University 2005 3.5 $12,718,156 4 0 $113,629 63 14 2 13 8 $9,903 $113,629


Woods Hole 
Oceanographic 
Institution


University 2007 1 1 0 $451,548 31 1 4 $451,548


Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute University 2012 2 $31,800,000 14 1 $38,373 60 24 4 54 20 $0 $38,373


Wright State 
University University 2001 0 $49,825,000 1 0 $207,127 7 2 1 5 3 $3,327 $207,127
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A Message from 
AUTM’s Chair
The Right Innovation Model  
for Today and Tomorrow


Laura Savatski, MBA, CLP, RTTP
AUTM Chair


The COVID-19 pandemic has impacted our lives and our work in ways we could not have imagined 
just a short while ago. It has changed the way we operate, but not the way we move forward.
 
Science and technology transfer have played a key role in responding to the pandemic. With the 
outbreak of the health crisis, the work of technology transfer offices quickly moved to the battle’s 
front line. Leading science and research-based organizations led the creation of licensing guidelines 
that would ensure rapid and broad access for all humankind to the life-saving technologies — from 
ventilators to vaccines — that poured out of labs, hospitals and businesses. 
 
This rapid response was due in part to the Bayh-Dole Act, which enables organizations to advance 
federally funded innovations for the public good through effective patenting and partnership activities. 
Since its passage more than 40 years ago, the Act has spurred nearly 300 new drugs and discoveries 
that have driven the innovation economy — contributing $1.7 trillion to the US gross industrial output 
and adding more than 5.9 million jobs.1
 
At the very time we need it most, this model demonstrates once again that it works. Patents and 
licenses remain a vital piece of the innovation economy that represents a successful partnership 
among scientists, investors, businesses, policymakers and the public we all aim to serve with 
effective vaccines and treatments. The AUTM survey data illustrates how this enduring system  
drives our innovation economy, creating better jobs and saving lives here and around the world.


1 AUTM and the Biotechnology Innovation Organization, The Economic Contribution of University/Nonprofit Inventions in the United States, 1996-2017, June 2019







University research and technology transfer played a key role in responding to  
COVID-19 — delivering protective equipment to front-line workers and life-saving 
treatments to patients. That seismic event accelerated existing trends — tech transfer 
staff are handling even more deals, broadening their reach, and driving the innovation 
economy through entrepreneurial ecosystems.


The health crisis also shaped business activities of tech transfer offices, including the 
gathering of survey data. The data for fiscal year 2019 was being gathered just as the world 
began pivoting to a dramatically different environment. This reduced that year’s response 
rate. One year later, we’ve adjusted to the “new normal,” and the number of responses for 
the 2020 fiscal year report has rebounded to a more typical 197 research institutions, 18 
more than 2019. Wherever possible, we’ve framed the findings in the 2020 report within a 
long-term context.


STAFFS HANDLING MORE
While the number of licenses and options increased 26.5% since 2015, the number of licensing 
full-time staff equivalents grew just a modest 6.9% over the same period. As the number of 
deals handled by staff has expanded, so has their reach. In 2020, nearly 83% of agreements 
were non-exclusive, compared with just 66.1% five years earlier. Tech transfer offices are getting 
more creative, branching into areas like data, software and open source licenses.


DRIVING INNOVATION ECONOMY THROUGH SMALL BUSINESS
Universities are driving the innovation economy through small, entrepreneurial businesses. 
In 2020, over three-fourths of licenses and options were conducted through startups and 
small businesses. Academic discoveries led to the creation of a record 1,117 startups, 
directly impacting local economies with nearly 69% of the new businesses remaining in 
their institution’s home state. Meanwhile, the trend for large businesses — those employing 
more than 500 workers — has gone in the opposite direction. Since 2015 the number of 
agreements with large businesses declined 23.8%.   


We included just a few of the hundreds of stories available in the Better World Project that 
illustrate the impact that technology transfer offices have made on lives like yours. Those 
same tech transfer offices make this report possible by thoughtfully responding to the annual 
survey. Their data can also be found in the AUTM STATT Database.


John Miner
Chair, AUTM Metrics and Surveys Portfolio


Executive Summary
Tech Transfer Responds to  
Epic Challenges
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Living with Type 1 diabetes requires constant 
management. Due to a deficient pancreas, food 
and exercise must be manually balanced against 
blood sugar and regular insulin injections. Even 
for patients with insulin pumps and compact 
monitors, managing this life-threatening disease 
creates daily medical decisions that burden 
basic activities.


The concept of an artificial pancreas, based on a 
complex algorithmic combination of pumps and 
monitors into one closed-loop system, has for 
decades remained a far-flung hope given the reality 
that emulating organic pancreatic function presents 
impossibly complex problems.


The research team attracted early funding from the 
National Institutes of Health, the Juvenile Diabetes 
Research Foundation and UVA’s LaunchPad, 
supported by the Manning Family Foundation. This 
support enabled the development of a simulator 
that digitally replicated the human metabolic system 
in order to connect continuous glucose monitoring 
systems to insulin pumps. Preclinical trials began at 
UVA and expanded to ten other centers.


New iterations shrank the artificial pancreas 
from a bulky computer system to a wireless 
smartphone device, leading to stunning success 
in further trials. The UVA Licensing & Ventures 
Group (LVG) then licensed the technology to 
TypeZero Technologies Inc. 


“This story is representative of what is possible 
when we harness the full capacity of this 
institution to support innovation,” says Michael 
Straightiff, LVG Executive Director.


Research Expenditures


Licenses and  
Options Executed


US Patents Issued


Startups Still 
Operational


Startups Formed


Invention Disclosures


6,567


1,117


27,112


10,050


8,706$83.1 BILLION


New US Patent Applications


17,738


Tech in Your Life
Artificial Pancreas Gives Hope
University of Virginia


New Products  
Created933


The impossible became a reality 
after decades of effort from a team 
of mathematicians, engineers, 
physiologists, clinicians, alumni and 
a software startup company from the 
University of Virginia (UVA).


2020 TECH TRANSFER 
BY THE NUMBERS
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KEY FINDINGS


•  Research funding in 2020 is back on the 
growth trajectory of 2018.


•  Total research expenditures increased $11.4 
billion over 2018 to $83.1 billion, a two-year 
increase of 15.9%.


•  Federal research expenditures grew by $6.9 
billion over 2018 to $48.1 billion, a  
two-year increase of 16.7%. 


•  Industrial research expenditures rose     
$0.5 billion over 2018 to $5.5 billion, a two-
year increase of 9.9%, or 5% per year.


•  Relative distribution of sources of  
income is back in line with 2018 and  
earlier ratios — 58.0% federal, 6.6%  
industrial, 35.4% all other.


Research Expenditures ($ Billions)


Funding the work of researchers and scientists at 
colleges, universities and other research institutions is 
the first step in developing technologies that eventually 
improve our world. Funding comes from the federal 
government, industrial sponsors and other sources.


The 2020 survey showed that the apparent dip 
in federal research support in 2019 was likely an 
artifact of the decreased number of respondents and 
that federal research support for US universities by 
the federal government has grown 15.9% since 2018. 
The weakest source of research support in 2020 was 
industry, which is growing by only 5% per year. The 
federal government supplies 58% of total research 
support and industry supplies 6.6%, while all other 
sources — including state and local government, 
philanthropic and institutional — account for 35.4% 
of total support.


Research Expenditures
Fresher Ways to Fund Research


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Federal $39.2 $38.9 $39.8 $41.2 $39.1 $48.1
Industrial $4.9 $4.9 $4.8 $5.0 $5.2 $5.5
Non-Classified $22.5 $23.0 $23.6 $25.4 $32.9 $29.4
Total $66.6 $66.9 $68.2 $71.7 $77.2 $83.1


% Federal 58.9% 58.2% 58.3% 57.6% 50.7% 58.0%
% Industrial 7.3% 7.4% 7.1% 7.0% 6.7% 6.6%
% Non-Classified 33.8% 34.4% 34.6% 35.5% 42.6% 35.4%
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KEY FINDINGS


•  Overall disclosures grew 
to 27,112, a modest 3.4% 
increase from 2018.


•  Over the past five years, 
disclosures have risen 7.1%.


Invention Disclosures
Overall Disclosures Rising, but... 
The disclosure is the launching pad for evaluating new inventions, 
analyzing market potential, and developing strategies for protecting 
the intellectual property. 


Overall, the number of disclosures continued its upward trend from 
2018, but the number of disclosures reported per institution has 
remained relatively flat for the past few years. One of the bellwethers 
of the Licensing Survey has been the rate of disclosures per staff 
(full-time equivalents or FTEs) and per research funding ($10 million 
in research expenditures). These benchmarks have held steady at 
about ten disclosures per FTE and three per $10 million in research 
expenditures for the past five years. While overall disclosures 
have steadily increased since AUTM began tracking the data, 
more research may be required to identify specific challenges to 
increasing the rate of disclosures. 
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2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Federal $39.2 $38.9 $39.8 $41.2 $39.1 $48.1
Industrial $4.9 $4.9 $4.8 $5.0 $5.2 $5.5
Non-Classified $22.5 $23.0 $23.6 $25.4 $32.9 $29.4
Total $66.6 $66.9 $68.2 $71.7 $77.2 $83.1
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Disclosures


Disclosures vs. Total Research Expenditures


Reporting Year
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Total Research Expenditures ($ Billions) Disclosures


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Invention Disclosures 
Received 25,313 25,825 24,998 26,217 25,392 27,112


Number of Responses 200 194 187 196 179 197
Average Disclosures per 
Respondent 127 133 134 134 142 138


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


Disclosures per Office Staff 10.12 10.39 9.65 10.17 9.57 9.69


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


Disclosures per $10M 
Research Expenditures 3.80 3.86 3.67 3.66 3.29 3.26
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Calyxt, a University of Minnesota startup based 
in Roseville, Minnesota, uses TALEN®, a gene-
editing technology to develop healthier and more 
sustainable crops.


The process is different from genetic modification 
since the final product does not contain foreign 
DNA. Instead, the process is similar to the natural 
mutations that happen to plants in the wild and 
mimics the effects of traditional plant breeding 
methods — only with greater precision and over a 
much shorter period.


Calyxt’s first product, and the first gene-edited 
food product on the market, was sold under 
the Calyxt brand Calyno®. Calyno is a heart-
healthy, high oleic soybean oil with zero grams of 
trans fat per serving and reduced saturated fat, 
and it delivers many functional benefits to chefs 
and consumers. Calyxt created an end-to-end 
partner-based supply chain to bring the product 
to market. The company is now selling its high 
oleic soybean seed to processors.


Building on this early success, Calyxt is focusing on 
licensing TALEN so companies can use the precision 
plant breeding technology to develop and market 
their own products. Calyxt will continue licensing the 
traits it develops directly to other companies as well 
as partnering with companies to co-develop traits. 
In addition to soybeans, the company is developing 
alfalfa with improved digestibility; high-fiber wheat; 
hemp for the protein, nutraceutical fiber and 
advanced materials markets; and winter oats.


The Technology Commercialization office at the 
University of Minnesota licensed the TALEN 
technology to Calyxt’s majority shareholder. 
UMN Technology Commercialization has 
licensed additional UMN intellectual property 
to Calyxt to provide it with additional tools and 
resources to bring products to the market.


Tech in Your Life
Harnessing the Power of Plants


 Using TALEN as a set of “molecular 
scissors,” Calyxt makes pinpoint 
changes to specific genes that lead 
to more desirable traits in plants.
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A key step in the transfer of technology is the protection of 
new inventions. Patent protection provides both economic 
opportunities for sponsoring research institutions and an 
incentive for entrepreneurs and companies to invest in 
new technologies.


Overall, 2020 appeared to be a good year for pat-
enting activities at responding institutions, with some 
particularly high points along the way. New patent 
applications, total US patent applications, and new US 
provisional patent applications all saw relatively modest 
annualized increases — less than 5% per year — when 
compared with 2018. New non-US patent application 
filings were up considerably in 2020, rising 16.3% since 
2018 or 8.2% per year. We added a new data point this 
year, filings of Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) appli-
cations, and found that nearly 5,200 PCT applications 
were filed in 2020. Issued patents strongly  
recovered this year, with an annualized increase of 
7.9% per year since 2018. Finally, nearly 60% of re-


KEY FINDINGS


•  Most patent-related metrics are up consider-
ably this year compared with 2018 and 2019.


•  New patent applications and total US  
patent applications are up 3.8% and 8.9%, 
respectively, from 2018.


•  Filings of new non-US patent applications 
are up 16.3% from 2018, and 5,198 PCT 
applications were filed in 2020. 


•  2020 saw a large increase in issued US 
patents, rising 14.2% from 2018.


•  Considering only new patent applications 
where gender data was reported, 37.6% 
of new patent filings included at least one 
woman inventor.


Patents
Again Showing Steady Growth


Patent Applications vs. Disclosures
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Disclosures Total Patent Applications New Patent Applications


Issued Patents vs. Total Applications
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Total Patent Applications US Patents Issued


sponding institutions provided gender data on 
new patent applications, and of those 7,542 
new patent applications filed, 2,839 or 37.6% 
had at least one woman listed as an inventor.
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Patents
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


New Patent Applications 15,953 16,487 15,335 17,087 15,972 17,738
Total US Patent Applications 24,723 25,797 25,351 25,678 24,824 27,957
New US Provisional  
Patent Applications 11,516 12,114 11,418 11,670 11,191 12,446


New US Utility Patent 
Applications 1,672 1,391 1,381 1,991 2,152 1,991


New Non-US Patent 
Applications 1,876 2,507 2,546 3,221 3,315 3,747


US Patents Issued 6,680 7,021 7,459 7,625 7,528 8,706


Number of Responses  
to Survey 200 194 187 196 179 197


New Patent Applications  
per Respondent 80 85 82 87 89 90


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


New Patent Applications per 
Office Staff 6.38 6.64 5.92 6.63 6.02 6.34


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


New Patent Applications per 
$10M Research Expenditures 2.40 2.47 2.25 2.38 2.07 2.14
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COVID-19
Innovation Ecosystem Delivers
Life-Saving Products
When future historians study how the COVID-19  
pandemic was overcome, the role of university 
research and technology transfer will be key. From 
ventilators to vaccines, life-saving products began 
pouring out of labs, hospitals and other facilities 
within days of the declaration of a global health crisis.


Spurring this staggering activity were new 
licensing guidelines from AUTM that prioritized 
speed and access in getting innovation into 
the marketplace. The guidelines, issued in April 
2020, recommended offering time-limited, non-
exclusive, royalty-free licenses in exchange for 
a rapid and broad distribution of products and 
services addressing the pandemic. More than 95 
universities and related stakeholders have signed 
on, with many sharing their ongoing research.


“COVID put technology transfer in the spotlight like 
never before,” says AUTM CEO Stephen Susalka. 
“And it forced us to do things differently.”


The guidelines altered the tech transfer paradigm. 
“We gave them professional cover from the tradi-
tional worrying about risk factors” and striving for 
perfection before marketing a product, says Marc 
Sedam, Vice President, Technology Opportunities 
and Ventures, NYU Langone Health. Instead, “the 
message was ‘Don’t worry about the market, get 
the solutions out there.’”


This new willingness to collaborate and accept 
some risk unleashed creativity and accelerated 
the transfer process.


The University of Kentucky’s technology com-
mercialization office saw a 25% increase in 
disclosures from July through December 2020. 
The office created a COVID tech web page and 
implemented an expedited discovery evaluation. 
If a disclosure was COVID-related, “it went to 
the top of the pile,” says Ian McClure, Associate 
Vice President for Research, Innovation and 
Economic Impact.


That posed a different challenge. “We still had 
lots of technologies not related to the pandemic 
coming in,” says McClure. “And it wasn’t as if we 
had more or new resources. We focused mainly 
on the COVID-related ones, raising the question 
‘How much time is too much time to spend on 
the pandemic?’”


Darren Fast, Director of Technology Transfer at the 
University of Manitoba, says the COVID-spawned 
focus has heightened awareness of the value 
of university research, with more interest in new 
startups and collaborations.


Other post-pandemic positives include increased 
acceptance of risk, awareness of the importance 
of being adaptable, productivity gains from fewer 
face-to-face meetings and more online com-
munication, and recognition that TT success is 
possible in a remote environment.


“A healthy, well-funded, predictable, innovative 
ecosystem helped us address this pandemic,” 
says Susalka. “We have to make sure we’re 
prepared for the next one. This is not going to be 
the last pandemic.”


“ COVID broke the culture that we 
have to meet in person. People 
are more willing now to say, ‘Let’s 
click on Zoom and get it done.’” 


— Marc Sedam, Vice President, Technology   
Opportunities and Ventures, NYU Langone Health
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Deals Handled per Licensing Staff
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The next step in the commercialization process for 
protected intellectual property is licensing. The number 
of exclusive licenses executed is a leading indicator of 
licensing revenue and the commercial development of 
new products and services five to ten years later.


Tech transfer offices are doing more with less. The 
number of licenses and options has grown 26.5% 
since 2015. During that same period, licensing full-time 
staff equivalents (FTEs) grew only 6.9% — suggesting 
fewer people are available to perform core tech 
transfer tasks.


This year we asked about open source licenses and 
inter-institutional agreements (IIAs), two of the many 
types of agreements tech transfer offices handle. Not 
surprisingly, these two new metrics showed strong 
initial reporting levels: 197 open source licenses and 
1,211 IIAs. In 2020, over $383 million was paid to 
other institutions, and when coupled with the amount 
of IIAs being done, baseline data points toward strong 
inter-university collaboration. 


KEY FINDINGS


•  Tech transfer staff may be growing, but so 
are expectations of the individual, with each 
licensing staff (FTE) responsible for 8.3 
deals, up from 7 deals only five years ago. 


•  Offices managed three more new licenses 
per year compared with 2018, and 11 more 
than five years ago.


•  Licensing to small companies has swelled 
to 59% of total agreements, outperforming 
large companies and startups. 


•  Licenses to large companies have declined 
23.4% over the past five years, and 10.2% 
since 2018. 


Licenses and Options
Doing More with Less
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Licenses and Options


Reporting Year


Licensing More to Small Companies
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Startups Small Companies Large Companies Percentage of Licenses
to Small Companies


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Total Licenses and Options 7,942 7,730 7,849 9,350 9,751 10,050


Number of Responses  
to Survey 200 194 187 196 179 197


Average Licenses and Options 
per Respondent 40 40 42 48 54 51


Licensing Staff  
(Full-Time Equivalents) 1,130 1,130 1,160 1,142 1,167 1,209


Average Licenses and Options 
per Licensing Staff 7.03 6.84 6.76 8.19 8.35 8.31


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


Licenses and Options per 
$10M Research Expenditures 1.19 1.16 1.15 1.30 1.26 1.21
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Non-Exclusive vs. Exclusive Licenses/Options
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Small Offices
Small but Mighty
At his first AUTM meeting, Rodney Ridley 
encountered the “big boys” of technology 
transfer. “I must have looked like a deer in the 
headlights,” he recalls. Now, after successful 
tech transfer launches at two Pennsylvania 
universities, he co-chairs AUTM’s committee 
on successful practices in small TTOs. “I’ve 
learned how to build and run a highly successful 
and efficient small TTO at a small university,” 
says Ridley, Alvernia University’s Vice President 
and head of the O’Pake Institute for Economic 
Development and Entrepreneurship.


Yatin Karpe, Director of Technology Commer-
cialization at Rowan University in New Jersey, 
says a creative and innovative approach is key, 
while keeping in mind the operation’s limitations: 
“It’s important to know your innovation eco-
system,” including educational, technological, 
governmental and financial resources. Karpe 
has had great success with the National Science 
Foundation’s Innovation Corps program, a startup 
accelerator. Rowan’s I-Corps teams have won ten 
awards in the last three years.


Smaller schools also are more likely to utilize stu-
dents. Lakehead University boosts its five-person 


TTO staff with business-subsidized internships 
and co-op arrangements with other departments. 
Alvernia recruited and trained more than 30 stu-
dents as O’Pake Fellows last year. 


“Smaller offices cope with smaller budgets,” says 
Ellen MacKay, Director of Innovation Development 
at Canada’s Lakehead University. Her budget is 
“shoestring, compared with some, but I’m not 
having to spend my time doing invention disclosure 
triage with hundreds of applications. ... We can 
move things forward more quickly. Also, we really 
get to know our faculty. And since we understand 
their research, it’s easier to pitch it to industry.”


And that’s no small matter.


An annual competition “to promote what we’re 
doing, to get eyes on us,” is one way Ellen MacKay 
explains and enhances the role her TT office plays 
at Ontario’s Lakehead University, where MacKay is 
Director of Innovation Development.


Faculty apply to be featured in a short video about 
their work. “Who doesn’t want a professionally pro-
duced commercial about their product or research?” 
she asks rhetorically. Twenty applied this year, result-
ing in four videos for the university’s Research and 
Innovation Week celebration, now in its 16th year.


Recognizing that the publicity can spur more 
innovation, MacKay has commissioned four  
additional videos for use this year. 


It’s just one tool her office utilizes to extend its 
reach. Three years ago, Lakehead established 
its first business incubator, Ingenuity, which 
MacKay oversees along with numerous other 
entrepreneurial efforts at the university’s two 
main campuses. “There are a lot of regional clus-
ters we have to engage,” she says.


To enhance its effectiveness, Lakehead is 
undergoing a lengthy assessment of the 
strengths, shortcomings and impact of its 
economic engagement, in hopes of completing 
the Innovation and Economic Prosperity (IEP) 
Universities program. If successful, Lakehead 
will become only the second IEP-designated 
institution in Canada.


Small Offices – Lakehead University
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“ Here’s the magic: We pair 
students with community leaders 
who volunteer their time. ... And 
they form a lifelong mentor-
mentee relationship that grows 
really fast.”


 — Rodney Ridley, Vice President, COO of O’Pake 
Institute, Alvernia University 
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Products
Where It All Comes Together
The arrival of new products in the marketplace is 
the culmination of successful tech transfer, from 
idea, research and development to intellectual 
property protection and licensing — a strategic, 
collaborative and often complicated process led  
by tech transfer professionals.


KEY FINDINGS


•  The number of new products increased to 
933, up 12.7% from 2018 and approaching 
the historic high of 965 in 2014.


•  The number of new products per respon-
dent is down 6.9% from 2018 levels and 
down considerably from the historic high of 
7.5 new products per respondent in 2014.


•  As research expenditures have increased 
dramatically, the number of new products 
normalized to research expenditures has 
fallen slightly from 2018 levels.


New Products
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


New Products 879 798 755 828 711 933


Number of Responses to 
Survey Question 129 133 125 139 152 168


Average New Products per 
Respondent 6.81 6.00 6.04 5.96 4.68 5.55


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


New Products per  
Office Staff 0.35 0.32 0.29 0.32 0.27 0.33


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


New Products per $10M 
Research Expenditures 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.11
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Imagine having cataracts, then finding a way 
to see — at all ranges — without contacts or 
glasses. In the past, cataract surgeries offered 
clarity for only two distances: near and far. What 
about the intermediate range?


A University of Arizona optical scientist has 
realized this vision by designing implantable 
cataract replacement lenses that allow for 
midrange sight. The lenses were developed 
by Jim Schwiegerling, a professor in the 
Department of Ophthalmology and Vision 
Science in the James C. Wyant College of 
Optical Sciences.


As we age, the precisely structured proteins 
that create the eye’s naturally transparent lens 
begin to clump, causing cataracts that cloud 
vision. The routine solution to this problem has 
been surgery to replace our natural lenses with 
artificial intraocular lenses. But today’s bifocal 
intraocular lenses offer clarity for only close up 
and far away.


“With the prevalence of screens in the modern 
day, people want that extra intermediate 
distance,” Schwiegerling says.


With support from Tech Launch Arizona 
(TLA), the UArizona office that commercializes 
inventions created from research, patents 
were filed and granted to the Arizona Board of 
Regents. TLA then partnered with Alcon, one 
of the world’s largest producers of intraocular 
lenses, providing the company a license to use 
the UArizona technology in its products.


Besides offering better eyesight through a third 
focal distance, the lenses can also let more 
light into the eye, which creates sharper, higher 
contrast images.


Schwiegerling (pictured at right) discovered he had 
cataract in one eye before receiving an implant.


“I’m a user and not just a maker,” he says. “I 
am thrilled with being able to do my outdoor 
activities, work at the computer and read without 
being encumbered by glasses. I see like I am 
young again.”


Tech in Your Life
Realizing a Vision
University of Arizona


Half a million people around the 
world have now received the 
trifocal Alcon lenses.
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“ Opportunity is the overarching 
word for why we should have 
more inclusion. Hearing [new] 
voices means more opportunity 
for economic growth, leading to a 
more productive, happier society.”
— Megan Aanstoos, Licensing and New Ventures 
Manager, Kentucky Commercialization Ventures


Equity, Diversity & Inclusion
Creating More Opportunities for Everyone


Jennifer Shockro and Megan Aanstoos want 
to put an end to “Lost Einsteins.” That’s the 
term researchers coined for people from 
underrepresented groups who would have had 
impactful inventions had they become inventors.


“If you’re only talking to a small proportion of 
inventors at your school, of course you’re missing 
out,” says Shockro, who heads AUTM’s Women 
Inventors Special Interest Group and is Assistant 
Director for Technology Transfer at the California 
Institute of Technology.


“We’ve made more strides in the last few 
years than in the previous 100, but we’re not 
doing a good-enough job,” adds Aanstoos, 
chair of AUTM’S EDI Committee and Licensing 
and New Ventures Manager with Kentucky 
Commercialization Ventures.


At the current pace, researchers estimate it will 
take more than a century to reach gender parity 
in innovation. And with Whites three times more 
likely than Blacks to become inventors, that’s 
another uphill climb.


The biggest challenge is education.
“If you don’t see someone like yourself in 
technology transfer, you’re less likely to 
participate,” AUTM CEO Stephen Susalka says.


AUTM now has the most diverse board in its 
history. And this summer the association initiated 
a two-year pilot program called “Emerging 
Members.” Aimed at improving technology transfer 
outcomes, the program pairs mentors with 
participants from Minority-Serving Institutions to 
provide education and connectivity.


“We’re targeting groups historically left out of 
the conversation and providing a safe space to 
communicate and grow together,” says Aanstoos. 
“It’s important for those voices to play a role in the 
future of tech transfer and of AUTM.”


Noting that his school is implementing an 
institutional inclusion action plan, J.P. Heale, 
Managing Director of the University-Industry 
Liaison Office at the University of British 
Columbia, also emphasized the role of individuals. 
“We all have implicit biases and need to be 
mindful of that” when hiring and working with 
innovators, he says.


Shockro says that having diverse role models and 
mentors in STEM — and technology transfer — is 
important. “It makes the dream seem that much 
more achievable,” she says.


Heale highlights the importance of this: “To 
only develop products with one segment of the 
population doesn’t serve the community as a whole. 
And we’re trying to lift up society as a whole.”IL
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It’s a new era for the AUTM Board of Directors. Not 
only is it the most diverse in the Association’s history, 
but it also has its first member from an HBCU.


Almesha Campbell is Assistant Vice President 
for Research and Economic Development 
at Jackson State University. After 12 years 
there, she knows firsthand the research and 
technology challenges facing Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities and other institutions 
serving underrepresented populations.


When AUTM announced a two-year pilot 
program for mentoring emerging research 
institutions, Jackson State was quick to sign up.


Fewer than ten of the more than 100 HBCUs have 
technology transfer offices, Campbell says, fueling 
her commitment to diversity in this area. 
Campbell hopes to use the pilot program to  


learn more about licensing and university-
industry partnerships.


Reis Alsberry, Director of Technology Transfer 
at Florida A&M University, another pilot school, 
says that because HBCUs lack the resources and 
networking opportunities of other universities, 
they’ve been less successful. “We’re behind in 
playing the technology transfer game,” he says, 
“and we’re trying to close the gap.”


HBCUs
Mentoring Emerging Research Institutions


“ All program participants benefit 
from expanded access to a  
more inclusive, diverse tech 
transfer community.”


— Almesha Campbell, Assistant VP for  
Research and Economic Development,  


Jackson State University
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Startups
Continued Growth
Startups continue to be a core focus of university 
technology transfer offices, but after a decade of 
steady growth, there are signs that investors and 
TTOs may be becoming more selective. 


The 2020 Survey showed that the pandemic took 
a toll on both startup formation and survival. The 
number of newly formed startups resumed its 
upward trend after plateauing in 2017 and 2018 and 
declining in 2019, which was probably an artifact of 
the low response rate; however, the growth since 
2015 is only 10.4% or just over 2% per year. 


Startups went out of business at a high rate in 
2020. The number operational at the end of 2020 
decreased by 158 from the end of 2019, which was 
probably artificially low. With 1,117 new startups 
formed in 2020, this means at least 1,275 earlier 
startups went out of business in 2020, double the 
average rate of the previous four years.


KEY FINDINGS


•  Startups formed grew by 37 over 
2018, a two-year increase of 3.4% or 
1.7% per year.


•  68.9% of the startups formed were located 
in their home state, continuing the prefer-
ence for staying close to their originating 
institution.


•  Startups still in operation increased by 49 
from 2018, a two-year increase of 0.8%.


•  On average, each respondent formed 5.67 
startups in 2020, one startup for every   
$83 million in total research expenditures.


Startups
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Startups Formed 1,012 1,024 1,080 1,080 1,040 1,117
Startups in Home State 735 752 782 749 763 770
Startups Still Operational at 
End of Year 5,057 5,237 6,050 6,518 6,725 6,567


Number of Responses  
to Survey 200 194 187 196 179 197


Average Startups Formed per 
Respondent 5.06 5.28 5.78 5.51 5.81 5.67


Office Staff (Full-Time 
Equivalents) 2,502 2,484 2,590 2,578 2,653 2,799


Startups Formed per  
Office Staff 0.40 0.41 0.42 0.42 0.39 0.40


Total Research Expenditures 
($10 Millions) $6,657 $6,687 $6,820 $7,166 $7,718 $8,307


Startups Formed per $10M 
Research Expenditures 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.13 0.13
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Startups vs. Total Research Expenditures


R
es


ea
rc


h 
E


xp
en


di
tu


re
s 


($
 B


ill
io


ns
)


Reporting Year


S
ta


rtu
ps


$0


$10


$20


$30


$40


$50


$60


$70


$80


$90


0


200


400


600


800


1,000


1,200


19
94


19
96


19
98


20
00


20
02


20
04


20
06


20
08


20
10


20
12


20
14


20
16


20
18


20
20


Total Research Expenditures ($ Billions) Startups


 22  |  AUTM







AUTM  |  23


Benchmarking
How Does Your Institution Measure Up?
We know that survey contributors already use the 
historical data to see how their institutions stack up. 
So, using research expenditures to level the playing 
field, we’re taking a closer look at how tech transfer 
operations tick for different peer groups.


WHAT TO MEASURE
For the benchmarking report, we selected five of the 
most common measurements that broadly capture 
the overall performance of tech transfer offices. A 
sixth key measurement, research expenditures,
was used to organize the data into peer groups.
• Invention Disclosures
• New Patent Applications
• Licenses and Options


• Gross Licensing Income
• Startups Formed


SELECTING PEER GROUPS
Another important consideration in cross-institution 
benchmarking is identifying appropriate peers. We use 
the HERD report to divide the population into categories 
based on research funding. Each year the National 
Science Foundation (NSF) conducts the comprehensive 
Higher Education Research and Development (HERD) 
Survey. This annual census collects information on 
R&D expenditures from more than 900 degree-granting 
institutions that spent at least $150,000 in R&D during 
the fiscal year. These institutions accounted for more 
than 99% of the total R&D expenditures reported.


Peer Group Comparison


Peer Groups Invention 
Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications


Licenses and 
Options


Gross Licensing 
Income Startups Formed


HERD 
Rank


Total Research 
Expenditures


Group 
Size Average Median Average Median Average Median Average Median Average Median


1 More than 
$469,682,000 57 319.9 250 221.1 123 101.4 83 $40,448,421 $13,919,427 12.8 10


2 $212,823,000 to 
$469,682,000 43 112.4 112 61.0 49 32.6 23 $9,678,221 $2,480,057 3.9 3


3 $102,823,000 to 
$212,823,000 30 55.4 54 45.5 32 22.8 12 $5,301,075 $1,568,218 3.2 3


4 $46,253,000 to 
$102,823,000 22 30.8 29 15.3 8 57.8 5 $1,277,813 $195,931 1.4 1


5 $24,194,000 to 
$46,253,000 19 17.5 12 14.0 8 5.5 3 $654,114 $25,844 1.4 1


6 $8,011,000 to 
$24,194,000 7 16.0 6 7.7 5 2.0 2 $163,989 $15,000 0.6 0


Overall 178 145.2 78 96.9 44 52.0 22 $16,418,223 $2,283,067 5.9 3







About the Survey
AUTM invited 312 US institutions —universities and colleges, hospitals and 
research institutions, national laboratories and third-party technology investment 
firms — to participate in the AUTM 2020 US Licensing Activity Survey. AUTM 
received 197 completed surveys, for a response rate of 63%. The numbers from 
these institutions reflect the significant role played by technology transfer in 
today’s innovation economy.


Most of the data collected in this survey is also available in AUTM’s Statistics 
Access for Technology Transfer (STATT) Database. To access this searchable 
database of 30 years of academic licensing data, visit www.autm.net/statt.


Suggested Citation
AUTM report titled AUTM US Licensing Activity Survey: 2020, A Survey Report 
of Technology Licensing (and Related) Activity for US Academic and Nonprofit 
Institutions and Technology Investment Firms can also be referenced by its 
abbreviated title, AUTM US Licensing Activity Survey: 2020, editors Grant  
Allard, John Miner, Dustin Ritter, Paul Stark and Ashley Stevens.
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About AUTM
AUTM is the nonprofit leader in efforts to educate, promote and inspire 
professionals to support the development of academic research that changes 
the world and drives innovation forward. Our community comprises more than
3,000 members who work in more than 800 universities, research centers, 
hospitals, businesses and government organizations around the globe.



http://www.autm.net/statt
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Thank You to Our Sponsor



https://navigator.innovation.ca/?utm_source=AUTM&utm_medium=Ad&utm_campaign=Navigator-AUTM-Ad-EN-May2021





INSTITUTION KEY METRICS OTHER BENCHMARKS


AUTM 202020  Licensing Activity Survey Appendix


Institution Name
Institution 


Type
Program 


Start


Licensing 
Full-Time 


Equivalents
Total Research 
Expenditures


Total 
Licenses


Total 
Options


Gross License 
Income Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications Startups


Active Licenses 
and Options


Issued 
Patents


Running 
Royalties


Adjusted Gross 
Income


Albert Einstein 
College of Medicine  
Inc.


University 1985 4 $200,763,240 26 5 $9,518,848 52 20 4 20 $120,746


Arizona State 
University University 1985 10.33 $673,357,244 35 43 $801,741 306 232 19 361 135 $69,716 $787,348


Auburn University University 1988 2.6 $255,281,000 14 8 $4,609,824 60 48 1 105 17 $4,083,720 $4,609,824


Augusta University University 2001 2 $103,961,000 5 1 $562,239 51 72 1 55 11 $151,269 $562,239


Baylor College of 
Medicine


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1983 6 $497,471,562 50 2 $53,123,532 95 67 2 941 18


Baylor University University 5 9 64 1


Beth Israel Deaconess 
Medical Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1997 5 $250,000,000 16 13 $3,427,901 57 146 12 31 $3,357,791


Boise State University University 2009 1.75 $29,828,258 19 0 $15,996 22 13 0 34 5 $0 $15,996


Boston Children’s 
Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1991 7 $423,217,000 37 9 $21,075,499 149 76 3 434 69 $5,490,541 $17,726,055


Boston University University 1976 8 $600,502,991 15 7 $1,471,923 113 190 3 118 53 $781,089 $1,366,087


Bowling Green State 
University University 2001 0 $18,729,000 2 0 $11,000 10 7 0 10 1 $11,000 $11,000


Brandeis University University 1998 3 $57,029,000 0 0 $3,931,331 49 5 1 34 20 $3,679,400 $3,852,749


Brigham & Women’s 
Hospital Inc.


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1986 9 $667,428,231 93 26 $31,145,259 237 839 2 665 56 $24,120,004 $21,653,466


Brigham Young 
University University 1986 4 $38,569,000 58 0 $2,598,857 73 7 84 $1,914,799 $2,598,857


Brown University University 1981 3 $204,856,037 5 1 $1,880,000 56 111 3 36 27 $1,570,000 $1,880,000


California Institute of 
Technology University 1995 10 $475,000,000 77 17 $6,960,388 170 188 12 461 193 $466,963 $6,940,389


Carnegie Mellon 
University University 1992 8.75 $307,728,726 82 3 $6,442,048 359 255 6 745 49 $2,336,349 $6,417,194


Case Western Reserve 
University University 1986 6 $382,334,005 39 22 $2,329,084 163 74 7 109 $634,839 $2,042,913


The Catholic 
University of America University 1997 0.2 $23,741,615 1 1 $0 5 2 1 2 3 $0 $0
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Cedars-Sinai Medical 
Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1991 5.5 $202,554,163 18 4 $30,200,000 79 49 1 120 38 $19,100,000


Children’s Hospital, 
Cincinnati


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1997 9 $400,000,000 18 1 $779,767 142 60 1 234 33 $326,127


Children’s Hospital of 
Philadelphia


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1991 5 $506,591,271 26 3 $6,242,624 103 43 2 13 $815,490 $6,165,497


City of Hope National 
Medical Center & 
Beckman Research 
Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1986 5 $539,182,000 9 2 $165,523,000 80 71 3 83 $147,800,000


City University of New 
York University 2006 2.5 6 2 41 20 10


Clemson University University 1987 3 $263,403,000 10 3 $315,578 69 14 5 66 12 $7,138 $312,078


Cleveland Clinic
Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1989 16 $317,000,000 35 8 $6,109,810 205 74 6 344 106 $4,253,880 $6,109,810


Cleveland State 
University University 2010 1 $78,189,000 3 2 $154,800 7 12 2 35 1 $80,000 $154,800


Cold Spring Harbor 
Laboratory University 1985 3 $156,517,804 5 0 $3,214,379 4 5 1 190 4 $1,983,955


Colorado School of 
Mines University 2005 1 $7,725,000 8 3 $155,200 46 27 2 43 17 $155,200


Colorado State 
University University 1970 3 $407,300,622 15 8 $2,085,946 116 87 5 228 40 $1,660,553 $2,085,946


Columbia University University 1982 11.5 $904,515,259 97 26 $43,517,319 408 265 19 113 $17,225,915 $30,692,921


Cornell University University 1979 10 $1,190,000,000 62 7 $15,364,797 521 188 14 1,033 127 $9,960,593 $14,208,910


Dana-Farber Cancer 
Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1981 20.5 $361,529,872 42 5 $12,871,647 155 112 5 485 87 $7,974,474 $12,531,267


Drexel University University 1995 5 $135,490,082 9 8 $401,689 84 41 4 36 $193,704 $401,689


Duke University University 1986 12 $1,044,762,000 78 27 $65,267,643 405 178 17 705 99 $57,164,740 $65,134,389


East Carolina 
University University 1995 2 $57,903,000 11 1 $170,177 39 6 2 30 5 $57,572 $170,177
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Emory University University 1985 9 $660,682,468 43 5 $13,919,427 263 106 7 346 54 $11,808,475 $13,790,138


Florida Agricultural 
and Mechanical 
University


University 1997 3 $49,895,216 2 0 $10,300 6 3 0 14 6 $300 $10,300


Florida Atlantic 
University University 2001 1 $50,167,699 2 1 $151,337 24 4 1 14 3 $147,737 $151,337


Fred Hutchinson 
Cancer Research 
Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1988 9 $556,557,487 59 3 $4,256,709 182 39 5 337 24 $2,285,746 $4,256,709


The General Hospital 
dba Massachusetts 
General Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1976 19 $1,012,905,768 163 48 $142,906,417 384 1,482 3 1,534 149 $132,238,638 $131,648,735


George Mason 
University University 1996 $200,000,000 6 0 $172,000 40 44 4


George Washington 
University University 2003 2 $270,368,356 5 4 $21,205,525 79 48 3 30 25 $384,309 $21,205,525


Georgetown 
University University 1993 6 $258,662,009 6 5 $521,861 47 69 4 82 26 $219,097 $521,847


Georgia State 
University University 2007 1.5 $202,451,000 3 3 $18,610 22 7 3 16 $0


H. Lee Moffitt Cancer 
Center & Research 
Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2003 3.5 $226,682,077 12 5 $374,131 46 39 1 67 35 $11,091 $369,246


Harvard University University 1977 9 $898,000,000 57 33 $58,687,376 443 208 14 1,092 178 $13,608,131 $54,538,094


Indiana University University 1991 6.5 $576,582,396 18 2 $5,593,332 149 126 3 107 52 $5,144,682 $3,292,521


Iowa State University University 1935 8.58 $395,950,748 40 6 $3,073,864 176 50 4 337 56 $2,927,353 $3,073,864


Johns Hopkins 
University University 1973 20.88 $1,769,737,990 91 4 $27,395,520 465 335 11 1,053 172 $10,577,123 $26,154,534


Johns Hopkins 
University Applied 
Physics Laboratory


University 1999 6 $1,767,549,453 63 13 $691,958 442 68 4 259 30 $499,034 $691,958


Kansas State 
University Research 
Foundation


University 1942 5.2 $213,900,000 32 4 $2,988,037 74 30 1 161 27 $685,097 $2,891,970


Lawrence Livermore 
National Laboratory


National 
Lab 1986 6.25 $2,329,000,000 72 4 $5,730,997 126 260 1 426 97 $2,596,784
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Louisiana State 
University System University 1986 9 $356,036,000 52 4 $8,553,734 197 49 7 254 44 $7,984,967 $7,944,244


Louisiana Tech 
University University 2000 1 $26,584,611 1 2 $149,293 13 8 1 14 5 $144,000 $142,918


Marquette University University 1999 1.5 $37,136,000 0 1 $8,100 10 16 0 9 3 $1,100 $8,100


Massachusetts 
Institute of 
Technology


University 1940 21 $1,877,773,000 127 40 $87,000,000 869 446 32 1,479 433 $73,000,000 $68,700,000


Mayo Foundation for 
Medical Education 
and Research


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1986 23.04 $930,000,000 135 14 $117,885,888 598 110 14 1,123 108 $95,362,454 $106,785,046


Medical College of 
Wisconsin Research 
Foundation


University 1984 2 $307,519,000 13 1 $294,000 50 25 3 61 10 $0 $294,000


Medical University of 
South Carolina University 1994 4 $271,300,000 12 7 $1,010,541 156 38 3 61 20 $911,439 $1,010,541


Memorial Sloan 
Kettering Cancer 
Center


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1981 12 $780,000,000 145 2 $265,284,478 122 65 5 67 $191,090,158 $264,803,295


Michigan State 
University University 1992 10 $713,197,000 43 7 $4,345,836 186 69 5 396 63 $2,402,858 $4,305,387


Michigan 
Technological 
University


University 1988 1 $77,927,423 13 4 $221,391 26 11 1 193 7 $0 $221,391


Mississippi State 
University University 1985 3.75 $264,526,000 10 0 $164,000 23 11 3 62 1 $114,000 $164,000


Montana State 
University University 1980 2.15 $148,296,069 12 24 $711,187 23 22 3 298 13 $653,690 $711,187


Morgan State 
University University 2016 2 $17,193,000 1 2 $15,000 27 20 2 6 3 $0 $15,000


Mount Sinai School of 
Medicine University 1991 12.66 $610,200,059 83 10 $77,120,430 152 88 5 313 17 $10,955,100 $73,687,846


Nationwide Children’s 
Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2008 5 $195,264,406 24 8 $18,986,052 102 30 3 88 12 $16,746,881 $18,814,992


New York University University 1989 7 $724,643,000 75 4 $15,274,685 221 62 17 678 72 $12,872,117 $15,064,306
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Nicholls State 
University University 2009 0 $12,000,000 0 0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 $0 $0


North Carolina A&T 
State University University 2000 0.5 $36,151,000 1 0 $15,000 11 7 0 2 6 $0 $15,000


North Carolina State 
University University 1984 6 $546,000,000 82 63 $4,428,267 276 112 17 1,491 63 $2,986,789


North Dakota State 
University University 1995 1 $155,644,000 54 2 $2,272,966 31 6 0 362 8 $2,262,766 $2,260,582


Northeastern 
University University 2000 2.5 $180,000,000 4 4 $615,094 119 218 14 48 42 $300 $615,094


Northern Arizona 
University University 2008 1 $64,456,000 3 0 $25,562 43 17 1 18 17 $5,562 $5,562


Northern Illinois 
University University 1988 1 $25,420,000 1 1 $10,000 7 4 1 4 6 $0 $7,000


Northwestern 
University University 1990 10.8 $667,855,333 84 14 $105,321,475 240 202 11 390 235 $98,408,043 $9,201,361


Ohio State University University 1990 9 $968,259,897 55 16 $5,666,824 367 398 12 290 72 $1,801,884 $5,664,931


Ohio University University 1991 2 $51,914,000 2 1 $3,010,452 29 41 1 8 14 $2,890,452 $3,010,452


Oklahoma State 
University University 1995 3 $209,699,942 3 3 $2,851,646 36 19 2 84 18 $2,686,078 $2,677,733


Oregon Health & 
Science University University 1989 5.91 $445,064,548 105 24 $4,660,952 149 56 7 569 30 $594,361 $4,551,449


Oregon State 
University University 1980 4 $268,385,000 39 12 $3,800,619 100 40 9 586 26 $3,446,084 $3,800,619


Penn State University University 1989 6.5 $1,007,929,000 13 1 $1,709,235 196 149 2 178 49 $724,046 $1,649,549


Portland State 
University University 2005 2 $61,490,222 14 5 $1,323,174 19 6 4 21 0 $6,699 $1,319,339


Princeton University University 1986 5 $369,600,781 16 9 $134,338,003 124 139 6 80 57 $12,777,000 $128,484,945


Puerto Rico Science, 
Technology and 
Research Trust


University 2017 2 $121,074,000 2 2 $80,164 26 9 0 5 3 $0 $80,164


Purdue Research 
Foundation University 1988 14 $695,247,000 102 46 $12,179,190 408 229 22 180 $6,824,531
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The Research 
Foundation for The 
State University of 
New York


University 1979 18.5 $1,053,711,982 48 16 $6,721,085 244 144 17 509 70 $5,198,340 $6,692,429


Rice University University 1998 3 $149,070,271 14 3 $2,207,945 78 40 5 48 15 $12,496 $1,759,260


Rochester Institute of 
Technology University 2001 1 $42,180,000 2 0 $348,000 16 15 1 19 8 $108,000 $348,000


Rockefeller University University 1989 8 $318,405,999 63 4 $57,512,998 60 7 0 400 18 $28,586,742 $41,886,331


Rosalind Franklin 
University of Medicine 
and Science


University 2004 1 $14,601,000 0 1 $50,000 5 4 0 3 4 $0 $50,000


Rowan University University 2013 2 $36,400,000 3 0 $197,475 23 43 2 9 6 $72,474 $197,475


Rutgers, The State 
University of New 
Jersey


University 1989 12 $720,030,000 62 4 $16,174,744 179 108 7 1,189 59 $11,803,529 $14,552,291


St. Jude Children's 
Research Hospital


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1995 3 $478,000,000 10 0 $8,182,408 43 21 0 242 20 $6,921,352 $8,042,194


The Salk Institute for 
Biological Studies


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1982 3 $122,009,000 11 1 $5,177,397 41 27 0 188 12 $4,072,433 $4,513,816


San Diego State 
University University 1997 2 $53,629,408 7 0 $491,383 40 22 1


Seattle Children’s 
Research Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2017 3 $167,000,000 8 3 $1,814,923 57 148 3 22 7 $87


Southern Illinois 
University University 1993 3 $59,854,000 1 0 $1,297,657 15 7 0 22 2 $1,236,348 $1,278,457


Stanford University University 1970 19 $1,900,000,000 91 30 $114,022,678 582 419 22 268 $41,017,945 $111,930,640


Stevens Institute of 
Technology University 2000 0.4 $38,253,465 4 2 $130,000 29 26 3 5 18 $0 $101,875


Temple University 
System University 1984 5 $299,707,000 18 2 $1,191,573 91 31 3 269 22 $190,732 $1,191,573


Texas A&M University 
System University 1992 7 $1,130,803,000 41 26 $6,990,277 357 148 6 566 60 $5,677,172 $6,862,129
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Texas Tech University 
System University 1998 2 $238,018,000 4 16 $910,985 112 39 4 75 23 $389,098 $910,985


Tufts Medical Center
Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1993 1 $72,498,000 1 1 $119,863 9 6 1 32 4 $2,709 $91,430


Tufts University University 1978 7 $193,009,959 7 5 $2,118,948 68 33 3 99 29 $1,440,405 $2,087,646


The UAB Research 
Foundation University 1987 4.5 44 0 $4,519,458 85 32 5 662 19 $2,207,931 $4,408,079


University Hospitals 
of Cleveland


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2010 $177,000,000 11 6 $1,129,000 93 91 3


University of Akron University 1995 0.6 $23,496,576 10 0 $60,580 40 74 7 49 40 $580 $60,580


University of Alabama 
in Huntsville University 1999 1 $111,994,263 2 3 $208,885 64 18 0 14 10 $194,615 $208,885


University of Arizona University 1988 9.25 $760,975,000 79 16 $7,333,122 263 119 19 446 87 $3,718,667 $7,216,102


University of 
Arkansas, Fayetteville University 1990 6 $165,887,000 68 7 $2,293,168 75 50 5 350 20 $2,288,168 $2,293,168


University of 
California System University 1979 93.25 $7,291,419,000 277 46 $107,945,000 1,624 1,532 98 2,477 590 $56,238,000 $102,568,000


University of Central 
Florida University 1985 5 $239,343,000 27 1 $1,769,577 117 70 2 133 37 $1,099,455 $1,769,577


University of Chicago University 1986 3 $400,951,085 22 6 140 83


University of 
Cincinnati University 1983 4.3 $262,444,482 17 6 $791,235 148 4 213 36 $69,823 $714,665


University of Colorado 
System University 1993 12.5 $996,614,816 58 35 $24,310,790 330 559 22 1,102 80 $21,892,390 $24,230,897


University of 
Connecticut University 1987 3.5 $280,131,000 6 8 $838,713 102 55 3 121 24 $133,214 $808,312


University of Delaware University 1997 4 $171,533,306 5 0 $606,539 47 66 2 37 12 $606,539 $606,539


University of Denver University 2004 1 $37,300,000 0 0 $1,000 2 4 0 2 2 $1,000 $1,000


University of Florida University 1983 13.5 $755,113,407 228 44 $58,695,546 383 266 16 2,308 154 $46,882,656 $58,453,994


University of Georgia University 1979 6.7 $495,136,000 131 61 $10,263,648 195 54 6 1,380 50 $9,372,848 $10,120,050


University of Hawaii University 1987 4 $296,887,000 12 1 $220,647 65 23 1 142 10 $163,526 $191,514


University of Houston University 1996 3 $200,000,000 4 8 $59,116,380 78 94 3 120 42 $58,961,380 $59,116,380


University of Idaho University 1986 2 $112,810,458 4 0 $3,355,358 34 11 6 49 4 $3,353,289 $3,017,684
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University of Illinois, 
Chicago, Urbana-
Champaign


University 1981 15 $1,101,323,000 99 17 $54,232,350 401 111 14 669 101 $50,403,651 $54,183,014


University of Iowa 
Research Foundation University 1975 2.5 $490,133,594 32 5 $1,568,369 95 41 3 208 24 $633,933 $1,566,368


University of Kansas University 1994 5 $275,401,741 28 7 $8,087,081 62 38 4 145 27 $6,577,810 $8,081,011


University of Kentucky 
Research Foundation University 1984 10 $350,012,433 5 12 $2,943,622 117 71 5 147 38 $2,558,505 $2,909,289


University of 
Louisville University 1996 3.2 $198,818,000 11 7 $455,280 80 40 7 71 17 $74,702 $455,280


University of Maine University 2002 8 $138,194,536 8 $519,019 24 16 4 12


University of 
Massachusetts 
System


University 1995 10 $686,981,000 26 10 $24,044,080 180 119 6 297 85 $16,819,750 $18,831,599


University of Miami University 1989 2.6 $380,100,000 26 4 $16,021,580 163 62 2 192 11 $14,069,741 $15,727,830


University of 
Michigan University 1982 18 $1,683,885,431 214 54 $14,524,196 522 252 31 796 163 $8,857,246 $12,920,420


University of 
Minnesota University 1957 22.5 $1,070,467,000 178 57 $14,060,990 397 154 19 930 119 $8,273,538 $13,675,569


University of 
Mississippi University 1992 3.5 $61,987,851 0 0 $517,903 27 7 0 17 4 $95,403 $287,106


University of 
Missouri, all 
campuses


University 1987 7.8 $431,474,184 59 13 $13,206,552 135 40 2 411 42 $1,444,711 $12,930,879


University of Nebraska 
Medical Center University 1992 10.88 $435,889,516 44 11 $6,977,503 212 128 6 219 56 $5,829,197 $6,824,271


University of Nevada 
at Reno University 2000 2 $159,790,000 5 3 $384,732 35 13 5 30 11 $316,810 $384,732


University of New 
Hampshire University 1997 4.75 $156,901,000 143 6 $1,321,512 58 3 0 843 3 $257,611 $1,310,530


University of New 
Mexico/Sci. & Tech. 
Corp.


University 1995 5 $243,375,266 15 32 $52,341,706 127 77 4 68 46 $242,353 $52,093,676


University of North 
Carolina, Chapel Hill University 1985 10 $865,394,712 48 10 $5,518,421 170 95 4 492 51 $981,449 $5,392,159


University of North 
Carolina, Charlotte University 1993 2 $46,739,879 3 2 $101,110 34 58 4 40 16 $67,860 $101,110
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University of North 
Florida University 2010 0.5 $12,595,994 1 0 $70 1 5 0 7 2 $70 $70


University of North 
Texas Denton University 2015 2 $28,210,405 10 3 $225,557 42 12 2 21 3 $0 $225,557


University of North 
Texas Health Science 
Center


University 1999 2 $45,170,309 1 0 $25,844 8 0 0 37 0 $3,344 $23,594


University of Northern 
Iowa University 2002 0.1 $46,865,000 2 2 $68,000 10 2 1 12 2 $46,000 $68,000


University of Notre 
Dame University 1999 3 $227,077,367 5 0 $995,734 56 29 4 87 34 $201,117 $539,192


University of 
Oklahoma, all 
campuses


University 1984 4 $287,151,848 4 1 $3,832,716 51 10 2 60 15 $326,654 $3,420,695


University of Oregon University 1992 4.25 $86,220,000 1,107 3 $10,358,204 41 8 2 1,374 6 $981,190 $10,209,276


University of 
Pennsylvania University 1986 19 $1,046,659,899 143 32 $30,617,752 360 116 21 1,065 84 $18,781,379 $27,790,524


University of 
Pittsburgh University 1992 7.93 $894,888,000 103 29 $8,594,719 394 122 15 629 88 $4,553,677 $8,507,970


University of Rhode 
Island University 1991 3 3 0 $324,563 17 11 0 31 12 $25,690 $324,563


University of 
Rochester University 1980 4 $400,596,000 32 5 $1,791,704 117 41 2 176 47 $928,320 $1,739,473


University of South 
Carolina University 1993 0.5 $219,464,000 4 5 $47,827 60 61 2 69 22 $47,827 $47,827


University of South 
Florida University 1990 7 $353,737,000 70 32 $1,776,745 189 11 $1,776,745


University of Southern 
California University 1971 11.5 $941,198,000 29 6 $5,582,320 250 103 7 293 70 $4,320,909 $5,519,022


University of 
Tennessee University 1983 6.5 $431,263,295 30 12 $962,412 201 53 6 217 28 $98,275 $895,787


University of Texas 
System University 1985 53 $3,429,910,211 213 57 $362,712,828 819 423 43 1,739 263 $30,379,631 $210,006,138


University of Toledo University 1994 3 $54,100,000 8 1 $966,075 37 14 3 106 18 $449,296 $966,075


University of Utah University 1968 14 $607,061,000 26 6 $13,049,545 198 79 14 242 79 $12,222,804 $12,905,145


University of Vermont University 1998 1 $182,000,000 4 1 $408,000 45 15 2 49 15 $103,000 $393,000
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University of Virginia 
Patent Foundation University 1977 6.5 $653,916,000 60 23 $3,366,032 241 83 6 645 56 $12,694,660 $2,701,086


University of 
Washington University 1983 10 447 10 $27,364,553 300 165 13 1,417 107 $5,434,572 $26,968,973


University of 
Wisconsin-Madison/
Wisconsin Alumni 
Research Foundation


University 1925 24 $1,365,553,000 52 17 $15,991,000 380 115 7 674 166 $12,365,685 $15,748,600


University of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Research Foundation


University 2000 3 $60,320,869 5 3 $32,269 58 8 2 44 9 $11,269 $31,269


University System of 
Maryland University 1987 10.8 $1,081,772,349 52 9 $4,566,623 352 202 17 504 100 $1,977,696 $4,314,138


Utah State University University 1987 2 $304,255,724 22 0 $1,698,829 51 18 2 69 11 $1,639,030 $1,695,091


Vanderbilt University University 1990 12.5 $824,803,765 81 13 $20,242,075 168 121 5 737 76 $3,427,208 $19,458,353


Versiti Blood 
Research Institute


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


2003 $11,575,574 3 0 $958,226 6 4 0  4   


Virginia 
Commonwealth 
University


University 1994 4 $291,902,698 18 4 $2,480,057 133 170 7 236 17 $1,933,909 $2,435,619


Virginia Tech 
Intellectual Properties 
Inc.


University 1985 3 $556,341,000 25 2 $1,432,014 127 123 6 286 21 $1,432,014 $1,430,332


Wake Forest 
University University 1985 $265,000,000 11 $403,000 56 12 4 15 $403,000


Washington State 
University University 1985 7 $209,324,265 57 21 $6,488,304 75 56 8 255 35 $6,037,113 $6,471,586


Washington 
University in St. Louis University 1986 10 $946,000,000 131 11 $8,286,243 241 156 7 669 65 $2,288,232 $8,134,103


Wayne State 
University University 1988 2 $243,259,000 5 2 $817,203 47 29 0 58 23 $47,670 $817,203


West Virginia 
University University 1999 1 $99,851,921 3 1 $184,736 76 43 1 19 15 $3,636 $184,736


Whitehead Institute for 
Biomedical Research


Hospital / 
Research 
Institution


1987 5 $39,259,000 19 2 $11,115,542 12 6 4 119 9 $9,432,549 $7,220,513
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Institution Name
Institution 


Type
Program 


Start


Licensing 
Full-Time 


Equivalents
Total Research 
Expenditures


Total 
Licenses


Total 
Options


Gross License 
Income Disclosures


New Patent 
Applications Startups


Active Licenses 
and Options


Issued 
Patents


Running 
Royalties


Adjusted Gross 
Income


The Wistar Institute University 1991 $68,063,000 45 6 $4,728,000 54 42 0 $4,728,000


WiSys Technology 
Foundation University 2005 3.5 $12,718,156 4 0 $113,629 63 14 2 13 8 $9,903 $113,629


Woods Hole 
Oceanographic 
Institution


University 2007 1 1 0 $451,548 31 1 4 $451,548


Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute University 2012 2 $31,800,000 14 1 $38,373 60 24 4 54 20 $0 $38,373


Wright State 
University University 2001 0 $49,825,000 1 0 $207,127 7 2 1 5 3 $3,327 $207,127
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