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Canada'’s Corporate
Innovation Leaders
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Canada’s Top 100 Corporate R&D Spenders 2011
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Canada’s University
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Canada’s Top 50 Research Universities 2011
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Canada’s Hospital
Innovation Leaders
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Canada’s Top 40 Research Hospitals 2011
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Part 1
The “Ocean”: Canada’s

Corporate R&D Scene




Why Does It Matter?

Corporations account for nearly all higher
education sector technology licensing

Represent a substantial proportion of
research contracting activity

Heavily involved in collaborative R&D,
networks, Chairs, etc.

As goes corporate R&D spending, so goes
tech. transfer




The Big Picture: Real Corporate
R&D Spending Dropping

Corporate R&D Spending (2002=100, $ Million)
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US Funding Also Dropping

R&D Funding by Major Source Compared to GDP, 1981-2011
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R&D Spending Becoming Less
Concentrated

Concentration of total intramural research and development expenditures by companies size
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R&D Intensity Declining
(R&D/Revenues)

R&D Intensity (R&D + Revenue)
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Business Spending on Higher
Education Research

Business Spending on Research in the Higher Education Sector
(Constant $M)
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Growing Reliance on the
Higher Ed. Sector

Proportion of Business R&D Spending in the
Higher Education Sector
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US Funding Smaller ... and
Dropping

The Source-Performer Matrix
Estimated Distribution of R&D Funds in 2011
Millions of Current U.S. Dollars (Percent Change from 2010)
Performer

Federal Gov't | Industry | Academia | FFRDC | Non-Profit | Total
$27,499 425,983 536,008 $15,595 $6,245 $111,421
0.N% 0.05% 0.58% 0.19% 0.04%

260,878 52,765
333%

Academia

Other
Government

Non-Profit

Total 527,499
-0.71%
Source: Battelle, R&D Magazine




The Corporate Tech. Transfer
“Market” - Licensing

Licenses and options — 2008

Exclusive
and sole
licenses

Mon-exclusive Unclassified
licenses

number

Total new licenses 226
Total new licenses execuied with Canadian licensees 136
Total new licenses executed with foreign licensees 65
i i 25
1,530
965
420
145

298
104
182
12
1,813
502
1.274
ar

Hote(s): Based on the questionnaires received representing 125 responding instituicns. Unclassified: Respondents provided totals but were unable to break
down components as requested. Counts include stand-alone licenses and options only and exclude those embedded in research contracts and

non-commercial (royalty free) licenses.




The Corporate Tech. Transfer
“Market” — Research Contracts

Value of research contracts by sponsor — 2008

Contracts

thousands of dollars

Total 1,971,207
Federal govemment

Other Canadian sources (business enterprises or organizations)
el N SoUrces {(Q0

Other

Hote(s): Research contracts do not include research grants (e.g. SSHRC, NSERC, CIHR) and multi-year contracts have been prorated for the reference year.
Based on the questionnaires received representing 125 responding institutions.




Companies Account for 30% of
All Research Contracting

Figure 8. All Institutions - Projects by Contractor Type
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Corporate R&D Performers:
Growth Continues

R&D Company Growth
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Average Spending Dropping

Average Per-Company R&D Spending (Current $)
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Company Growth Outpacing
R&D Spending

R&D Company Growth vs. Real R&D Spending Growth

LN

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

mmm Constant $ R&D Spending I R&DEnterprises |
2 per. Mov. Avg. (Constant $ R&D Spending) ——2 per. Mov. Avg. (R&D Enterprises)




R&D Participation Rate Growing
(R&D Companies as a % of Total)

Corporate R&D Participation Rate (% of all Companies)
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R&D Persistence: A Moving Target
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Business R&D Persistence

= Data imply that approx. 49,000 —
57,000 different companies
performed research in a 7-year
period




Similar to the 58,000 “high tech” Companies
In the Innovation Atlas of Canada
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Business Innovation
Capacity =

R&D Spending ¢
X

# of R&D Performers

Proposition:

Improving Capacity Means Improving
Spending AND Performers




Part 2 — Implications for
Tech. Transfer




The Bad News

s Corporate R&D Spending has flat-
lined; no real growth

e US figures also dropping
» Most licensing to foreign companies




The Good News

= Number of R&D players growing
e More players = more customers

s Large pool of R&D-ready firms
e Between 49,000-57,000 in a 7-year period
A lot of businesses to “engage”

s Business spending on university
technology/research increasing

e Both In real terms and as a % of total
e Canada doing better than US




Implications for Tech Transfer

s Foreign multinationals a key customer (for
“codified” knowledge)
e Represent the “export” of R&D/knowledge

= Many channels for knowledge transfer to
business
e |P, contracts, collaborative R&D, etc.

s Coordinated marketing strategies can
supplement individual ones
e Need to boost economies-of-scale in marketing
higher ed. R&D to business




Thank you !

Ron Freedman
ron@impactg.com




