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Ithough biomedical research
Ain Alberta, Canada, has

attained a very strong inter-
national reputation, this strength
has not fully translated into com-
mercial success, where commercial-
ization was and is an attractive and
feasible option. Case studies have
shown that when commercializa-
tion has occurred, the coordinated
efforts of municipal government,
academic institutions and provin-
cial/state government in the cre-
ation of incubator facilities has led
to the growth of companies, with a
resulting positive impact on local
economic development.

For many biotechnology start-
ups, attaining self-sufficiency is
highly dependent on the presence
of local facilities at the appropriate
time in their development. In addi-
tion, these companies have needs
that extend beyond physical facili-
ties; knowledge of regulatory, legal,
financial and intellectual property
issues, as well as general business
expertise is critical. Individuals
with the appropriate background
and experience may be beyond a
young company’s means.

While many universities have
established technology transfer
offices to deal with the early
phase requirements of biotech-
nology start-ups, companies soon
outgrow their university facilities.
Frequently, the problems associat-
ed with leaving the university
environment prove to be too oner-
ous. A lack of resources (both
human and capital) often forces
them to either license the underde-
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veloped technology to a manufac-
turer or to enter into inappropriate
strategic alliances.

We argue that the culture of
the university often deludes
researchers into thinking that they
can translate their research skills
into business/management skills,
and thus, be treated as equals by
their business counterparts. This
says nothing of those companies
whose genesis occurs outside of an
academic environment. These non-
university start-ups face a different
array of challenges, only some
of which are shared by their uni-
versity counterparts. They have
difficulty accessing local resources
because access is often predicated
on the assumption that local start-
ups will always develop from an
academic environment. For the
non-university start-up, the local
academic center is usually its major
source of outside technical assis-
tance. In short, while university
start-ups are being moved toward
“the door” and into separate facili-
ties, non-university companies are
clamoring to get in. Other differ-
ences can be seen in the way that
various university policies (mostly
intellectual property) are applied to
non-university versus university
start-ups.

The purpose of this paper is to
compare and contrast some of the
issues facing university and non-
university biotechnology start-ups
from the perspective of one non-
university biotechnology company.

UNIVERSITY START-UP
COMPANIES

Before profiling our non-univer-
sity company, we’ll review the
challenges faced by university
biotechnology start-ups.!

As its raison d’étre, the university
must be a place where ideas
can flourish. As such, it is an insti-
tution committed to the pursuit and
development of knowledge. The
university’s role is to enable
and encourage teaching, research
and, more recently, economically
relevant development (applied
research and intellectual property
protection). In theory, academic
freedom ensures both the openness
and responsibility of comment and

1. In addition to our own experiences in the
university environment, we have relied upon
the following sources of information:
University of Calgary Policy on Intellectual
Property and Guidelines for Company
Creation on Campus; and “Issues with respect
to commercializing Canadian university
research,” Project # 98848, prepared for the
Expert Panel on Commercialization of
University Research of the Advisory Council
on Science and Technology, January 28, 1999.
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criticism of all intellectual matters.
Scholarship demands not only its
own pursuit but also that the results
are shared with the community at
large. This responsibility sometimes
runs counter to commercial and
market-oriented interests.

Universities  recognize their
unique role in the production of
knowledge and thus have an
obligation to exercise this role in
order to produce benefits for
society through publicizing research
findings and, where appropriate,
encouraging the application of
research in tangible ways. Uni-
versity intellectual property (IP)
policies are vehicles by which the
application of research results are
encouraged and facilitated. These
policies are typically designed to
grant a high degree of flexibility to
the creator/inventor, the university
and society at large while simulta-
neously encouraging the disposi-
tion of IP in ways that will ensure
the maximum benefit for all.

In order to encourage the devel-
opment of ideas, the University’s
resources are made available to
every member of its community.
Inventive, scholarly and creative
activity is the result of this milieu
and IP is the material or communi-
cable product. At Canadian univer-
sities, initial IP ownership is vested
in either the creator(s)/inventor(s)
or the university but, regardless of
ownership, the creators share in the
net revenues earned from commer-
cializing the property. There is no
overall consensus as to whether
university-owned or inventor-
owned IP is the better policy and
neither the industry nor the invest-
ment community seems to have a
preference. What they desire are
clear, unambiguous policies. Those
who do favor the former argue
that:

= The benefits from publicly-
funded research should belong to
public institutions;

= Domestic societal benefits are
more likely when inventors can’t
simply sell IP to the highest foreign
bidder;

= There is greater incentive to
commercialize;
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= It’s easier to protect both the
rights of the inventors and those of
the university;

= It minimizes the problem of
industry playing one university
against another during negotia-
tions;

< It reduces the time and effort
required to negotiate deals with
industry and investors

= It doesn’t preclude universities
from subsequent attempts to com-
mercialize after initial failure; and

e |t’'s easier to account for
and monitor commercialization
activities.

Those who favor the inventor-
owned IP model argue that:

= |t fosters more entrepreneurial
thinking on the part of researchers;

= It tends to encourage more
localized company creation; and

= It can work to reduce the bot-
tlenecks that occur when technolo-
gy transfer offices (TTOs) or uni-
versity-industry liaison offices
(UILOs) are working at maximum
capacity.

Although these are the published
consensus models, neither can
escape scrutiny, and we would
argue that none of the criteria listed
above provide any particular
support for either model. The uni-
versity-owned model emphasizes
IP ownership whereas the clarity
of ownership is perhaps more
important. If a university or non-
university company fails in its initial
attempts to commercialize a technol-
ogy, the university company is likely
to have more resources for a second
attempt but is no more likely to
experience success.

Furthermore, another organiza-
tion (university or company) could
have successfully patented the
technology in the interim (e.g., U.S.
patent law rewards reduction to
practice, not “first to file”). With
respect to inventor-owned IP, a cur-
rent owner is likely to be entrepre-
neurial, but this fact will not, in and
of itself, change the entrepreneurial
mindset of the research community
at large. In this context, is entrepre-
neurship being confused with
avarice? On the other hand, local
owners of IP are probably more
likely to set up a company locally,

with or without the assistance of a
local TTO or UILO.

Many universities have experi-
ence with accommodating the labo-
ratory needs of a number of start-
up biotechnology firms. Typically,
these involve current faculty mem-
bers engaged in attempts to com-
mercialize the results of their
research. Universities with strong
biosciences, medical, forestry and
agriculture programs and increas-
ingly facing the question of
biotechnology start-up companies
on campus. Issues surrounding
university start-ups are complex
and raise questions that need to be
systematically addressed. These
include not only such basics as the
ability to accommodate the compa-
ny’s needs (is the space available
and can the support services be
provided without adverse affect on
academic programs) but also more
sensitive issues such as conflicts of
interest and how to manage them.
Conflicts of interest are inherent in
technology transfer involving both
the university and its personnel. It
cannot be made to go away (except,
of course, by steering clear of tech-
nology transfer altogether) but it
can be effectively managed if rec-
ognized and taken into account
early on in the proceedings.

Most universities have policies
and procedures as well as suggest-
ed guidelines that seek to stream-
line the process of university start-
up company creation and manage,
or at least minimize, any conflicts
of interest inherent in the process of
company creation and ongoing
management. Most adhere to a
number of principles; first, the
technology involved must have
resulted from university-based
activities and therefore the univer-
sity has a legitimate interest in see-
ing it reduced to practice; second,
the university must not (and must
not be seen to be) using public
funds to subsidize commercial
activity. In addition, most guide-
lines require as clear a division as
possible between company and
university activities, plus full dis-
closure and ongoing monitoring.
Most guidelines also require that
any university-company arrange-
ments and approvals are generally
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known within the academic unit
affected.

Thus, with respect to university
biotechnology start-ups, the fol-
lowing types of guideline will gen-
erally influence company creation:

1. The activity (technology trans-
fer) must be consistent with the
role of the institution (e.g., to move
the results of university-produced
research to industry, to the benefit
of Alberta and Canada).

2. Financial arrangements for the
company'’s operation must be such
that the university is not subsidiz-
ing the activity with public funds
or by the uncompensated use of
resources provided by public funds
for academic purposes.

3. The arrangement should be
time-limited (i.e., for an agreed
period of time, after which the
company will be expected to move
its operations off-campus).

4. The company operation must
be based in space that is separate
from any other space used by
the professor for other research
and the activities may not deny
students or staff access to equip-
ment or facilities provided for
academic activities. In practice, this
is very difficult to accomplish, is an
added expense and is frequently
ignored. Realistically, there will be
overlap between corporate and aca-
demic work done within the same
space, and it is often the first area of
disagreement.

5. The involvement of the profes-
sor and any other university staff
member or student, together with
the nature of their involvement
(e.g., company employee, execu-
tive, share-holder, etc.) is a matter
of local record.

6. The details of arrangements
must be properly approved, based
on full disclosure (typically within
the framework of a confidentiality
agreement). The general nature of
these arrangements must be
known within the academic unit
and faculty-approved.

7. The university must have an
interest in the activity pursuant to
applicable university policy to jus-
tify the arrangement in the first
place.

8. The company must have and

use an independent corporate
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address. Again, in reality this may
not be practical, and again, is often
ignored.

9. Any request for third-party
funds involving the university
must fully disclose the arrange-
ments to the potential sponsor, (i.e.,
the company cannot benefit from,
or “trade off”, the reputation of the
university without disclosure).

10. No special conditions of con-
fidentiality can be imposed upon
academic activities involving stu-
dents or staff as a result of the com-
pany’s activities. Established uni-
versity policies apply, except for
those matters specifically covered
by a confidentiality agreement.

11. The company must comply
with all university requirements
related to safety and the conduct
of certain types of research.
University inspectors must be able
to enter company space to deter-
mine compliance.

12. A monitoring mechanism
must be devised to review all
arrangements and activities on an
ongoing basis; this monitoring
should include review of the use of
university funds normally and
properly available to the professor.

The basis for biotechnology com-
pany creation is most often found in
the technology itself. At the heart
of any technology is the IP. IP and
the manner with which it is
managed are two other major dis-
tinctions between university and
non-university biotechnology start-
ups. Historically, university TTOs or
UILOs have tended to focus on
transferring academic innovations
to industry through licensing
arrangements, however the biotech-
nology boom has resulted in an
emphasis on developing platform
technologies where the best route
for commercialization is often com-
pany creation. This is a challenge
faced by many researchers, especial-
ly in the health sciences where the
intent to commercialize is often with
a view to developing human thera-
peutic agents.

Given the extended timeframe
involved in bring a drug from dis-
covery to regulatory approval for
marketing (10-12 years), the TTO is
often inclined to identify an indus-
trial licensee and realize a more

immediate revenue stream for the
researcher and the university
(and themselves in the case of
a “for-profit” technology transfer
or industry liaison). Many
researchers, who are passionate
about their technology, adamantly
push for company creation some-
times against the better judgement
of their TTO. Sometimes a compro-
mise is reached, but we are begin-
ning to see an increasing number of
researchers attempting to commer-
cialize their research by circum-
venting university policies without
the involvement of the TTO — and
more often than not, it is with a
view to company creation rather
than licensing-to-industry. This cir-
cumvention is as likely to include
technology that should be licensed
out as it is to include technology
that warrants company creation.

In our opening remarks, we
alluded to the cooperative and
coordinated efforts of municipal,
provincial and federal government
agencies alongside universities and
their researchers as contributing to
the success of commercialization
efforts. However, we detect a
developing trend whereby it is the
inability of the university and local
government (in the form of its
economic development branch)
to work together that ensures
the failure of technology commer-
cialization from the university.
Specifically, we see the not-for-
profit public agency mandate of
company and industry creation
increasingly at odds with the for-
profit university TTO mandate that
typically favors licensing over com-
pany creation. This often escalates
into “turf wars” over who should
be involved in the process and at
what stage. Local government
accuses the TTO of “gatekeeping,”
devoting its resources only to big-
ger pay-off technologies and con-
trolling the flow of technologies
into the wider public domain.
Adding to an already fragmented
situation are the activities of pri-
vate venture capital companies,
which are forced to deal with both
parties.

There are, admittedly, many
advantages to biotechnology com-
pany creation from within a univer-
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sity environment. Foremost is prox-
imity to much of the required
infrastructure. However, it is per-
haps because of a university’s
mandate to engage in scholarly
activities (teaching and research)
combined with a more recent man-
date to contribute to local/national
economic development through
increased technology commercial-
ization activities, that some prob-
lems can arise. Most obvious is the
view that even where technology
commercialization is institutionally
encouraged, the results of such com-
mercialization are not rewarded or
recognized to the extent that teach-
ing and research excellence are.

From the perspective of the
researcher, there is the dichotomy
of publishing research results while
protecting the IP and the commer-
cial opportunity. In addition, com-
pany related activities take up
scarce research time, and the
researcher may still have other aca-
demic obligations, for example,
teaching. This might be a disincen-
tive for those individuals who
want to maintain their academic
career together with their commer-
cialization activities. Very few
researchers are willing to relin-
quish their academic security
(financial and otherwise) and
immerse themselves 100 percent
into their business — at least not
early on in the process. In all prob-
ability, tenured faculty members
are less likely to jeopardize their
academic appointment than are
junior faculty whose funding is
generally less secure. A failure to
take a decisive step from the aca-
demic to the business camp could
prove fatal in the long run. In other
words, their aversion to risk may
compromise the successful com-
mercialization of the technology.
To our knowledge, universities
are experimenting with policies
designed to help a researcher make
this choice effectively.

In addition, without a long-
standing culture of commercializa-
tion — with clearly articulated
goals — within the university,
unintentional yet serious barriers
exist. The drafting of advisories
and guidelines and the efforts to
administer and enforce university
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policies are attempts to quell the
sometimes-conflicting constituent
parts of the university mandate.
However, universities are complex
multi-disciplinary organizations
where policy implementation and
program delivery are most often
the responsibility of individual fac-
ulties and/or departments. Based
upon our personal experiences and
observations, university-wide poli-
cies and objectives are often not
reflected in the practices and objec-
tives of individual departments or
faculties. It often appears that the
technology-based faculties (e.g.,
medicine and engineering) are
more entrepreneurial but feel sti-
fled by policies that are designed
for the university as a whole.

The last issue that we’ll discuss
is that of accessing or obtaining
competent human resources. Bio-
technology start-ups are driven by
entrepreneurs and require expert
management from a very early
stage. First-rate, internationally-
acclaimed researchers may be
deluded into believing that they are
first-rate entrepreneurs and man-
agers, when they may, in fact, be
neither. Successful commercializa-
tion is as dependent on excellent
management as it is on exploitation
of the technology. In the university
environment, TTOs or UILOs may
not have the resources or skills to
provide this critical component. As
we mentioned in our introduction,
we would argue that in many cases,
the university culture often deludes
researchers into thinking that they
are the key to success, and that their
skill as researchers is immediately
transferable or mutable into the
business/management world. It
is against this generic university
scenario that we now describe the
activities undertaken, and issues
faced, by a non-university start-up
biotechnology company.

NON-UNIVERSITY START-UP
COMPANIES

We feel very strongly that what
really differentiates a university
start-up from a non-university
start-up are the notions of credibil-
ity and an awareness of what

constitutes reality. As an extension
of credibility and being aware
of the “real” world, we see non-
university start-ups distinguishing
their operations from their univer-
sity counterparts by (1) being more
market-focused early on in the
commercialization pathway, and
(2) being much more cost-con-
scious and cost-containment ori-
ented. This latter point has resulted
in the founders of the exemplar
company (two of the co-authors)
assuming the guise of a “virtual”
corporation. In short, the formation
of the non-university start-up only
truly begins when the founders
fully relinquish their hold on the
kind of supportive environment
offered by a university — cold
reality must be allowed to enter.
To use the language of Tek-
nekron? many universities tend to
subscribe to the “design-build-sell
model,” whereas successful non-
university start-ups will favor a
“sell-design-build model.” It is the
latter scenario that the authors have
chosen to pursue. Rather than
attempting to sell the technology
that was invented, the focus is
on resolving a scientific problem
where commercial success is tied to
resolving this problem rather than
focusing on the specifics of any
compounds arising from the tech-
nology. Thus, there is a conscious
effort to bridge the gap between sci-
ence-oriented and market-oriented
objectives. Industry and the invest-
ment community often find them-
selves at odds with universities that
approach them with excellent ideas
but with absolutely no market
potential. We would argue that the
university environment fosters a
“technology push” approach to
commercialization because not
every piece of technology is, by def-
inition, commercializable.
Exploiting excellent science for
good commercial results is the
obvious challenge for any biotech-
nology start-up company and

2. Teknekron Corporation has more than 25
years in the role of creating commercial value
from R&D-derived technology using the
“Teknekron,” a commercialization technique
that combines the best elements of venture cap-
ital partnerships, business incubators and
intrapreneurship programs of large firms.
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implies a process whereby certain
ideas and technologies drive the
engine of marketable products
and services. The parallel process,
whereby the scientific direction of
the company at a very grassroots
technical level is shaped by a vision
of what excellent commercial suc-
cess should and could look like,
is less obvious. One can have
equally brilliant and entrepreneuri-
ally-oriented scientists launching
companies, but we argue that the
individual operating outside of
the university will tend to see the
world through a different lens and
be more inclined to incorporate the
market into his or her thinking.

This is perhaps because for the
non-university start-up, reality
dawns much sooner! Essentially, its
starting point is one of having little,
if any, credibility. By virtue of
an academic appointment and a
history of publishing, a university
researcher will have a level of cred-
ibility that he or she hopes
will mean something to industry
and the investment community.
However, the non-university start-
up can focus on developing the
technology with an eye to the mar-
ket and not worry about credibility.
It is this market-driven science,
coupled with a low overhead, “vir-
tual” business model that can dif-
ferentiate a successful non-univer-
sity start-up from its academic
counterpart.

In our experience, investors are
much happier dealing with a com-
pany having university-trained
personnel, but whose last universi-
ty affiliation was some time in the
past. This makes for much cleaner
negotiations because there is gener-
ally no ambiguity about IP owner-
ship and fewer university policies
with which to contend. By virtue of
having to satisfy the needs of mul-
tiple constituents and having a
much broader agenda, the univer-
sity is a larger, slower-moving,
more bureaucratic organization in
which start-up companies are not
going to be able to operate in quite
the manner that their principals
might have hoped for. The
founders of the exemplar biotech-
nology firm use a military analogy
to describe their non-university
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start-up — it is a highly mobile,
rapid deployment force, lightly but
expertly equipped, taking advan-
tage of all available terrain and
resources in its operational area.

Non-university start-ups simply
don’t have the luxury of immediate
access to facilities and infrastruc-
ture. They tend to keep more
emphasis on outsourcing and con-
tract work in order to keep costs
down and use what capital is avail-
able more efficiently. Contracting
out provides some excellent illus-
trations of the differences between
university and non-university
startups. Both types of company
will outsource key professional
services like legal and accounting,
although a given university-based
company may not have as much
flexibility in choosing the specific
firm. For example, a university
TTO or UILO may dictate the
choice of patent attorney, who may
or may not be appropriate to a
given technology.

Perhaps the most striking differ-
ence is how each entity contracts
with academic institutions. The out-
side company can take advantage
of the most appropriate, cost-effec-
tive or, simply put, the best univer-
sity-based researchers available
regardless of their location or
academic affiliation. The only limi-
tation is the negotiation of an
acceptable contract. In theory, the
university-based company has the
same option and the usual channels
for research collaboration should
make the process even easier. In
practice, collaborations for com-
mercial purposes may appear to be
too lopsided in comparison to stan-
dard research collaborations, and
the university-based company is
still encumbered by all of the
administrative and political consid-
erations that attach themselves to
intra- and inter-university collabo-
rations. For example, if the
researcher has to negotiate IP rights
with the host TTO, it is not difficult
to imagine the problems that could
arise when a sister university is
brought into the picture. On a more
mundane level, the university-
based company is probably under
some obligation (actual or per-
ceived) to use in-house facilities

and equipment. Different stake-
holder interests will influence this
decision. University start-ups will
often receive subsidies in terms of
leasing space and equipment as
well as reduced overhead charges,
but this will be balanced by claims
to an increased revenue share or
equity position on the part of the
university or its TTO.

If the examples given above
and throughout this report are gen-
erally applicable, and we have both
practical experience and anecdotal
reports from others that suggest
they are, there would appear to
be little medium- or long-term
advantage to setting up a company
within the environs of a university.
While some of the authors, admit-
ting their bias, tend to support this
opinion, it is not to say that non-
university startups have things
entirely their own way. The non-
university company is on a very
tight schedule to prove the technol-
ogy’s worth and establish some
wider credibility before the start-
up funds run out. This pits cost-
containment against the develop-
ment schedule and, for example, it
may be wiser to use a very high-
priced contractor to complete a
project in 30 days than to use a
cheaper source with delivery in
90 days. The university-based com-
pany can typically absorb delays a
lot better than its outside counter-
parts, especially if most overhead
expenses are spread across a num-
ber of funding sources.

For example, the university-
based technician is directed to per-
form more university and less com-
pany work until a company delay
is resolved. In contrast, the non-
university company is always in
search of a reasonably priced con-
tractor, who will settle for a small
overall commitment in terms of
both contract term and value, and
who can meet short delivery dates.
Generally speaking, this type of
contractor is a university-based
researcher, and consequently, the
non-university company has to
successfully enter the very organi-
zation from which its seeks to dis-
tinguish itself. If this critical rela-
tionship is handled poorly, it can
cost the non-university company
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dearly. Most notably, since the out-
side entrepreneur almost certainly
has significant academic experi-
ence (graduate and postdoctoral
training, for example), it may be its
turn to be deluded into thinking
that it enjoy a closer relationship
with its academic colleagues than
actually exists. Anecdotal evidence
supports the view that in some
cases, former colleagues may not
be current friends and supporters
because in some respects, universi-
ties can be more like religious com-
munities than businesses — once
you’re out, you’re out. That also
pertains to university startups.
Once you decide to set up a busi-
ness, some colleagues will consider
that you have committed “heresy,”
and they may want you out or may
be unwilling to collaborate.

The following example illustrates
a common arrangement than can
lead to problems for the non-uni-
versity company. It is not atypical
for the outside company to use
university space and equipment
pursuant to an informal, unwritten
agreement with a friend or former
colleague. The company may
become so dependent on these
arrangements that there is a serious
impact when the university “finds
out” and moves to formalize or
terminate the relationship. Quite
understandably, the university
may claim IP ownership and
protection for work carried out
in its facilities under informal
agreements. A reasonably astute
company can avoid these problems
by ensuring that all work per-
formed by or for it within a univer-
sity facility is properly negotiated
and subject to a signed contract. If
the outside company is unwilling
to enter into a frank discussion
with the university then it may end
up paying far more than necessary
for its contract, which would be
ironic, since many universities offer
incentives (e.g., reduced over-
heads) to startup companies in
their catchment area.

les Nouvelles

In our experience, problems can
arise when the outsider approaches
the university with a detailed list
of requirements based on too
much “insider” knowledge. Most
universities have a number of dif-
ferent contract scenarios including
straight “fee-for-service” as well as
various forms of *“contract” and
“collaborative” research agree-
ments — each has its own require-
ments, objectives and pricing struc-
ture. For example, if Company A
arrives at the university with a pre-
determined plan to use a particular
piece of equipment (“... been idle
since | left here two years ago ...”)
with very clearly defined objectives
in mind (“... just need to run 10
samples through it a week ...”)
then, if successful, they are likely to
get a straightforward space and
equipment rental type contract,
which typically carries the highest
overhead rate. Had Company A
reminded the university (through
its Research Office or similar out-
let) that a particular capability
(equipment and know-how) was
available, it may have negotiated a
contract with a “per sample” price
structure. Even better, it may have
negotiated a flat fee for a collabora-
tion with no transfer of IP, which
typically carries the lowest over-
head rate.

When it comes to university-
industry alliances in biotechnology,
the position adopted by the major
pharmaceutical companies bears
some analysis. A small startup is
unlikely to engender the same
respect as a multinational pharma-
ceutical company when it arrives at
a university, but this should not
overly influence its negotiating
position. In short, both the large
and small companies need to
understand the main functions and
objectives of the university, and
they need to enter the organization
at the appropriate level (i.e.,
through the director of research, not

through a friend or former col-
league). The small company should
emphasize its embryonic status
because it can afford the university
an opportunity to offer a pricing
structure designed for local start-
ups. This is a potential “win-win”
situation because it saves the com-
pany money and meets the univer-
sity’s obligation (handed down
from local or national government)
to help in the formation of the
local biotechnology sector. In a
final example, the small company
(like its “Big Pharma” counterpart)
should be imaginative when it
comes to paying for the contract. To
be more specific, the same amount
of money can go to a simple fee-
for-service contract — “what you
pay for is what you get” — for
example, or to pay for the results
the company needs by way of fund-
ing a graduate studentship or an
equipment purchase. Both exam-
ples provide more enduring benefit
to the university community and,
by way of goodwill, the company.
This paper has drawn heavily
upon the authors’ experiences
both in a non-university biotech
company and in a newly created
office in the faculty of medicine,
designed to facilitate technology
commercialization. We hope that
this paper has shed some light on
the difficulties that both university
and non-university companies face
during the start-up phase but, more
importantly, we hope that it is a
modest contribution to resolving
some of these difficulties. The
long-term goal for any community
contemplating growing a biotech-
nology industry should be a combi-
nation of university and non-
university companies collaborating
and sharing resources in the inter-
est of the local community — much
like the biotechnology clusters seen
in and around Boston, San Fran-
cisco, San Diego and Cambridge.
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