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l OPENING THE DEBATE ON HOW TO STRENGTHEN INDUSTRY-
GOVERNMENT-ACADEMIC-ENTREPRENEURIAL PARTNERSHIPS

Leonard Lerer, Senior Research Programme Manager at the INSEAD Healthcare Management Initiative, was
one of the workshop participants. He provided the included contribution to the proceedings to stir up
debate and reflection on Life Science Technology Transfer. INSEAD is one of the world’s leading and largest
graduate business schools, aiming at developing responsible, thoughtful leaders and entrepreneurs who
create value for their organisations and their communities. Through its research, INSEAD aims to expand the
frontiers of academic thought and influence business practice.

INSEAD CONTRIBUTION TO DEBATE ON
LiFe SciENcE TEcHNoOLOGY TRANSFER IN EUROPE

Leonard Lerer — INSEAD - Healthcare Management Initiative - Senior Research Programme Manager

‘No individual scientist, venture capitalist, government agency, laboratory, or university can claim credit for
leading this scientific or industrial revolution. The making of a biotechnology industry emerged not because
government officials guided it, university administrators willed it, the people needed it, or because a few
investigators had a clear vision of future possibilities.” — Eric J. Vettel?

The European life science technology transfer eco-system is in dire need of substantial restructuring. Many
of the technology transfer services that already exist simply do not work — their present focus is on databases
and processes. Moreover, formal cooperation and IP exploitation is simply not sufficient. There is an urgent
need to create informal technology transfer networks that focus upon sharing and nurturing and upon the
promotion of a seamless value chain between R&D and entrepreneurship in life sciences.

Allocating more money, in fact, is not the answer to managing what is essentially a misallocation of resources
resulting in existing large players and prestigious institutions continuing to get the lion’s share of the R&D
budget. Promising technologies now languish undeveloped in neglected research institutions and money
is wasted on high profile technology parks and projects while SMEs struggle to attain any economies of
scale. Meanwhile, established pharmaceutical companies face diseconomies of scale related to declining R&D
productivity, patent expiries and empty pipelines. The resulting merger frenzy has done little to promote life
sciences innovation.

This structural enigma described by Harvard Professor, Gary Pisano as the mismatch between ‘the anatomy of
the (biotechnology) sector and the nature of the science” is now omnipresent in Europe.

The purpose of this paper is not to catalogue the positive and negative within the nurturing and financing
of bio-pharmaceutical innovation in Europe, but simply to propose ways to revitalize the sector through
strengthening industry-government-academic-entrepreneurial partnerships. The goal is to initiate sharing
of resources and experience, to encourage the development of seamless links between discovery and
commercialisation and to provide appropriate incentives for building a sustainable life sciences sector in
Europe.

2Eric J. Vettel. Biotech: The countercultural origins of an industry. University of Pennsylvania Press, 2006
' Gary Pisano. Science Business: the Promise, the Reality and the Future of Biotech. Harvard Business School Press, 2006
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In order to diffuse life sciences innovation, we must successfully harness synergies within local, national and
regional science and technology sources and clusters and build a Europe wide technology transfer structure
by connecting people and resources. | suggest that such a technology transfer network have three core
components:

Networking: forging partnerships to facilitate technology transfer alongside the myriad processes of social
and business networking on the web to provide a comprehensive platform for researchers, entrepreneurs,
investors, government agencies, corporate collaborators and leading research and education institutions
across the life sciences value chain.

‘In essence, university scientists and venture capitalists tightly linked to social networks have the “inside
edge” on acquiring the rights to commercialise university generated science’ — Gary Pisano

Information resource: opportunities for knowledge and experience sharing in life sciences business
development and finance through training and education. This should have a strong focus on early stage
enterprises and SMEs promoting global health through increasing the scope, scale and speed of life sciences
technology transfer.

IP and human capital exchange: developing processes to ensure that the market place for hard and soft IP
exchange and jobs is open, accessible and under appropriate governance.

‘There is an enormous need for new knowledge in healthcare and concerning the environment. When we
speak of competition, we should rather think about a new form of creative collaboration. It is vitally important
to facilitate the movement of ideas and human capital’ — Elias Zerhouni, Director of the NIH, March 2007

The time is now ripe for a new approach to life science technology transfer in Europe — one that accepts that
bio-science business is indeed a delicate, creative ecosystem. The standard knee-jerk response of throwing
more money at the problem or ordering another consultant study is no longer appropriate.

Contact:
http://www.insead.edu/hmi/
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. ANNEX 1: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

SMEs participation in EU Health Research Programme
Mini-survey’

Name:

Project #

Acronym:

SME: YO NO

1) Will you be able to attend to the workshop of 19/3/2006?
YO NO

2) In the draft workshop programme, a number of presentations are planned to provide information on areas. Do you
agree on the choice?
YO NO

Do have any other suggestion?

3) During the preparation of the proposal, did you rely on any external support structure/service?
YO NO

If yes, who:
e NCP
e SME-go-Lifescience
e Consultants (if possible specify)
e  Other (if possible specify)

oooo

3.a) What is your assessment of the quality of the support received?

3.b) Did you meet any difficulties in proposal preparation (please specify)?

3.¢) If so, do you have suggestions about areas of improvement?

4) During the contract negotiation phase, you interfaced with the European Commission project officer and the
administration officer.

Did you meet any difficulties (please specify)?

4.a) If so, do you have suggestions about areas of improvement?

6) Have you encountered any specific difficulties with the management of the project so far?
YO NO

6.a) If yes, please specify:
6.b) Do you have suggestions about areas of improvement?

7) Considering the FP7 specific programme for the Health theme, which are areas that you would suggest as relevant
for an “SME topic”?

1 All information will be dealt with in strict confidentiality.
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«SMEs in Health Research, opportunities during and after participation in
EU funded projects»

Industrial participation is encouraged in the FP7 Health Theme, with special attention to
research-intensive medium-small sized companies (SMEs). Already in FP6 a special call
for proposals, focussing on STREPs dedicated to SMEs, provided funding for 86 projects,
mobilising a high number of research-intensive SMEs in health research.

Coordinators or participants of those projects were invited to the workshop «SMEs in Health
Research, opportunities during and after participation to EU funded projects» to enhance
valorization of results and to improve communication of project successes, taking also the
opportunity to inform them of existing support structures available in Europe (like the
European Medicine Agency SME office) and other possible sources of financial support.

The proceedings of the workshop include summaries and slides of presentations and
provide a practical guide to sources of information.

It is essential that all European scientists become more aware of the importance of
intellectual property rights and ownership of research results, so that Europe retains or
gains technological leadership. This effort should start since the first steps of EU funded
collaborative projects and this publication is intended as a tool to enhance European
research and innovation in health.
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