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Background and Rationale 
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Why Another Study? 

• Most academic studies have focused on a single 
agency or lab, or on a single tech transfer mechanism 

• Although frequent studies in 90s (specifically on 
repurposing labs post Cold War), very few studies 
since 2000 

 

Need for a study of the federal lab ecosystem under 

current economic and public policy conditions; looking 

at both the diversity of labs and the diversity of 

technology transfer strategies and mechanisms. 

Study Objectives 

1. Describe the diversity of the laboratories. 

2. Describe factors that appear to affect the speed and 
extent of dissemination of technologies transferred 
from laboratories. 

3. Describe how a diverse set of laboratories and 
agencies currently promote and measure 
technology transfer and commercialization. 

4. Highlight areas that may benefit from further study. 

 

 Study is descriptive, not evaluative. 
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Approach and Methodology 

• Literature review 

• Semi-structured interviews with agency and laboratory 
technology transfer professionals 

• Laboratories selected to represent a diversity in: agency, 
contractor type, geographic location, S&E focus, budget, 
and size 
– 12 agencies and sub-agencies 

– 27 laboratories 

• Interviews with 8 partnership intermediary groups 

• Interviews with stakeholders from government, 
academia, industry 

• Analysis of metrics 

 

 

Defining Technology Transfer 

Indirect Pathway 

Mechanisms 
• Publications 

• Conference Papers 

• Education Partnership 

Agreements 

• Field Days 

• Intramural Research 

Training Awards 

• Seminars 

• Teaching 

• Workshops 

Direct Pathway 

Mechanisms 
Invention Protection  

• Invention disclosures 

• Issued Patents 

Transfer of Property 

•   Material Transfer Agreements 

•   Patent Licenses 

Collaborative Research 

Agreements  

• Cooperative Research and  

Development Agreements 

Resource Use Agreements 

•   User Facility Agreements 

•   Work for Others 

Network Pathway 

Mechanisms 
• Commercialization 

Assistance Program  

• Entrepreneur-in-residence 

programs 

• Entrepreneurship Training 

• Personnel Exchange 

Agreements  

• Partnership Intermediary 

Agreements 

• Venture Capital Forums 
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1. Laboratory Mission 

2. Laboratory Management 

3. Congressional Support and Oversight 

4. Agency Leadership and Laboratory Director Support 

5. Organization and Coordination of Tech Transfer and 
Commercialization Activities 

6. ORTAs 

7. Researchers 

8. Government-Industry Interactions 

9. Resources 
 

 

Factors Affecting Technology Transfer 

Some differences between GOGOs and GOCOs: 
• Limit on royalties 
• FOIA of licenses 
• Consideration 
• Consulting  
• Copyright 
• Exclusive licenses published in Federal Register 

Strategies – A Few Examples 

• Using SBIR funds for transferring technologies 

• Partnering with universities for spinning-out 
technologies 

• Using partnership intermediaries to facilitate 
government-industry interactions 

• Promoting a culture of celebration of 
entrepreneurship 

• Incentivizing researchers to engage in technology 
transfer through awards, performance evaluations, 
and royalties 
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Definitions and Measures of Success 

• Many examples of successful TT&C 

• Unclear how effective labs have been because 
many lack a measurable definition of what TT&C 
success means to their program 

• Success will not be measured uniformly across all 
labs because it is dependent upon lab 
characteristics 

•  Current required metrics are insufficient 

 

Possible Additional Metrics 

• Activity metrics 

– Researchers/Industry partners who contact or are 
contacted by ORTA 

– Technology showcases 

• Process efficiency metrics  

• Output and outcome metrics 

– Start-up companies 

– Revenues of companies licensing technologies 

• Broader impact measures 

 

 

Beware of measurement overhead  
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Areas for Further Study 

• Validation of factors found in this study 

• Perspective of researchers, laboratory directors, and 
others within laboratories and agencies 

• Perspective of industry 

• Review of technology transfer legal authorities 

• Analysis of legal agreement language 

• Development of measures at laboratory level 

• Analysis of economic development programs 

 

 

Conclusions 

• Federal laboratories have adopted many innovative 
strategies and streamlined processes with the goal 
that industry will know that they are “open for 
business”  

• Barriers to technology transfer and commercialization 
remain  

• Fuller understanding requires knowing the 
perspective of others 

• Several new metrics could be developed and 
implemented 
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Thank You! 

• Agency and laboratory-level ORTA staff at 
laboratories interviewed 

• Stakeholders from government, industry, academia 

• Study Advisory Group 

• Federal Laboratory Consortium for Technology 
Transfer 

 

Questions? 

Report available at: http://www.eda.gov/commrfi 
Email: mhughes.ipa@ida.org 

http://www.eda.gov/commrfi
http://www.eda.gov/commrfi
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Meeting 

with Study 

Advisory 

Group 

 

Timeline 

Sept  Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr 

Literature review and lab selection  

Sept.- Oct. 15  

Interviews with stakeholders  

Sept.-Dec.  

Initial data collection on labs and agencies 

Sept.-Nov. 

Interview protocol 

design and pilot 

 Oct.1-15 

Write up  

Feb. to Mar. 

Literature 

Review  

Oct. 15 

 

Final 

report 

April 

Interviews with Lab and 

Agency TTOs 

Nov.-Dec. 

Analysis  Nov. to Feb. 

Incorporate 

Edits 

Mar. to Apr. 

Meeting 

with Study 

Advisory 

Group 

 

Meeting 

with Study 

Advisory 

Group 

 

Literature Review: Barriers Identified 

• Diversity and scope of laboratory missions 

• Lack of agency and laboratory support 

• Researchers’ inability or inexperience 

• Lack of outreach to industry 

• Underutilization of market analyses 

• Government requirements 

• Lengths of negotiation times 

• Unfunded mandate 

• Lack of technology maturation funds 
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Factors  that Affect the Speed of Disseminating 
Technologies from the Lab (1) 

• Laboratory mission. Technology transfer varies across laboratories due to the 
diversity and scope of their missions.  

 

• Laboratory management. GOCO laboratory leadership is often explicitly tasked 
to perform technology transfer and commercialization, while GOGO 
laboratories must comply with government regulations. 

 

• Congressional support and oversight can have the unintended consequence of 
encouraging a risk-averse culture or a see-sawing effect when congressional 
priorities shift.  

 

• Agency leadership and laboratory director support may result in resources, 
flexibility, and creative license to technology transfer offices.  

 

 

Factors  that Affect the Speed of Disseminating 
Technologies from the Lab (2) 

• The centralization/decentralization of technology transfer and 
commercialization offices at the agency and laboratory levels affects: 

– the speed of implementation of technology transfer actions, 

– the consistency of policies, and  

– the ability to share best practices.  

 

• Offices of Research and Technology Applications operations that affect 
technology transfer and commercialization include: 

– the responsibilities of the office;  

– the science, technology, and business expertise of the staff; the 
processes of the office; and  

– the legal authorities available and how they are interpreted.  
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Factors  that Affect the Speed of Disseminating 
Technologies from the Lab (3) 

 
• Researchers are critical to the technology transfer and commercialization 

processes. Involving researchers in the process requires training, incentives, 
and time. 

 

• Government-Industry interactions. Federal laboratories are not visible and 
accessible to industry, and certain regulations make it difficult for federal 
laboratories and industry to interact efficiently.  

 

• Resources devoted to technology transfer and commercialization vary across 
laboratories and agencies.  

 

 

 

 IDA Science & Technology Policy Institute 

• Chartered by Congress in 1991  

• Mission: to provide rigorous objective advice and 
analysis to the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy (OSTP) and other Executive Branch agencies, 
offices, and councils 

• Funding administered by the                               
National Science Foundation   

• IDA has managed STPI since 2003 

 

 


