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Stockholm 11 januari 2004
Ärende: Remissvar VinnForsk från SwedenBIO

Branschföreningen SwedenBIO har tagit del av Remiss rörande Verket för Innovationssystems förslag till förbättrad kommersialisering och ökad avkastning i tillväxt på forskningsfinansiering vid högskolor.

Föreningen SwedenBIO avser avge detta remissvar i form av följande specifika kommentarer:

1. SwedenBIO stödjer i stort bakgrund, resonemang, slutledningar och förslag i remissen. Dessa ligger väl i linje med SwedenBIO’s egen nationella agenda för bioteknik (”A National Biotech Agenda for Growth”, januari 2004) ur vilken relevanta citat i bilagan nedan är hämtade. Dessa citat ger underlag för SwedenBIO’s generella prioriteringar i innovationsfrågor.


2. Äganderätten (”lärarundantaget”) är en stark och viktig komponent som incitament för svenska forskare. Denna äganderätt är en starkt bidragande kraft för att behålla duktiga entreprenörer vid våra universitet kvar i landet. Det är vår uppfattning att forskarnas äganderätt till sina resultat har starkt bidragit positivt till att Sverige idag har flest bioteknikföretag per capita i världen. Vi anser därför att ägandet inte ska flytta från forskaren till universiteten.


3. SwedenBIO anser heller inte att högskolornas ersättningsrätt till uppfinningar bör stärkas, vilket enligt förslaget bör beaktas. Fördelarna med denna förstärkning av universitetens ersättningsrätt kommer inte att uppväga de nackdelar som förändringen skulle medföra. Därför föreslår vi att beaktande av denna möjlighet inte alls bör ske idag.


4. SwedenBIO stödjer att högskolorna bör kunna avtala med uppfinnarna om kommersiella rättigheter genom att erbjuda ett kompetent innovationssystem. Innovationskompetens och resurser bör också stärkas vid våra universitet med bidragsmedel enligt förslaget.

Dock ser SwedenBIO en fara i att uppbyggnad av sådana innovationssystem i förlängningen kan fresta till en urholkning av lärarundantaget, som vi anser är viktigt att försvara.


5. VinnForsk-förslaget drar slutledningar om innovationssystem i USA (t.ex. på MIT i Boston) och dessas betydelse för bildande av bolag. SwedenBIO anser dock att den starka miljön för bolagsbildningar inte uppenbart kan hänföras till dessa angivna innovationssystem. De mycket starka innovationskluster som under de senaste årtiondena vuxit upp i USA (t.ex. i Boston, San Francisco Bay Area, San Diego, Research Triangle Park i North Carolina) är resultat av ett flertal samverkande faktorer under en lång tidsperiod och som kräver en betydligt djupare analys av den som ges i VinnForskmaterialet.

SwedenBIO vill istället framhålla den stora och ökande satsningen på basforskning i USA, inom samtliga innovativa områden, samt tillgången på finansiella medel i såväl sådd- som tillväxtfas som viktiga faktorer för att skapa förutsättningar för bildande av nya och innovativa företag.


6. SwedenBIO konstaterar att representanter från industrin i stort sett är frånvarande i såväl projektgrupp, referensgrupp som expertgrupp för VinnForsk. Detta kan ha försvagat utredningen i såväl analyser som i balans i lagda förslag.

Bioteknik nämns ofta som den kanske främsta av framtida industrisektorer där Sverige har potentialen att bli en framtida industriell stormakt. I framtiden krävs fortsatta starka akademiska miljöer till gagn för industriell tillväxt. SwedenBIO deltar därför gärna i den fortsatta processen kring VinnForsk.

Stockholm januari 11, 2004

Hans Nyctelius, 

Verkställande Direktör

SwedenBIO

Bilaga:  Förlag hämtade ur ”A National Biotech Agenda for Growth” från SwedenBIO som är relevanta för Vinnovas förslag.

Förlag hämtade ur ”A National Biotech Agenda for Growth” från SwedenBIO som är relevanta för Vinnovas förslag 
.

Introduction letter by the SwedenBIO board:

Few topics are more intensely debated and create higher expectations as well as contrasting emotions than biotechnology. The potential contribution to economic growth and improvements for mankind is very high. However, as in all scientific fields, there is a need of a robust set of facts on which to base assessments and decisions.

To provide this insight, SwedenBIO launched an in-depth survey in Q4-2003 to leading Swedish biotechnology companies and investors on how the Swedish government can facilitate the growth of research and development in the industry. The result is this report “ A National Biotech Agenda for Growth” that challenges and proposes the Swedish government to act on the opportunity to become the leading biotech country in the world and capture the full growth potential.

On behalf of the Swedish biotechnology industry, SwedenBIO is pleased to present the industry’s view on the competitive situation of Sweden as a region for conducting biotechnology R&D. We urge strongly the Swedish government to consider what a thriving biotechnology industry would mean to the future Swedish economy and to implement the suggested recommendations within the coming one-two years. SwedenBIO sees a good collaboration with leading ministers, government agencies, industry, investors and academic leaders as crucial for the national biotech success. A National Biotech Committee should be implemented early in 2004 to create a strong commitment among all stakeholders.
Executive Summary and Recommendations by SwedenBIO:

The global biotechnology industry is the fastest growing industry in the world. Over the last five years, the industry has grown with more than 15 percent p.a. and annual increase in R&D spending has been 34 percent while the number of new drugs from biotech companies has soared from 5 to more than 30 per year over the last ten years. Although the huge human benefits derived from biotechnology already, the vast majority of its potential remains to be developed. The product development pipeline is filled with more high potential products than ever before. Products that, over the next five to ten years will create an enormous growth of high quality job opportunities in research, development, manufacturing and sales.

Biotechnology in its wide definition has the potential to become Sweden’s next cornerstone for industrial development. Biotechnology, pharmaceutical development and medical technology are areas where Sweden on a per capita basis is the number one industrial nation in the world together with Switzerland. The current Swedish position is promising but success is not guaranteed without coordination of efforts from the industry, government, academia and the public. Biotechnology is an important growth engine and has the potential to become a vital part of the Swedish economy together with advanced medical technology and pharmaceuticals.

However, even though biotechnology has the potential to represent a major driver for economic growth, it is far from certain that Sweden will reap the full benefits of this opportunity. The lack of a coherent governmental strategy and leadership is an obstacle. The following National Biotech Agenda is a coherent input how the Swedish government in an efficient way can support the growth of the Swedish biotech and life science industry.

Over the recent years, competition for job opportunities and investments within the biotech sector has led other countries to implement aggressive growth strategies in order to attract biotechnology companies and investments to their countries. Sweden has implemented few changes, while the governments of for example Canada, Singapore, France and the UK have recognized that there is fierce international competition to attract biotechnology investments. As a result, the leading position of Sweden within the biotech sector is being challenged, along with the risk to lose job and tax opportunities.

The SwedenBIO National Biotech Agenda analysis has shown that the USA has the outstanding best environment for the research-intensive biotechnology industry. Recent changes in France and Canada have also elevated these countries to 2nd place overall, slightly before the U.K. The relative competitiveness, by location, for biotech R&D, was found to be the worst in Germany and Sweden of the top nations covered. Countries outside the benchmark with an increasingly good environment for biotechnology R&D are Denmark, Israel and Singapore.

1

The main reasons for the relatively weak position in Sweden are:

- Lack of governmental leadership in the sector.

- Low public expenditure in biotech R&D.

- Decrease of education quality and difficulties in attracting human capital.

- Lack of tax incentives to conduct R&D.
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Exhibit 1: Benchmark of leading nations, Source: National Biotech Agenda, SwedenBIO Jan 2004

Several senior biotech executives have confirmed these findings. In reply to the National Biotech Agenda survey question, “In comparison with other countries, how would you rate the general R&D environment in Sweden?” 85 % of the participants answered that they rated the environment either worse or much worse in comparison to the USA. Indeed, the best indicator confirming these findings are true is the fact that the Swedish biotech industry is loosing ground to other nations. For example, both the number of biotech employees and the number of biotech companies in Canada have grown twice as fast as in Sweden over the last five years.

This disparate development within the biotech industry can be explained partly by the insufficient support from the Swedish government. If Sweden is to build and retain a prospering biotech industry, the government needs to realize that it plays a major role in facilitating this growth.

To improve Sweden’s position as a world-class region to conduct biotechnology R&D and to facilitate the growth of job opportunities, the biotechnology industry has, through SwedenBIO, come up with ca 100 improvement suggestions on how to facilitate the growth of the industry. Of these, 18 have been prioritized regarding their impact and likelihood to be successfully implemented under a National Biotech Agenda.


Exhibit 2: Recommendations, National Biotech Agenda, SwedenBIO Jan 2004

The following five actions are prioritized in the short term by the Swedish biotech industry:

ESTABLISH A NATIONAL BIOTECH COMMITTEE AT THE MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY, EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUNICATIONS

Active government leadership is a key factor in establishing Sweden as a global leader in biotechnology. Industrial development is currently hampered by limited co-ordination and a lack of common vision within government, industry, and academia. The government should establish a National Biotech Committee, with the objectives of increasing co-ordination and facilitating biotech growth. The focus should be to set a common agenda for Swedish biotech, and introduce measures designed to make Sweden one of the global leaders. The committee should include 3-4 full time employees at the Ministry of Industry & Trade, with executive powers (including budget responsibility); and an expert advisory committee consisting of top-representatives and experts from government, industry, academia and the financial community. The Department of Industry & Trade and the Department of Education are the two most obvious governmental sponsors, but a wide representation is essential.

Estimated cost: 5 million SEK annually

CREATE A PRE-SEED FUND TO ENABLE INNOVATORS TO VALIDATE THE TECHNICAL AND COMMERCIAL POTENTIALS OF RESEARCH

After the investigational phase of a research project, there is a need to validate both the scientific/technical proof of concept and the business potential. Although such validation cost little in financial terms (normally between 0.5-2 million SEK), the money available for such studies is currently very scarce in the university setting. As a result, researchers are forced to form a company in order to raise the necessary capital, resulting in a new business that has been established without a fully validated concept. To remedy this, the government should provide researchers with funding to examine the soundness of their technical innovations before forming a company. Such a fund could be administered through university holding companies to avoid extra administrative costs. The companies emerging from such processes should have to return money to the fund, if they are successful. If not, no money should be returned.

Estimated cost: 200 million SEK annually

CREATE A SEED AND BRIDGE FUND TO CO-INVEST WITH PRIVATE INVESTORS

Most Swedish biotech companies are financially vulnerable and will need additional capital to survive. This SwedenBIO report indicates that the problem of capital supply is two-fold; firstly, the capital available in the system is scarce, especially at earlier stages, and secondly, the amount of raised capital is too little to effectively leverage and market new innovations. To remedy this, the government should provide a co-investment fund. The focus of such a fund would be to offer private venture capitalists joint investments at an early stage. The fund should be managed independently and professionally, and make investments only if a private investor matches the venture capital investment. Based on SwedenBIO’s financial analysis and benchmark, at least

300-400 million SEK is required annually for the Life Science sector to match international levels.

Estimated cost: 300-400 million SEK annually

1. Executive Summary

STIMULATE R&D INVESTMENTS THROUGH DIRECTED TAX INCENTIVES

The National Biotech Agenda report shows clearly that many nations stimulate investment in life science R&D by making such investments tax deductible. This kind of encouragement does not currently exist in Sweden, limiting the level of investment in R&D and consequently hindering the growth of existing and new companies. The government should introduce tax incentives for investment in R&D, similar to those introduced in France and Canada. Tax deductions would be based either on an absolute amount or on the increase in R&D investment from one year to the next, with small investor companies benefiting from extra tax deductions. Swedish tax legislation for R&D investments should be as good as in the best EU countries.

Estimated cost: 0

EXTEND TAX BREAK FOR FOREIGN SPECIALISTS AND MANAGEMENT FROM 3 TO 5 YEARS

Individual scientists and specialists are often responsible for pushing the frontiers of science ever forward. Key individuals with specialist skills are therefore extremely important to the continued success of the biotechnology industry. For Swedish biotech companies, it is difficult to recruit leading specialists and management, due to high personal income taxes and as the tax breaks are shorter and complex to get, and the scope of eligible positions is narrower. The existing tax break should therefore be extended from three to five years, and encompass not just foreign scientists but also key personnel in e.g. management, IP, finance. Canada recently expanded its tax break from three to five years in order to facilitate the development of Canadian biotech companies, through the encouragement of foreign specialists.

Estimated cost: 0

SwedenBIO has during the National Biotech Agenda collected the views of more than fifty leading biotech CEOs and nine of the fourteen leading venture capital and private equity firms active in the biotechnology and life science area in Sweden. A full list of participants can be given at request.
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