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Executive Summary

The University Research Corridor (URC) 
is an alliance of Michigan’s three largest 
higher education institutions: Michigan 
State University, the University of  
Michigan, and Wayne State University. The 
purpose of this alliance is to accelerate  
economic development in Michigan by 
educating students, attracting talented 
workers to Michigan, supporting innovation, 
and encouraging the transfer of  
technology to the private sector.

This report summarizes Anderson  
Economic Group’s 13th annual analysis to 
benchmark the URC’s performance against 
peer universities across the nation. 

Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is to compare the URC’s 
collective performance to peer university clusters 
nationwide. We benchmark the URC’s performance 
along the following measures:

•	 Talent,
•	 Research and development (R&D) expenditures, 

and
•	 Technology transfer activities.
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Overview of Approach

Using data from institutional and public sources, 
we aggregate student enrollment, degrees 
awarded, R&D expenditures, and technology 
transfer activity metrics at each URC university 
and those of peer clusters.

Talent. The URC universities are talent producers, 
attracting students to the state and preparing 
graduates to contribute to vital industries— 
including high-tech, medical, and other high- 
demand industries. Many of these students 
remain in the state after graduation, and many 
alumni become business owners and employees 
in Michigan. Attracting and retaining talent is 
vital to assuring innovation and development 
happens at companies in Michigan. 

Research and Development (R&D). Each year, 
the URC secures billions of dollars that support 
faculty, staff, and students in research and  
development. These activities are vital to advancing 
technologies in both science and engineering 
(S&E) and non-S&E fields. Most of this activity is 
funded by the federal government, which brings 
new economic activity into the state.

Technology Commercialization. R&D investment 
at the URC often leads to new inventions or start-
up companies, supporting growth and dynamism 
in Michigan’s economy. Patents and licensing 
activity generate money for the universities and 
the state while attracting investment in new 
technologies. Successful start-ups bring jobs and 
higher incomes to Michigan residents. 

About Anderson  
Economic Group

Anderson Economic Group, 
LLC (AEG) is a boutique  
research and consulting firm, 
with offices in East Lansing, 
Michigan, and Chicago,  
Illinois. The experts at AEG 
specialize in economics, public 
policy, business valuation, 
and industry analyses. They 
have conducted nationally 
recognized economic and fiscal 
impact studies for private, 
public, and non-profit clients 
across the United States. 

The consultants at AEG have 
extensive experience in  
evaluating the economic  
benefits of higher education 
institutions across the country. 
For more information, see 
“Appendix C. About Anderson 
Economic Group” or visit  
AndersonEconomicGroup.com.
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Peer University Clusters

In this report, we compare the URC to seven groups of top research universities from across the country. Each 
cluster includes three universities from the same geographic area. We selected these peer clusters based on 
academic quality, research intensity, and size of the institutions. 
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Summary of Findings

1. The URC enrolls more students than any other peer cluster, and ranks third among clusters in the number 
of degrees awarded.

Student enrollment at the URC has grown over time and has been consistently much higher than peer cluster 
averages, resulting in a first place ranking with over 156,000 students enrolled in 2018. By awarding over 36,000 
undergraduate and graduate degrees, the URC ranked third among the peer clusters in terms of the total number 
of degrees awarded. 

Key Benchmarks

The URC universities enrolled over 156,000 students and granted nearly 37,000 degrees in 2018, highlighting the 
significance of their contributions to higher education in Michigan and beyond. The URC also ranked third among 
peer clusters for Innovation Power, a measure of each cluster’s importance to regional economic growth. The 
remainder of this executive summary and the report lay out these results in detail.
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2. Total URC R&D expenditures have grown by $1 billion over the past decade. The URC’s R&D spending was 
nearly $2.6 billion in 2018, ranking fifth among peer clusters. 

The URC and its peer clusters collectively accounted for one quarter of all R&D dollars spent by higher educa-
tion institutions in the U.S. in 2018. The URC spent nearly $2.6 billion on research and development, ranking 
fifth among peer clusters for total R&D spending in 2018.

While the URC’s total R&D spending ranking has stayed constant, its research spending has increased by $1 
billion since 2008; a 64% increase. The URC ranks third among the eight clusters in terms of ten-year R&D 
spending growth, and far surpasses both the average ten-year growth for all U.S. institutions and the peer 
cluster average (54% and 57%, respectively).

3. URC improved its ranking in technology transfer activities in 2018, moving from seventh to sixth among 
peer clusters. On average, the URC has received 253 licenses and options per year since 2014, the second 
highest among peer clusters.

Technology transfer to the private sector is a key function of successful university R&D. The average annual 
technology transfer activities for URC from 2014 to 2018 ranks sixth among peer clusters. Licenses, invention 
disclosures, startups and patents awarded in 2018 at URC institutions exceeded their average annual activity 
from 2014 to 2018, indicating growth in these areas. 
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4. The URC ranks third among peer clusters for Innovation Power and is making significant talent, research, 
and technology transfer contributions to the regional economy. 

The Innovation Power rankings capture how each cluster contributes to their regional economy through activities 
that foster innovation and growth. We define innovation activity as performance on the following three components: 
talent, research spending, and technology transfer activity.

Overall, the URC ranks third (in a tie with the North Carolina cluster) out of the eight peer clusters, demonstrating its 
effectiveness in supporting learning and innovation that spur economic growth.
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Michigan’s University Research Corridor
Overview

Michigan’s University Research Corridor (URC) is one of the nation’s top academic research clusters and the 
leading engine for innovation in Michigan and the Great Lakes region. An alliance of Michigan State University, 
the University of Michigan, and Wayne State University, the URC universities are focused on increasing economic 
prosperity and connecting Michigan to the world. The URC universities educate Michigan residents, attract 
talented workers to Michigan, support innovation, and facilitate the transfer of new technology to the private 
sector.

The URC universities have main campuses in East Lansing, Ann Arbor, Flint, Dearborn, and Detroit, and their 
reach extends to all areas of the state. Each URC university has research, teaching locations, and partner hospi-
tals located throughout the state.

Source: AEG map using base data from URC Universities.
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Education and Talent Benchmarks

Each year, we compare the URC to peer innovation clusters on metrics related to education, talent, research, and 
innovation. In this section, we compare URC universities to peer clusters on student enrollment, the quantity and 
nature of degrees awarded, and measures of the talent generated by each cluster.

Student Enrollment

With 156,000 students, the URC has the highest enrollment of any peer cluster. Student enrollment at URC uni-
versities has risen by 2.8% since 2007-2008. Graduate enrollment in 2018 remained unchanged from the previ-
ous year, while undergraduate enrollment increased by 0.7%. 
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Total Degrees Granted

In 2018, the URC ranked third in total degrees conferred (undergraduate and graduate), behind only the South-
ern California and Texas clusters. The URC awarded more than 22,000 bachelor’s degrees and over 14,000 
advanced degrees (master’s and doctoral degrees) in 2018. Degree completions at URC universities have grown 
every year over the past decade. Since 2008, the number of degrees conferred has increased by almost 20%, 
from 31,000 to nearly 37,000. 

Degrees by Program

The URC offers degrees in nearly every subject categorized by the U.S. Department of Education. We benchmark 
the number of degrees granted by the URC and the peer university clusters in the following subject areas: 

•	 Physical Science, Agriculture, and Natural Resources 
•	 Business, Management, and Law
•	 Engineering, Mathematics, and Computer Science
•	 Liberal Arts
•	 Medicine and Biological Science
•	 Other

See “Academic Program Definitions” on page A-1 for more information on the composition of each program area.

Undergraduate Degrees Conferred

The URC conferred the second largest number of bachelor’s degrees overall in 2018, behind only the Texas clus-
ter. For a detailed list of bachelor’s degrees conferred by field of study, see page B-2.
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Graduate Degrees Conferred

The URC has been the leading cluster in granting advanced degrees in biology and medical fields for several 
years, and that trend continued in 2018. The URC awarded the highest number of advanced degrees in Medi-
cine and Biological Science fields, and the third-highest number of advanced degrees overall. See page B-3 for a 
detailed breakdown of the number of advanced degrees conferred by field of study.
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High-Tech and High-Demand Degrees

In this section, we compare clusters by the number of degrees awarded in fields of study that prepare students 
for jobs in high-tech industries or jobs that are in particularly high demand. See “High-Tech, High-Demand, and 
Medical Degrees” on page A-2 for further description of our methodology.

In January 2018, the State of Michigan enacted the Marshall Plan for Talent, a plan for investment to encourage 
education and training for high-tech jobs. This initiative invests in partnerships between businesses and edu-
cation providers to help meet the growing demand for workers in information technology, computer science, 
healthcare, manufacturing, and other fields. The URC universities are a significant source of education and train-
ing in Michigan. The degrees that we focus on in this section are crucial to the growth of vital industries in the 
state.

Benchmarking High-Tech Degrees

The URC awarded 11,775 high-tech degrees in 2018, ranking second in high-tech advanced degrees and fourth 
in high-tech undergraduate degrees. Engineering degrees were the most common type of high-tech degree, fol-
lowed by biological and biomedical sciences degrees. A breakdown of high-tech degrees by cluster category can 
be found on page B-3. The URC granted 4.7% more high-tech degrees in 2018 than in 2017, growing faster than 
the peer cluster growth average of 4.4%.
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Benchmarking High-Demand Degrees

The URC conferred 12,735 high-demand degrees 2018, the third highest of all peer clusters. High-demand de-
grees include those in computer science, engineering, and business.  The URC increased its high-demand degree 
completions by 5.3% from 2017 to 2018, the largest increase of any peer cluster. The URC’s growth in this area 
is especially noteworthy given that peer clusters experienced an average 2.8% decrease in high-demand degree 
completions over the same time period.
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Medical Education

The URC universities offer allopathic (MD) and osteopathic (DO) medical schools, along with schools of dentistry 
(DDS and other dentistry), veterinary medicine (DVM), and physician assistant (PA) programs. URC institutions 
awarded 2,468 medical degrees in 2018, far more than any other peer cluster. Nursing and MD and DO degrees 
represent the largest fields of medical education, together representing 86% of the medical degrees conferred at 
URC institutions. For a list of degrees included in these categories, see “Benchmarking Metrics” on page A-1.

URC institutions increased their total medical degree completions by 42% between 2008 and 2018. The number 
of nursing and MD/DO graduates increased by 47% during this time. The URC is the only cluster that offers a DO 
program, and the number of graduates receiving DO degrees has more than doubled from 135 graduates in 2008 
to 273 graduates in 2018.
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Research and Development Benchmarks

The URC is a key contributor to research and development (R&D) activity in Michigan. Every year, universities 
across the country secure billions of dollars in funding from a variety of sources to support R&D conducted by 
faculty, staff, and students. Nearly every university in each peer cluster is classified as a ‘high research activity’ 
institution. This section highlights the URC’s R&D efforts and benchmarks the URC against its peers in terms of 
academic R&D expenditures.

There are three general categories of academic research: basic, applied, and development. The NSF defines 
basic research as research undertaken primarily to acquire knowledge without an application or use in mind. 
Applied research is research conducted to meet a specific, recognized need. Development is the systematic use 
of research towards the production of useful materials, devices, systems, or methods, including the design and 
development of prototypes and processes.

Examples of URC Research

Academic R&D Expenditures

The eight university clusters spent nearly $21 billion on R&D in 2018, accounting for 26% of all college and 
university R&D expenditures in the U.S. In 2018, the URC had the fifth-largest R&D expenditures among all 
clusters. The URC’s spending accounted for more than 92% of R&D expenditures at colleges or universities in 
Michigan.

University R&D funding may originate from a variety of sources, including the federal government, state and 
local governments, private industry, nonprofits, and the institution’s own funds. As shown on the following 
page, the federal government is the largest source of funding for each of the peer clusters. In Michigan, higher 
education institutions spent nearly $1.4 billion in R&D from federally financed sources in 2018. Ninety-four 
percent of federally funded R&D in Michigan occurred at URC institutions. 
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Between 2017 and 2018, URC institutions increased their total R&D spending by 4.2%, placing the URC fifth out 
of the eight clusters in terms of one-year growth. The URC’s R&D spending growth was slightly less than the aver-
age growth of 5.5% for institutions across the U.S. However, URC institutions have increased their R&D spending 
by 64.2% since 2008, greater than all peer clusters except for Massachusetts (81.2%) and North Carolina (68.7%). 

Between 2017 and 2018, URC institutions increased science and engineering (S&E) R&D expenditures by 3.9%. 
This growth was slightly less than the average increase for all institutions across the U.S. (5.4%) as well as the 
peer cluster average (6.7%). Since 2008, the URC increased its S&E R&D spending by 62.3%, which is the third 
highest among peer clusters. See page B-5 for detailed spending amounts from the past two years.
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By and large, universities focus the greatest share of their spending on S&E fields. Research priorities vary across 
university clusters, resulting in variation in which fields receive higher a share of R&D funding. The table on page 
B-6 details spending amounts by field.

The URC’s R&D spending patterns are mostly consistent with national averages. The only exceptions are in the 
“social sciences” category, where the URC’s share of total R&D spending is three times the national average, and 
the “other sciences” category, where the URC’s spending share is half the national average due to its relatively 
limited spending on environmental and computer/information sciences (see chart on next page).
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Expenditures by Research Type

URC institutions spend a smaller proportion of their R&D spending on development (2%) compared to the peer 
cluster average (12%) and approximately the same proportion on basic research (63%) as the peer cluster average 
(64%). At 35%, URC institutions spend a larger portion of funding on applied research than any other peer cluster. 

Technology Commercialization Benchmarks

Transferring new technology to the private sector is an important function of successful university R&D. R&D 
expenditures support the research activity of students, faculty, and staff at the university. In addition, the conduct 
of research requires the purchase of scientific equipment and collaboration with the public sector that directly 
contributes to the economy of the state. However, the state’s economy realizes the full benefits of the resulting 
new technologies and innovations only when they are used by industry in an applied setting. University technolo-
gy transfer (or technology commercialization) offices support efforts to move discoveries made in the institutional 
setting to the private sector. They assist with invention disclosures, patent applications, licensing, and entrepre-
neurial support, allowing technology innovation and improvements to reach a larger audience. 

Patents and licensing activity generate revenue for universities and attract new technology investment to the 
state economy. Successful start-ups result in new jobs and higher incomes for area residents. This section  
describes the URC’s technology transfer activities and benchmarks the URC against its peers in technology  
commercialization.1

Patents and Licensing

A university’s patent and licensing activity demonstrates the extent to which its research is leading to meaningful 
technological advancements. This activity can be measured in terms of invention disclosures, patents issued, 
licensing and options agreements, and licensing revenue. Invention disclosures are an early step in the patent 
application process, and a successful patent issue signifies that research findings are innovative enough to qualify 
as intellectual property. Options agreements are short-term contracts allowing companies to explore how they 

1. For a more in-depth discussion about technology commercialization at the URC universities, see “Embracing Entrepreneurship: The URC’s  
 Growing Support for Entrepreneurs in Michigan and Throughout the World,” Anderson Economic Group LLC, East Lansing, May 2013.
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might commercialize research, while licensing agreements enable that commercialization to take place. The 
number of patent applications and invention disclosures in a single year provides a rough indication of success of 
the research and development at a university, but it does not necessarily illustrate how effectively that research 
and development is reaching the private sector. Statistics on other services provided by tech transfer offices, 
such as patents granted, number of licenses, royalty revenue, and the number of new start-ups, more directly 
reflect the impact of innovation on the private sector.

Because technology transfer numbers tend to be volatile in the short term, we focus on the most recent 5-year 
averages to make meaningful comparisons among clusters. Among peer clusters, the URC ranks second in licenses 
and options issued, fourth in average annual number of patent grants, sixth in invention disclosures, and sixth in 
licensing revenue.

The amount of licensing revenue generated by each dollar invested in science and engineering fields is an 
important measure of a university’s R&D success. Because licensing revenue can have large year-to-year varia-
tions, we compare average annual licensing revenue to average annual S&E R&D expenditures over a five-year 
period (2014-2018). The URC ranks seventh on this metric.
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Startups

In recent years, the URC has developed and expanded incubators, small business and start-up support services, 
and grant programs for different stages of business development. These services, along with the relationships 
the URC has fostered with local communities and businesses, contribute to the success of start-ups at URC 
universities.2 In 2018, the URC produced 27 start-ups, ranking seventh among its peers. On average, 21 new 
companies are started each year with licensed technology from a URC university, ranking seventh among peer 
clusters. The URC has cultivated 266 start-up companies since 2002, at a rate approaching one new business 
formed every three weeks.

2. For a detailed discussion of the resources the URC offers to start-ups and other entrepreneurial endeavors, see “Embracing Entrepreneurship:  
 The URC’s Growing Support for Entrepreneurs in Michigan and Throughout the World,” Anderson Economic Group LLC, East Lansing, May 2013.
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Innovation Power Rankings

In this section, we report our Innovation Power Rankings, a composite ranking of the innovation activity for the 
URC and peer clusters. This ranking incorporates the performance of each cluster on a variety of metrics, pro-
viding a single composite innovation score that allows the URC to be compared to peer clusters. The Innovation 
Power Rankings capture the contributions that each university cluster makes to its regional economy as a result 
of research, talent, and technology transfer.

Components of Innovation Power Rankings

The Innovation Power Rankings measure the URC and each peer innovation cluster’s contributions to innovation 
in talent, research spending, and technology transfer.

Talent

To measure talent contributions, we rank each cluster based on total degrees awarded and total high-tech de-
grees awarded. The number of degrees awarded approximates each cluster’s contribution to an educated and 
productive workforce. High-technology degrees reflect graduates that may work in fields where technology and 
innovation are key components of the industry. See “High-Tech, High-Demand, and Medical Degrees” on page 
A-2 for a list of the fields we have classified as high-technology degrees.

Research Spending

All clusters engage in a high level of research activity, with nearly every school in each peer clusters classified as a 
“very high-level research university” according to the Carnegie classification system. We measure total research 
spending and research spending in S&E fields to determine each cluster’s research ranking. We do not adjust re-
search spending activity based on spending per student or spending per research faculty. This component of the 
Innovation Power Rankings captures the sheer volume of research spending at each cluster.

Technology Transfer Activity

Technology transfer and commercialization are important aspects of each cluster’s contribution to industry. By 
ranking each cluster on technology transfer activity, we capture how its research and technology efforts are uti-
lized in the private and public sectors. We rank each university cluster on the most recent five-year averages for 
the following metrics:

•	 Licensing revenue,
•	 Start-up companies,
•	 Patent grants issued,
•	 Technology licenses issued, and
•	 Invention disclosures.

See “Appendix A. Methodology” on page A-1 for more details on how we measured the metrics in each compo-
nent of the composite ranking.
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Rankings by Category

The URC ranks fifth in research, third in talent, and sixth in technology transfer. We combine these rankings by 
weighting each cluster’s performance in each category to determine the overall ranking for innovation activ-
ity. Research spending and talent each account for 40% of the overall ranking, and technology transfer activity 
accounts for 20%. These weights reflect the relative time, size of investment, and priority of purpose among 
research universities.

Overall, the URC ranks third among peer clusters in our Innovation Power Rankings. See “Appendix A. Methodol-
ogy” (next page) for details on how we determined rankings by category. A more detailed display of the URC and 
peer cluster rankings by metric can be found on page A-6.
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Appendix A. Methodology

This appendix describes the methods used to benchmark the URC against its peer clusters in terms of education 
and research metrics. The methodology used in this report is consistent with the methodology for benchmarking 
used in reports in previous years.

Benchmarking Metrics

Below we include definitions of degree categories created by AEG and describe any changes to methodology 
compared to previous years’ reports. 

Degree Completions

The completions data in this report may not exactly match the numbers in our previous reports. While we con-
tinued to use completion data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) for this analy-
sis, we no longer include second majors, since including second majors results in students being double-counted.

Academic Program Definitions

The academic program areas used in “Degrees by Program” on page 10 are based on the National Center for 
Education Statistics’ Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) codes from the Integrated Postsecondary Edu-
cation Data System (IPEDS). The composition of each program area is as follows:

The Physical Science, Agriculture, and Natural Resources academic program area includes the following 
fields of study: agriculture, agriculture operations, and related sciences; natural resources and conserva-
tion; and physical sciences.

The Business, Management, and Law academic program area includes the following fields of study: legal 
professions and studies; and business, management, marketing, and related support services.

The Engineering, Mathematics, and Computer Science academic program area includes the following fields 
of study: architecture and related services; computer and information sciences and support services; engi-
neering; and mathematics and statistics.

The Liberal Arts academic program area includes the following fields of study: area, ethnic, cultural, and 
gender studies; communication, journalism, and related programs; education; foreign languages, litera-
tures, and linguistics; family and consumer sciences/human sciences; English language and literature/
letters; liberal arts and sciences; general studies and humanities; library science; multi/interdisciplinary 
studies; philosophy and religious studies; theology and religious vocations; public administration and social 
service professions; social sciences; visual and performing arts; and history.

The Medicine and Biological Science academic program area includes the following fields of study: biological 
and biomedical sciences; psychology; and health professions and related clinical sciences.

The Other academic program area includes the following fields of study: personal and culinary services; 
parks, recreation, leisure, and fitness studies; security and protective services; construction trades; me-
chanic and repair technologies/technicians; precision production; transportation and materials moving; 
undesignated fields of study; communications technologies/technicians and support services; engineering 
technologies/technicians; military technologies; and science technologies/technicians.
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High-Tech, High-Demand, and Medical Degrees

High-Tech Degree Definition 

Our definition of high-tech degrees is one that we use regularly to assess Michigan’s high-tech industry in 
Southeast Michigan.3 As with the academic definitions, we used the CIP codes in IPEDS to pull degrees that 
fit our definition of high-tech. These degrees include:

•	 agriculture, agriculture operations, and related sciences
•	 architecture and related services
•	 biological and biomedical sciences
•	 communications technologies/technicians and support services
•	 computer and information sciences and support services
•	 engineering technologies/technicians
•	 engineering
•	 mathematics and statistics
•	 physical sciences

High-Demand Degree Definition 

The three fields of study with the highest demand among employers are business, computer science and 
engineering, according to a survey done by the National Association of Colleges and Employers. Their 2019 
Job Outlook Report surveyed approximately 172 employers from a variety of sectors and found that com-
puter science, engineering, accounting, finance, and business administration were in the most demand by 
employers. 

For the purposes of this analysis we combined the three business related majors (accounting, finance, and 
business administration) into one category due to substantial overlap between these degrees at the under-
graduate level in many universities. Our data source (IPEDS) does not distinguish clearly between them. 

Additionally, for engineering degrees awarded, we included “engineering” and “engineering technologies/
technicians,” because the IPEDS database presents highly related concentrations under each and they 
likely signal similar skill sets in the entry-level job market.

Medical Degree Definition 

We used the following IPEDS categories to represent the medical field:

•	 Medicine doctor’s degree—professional practice
•	 Osteopathic medicine/osteopathy doctor’s degree—professional practice
•	 Veterinary medicine doctor’s degree—professional practice
•	 Registered nursing, nursing administration, nursing research, and clinical nursing (bachelor’s, mas-

ter’s, and doctor’s degrees)
•	 Dentistry doctor’s degree—professional practice
•	 Advanced/graduate dentistry and oral sciences (master’s and doctor’s degrees)
•	 Dental support services and allied professions (bachelor’s and master’s degrees)
•	 Physician assistant (master’s degree)

3.  Anderson Economic Group, Driving Southeast Michigan Forward, prepared for Automation Alley (November 2008).
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R&D Expenditures

The data reported to IPEDS for research expenditures are lower than the research expenditures reported to the 
National Science Foundation because they include different components. Research expenditures reported to 
IPEDS only include direct research costs. Indirect costs, while included in NSF reporting, are counted in other 
spending categories when reported to IPEDS.

The science and engineering (S&E) fields used in “Academic R&D Expenditures” on page 15 are based on the 
NSF’s survey of higher education institutions. The composition of each S&E field is as follows:

•	 The environmental sciences category includes atmospheric and earth sciences, oceanography, and other 
miscellaneous sciences.

•	 The life sciences category includes agricultural, biological, medical, and other miscellaneous life sciences.
•	 The physical sciences category includes astronomy, chemistry, physics, and other miscellaneous physical 

sciences.
•	 The social sciences category includes economics, political sciences, sociology, and other miscellaneous 

social sciences.
•	 The engineering category includes aeronautical, biomedical, bioengineering, chemical, civil, electrical, 

mechanical, metallurgical, and other engineering fields.

Technology Transfer Information

For information on invention disclosures, patent grants, licenses and options, and licensing revenue, we relied on 
data provided by the URC universities, universities in each peer cluster, as well as the Association of University 
Technology Managers (AUTM) Surveys. For each cluster, we obtained the data from the following detailed sources:

•	 URC: Michigan State University, the University of Michigan, and Wayne State University information 
was obtained from the URC. 

•	 Northern California: The University of California provided statistics for all their campuses through 
their Office of Technology and its Annual Technology Commercialization Reports for 2014-2018.  
Invention disclosure data for UCSF for 2014-2017 was obtained through the AUTM survey. Stanford 
University data for 2014-2018 was obtained through the AUTM survey.  

•	 Southern California: The University of California provided statistics for all their campuses through 
their Office of Technology and its Annual Technology Commercialization Reports for 2013-2017. USC 
data for 2014-2018 was collected from the AUTM survey. In FY 2018, UCLA received a legal settlement 
for $158 million that resulted in extraordinary licensing revenue of $85.8 million. We did not include 
this amount in our technology transfer benchmark model. 

•	 Illinois: We collected data for the University of Chicago for 2014-2018 from the AUTM survey. Univer-
sity of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, provided all statistics through their Office of Technology manage-
ment website for 2014-2018. We collected Northwestern data for 2014-2017 from the AUTM survey, 
apart from 2014 licenses data, 2015 startup data, and 2015-2017 invention disclosure data, which 
were obtained from reports published by the university. All 2018 Northwestern data was obtained 
from the university. 

•	 Massachusetts: We obtained 2014-2017 MIT data on invention disclosures, startup companies, and 
licenses/options from the university’s website, along with all technology transfer data for 2018. We 
obtained data for 2014-2017 patents and licensing revenue from the AUTM survey. All 2014 and 2018 
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Boston University data were obtained from AUTM. For 2015, we collected Boston University startup 
data from the university. For 2016 and 2017, we obtained patent data from AUTM, while invention 
disclosure, startups formed, licensing revenue, and licenses and options totals were collected from 
the university. We obtained Harvard University data for 2014 from AUTM, save for patents totals, 
which were reported by the university. Data on invention disclosures, patents issued, startup compa-
nies formed, and licensing revenue for 2015 through 2018 were collected from the university. Data 
on licensing and options for 2014 through 2017 were obtained from AUTM. Data on patents issued, 
startups formed, licensing revenue, and licenses and options granted in 2018 were collected from the 
university. 

•	 North Carolina: Data on invention disclosures for the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill for 2014 
through 2018 were collected from the university. Data on patents issued in 2014 and 2018 were col-
lected from the university, while data on patents issued in 2015 and 2016 were obtained from AUTM. 
Data on startups formed for 2014 through 2017 were obtained from AUTM, while 2018 startup data 
were collected from the university. All licensing revenue data for 2014 through 2018 were collected 
from the university. Licenses and options granted data for 2015 and 2018 come from AUTM, while 
licenses and options data for 2014, 2016, and 2017 come from the university. Data on invention dis-
closures, patents issued, and licenses and options issued from 2014 through 2018 for Duke University 
were obtained from AUTM. Data on startups formed and licensing revenue for 2014 through 2017 
were collected from the university, while data on startups formed and licensing revenue for 2018 were 
obtained from AUTM. North Carolina State University data for 2014-2018 was collected from their Of-
fice of Technology Transfer. 

•	 Pennsylvania: Data for Carnegie Mellon for 2014 through 2018 on invention disclosures, patents is-
sued, startups formed, and licensing revenue were collected from the university. Data on licenses and 
options issued were obtained from AUTM. Data on Pennsylvania State University invention disclosures 
for 2014 and 2015 were obtained from AUTM, while invention disclosures from 2016 through 2018 
were collected from the university. Patent data for 2014 through 2017 were obtained from AUTM, 
while 2018 data were collected from the university. All startup data were collected from the univer-
sity. Licensing revenue data from 2014 through 2017 were obtained from AUTM, while 2018 data 
were collected from the university. Licensing and options data for 2015 were obtained from AUTM, 
while data for all other years were collected from the university. Data for the University of Pittsburgh 
invention disclosures for 2014 and 2015 were obtained from AUTM, while data for 2016 through 2018 
were collected from the university. Data for patents issued for 2014 through 2017 were obtained from 
AUTM, while 2018 data were collected from the university. All startup and licensing revenue data were 
collected from the university. Data on licensing and options for all years, save for 2015, were collected 
from the university. 

•	 Texas: For Texas A&M, all data for 2014 through 2017 were obtained from AUTM, while 2018 data 
were collected from the University of Texas system. Data for The University of Texas at Austin from 
2014-2018 was provided by their Office of Technology Commercialization. Since our last report, UT 
Austin experienced significant revisions to their historical data, and these have been updated accord-
ingly. Rice University data for 2014-2018 was obtained through the AUTM survey.

Innovation Power Rankings

In 2013, we introduced a new element to our annual benchmarking reports: a composite ranking of Innovation 
Power, which rates the URC’s performance relative to its peer clusters for research spending, talent, and technol-
ogy transfer activity. We ranked the URC on each of those three components separately, and then combined the 
rankings for an overall, composite ranking.
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Talent

The talent component is based on the total number of degrees awarded, as well as the number of high-tech-
nology degrees awarded. High-tech degrees are listed in “High-Tech, High-Demand, and Medical Degrees” on 
page A-2. We weighted these ranks at 80% and 20%, respectively, to determine the overall ranking for talent.

Research

To assess each cluster’s research contributions, we rank them based on total research spending, as well as 
spending on science and engineering R&D. We weighted these ranks at 80% and 20%, respectively, to determine 
the ranking for research. 

Technology Transfer

The technology transfer and commercialization rankings are composed of each cluster’s ranks for the five-year 
averages (2014-2018) of the following five measures:

•	 Licensing revenue
•	 Start-up companies
•	 Patent grants issued
•	 Technology licenses issued
•	 Invention disclosures

Licensing revenues and start-ups provide the strongest direct measures of how valuable university R&D efforts 
are to the private sector. Therefore, we weighted rankings for licensing revenues and start-up companies as half 
of the total technology transfer ranking, and the other three measures are equally weighted to make up the 
other half of the overall ranking.

Overall Composite Ranking

Once we determine the overall rankings for research, talent, and technology transfer activity, we use a weight-
ed average to combine them into a single composite ranking for each cluster. We weight talent and research 
at 40% each, and weight tech transfer and commercialization at 20% of the final ranking. Determining which 
metrics to include and how to weight them requires subjective judgement. Our goal is to combine the metrics 
for which we have high-quality data (those included in this report) into the best possible overall measure of a 
cluster’s contribution to innovation. 

We weight research and talent more heavily than technology transfer for two reasons. First, for most universi-
ties, research and educating students are more closely related to the institution’s core mission than technol-
ogy transfer, even though the latter is important and becoming increasingly emphasized. Second, while we 
believe the technology transfer metrics we use are the best available, they do not capture the universities’ im-
pacts on technology and practices outside of the university context as well as the talent and research metrics 
in their respective areas. University R&D reaches practical application through a variety of channels, including 
formal technology transfer, research partnerships, and the education of students who may take what they 
have learned in the lab with them to the outside world.The table on the following page displays the detailed 
rankings by metric for the URC and peer clusters.
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Appendix B. Additional Data and Tables

This appendix contains the following detailed data tables for some of the numbers, tables, and figures presented 
throughout the report.

•	 Student Enrollment for the URC and Peer Clusters, 2007-2018  (below).
•	 Number of Degrees Conferred for the URC and Peer Clusters, 2007-2018 on page B-2.
•	 Number of Undergraduate Degrees Conferred by Field of Study, 2018 on page B-2.
•	 Number of Advanced Degrees Conferred by Field of Study, 2018 on page B-3.
•	 Number of High-Tech Degrees Conferred by Cluster, 2018 on page B-3.
•	 Medical Degrees Conferred by Cluster, 2018 on page B-4.
•	 Number of Medical Degrees Conferred for the URC and Peer Clusters, 2008-2018 on page B-4.
•	 Growth in R&D Expenditures for URC and Peer Clusters, FY 2017-2018 on page B-5.
•	 Growth in Science and Engineering R&D Expenditures for URC and Peer Clusters, FY 2017-2018  

on page B-5.
•	 R&D Spending by Field, FY 2018 on page B-6.

Education and Talent Benchmarks

Enrollment
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Degrees
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Research and Development
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Appendix C. About Anderson Economic Group

Anderson Economic Group, LLC is a boutique consulting firm founded in 1996, with offices in East Lansing and 
Chicago. Our team has a deep understanding of advanced economic modeling techniques and extensive experi-
ence in several industries in multiple states and countries. We are experts across a variety of fields in tax policy, 
strategy and business valuation, public policy and economic analysis, and market and industry analysis.

Relevant publications from our team include:

•	 “University Research Corridor Annual Economic Impact Report,” published annually since 2007. This 
series of reports benchmarks Michigan’s research universities (Wayne State University, Michigan State 
University, and the University of Michigan) against peer clusters across the country. It also evaluates the 
collective economic impact of the universities on the state of Michigan.

•	 “Higher Education Performance Tracker,” Business Leaders for Michigan, published in 2016.
•	 “2014 Study on Higher Education in the Loop and South Loop,” published in 2014.
•	 “America’s Urban Campus: The Economic, Social, and Cultural Contributions of Chicago’s Colleges and 

Universities,” published in 2014.
•	 “The Economic Footprint of Michigan’s Fifteen Public Universities,” published in 2013.

Past Anderson Economic Group clients include:

Governments: The government of Canada; the states of Michigan, North Carolina, and Wisconsin; the cities 
of Detroit, Cincinnati, and Sandusky; counties such as Oakland County, and Collier County; and authorities 
such as the Detroit-Wayne County Port Authority.

Corporations: Ford Motor Company, First Merit Bank, Lithia Motors, Spartan Stores, Nestle, and InBev USA; 
automobile dealers and dealership groups representing Toyota, Honda, Chrysler, Mercedes-Benz, General 
Motors, Kia, and other brands.

Nonprofit organizations: Convention and visitor bureaus of Lansing, Ann Arbor, Traverse City, and Detroit, 
and Experience Grand Rapids; higher education institutions including Michigan State University, Wayne State 
University, and University of Michigan; trade associations such as the Michigan Manufacturers Association, 
Service Employees International Union, Automation Alley, the Michigan Chamber of Commerce, and Business 
Leaders for Michigan. 

Please visit www.AndersonEconomicGroup.com for more information.
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