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Conclusion 
The United States has a strong foundation in life sciences R&D. Its high levels of public 
funding and private capital, as well as its tradition of innovation, make it a leader in the 
knowledge-intensive production aspects in the life sciences (in particular, the therapeutics 
and devices component). Life science is one of the key growing sectors of the 
knowledge-based economy, and the United States maintains a competitive advantage 
over other countries. But the nation will need to exploit these strengths and try new 
approaches to reduce the growth of expenditures and improve economic performance.  
 
The poor overall health of Americans translates into tangible economic losses. Findings 
from the Milken Institute study on the economic burden of chronic diseases suggest that 
improvements in prevention and treatment can facilitate a major reduction of chronic 
disease occurrences by 2023, thus reducing their economic impact substantially.  
Although there are other factors driving the rapid rise in health-care costs, U.S. 
businesses do have it within their power to take steps to reduce risk factors among 
employees. Along with the incalculable human benefits, the United States can experience 
increased productivity and lower treatment costs. By establishing creative partnerships 
with the life sciences industry to focus on improved service delivery and targeted 
preventive care, we can improve the health of Americans and reduce the economic 
burden of chronic diseases.  
 
Harnessing the nation’s strong R&D assets and the impressive ingenuity and intellectual 
capital of the life sciences industry will be the key to setting that process in motion. A 
healthy America with a high-quality health-care delivery system will enjoy a 
strengthened position as a global leader in life sciences—along with increased 
productivity and continued economic growth. 
 
The life sciences sector is one of the most dynamic and value-added sectors of the 
American economy. The United States has built and maintained an impressive lead in 
research and development over other developed nations. Businesses in other key sectors 
of the American economy have a tremendous amount to gain by learning from and 
collaborating with partners in the life sciences. 
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Appendix A 
Venture Capital Investments and Start-ups in Life Sciences 

by State, 2002 to 2004 

State
Average Annual 2002-2004,

US$ Thousands
Per $100,000 GSP,

2004
Business Startups 

since 2000

AK $0 $0.00 1
AL $21,633 $17.05 5
AR $2,089 $2.87 N/A
AZ $21,111 $11.27 15
CA $2,047,667 $142.32 126
CO $95,000 $51.30 14
CT $93,067 $54.00 15
DC $25 $37.39 5
DE $222 $0.45 N/A
FL $32,644 $6.00 37
GA $119,478 $38.01 8
HI $1,311 $2.89 1
IA $889 $0.86 5
ID $0 $0.00 N/A
IL $37,911 $7.81 18
IN $18,444 $8.85 9
KS $7,333 $8.16 6
KY $17,789 $14.34 5
LA $0 $0.00 2
MA $872,789 $292.86 57
MD $172,378 $83.53 19
ME $7,256 $18.35 2
MI $35,900 $10.38 13
MN $166,967 $80.35 28
MO $60,489 $32.55 7
MS $222 $0.32 3
MT $0 $0.00 1
NC $207,789 $67.55 39
ND $0 $0.00 1
NE $0 $0.00 4
NH $24,711 $50.90 3
NJ $299,078 $77.94 32
NM $3,089 $5.48 1
NV $2,667 $2.95 4
NY $72,456 $8.59 33
OH $33,878 $8.82 16
OK $16,722 $17.30 6
OR $3,667 $3.02 4
PA $200,800 $46.94 12
RI $25,944 $68.24 4
SC $0 $0.00 2
SD $0 $0.00 2
TN $60,833 $30.49 9
TX $102,544 $12.76 31
UT $19,311 $25.71 11
VA $5,522 $1.84 9
VT $0 $0.00 N/A
WA $188,578 $79.14 13
WI $22,167 $11.42 9
WV $0 $0.00 N/A
WY $0 $0.00 N/A
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Appendix B 
Breakdown of Life Sciences Expenditures by State, 2006 
Bioengineering/ 

Biomedical 
Engineering

Agricultural 
Sciences

Biological 
Sciences Medical Sciences

Other Life 
Sciences Total

AL $1,607 $62,154 $105,853 $242,668 $9,431 $421,713
AK $329 $12,846 $17,021 $200 $0 $30,396
AZ $6,939 $73,761 $140,193 $117,506 $7,774 $346,173
AR $421 $57,477 $41,075 $54,576 $4,073 $157,622
CA $48,951 $225,773 $939,301 $2,609,403 $18,080 $3,841,508
CO $393 $30,033 $88,901 $261,843 $9,025 $390,195
CT $1,336 $11,268 $194,211 $327,725 $4,289 $538,829
DE $1,423 $19,085 $8,007 $0 $3,576 $32,091
DC $235 $1,323 $56,530 $124,618 $6,750 $189,456
FL $17,479 $143,744 $175,839 $436,206 $22,099 $795,367
GA $21,673 $94,445 $244,365 $290,367 $62,774 $713,624
GU $0 $3,569 $247 $861 $531 $5,208
HI $0 $17,559 $8,677 $46,574 $19,620 $92,430
ID $73 $34,088 $17,575 $9,097 $59 $60,892
IL $20,140 $66,882 $367,087 $565,842 $43,974 $1,063,925
IN $7,603 $94,092 $134,787 $150,479 $14,055 $401,016
IA $759 $55,428 $100,395 $183,351 $35,519 $375,452
KS $441 $51,482 $105,893 $36,181 $24,141 $218,138
KY $5,154 $54,458 $83,085 $172,677 $17,342 $332,716
LA $4,633 $64,920 $146,058 $113,728 $68,331 $397,670
ME $254 $11,359 $17,190 $36 $1,543 $30,382
MD $20,369 $45,884 $275,204 $785,772 $72,430 $1,199,659
MA $58,659 $18,484 $429,685 $527,818 $63,466 $1,098,112
MI $15,538 $96,136 $264,913 $414,278 $112,719 $903,584
MN $2,346 $65,464 $72,979 $257,338 $11,867 $409,994
MS $230 $89,900 $27,385 $55,232 $14,573 $187,320
MO $4,209 $70,702 $262,076 $378,680 $13,190 $728,857
MT $2,898 $58,383 $33,813 $14,257 $2,167 $111,518
NE $2,384 $56,451 $112,214 $64,000 $25,858 $260,907
NV $0 $16,443 $33,640 $9,547 $1,352 $60,982
NH $0 $11,920 $19,399 $123,076 $2,004 $156,399
NJ $5,716 $41,367 $200,232 $180,765 $17,062 $445,142
NM $0 $22,696 $58,390 $41,001 $16,603 $138,690
NY $26,083 $85,890 $1,001,369 $1,218,781 $86,199 $2,418,322
NC $17,418 $75,451 $338,715 $781,074 $41,580 $1,254,238
ND $0 $46,551 $5,241 $17,402 $2,556 $71,750
OH $18,786 $47,062 $314,736 $532,055 $46,273 $958,912
OK $117 $38,186 $61,384 $57,008 $6,733 $163,428
OR $5,587 $55,320 $162,908 $133,547 $12,476 $369,838
PA $31,397 $72,815 $348,189 $939,980 $40,738 $1,433,119
PR $5 $416 $7,323 $53,033 $320 $61,097
RI $413 $7,091 $27,978 $25,101 $30,204 $90,787
SC $5,002 $29,786 $84,262 $101,649 $53,309 $274,008
SD $0 $17,125 $6,314 $15,989 $5,058 $44,486
TN $9,882 $41,022 $216,885 $198,860 $15,054 $481,703
TX $24,093 $112,612 $832,273 $1,027,229 $71,405 $2,067,612
UT $3,330 $30,924 $56,237 $104,258 $25,966 $220,715
VT $0 $7,805 $36,301 $48,341 $10,245 $102,692
VI $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,498 $7,498
VA $6,258 $72,769 $171,475 $212,269 $17,490 $480,261
WA $14,165 $59,645 $136,370 $387,750 $14,572 $612,502
WV $8 $19,852 $17,523 $48,209 $3,540 $89,132
WI $5,094 $44,953 $223,445 $369,271 $8,478 $651,241
WY $0 $12,518 $14,553 $6,749 $65 $33,885
US $419,830 $2,657,369 $8,845,701 $14,874,257 $1,226,036 $28,023,193  
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Appendix C 
Breakdown of Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Awards  

by State, 2002 to 2004 
 

State 2002 2003 2004 2002 2003 2004
CA 1197 1225 1328 $299,262,647 $385,672,622 $415,698,563
MA 799 830 840 $215,459,825 $242,349,779 $277,575,983
VA 333 364 358 $89,717,760 $96,533,591 $111,459,615
CO 294 291 312 $74,253,206 $80,935,801 $88,903,493
MD 274 325 347 $74,284,167 $96,583,463 $113,599,253
NY 224 239 251 $62,654,013 $78,727,244 $99,760,156
TX 220 276 293 $53,422,476 $69,707,720 $89,646,772
OH 220 237 239 $63,526,667 $74,456,522 $71,230,736
PA 205 225 239 $54,884,835 $73,032,625 $71,769,199
NJ 170 181 175 $46,609,103 $41,139,747 $60,477,187

WA 135 132 164 $43,235,991 $40,809,028 $58,890,717
FL 132 150 153 $29,439,666 $41,488,773 $42,228,732
AZ 112 105 109 $34,006,247 $24,528,586 $27,463,629
MI 110 128 122 $23,985,170 $42,059,369 $35,082,016
CT 104 103 93 $23,407,169 $29,600,832 $34,631,585
AL 99 116 129 $29,715,456 $32,861,049 $36,756,135
NM 89 88 92 $19,582,244 $20,183,054 $25,024,547
MN 87 94 70 $26,766,769 $27,402,199 $22,080,760
IL 77 90 94 $16,667,729 $26,033,392 $27,088,702

NH 73 73 70 $19,408,807 $20,430,006 $26,965,004
OR 68 65 71 $18,563,474 $17,027,609 $23,076,338
NC 61 81 108 $23,142,744 $22,157,587 $26,549,242
GA 61 66 65 $14,203,604 $16,325,891 $20,852,375
UT 61 52 49 $15,697,327 $17,186,309 $10,663,761
WI 54 61 59 $15,120,942 $21,950,051 $20,182,744
TN 41 35 32 $10,276,851 $8,383,304 $10,294,063
IN 38 41 35 $8,552,037 $10,928,615 $12,587,835
MT 34 28 33 $6,868,462 $6,617,176 $8,149,180
MO 29 29 37 $6,944,074 $4,314,917 $10,867,734
DC 26 17 13 $7,463,649 $5,185,107 $4,872,564
SC 25 32 16 $6,632,368 $8,508,098 $6,309,600
NV 25 23 22 $7,265,776 $5,683,545 $10,159,621
OK 23 22 42 $5,022,796 $4,539,159 $11,658,389
HI 20 18 19 $3,451,357 $4,356,753 $14,700,800
RI 19 25 21 $5,428,036 $7,612,161 $10,309,695
KS 19 21 21 $5,110,415 $4,289,965 $5,313,502
ME 18 25 29 $2,658,734 $4,444,927 $9,607,963
IA 17 19 14 $5,416,612 $5,206,899 $3,502,502
DE 16 26 24 $2,684,738 $4,234,603 $9,977,547
ID 15 14 16 $4,321,351 $3,021,847 $3,649,666
KY 14 10 16 $4,383,432 $1,688,737 $7,297,532
WV 13 25 22 $1,271,071 $7,852,036 $8,035,011
LA 13 14 21 $3,240,900 $2,373,062 $3,762,972
MS 12 12 15 $3,211,155 $2,343,040 $4,060,724
VT 10 20 17 $2,325,148 $6,833,943 $5,958,998
NE 10 11 9 $1,874,279 $1,246,217 $5,873,218
SD 9 8 1 $2,161,072 $2,098,695 $112,485
AR 8 17 21 $2,034,476 $2,660,862 $5,554,760
ND 7 8 8 $1,361,214 $1,951,437 $1,767,016
AK 2 7 1 $79,243 $1,334,793 $70,000
PR 1 2 2 $96,780 $150,000 $300,000
US 5723 6106 6348 $1,497,154,064 $1,757,042,747 $2,014,585,907

Number of Awards Award Dollars
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Appendix D 
Breakdown of Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) Awards  

by State, 2002 to 2004 
 

State 2002 2003 2004 2002 2003 2004
CA 76 69 135 $12,342,460 $13,493,008 $37,326,059
MA 42 60 112 $10,135,433 $13,371,294 $28,105,970
VA 37 37 48 $7,282,400 $8,200,744 $11,354,609
TX 21 28 45 $4,353,693 $5,229,842 $11,027,766
PA 18 21 34 $3,807,542 $2,413,736 $8,366,580
NC 18 12 17 $4,776,849 $2,777,792 $5,046,216
NY 17 28 32 $4,307,375 $7,315,705 $6,174,246
AZ 16 11 19 $2,979,729 $3,276,027 $5,080,288
OH 15 28 31 $3,127,673 $4,701,354 $5,367,008
CO 15 19 42 $3,860,084 $2,176,193 $9,404,372
IL 14 10 17 $3,478,217 $2,880,517 $3,619,707
NJ 13 10 12 $2,810,587 $2,144,132 $2,431,501
MD 12 17 28 $3,439,760 $2,783,943 $6,501,183
WA 12 12 22 $3,131,867 $1,969,011 $3,045,089
MI 12 8 31 $2,625,785 $2,675,296 $6,591,129
FL 11 15 29 $2,249,752 $2,291,590 $7,764,217
GA 9 13 16 $1,287,045 $2,048,787 $4,182,343
AL 9 11 12 $2,509,542 $1,646,215 $3,881,029
CT 8 10 17 $1,656,410 $2,454,421 $4,828,527
MN 7 7 11 $659,429 $2,867,171 $2,664,183
TN 7 7 5 $1,631,232 $1,192,845 $2,399,190
NM 5 7 13 $1,269,707 $1,432,485 $2,543,532
MO 5 2 8 $1,544,862 $269,167 $2,242,068
OR 4 6 10 $949,349 $539,220 $2,548,808
OK 4 5 1 $768,978 $1,767,939 $100,000
SC 4 1 7 $880,515 $99,946 $2,081,002
WI 3 6 10 $1,027,032 $588,551 $3,259,939
MT 3 6 4 $405,390 $1,558,386 $1,449,954
UT 3 3 6 $558,173 $764,099 $995,728
KY 3 2 7 $627,151 $200,000 $851,631
DE 3 2 6 $298,736 $299,690 $2,047,527
SD 3 1 2 $238,402 $99,968 $599,385
VT 3 1 1 $564,286 $499,919 $99,039
NH 2 4 5 $1,079,911 $1,139,710 $503,021
NV 2 3 9 $198,585 $269,476 $1,606,411
IN 2 3 8 $280,607 $277,444 $3,534,859
WY 2 3 1 $568,539 $275,256 $749,967
ND 2 1 3 $199,000 $98,291 $1,349,650
HI 2 0 2 $599,873 $0 $1,201,073
MS 1 2 3 $70,000 $198,986 $697,457
AR 1 2 2 $99,972 $200,000 $858,369
IA 1 1 3 $497,524 $133,750 $299,651
KS 1 1 3 $100,000 $750,000 $269,957
WV 1 1 3 $68,546 $1,176,430 $264,994
ME 1 1 0 $99,900 $500,000 $0
LA 0 2 2 $0 $599,055 $169,392
ID 0 1 2 $0 $99,999 $849,911
NE 0 1 2 $0 $99,840 $199,510
RI 0 1 1 $0 $99,000 $750,000
AK 0 0 0 $0 $0 $0

Number of Awards Total Award Dollars
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Growth, Development, and Risks for Metropolitan Areas, an examination of how clusters 
of high-technology industries across the country affect economic growth in those regions, 
and created the State Technology and Science Index, which ranks the 50 states in terms of 
their technology and science assets. Prior to joining the Institute, DeVol was senior vice 
president of Global Insight Inc., where he supervised the Regional Economic Services 
group. DeVol supervised the re-specification of Global Insight’s regional econometric 
models and played an instrumental role on similar work on its U.S. Macro Model, 
originally developed by Nobel laureate Lawrence Klein. He is ranked among the “Super 
Stars” of Think Tank Scholars by International Economy magazine. DeVol earned a 
master’s degree in economics at Ohio University. 
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