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Cientifica Global
Funding Report

o Performed every two years
> Looks at government and private funding

> Used by infrastructure providers to target
emerging markets

> The most accurate funding picture available
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$0.25 Trillion

o Inthe last 11 years, governments around the
world have invested more than US$67.5
billion in nanotechnology funding.

-~ When corporate research and various other
forms of private funding are taken into
account, nearly a quarter of a trillion dollars

will have been invested in nanotechnology by
2015.
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Apples & Oranges?

e China will spend US$2.25 billion in
nanotechnology research while the US will
spend US$2.18 billion.

* |n real dollar terms, adjusted for currency
exchange rates, China is only spending about
US$1.3 billion to the US’s $2.18 billion.
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I The Big Macindex

Local currency under(-)/over(+) valuation against the dollar, %

Big Mac price*, $
/70 60 50 40 30 20 10 -0+ 10 20 30 40 50 60 70O

Switzerland e 6.81
Norway P e e——n—— 6.79
Sweden | —————— 5.91
Brazil Tl 5.68
Denmark || 5.37
Australia IRET | 4.94
Argentina j=| 4.64
(anada = 4.63
Uruguay —_— 4.63
Colombia =] 4.54
Euro areal ™ 4.43
United States? nil 4.20
Japan | 4.16
Israel B 4.13
Chile H 4.05
New Zealand 9] 4.05
Costa Rica B 4.02
Britain B 3.82



Global Funding by Region
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EU National Nanotech Funding 2001
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EU National Nanotech Funding 2011
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Moving from Nanotech to
Advanced Manufacturing

- EHS has always been a key topic

> BEuropean funding is shifting from
nanoscience to applications

> “nano” funding is increasingly hidden inside
application focussed programs
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How Effective |Is The
Funding’”

Need to look at overall global
competitiveness, quality of institutions,
capacity for innovation and levels of company
spending on R&D

> Creates a measure of the economic impact of
emerging technologies, and the efficiency
and likelihood of translating technology
funding into the economy.
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Factors Considered

> Quality of Scientific Institutions

> Capacity for Innovation

> Global Competitiveness

> Company Spending on R&D

> Quality of Maths & Science Education

. Govt Procurement of Advanced Tech Products
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Emlech Exploitation Factor
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-ine In Theory, But...

Once we factor in real tunding levels the picture
changes dramatically...
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Nanotech Impact rFactor

United States 120.41
China 08.18
Russia 98.18

Germany 94.7
Japan 37.78
EU 36.37

South Korea 30.52

Taiwan 28.32
UK 10.59
India 7.1
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Economic Impact of
Nanotech

Nanotech Impact Factor
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Contrasting Initiatives
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Why Does [he UK
Underpertorm?

> No clear strategy from outset

> Government territied by EHS

No strategic plan ever references the one
betore!

> Disconnect between academic research and
industry
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-uture Funding

Sustained technology
iInnovation is the only way
that the world has
supported six billion
people and will continue
to sustain 9 billion people
by 2050.

WEF Global Agenda
Council on Emerging |
Technologies e

)
—




I'ne Policy Problem

® Most gl

obal organisations were conceived In

the pre-television age

® [echno

ogy Is still associated with risk rather

than solu

10NS

® |s the agenda for nanotechnology, synthetic
biology, GMO’s etc driven by science or

Twitter?



Technology as Social
lInsurance

The social insurance concept captures the idea
of minimizing future liabilities from either
evolving or catastrophic events by ensuring the

means to manage these events through
proactive investment.




Rethinking Funding

e \/C industry under serves
science based companies

e Need to create incentives for
longer term investment




| essons from 10 years
and $67 Billion

Effectiveness of funding programs varies widely

Little chance of continuation after funding
finishes

Many dysfunctional and poorly thought out
initiatives

Triple helix of government, industry & academia
needed for success
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Finally

Nanotechnologies and biosciences will be as
important to the 21st Century as oil, polymers
and semiconductors were to the 20th Century

We have the tools, lets use them wisely



