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Executive Summary 
Introduction 

Governor Mike Beebe’s 2009 Strategic Plan for Economic Development stated five 
economic development goals.  These goals, 

♦ income growth 

♦ expanding entrepreneurship 

♦ developing knowledge-based enterprises 

♦ competing more effectively in the global market place 

♦ improving the training of the state’s workforce 

acknowledge the importance of developing and growing knowledge-based enterprises 
within the state. An important strategy for business development in the plan is the 
promotion of innovation, entrepreneurship, and commercialization. The plan concluded 
that, “Arkansas is at an economic crossroads,” requiring total commitment to the 
development of new enterprises dependent on high skills that generate high wages.  
Arkansas has made remarkable progress in its research capabilities, but the achievement of 
Governor Beebe’s goals will be dependent upon the effective commercialization of that 
research to achieve the economic development goals. The availability of research parks can 
accelerate the commercialization process.  

The Little Rock Regional Chamber of Commerce organized a task force of institutional and 
government sponsors that engaged the ANGLE Technology Group in October 2008 to 
evaluate the need for a research park in Central Arkansas and, based upon that need, to 
recommend an implementation strategy. This report presents the results of that work. 

Local Assessment 

Little Rock is the capital city of Arkansas with a population in the metropolitan area of 
approximately 800,000. Like most of the country, Central Arkansas has been going through 
an industry transformation as it becomes more reliant on service industries in a knowledge 
economy rather than manufacturing.  In a knowledge economy, knowledge creation, 
innovation, and networking are key drivers for economic development and growth. 
Innovation sources include the University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences, the University 
of Arkansas at Little Rock, the Arkansas Children’s Hospital Research Institute, the 
Federal Drug Administration’s National Laboratory for Toxicological Research, and 
technology companies such as Acxiom, SAIC, and Verizon Wireless. The region is also 
well networked with public sector organizations and task forces supporting 
entrepreneurship and the growth of early stage technology companies. 
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The principal research base of the region is its two universities, the University of Arkansas 
for Medical Sciences (UAMS) and the University of Arkansas at Little Rock (UALR), and 
Arkansas Children’s Hospital Research Institute (ACHRI).  Sponsored research programs 
at UAMS have averaged $91.5 million annually over the past three years with $6.4 million 
from industry (7.0%). Sponsored research at ACHRI reached over $20 million in FY08 
with six percent from industry, and UALR has sponsored research programs that average 
$20-$25 million annually with three percent funded by private industry. 

UAMS has an active technology transfer program and a business incubator, UAMS 
BioVentures, that has been starting up and growing technology and medically-related 
companies for 12 years. UALR has recently initiated technology transfer and business 
incubation programs. They currently have two companies operating in a university building 
and have initiated a patent application program. 

The Battelle Memorial Institute recently completed a study of the research base of the state 
and recommended the following nine strategic focus areas for economic development. 

♦ Enterprise Systems Computing  

♦ Distributed Energy Network Systems  

♦ Optics and Photonics  

♦ Nano-Related Materials and Applications  

♦ Sustainable Agriculture and Bioenergy Management  

♦ Food Processing and Safety  

♦ Personalized Health Research Sciences  

♦ Behavioral Research for Chronic Disease Management 

♦ Obesity and Nutrition 

The statewide scope of the study did not identify focus areas by region and city. However, 
a research park in Little Rock can expect to attract companies from throughout the state, 
particularly if their markets align with the research institutions in the city. For example, the 
Enterprise Computing Systems focus area is an important one for Little Rock based on the 
presence of Acxiom and the information assurance research work underway at UALR. 
UALR’s work in Nano-Related Materials and Applications would also be an attractor for 
research companies in this market.  The Food Processing and Safety focus area is also 
relevant for Metro Little Rock due to the proximity of the Food and Drug Administraton’s 
National Center for Toxicological Research. Private companies, both early-stage and 
mature, and university research projects in these focus areas will be good targets for 
research park marketing programs. 

In addition, the park should focus its marketing activities on companies in biomedical 
markets. The $100 million research program at UAMS, the $20 million program at 
ACHRI, and biomedical applications of the nanotechnology work at UALR, combined with 
five major pharmaceutical companies sponsoring research at UAMS and four at ACHRI, 
provide clear evidence of the relevance of these research programs to commercial markets.  
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Providing facilities in a research park located between these institutions to house their 
collaborative research in nanomedicine, health care information technology, and alternative 
energy would accelerate the development of these commercially promising technologies 
and stimulate innovation through the interactions of the researchers provided by co-
location. The concentration of these capabilities could also be expected to attract research 
units of private companies as they recognize the product development benefits of joining 
these researchers in a multi-tenant building equipped with relevant research facilities. 
Commitments by the universities to take space in the first park building to house these 
research groups would also provide the anchor tenants needed to finance its construction. 

Demand Assessment 

The demand assessment was focused on: 

♦ Expansion and relocation of local companies 

♦ Business incubation and technology transfer 

♦ University research programs 

The following table summarizes the various sources of demand. 

  Demand Summary 

Source Sq Ft 

UAMS BioVentures  Incubator 30,000

UALR Incubator, over five years 10,000

UALR spin-out companies, five years 15,000

Information Technology (IT) Cluster 6,000

University research programs 25,000

Industry research sponsors 27,000

Total 113,000

 

However, these space estimates are quite speculative. The incubator data depends on the 
continued expansion of the UAMS BioVentures incubator and the growth of the emerging 
UALR incubation program. The IT estimate is based on continuation of the expansions of 
three IT companies over the past three years. The university entry is based on the 
likelihood that 80 researchers and administrators could be persuaded to move their projects 
to a park building. The industry research estimate is based on the assumption that three of 
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the 12 UAMS industry research sponsors would commit three-person research teams to a 
park building.  

Financial Feasibility 

The financial feasibility of the first building will depend on obtaining long term 
commitments to rent space at market rates from credit-worthy organizations. In the absence 
of a marketing program to obtain pre-lease commitments from private companies and 
government agencies, the universities are the most likely sources. In today’s market, it is 
unlikely that developers will risk their resources with pre-lease commitments of less than 
50 percent. Typical multi-tenant research park buildings range from 50,000 to 100,000 
square feet, placing university commitments in the range of 25,000-50,000 square feet. 
Assuming 300 square feet per person for research space, the universities would be able to 
house approximately 80-160 researchers and associated administrators in the first park 
building. The annual rental commitment (at $19.75 per square foot per year) would range 
from $495,000 to $990,000 per year. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The demand assessment in the previous section appears adequate to support the first multi-
tenant building in a park. However, the realities of financing the acquisition of the land and 
construction of the building will require a commitment from credit-worthy anchor tenants 
to take a substantial percentage of the space in the building. At this stage of park 
development, the universities are the most likely candidates to provide space for their 
incubation and research programs.  

The collaborative research programs underway at UAMS and UALR in the fields of 
nanomedicine, health care information technology, and alternative energy present an 
excellent opportunity to increase their productivity through co-location in the first park 
building.  University commitments to take space for these programs as well as the UAMS 
BioVentures program in the building would provide the anchor tenants needed to finance it. 
Based on these considerations, we recommend that planning for the park be continued as 
described in the following sections.  

Financial Plan 

Based on the demand assessment and input from university incubator managers, the 
financial analysis assumed that the first building would provide 50,000 square feet of office 
and laboratory space for university commitments. An additional 10,000 square feet would 
be provided for established private sector companies. These assumptions translate into an 
84,000 square foot building. It would be four stories with a 21,000 square foot footprint on 
a four-acre site that could accommodate parking for 250 vehicles.  

The cost of this building was estimated to be $19.7 million with land cost at $1,200,000. 
Land cost for a 30 acre site was estimated at $9 million. The pro-forma resulted in the 
following financial performance.  

♦ Net Present Value = $3,276,332 (15 years, 8.5% discount rate) 
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♦ Internal Rate of Return = 14% 

♦ Net Present Value of Tax Receipts = $10,121,097 (15 years, 8.5% discount rate. 
Includes property tax, sales tax and corporate income tax) 

♦ Time to positive cash flow = 5 years 

♦ Maximum cumulative negative cash flow = $3,395,631 

These projections suggest that financing the first building would be feasible in normal 
credit markets with adequate pre-leasing commitments. The public sector would also have 
a financial incentive for providing infrastructure. 

Park Location Criteria and Site Discussion 

The site for the park needs to provide the characteristics that private companies look for in 
their location decisions and that can differentiate it from commercial sites. These 
characteristics include: 

Business Park Criteria 

♦ Visibility from well traveled roads  

♦ Easy access from main thoroughfares  

♦ Availability of amenities such as restaurants, hotels, retail services, and housing  

♦ Room for expansion  

Research Park Criteria 

♦ Proximity to research institutions  

♦ Easy access to the universities and their resources  

♦ Access to high speed broadband communications facilities  

It is clear from these criteria that a successful research park in Little Rock needs to be 
between the two universities within a five-minute drive from each of them.  

Three 30 acre sites located in the area between UAMS and UALR and near ACHRI were 
identified as examples that would meet most of these criteria. Two are in the 12th Street 
Corridor Project, a planning study currently being conducted by the City of Little Rock. 
The 12th Street Corridor is an east-west arterial immediately south of Interstate 630.  The 
sites are directly south of UAMS, one north of 12th Street and the other one just south of 
12th Street. These sites have good visibility and easy access. The third site is east of 
University Avenue and just north of the UALR campus. This site does not provide as much 
visibility and access as the other two. All three sites are in areas containing low-cost 
housing on small lots and are candidates for redevelopment.   
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Implementation Strategy 

Successful development of the park will require a widely-respected champion to step 
forward to assume the initial task of raising funds from public sources for staffing a 
Research Park Authority and acquiring the land. The champion needs to be capable of 
developing and maintaining a network of influential public officials as well as senior 
members of the private sector and university community to support the project.   

With these resources in place, the park would be governed by the board of directors of the 
Research Park Authority that was authorized by the Arkansas General Assembly in 2007 
and managed initially with two to three staff members. Initial operating costs are estimated 
to range between $650,000 and $900,000 per year. 

Ownership of the land for the park should be vested with the Research Park Authority, and 
it should oversee the creation of a master plan.  The Authority should not sell any land but 
lease it on a long-term basis to appropriate users and developers who will build multi-
occupancy buildings.  The land should be acquired with no outstanding debt with funds 
from local, state, and federal government programs and contributions by individuals and 
corporations in exchange for state and federal tax benefits. 

A typical structure for land leasing is an annual payment based on the value of the land, 
adjusted for inflation every five years.  The Authority should not allow its land to be 
subordinated to any developer financing, thus protecting its land asset from foreclosure.   

It is important that as much infrastructure as possible be installed before private developers 
are involved. It will be primarily the role of local government to provide infrastructure 
improvements. Matching funds from the US Economic Development Administration might 
also be available. Private developers will undertake some of the infrastructure installation, 
especially installation of utilities and roads from central lines and roads into their parcels.   

Some of the buildings in the Park will be developed by organizations able to enter into 
long-term land leases. However, many tenants will be smaller and will require the 
development of multi-occupancy buildings.  Private developers should be engaged on a 
project-by-project basis.  Developers with experience in smart core and shell buildings 
should be sought.  Core and shell buildings are likely to cost in the range of $200 per 
square foot. Sources to cover these costs may include developer’s equity in the range of 10-
15 percent and traditional bank financing in the range of 75 percent.  However, additional 
grant and low cost debt funding will be needed. State appropriations are the most likely 
source.  The New Market Tax Credits program can help reduce the cost of private banking 
debt and developer equity. Their use enables banks to reduce the tax burden for 
development projects in qualifying economic development zones, and they are able to 
reduce the rates for debt service. Developers can also reduce the expected internal rate of 
return on their own equity.   

It will be critically important that anchor tenants be identified and committed.  If they can 
be identified before developer selection, more favorable land lease terms can be negotiated, 
and more financially sound developers can be attracted. Credit-worthy institutional 
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sponsors such as UAMS and UALR will need to make significant space commitments.  
Examples of such uses could be the UAMS incubator, technology transfer offices, a 
vivarium, major computer facilities, and sponsored research projects.  

The cost of the core and shell building should be handled separately from the cost of tenant 
improvements.  Costs of $100-$150 per square foot would not be uncommon for these 
tenant improvements.  Some local, state, and federal agencies have programs to help 
developers cover this additional cost.  In most cases, grants are not made to the developer 
but to the non-profit research park sponsor, such as the Authority, that can become an 
incentive for early stage companies to locate in the park.  Such tenant improvements are 
efficient uses of public funds and support private investment in the buildings. 

The UAMS BioVentures business incubator and UALR incubation activities should be 
included in the first park building. ACHI currently has adequate facilities, but their growing 
research program will add to the demand for space. It is clear that Metro Little Rock is 
committed to building a technology economy based on entrepreneurship. Successful 
implementation of this strategy requires a supportive environment for early-stage 
technology companies and the availability of facilities for their growth.  

Assuming early commitments by the universities to take a significant percentage of space 
in the first building, it could be open for business at the beginning of the third quarter of 
2012. 
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1. Introduction  
Governor Beebe’s strategic plan for economic development made a compelling case for the 
need to provide facilities that support innovation and technology commercialization: 

“As technology-based businesses increasingly form and spin out of university, industrial, 
and entrepreneurial research, additional private wet laboratory space has become almost 
impossible to access.  Currently, no private wet or dry laboratory space is available 
anywhere in Arkansas.  This is a major impediment to the growth and expansion of 
technology-based businesses.  This space should be developed at the existing incubators 
on university campuses and newly formed research parks that can be created through the 
formation of a Research Park Authority.  It is important to state that this is an issue 
throughout the United States.  Arkansas needs to develop this space in order to cause 
increased development of existing Arkansas-based businesses and to recruit burgeoning 
technology-based companies from other areas of the country.  The Arkansas Economic 
Development Commission will continue to work with all appropriate state, local, and 
Federal groups to find the funding required to develop the lab space needed.” 

The availability of laboratory space, business incubators, and research parks are important 
components of building a knowledge-based economy.  This is an economy that does not 
focus on the physical production of goods but on services and innovation. In this type of 
economy, innovation is an interactive process with feedbacks.  New inventions, products, 
and processes within firms lead to new product development, testing, production, 
marketing, and distribution. External linkages include suppliers, research institutions, 
universities, and even competitors. Cooperation between the internal and external groups 
gives rise to networks and complex interactions in an innovation process with its 
characteristics of knowledge creation, research and development, diffusion, and added 
value.  In a knowledge economy, knowledge creation, knowledge use, innovation, and 
networking are the key drivers for economic development and growth. 

Central Arkansas is in the beginning stages of transforming itself into a knowledge-based 
economy. Major elements of this economy include the following organizations and 
programs.  

Public Sector 

The Arkansas Venture Forum provides educational and networking resources designed to 
accelerate the successful development of Arkansas's entrepreneurial community. 

UAMS BioVentures offers client companies access to University resources, both at 
UAMS and at the University of Arkansas at Little Rock. Resources include a 16,500 square 
foot business incubator facility with offices, a wet lab, access to Arkansas' first Good 
Manufacturing Practice laboratory, and many resources and support services at both 
universities. 
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The Arkansas Small Business and Technology Development Center is a University-
based economic development program which provides assistance to entrepreneurs and 
small businesses throughout Arkansas via a statewide network of seven offices.  

The Arkansas Development Finance Authority works to increase the availability of 
equity and near equity capital for emerging, expanding, relocating, and restructuring 
enterprises in the state. 

The Arkansas Science and Technology Authority promotes scientific research, 
technology development, and business innovation as well as math, science, and engineering 
education.  It offers programs for basic research, seed capital, research and development 
tax credits, and technology development.  

Innovate Arkansas works with new, technology- based entrepreneurs to turn inventions 
and high-tech concepts into viable businesses. The goal is to create high-paying jobs in the 
knowledge, technology, and information-based industries.  

Accelerate Arkansas is a statewide group of 60 business and education leaders committed 
to building a competitive, knowledge-based economy in Arkansas with the goal of 
achieving parity in per capita income with the U.S. average by 2020.  

The Arkansas Research Alliance is a newly formed public-private partnership created to 
promote collaboration between Arkansas universities, businesses, and government in 
guiding the focus of research initiatives in the state. The Alliance takes its vision form 
Accelerate Arkansas, a group of community leaders from all regions of the state, which 
identified job-creating research as part of a broader set of initiatives to raise per capita 
income through a stronger knowledge-based economy. 

The Arkansas Economic Development Commission leads economic development 
programs statewide, creates targeted strategies for producing better paying jobs, promotes 
communities, and supports the training and growth of a 21st century skilled workforce. 

The Advancing and Supporting Science, Engineering and Technology (ASSET) 
initiative is a $13.5 million project with an objective to convert research discoveries into 
commercially viable products. It was funded by a grant from the National Science 
Foundation to focus on plant-based bioproduction and wireless nano-bio-info-technology 
sensors. Both have potential for major economic development as well as regional and 
national commercial significance. UALR is participating in the program. 

There are several institutions engaged in research and development activities in Metro 
Little Rock.  The University of Arkansas for Medical Science (UAMS) is the state’s largest 
research institution with $90 million in annual research funding. Arkansas Children’s 
Hospital Research Institute (ACHRI) has a $20 million research program. Cooperative 
research projects between UAMS, the Veterans Administration Medical Center, Arkansas 
Children’s Hospital Research Institute, and the National Center for Toxicological Research 
play important roles in Central Arkansas. The University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
research program is funded at the $25 million level and is focusing on nano and 
information technologies.  
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Private Sector 

The following technology-based businesses in the region also contribute to the 
development of an innovation economy through developing new products and maintaining 
a skilled workforce.   

Acxiom is an international company that integrates data, services and technology for many 
of the largest companies in the world.  Their services include customer data integration, 
database services, IT outsourcing, consulting, and consumer privacy protection. 

Alltel/Verizon provides wireless, local telephone, long-distance, internet and high-speed 
data services to residential and business customers throughout the US. 

AT&T is the largest telecommunications holding company in the United States. AT&T 
companies are recognized as the leading providers of internet-based communications 
services to business and as leading US providers of high speed DSL internet, local and long 
distance voice, and directory publishing.  

Dassault Falcon Jet Corporation in Little Rock is responsible for completing and 
servicing Falcon business jets throughout North America, South America, and the Pacific 
Rim countries of Asia. The Little Rock location is the largest Dassault installation in the 
world. 

The Hawker Beechcraft operations center supports, completes, and services business jets, 
principally for the new mid-size Hawker Horizon. 

BEI Precision Systems & Space Division designs and manufactures both militarized and 
space versions of optical encoders, scanners, accelerometers, and subsystems for use in 
armored vehicles, spacecraft, tracking radar, and avionics. 

This combination of a strong research base, entrepreneurial support services, and a strong 
foundation of technology companies operating in a well-networked business environment 
provides the principal elements needed for the successful development of research parks. 

Report 

The report is organized in the following sections. 

♦ Local Assessment 

♦ Demand Assessment 

♦ Financial Plan 

♦ Site Discussion 

♦ Implementation Strategy 

♦ Project Timeframe 

♦ Appendix 
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2. Local Assessment  
An essential foundation of the feasibility study is a basic understanding of the core 
strengths of the region and its technology resources. This knowledge provides an 
underpinning to the development of a meaningful market assessment for the park. The 
benefits to companies and other research institutions of a presence in the park will derive 
substantially from the extent to which they can see a close linkage between the park and the 
capabilities of the resources in the region.  

The extent to which the research institutions support entrepreneurial activity is particularly 
important as is their support for the development of relationships with industry, not only in 
sponsored research and faculty consulting but also in a broader sense of how institution-
company relationships are managed. 

The following sections provide as assessment of the demographics, research base, 
commercial potential, and the identification of future research areas that can contribute to 
the economic development of the region. 

2.1 Demographics 

Little Rock is the capital city of Arkansas with a population in the metropolitan area of 
approximately 800,000. Pulaski County, which includes the City of Little Rock, has the 
largest share of the population with 185,000.  With a regional market of 37 million people 
within 400 miles and over 86 million within 600 miles, Central Arkansas has a highly 
favorable market position.   

The Little Rock-North Little Rock metropolitan area (LR-NLR) is a hub of the Central 
Arkansas Region and is defined to include Faulkner, Grant, Lonoke, Perry, Pulaski, and 
Saline Counties.  The current population of this metropolitan area is 666,401 according to 
current Census estimates. 

The LR-NLR metro area shares a combined statistical area with the three-county Pine Buff 
metropolitan area and the Searcy micropolitian area in White County. The 2007 Census 
estimates that this combined statistical area has a population of 841,326 residents. 

As shown in the accompanying chart, the population of the LR-NLR metropolitan area is 
projected to reach 839,300 by the year 2038, an annual rate of 0.75 percent.  The chart also 
shows the components of population change which are net migration and natural increase 
(number of births less number of deaths).  Natural increase averages 2,800, and net in-
migration averages 2,900 annually over the 2007-2038 period.  
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LR-NLR Metro Area Population and Components of Change 
2007-2038
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Employment Trends  

Like most of the country, Central Arkansas has been going through an industry 
transformation as it becomes more reliant on service industries rather than goods-producing 
industries.  The accompanying chart demonstrates this transition.  Through the closing 
decade of the 20th century, employment in the goods producing sectors (manufacturing, 
construction, and natural resources) for LR-NLR maintained a 15 percent employment 
share. As we move through the first decade of the 21st century, this employment share 
started declining, and it is projected to continue to decline to approximately 10 percent by 
2020.  This employment gap is being filled by the education and health service group and 
the office-using industry.  Employment growth in health services is in response to the 
ageing of the population.  The office-using group offers potential research park tenants in 
computer system design, scientific and technical consulting, and engineering services.  
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LR-NLR Employment Shares by Industry Groups Historic & Projected 
1990-2020
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Business Competitiveness 
The Metro Little Rock region is attractive for companies in a variety of industries including 
aviation, biomedical, wind energy, financial services, food processing, information 
technology, logistics, and tourism. The region supports their needs by providing a skilled 
workforce, infrastructure, investment incentives and a relatively low cost of doing business. 

2.2 Research Base 

The principal research base of the region is in its two universities, the University of 
Arkansas for Medical Sciences (UAMS) and the University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
(UALR), and the Arkansas Children’s Hospital Research Institute (ACHRI).   

Sponsored research programs at UAMS have averaged $91.5 million annually over the past 
three years with $6.4 million from industry (7.0%) as shown in Table 2.1. 
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  Table 2.1 R&D Expenditures at UAMS 

Fiscal Year Sponsored Research Industry % Industry 

2009 (Jul-Nov 08) $43,100,000 $2,100,000 4.9 

2008 $97,500,000 $4,700,000 4.8 

2007 $84,900,000 $7,800,000 9.2 

2006 $92,200,000 $6,700,000 7.3 

 

The top five industry sponsors are: 

♦ GlaxoSmithKline 

♦ Pfizer 

♦ Bristol Myers Squibb 

♦ Amgen 

♦ Boehringer Ingellheim 

In addition, UAMS has Research Institutes for cancer, spine disorders and eye diseases plus 
Research Centers for ALS (Lou Gehrig's disease), osteoporosis, respiratory diseases, and 
translational neuroscience. 

UAMS has an active technology transfer program and a business incubator, UAMS 
BioVentures, which has been starting up and building biomedical companies for twelve 
years. Detailed information is provided in Section 3.2.  

UALR has research programs in information technology and biomedical and composite 
materials applications of nanotechnology. The university recently initiated technology 
transfer and business incubation programs with new patent applications and housing for 
two start-up companies in a university building. 

UALR’s sponsored research programs have averaged $20-$25 million over the past three 
years. Approximately one-third is research and development expenditures with three 
percent funded by private industry. Private industry sponsors include: 

♦ Acxion (8 projects) 

♦ Cognitive Data 

♦ Mainstream Technologies 

♦ Deep Six / Perkins and Trotter 

♦ The Korean Institute of Construction 

♦ Space Photonics 
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♦ Alltel/Verizon 

ACHRI is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Arkansas Children’s Hospital with its staff of over 
120 researchers drawn from the Department of Pediatrics at UAMS. Table 2.2 lists its 
R&D expenditures for the past four years. 

  Table 2.2 R&D Expenditures at ACHRI 

Fiscal 
Year 

Sponsored 
Research 

Industry % Industry 

2008 $20,197,966 $1,178,039 5.8 

2007 $18,787,970 $944,018 5.0 

2006 $18,398,582 $865,924 4.7 

2005 $17,324,670 $737,116 4.3 
 

Funding for sponsored research at ACHRI has increased steadily reaching over $20 million 
in FY 2008 of which $1.2 million came from industry-sponsored research projects. 

ACHRI’s top industry sponsors include:  

♦ Maquet  

♦ Novartis  

♦ GlaxoSmithKline  

♦ Pfizer 

Much of the industry-derived revenue supports clinical studies to test safety and 
effectiveness of medicines, vaccines, and treatments in children.  ACHRI has the only 
applied respiratory physiology laboratory for infants and children in the country that 
studies mechanical ventilators and has received funding from an industry sponsor for over 
12 years.  

Major research areas include: 

♦ Pediatric dosages and safety of prescription drugs 

♦ Ventilator development and testing 

♦ Nutrition effects on child development and disease prevention 

♦ Diabetes and bone health 

♦ Childhood obesity prevention 

♦ Injury prevention 

♦ Respiratory health, allergy, and asthma management 

♦ Birth Defects prevention and Autism 
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♦ Cancer prevention and treatment 

Arkansas Children's Hospital is the only pediatric medical center in Arkansas and one of 
the largest in the US. It has an international reputation for medical breakthroughs, intensive 
treatments, unique surgical procedures, and effective translational research. 

It is clear that Metro Little Rock has a strong research base in the medical sciences with 
strong technology transfer resources. A research park can take advantage of these resources 
and capabilities by giving high marketing priority for companies and university research 
programs in biomedical markets. The $100 million research program at UAMS, the $20 
million program at ACHRI, and biomedical applications of the nanotechnology work at 
UALR combined with the five major pharmaceutical companies sponsoring research at 
UAMS and four at ACHRI provide evidence of the relevance to commercial markets of 
their research programs.  

Links between the research base and commercial markets in Arkansas were identified in a 
recent study by the Battelle Memorial Institute that is described in the following sections. 
The full report can be downloaded from the Arkansas Research Alliance web site at 
www.aralliance.org. Comments on the relationship of the results of the study to the 
development of a research park in Little Rock are also provided. 

2.3 Research Strengths of the State  

The Technology Partnership Practice of the Battelle Memorial Institute recently completed 
an assessment of the core research strengths of Arkansas’ universities and government 
laboratories and identified opportunities for advancing job-creating research.1 The study 
was sponsored by the Arkansas Research Alliance. 

The study pointed out that Arkansas’ university research base is widely shared across 
numerous research fields, and the state has the following six fields where funding is 
growing at a higher rate than the national average.  

♦ Medical Sciences—reached $62.5 million and outgrew the nation 83% vs. 62%.  

♦ Biological Sciences—reached $49 million and outgrew the nation 133% vs. 55%.  

♦ Chemistry—reached $11 million and outgrew the nation 205% vs. 44%.  

♦ Physics—reached $7.6 million and outgrew the nation 94% vs. 31%.  

♦ Other Engineering (systems, biomedical, etc.)— reached $7.4 million and outgrew the 
nation 105% vs. 28%.  

                                                 
1 Opportunities for Advancing Job-Creating Research in Arkansas – A Strategic Assessment of Arkansas’ 

University and Government Lab Research Base, March 2009 
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♦ Other Life Sciences (pharmacy, nursing, public health)—which reached $5.3 million 
and outgrew the nation 443% vs. 50.5%.  

Much of the biomedical growth can be attributed to UAMS in Little Rock. However, the 
study observes that the overall base of university research in Arkansas is relatively small at 
$240 million, and the state is not highly ranked in any field of research, except agricultural 
sciences where it ranks 19th in the nation. In addition, the College of Pharmacy at UAMS 
was ranked in the top five by the Chronicle of higher Education. The report also pointed 
out that research strengths do not translate directly into commercial potential. It then 
considered additional factors and recommended several strategic focus areas described in 
the following section. 

2.4 Recommendations for Directions of Future Research to Capitalize on Local 
Resources and Market Opportunities  

The Battelle study recommended the following nine strategic focus areas for the state. 

♦ Enterprise Systems Computing  

♦ Distributed Energy Network Systems  

♦ Optics and Photonics  

♦ Nano-Related Materials and Applications  

♦ Sustainable Agriculture and Bioenergy Management  

♦ Food Processing and Safety  

♦ Personalized Health Research Sciences  

♦ Behavioral Research for Chronic Disease Management  

♦ Obesity and Nutrition.  

The study further evaluated their market potential and the existing or emerging industry 
connections. Table 2.2 lists the areas with Extensive or Moderate ratings. 
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Table 2.2 Strategic Focus Area Commercial Potential 

Focus Area Market Potential Industry Connections 

Enterprise systems computing Extensive 
(Immediate) 

Extensive 

Distributed energy network systems Extensive 
(Near Term) 

Extensive 

Nano-related materials and applications 
 

Extensive 
(Longer Term) 

Moderate 

Sustainable agriculture and bioenergy 
management 

Moderate 
(Near Term) 

Moderate 

Food processing and safety Moderate 
(Immediate) 

Extensive 

Market Potential:  
Extensive = more than $10 billion   Immediate = Established market today 
Moderate = $1 billion to $10 billion  Near Term = Expect market to unfold in 3-5 years 
      Longer Term = Expect market to unfold in more than 5 years   
Industry Connections:  
Extensive = Significant presence of industry 
Moderate = Some presence of industry 

 
The following descriptions were taken directly from the report. 
 

2.4.1 Enterprise Systems Computing  

This focus area includes the following market areas: 
 

Information Assurance and Quality—The overall information quality market involving 
software, professional services, and data enhancement will pass the $1 billion mark in 
2008, according to Forrester Research Inc.  

Wireless and Sensor Networks—Over the next 5 years, industrial use of wireless sensor 
networks is expected to explode from under 1 million endpoints to more than 40 million 
endpoints and an estimated market value of $5.3 billion, according to ON World Inc.  

Logistics Information Technology—Worldwide spending on logistics software, services, 
and recurring revenues nearly doubled from 2001 to 2006, reaching close to $3 billion in 
2006, according to market research firm ARC Advisory Group Inc.  

Two large Arkansas firms are in these markets - Acxiom and IntelliMark.  



 

 22 

 

Seven companies with Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR)/Small Business 
Technology Transfer (STTR) grant awards from 2002 to 2008 performed research in these 
markets: 

♦ AriseTek, LLC 

♦ ArkLight 

♦ Green Technologies, Inc. 

♦ Invotek 

♦ JAECO Orthopedic, Inc. 

♦ Parallel Quantum Solutions 

♦ Space Photonics, Inc. 

Three companies in Arkansas were identified with two or more U.S. patents in the classes 
related to enterprise computing systems:  

♦ Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.  

♦ Acxiom Corporation  

♦ Munro & Company, Inc.  

2.4.2 Distributed Energy Network Systems  

Energy distribution networks are needed to achieve greater reliability in connected power 
grids as well as to connect alternative energy sources, such as solar power plants and wind 
farms to the grid. Additional funds may be available for these applications as part of the 
federal stimulus program. 

Industries related to distributed energy network systems in Arkansas employ more than 
14,000 and are 23% more concentrated in Arkansas than the nation, thus representing an 
economic specialization. Leading industries include the following:  

♦ Motor and generator manufacturing with 4,010 jobs and a 9 times higher level of 
concentration than the nation  

♦ Electric bulk power transmission and control with 2,726 jobs and an 11 times higher 
level of concentration than the nation  

♦ Electric power distribution with 1,279 jobs and 10% higher level of concentration than 
the nation  

♦ Power and communication system construction with 1,909 jobs and a 58% higher level 
of concentration than the nation.  
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A broad range of Arkansas’ innovative companies are found within distributed energy 
network systems:  

Leading Arkansas firms identified in the distributed energy network systems market 
include  

♦ Baldor Electric Motors 

♦ Basler Electric Company 

♦ Milibank Manufacturing (meters) 

♦ Southwest Power Pool  

In Arkansas, four companies with SBIR/STTR grant awards from 2002 to 2008 performed 
research in areas related to distributed energy network systems:  

♦ Arkansas Power Electronics International Inc 

♦ Integral Wave Technologies 

♦ Moducell 

♦ Power Electronics Leveling Solutions LLC 

Three companies in Arkansas were identified with two or more U.S. patents in the classes 
related to distributed energy network systems:  

♦ Scroll Technologies  

♦ Central Moloney, Inc.  

♦ WeighTech, Inc.  

Although this market area is an important sector in the Arkansas economy, the principal 
companies appear to be in manufacturing, an activity that is typically not appropriate for a 
research park.  

2.4.3 Nano-related Materials and Applications 

Of particular importance to Arkansas are the emerging applications of nanotechnology 
involving microfabrication and micromanipulation technologies to create nanoscale 
medical devices. Already on the market are high-density gene and protein chips, three-
dimensional microarrays, automated high-throughput screening devices, fluorescent DNA 
probes, nanoparticle assemblies, and atomic force microscope systems capable of mapping 
individual chromosomes. One of the hottest areas in nanotechnology involves the R&D of 
microelectromechanical systems (MEMS) for biomedical uses (BioMEMs). In the future, 
tailor-made nanoparticles and MEMS will be used for assays, sensors, drug delivery, 
nanocrystals to target cells, implants, and much more. 
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Existing or Emerging Arkansas Industry Connections:  

Industries related to nanotechnology in Arkansas—such as carbon black manufacturing, 
carbon and graphite product manufacturing, and semiconductors—are relatively small, with 
fewer than 500 employees.  

Seven emerging nanotechnology firms are clients of Innovate Arkansas—each a university-
related spin-out: GuardIN Fresh, Mesolight, NN-Labs, NanoMech, Duralor, Synanomet, 
and Orlumet.  

Six companies in Arkansas were SBIR/STTR grant awardees from 2002 to 2008 that 
performed research in areas related to nanotechnology-related materials and applications:  

♦ Mesolight LLC  

♦ NanoMech  

♦ NN-Labs  

♦ Ocean NanoTech, LLC 

♦ Omnipak, LLC  

♦ Sysconn Corporation  

Arkansas companies in this market are early stage and have potential for taking incubator 
and accelerator space in a park building. 

2.4.4 Sustainable Agriculture and Bioenergy Management 

Research work in this market is led by the UA Division of Agriculture, with active 
programs across campuses at Fayetteville, Arkansas State University, and Monticello. 
Private companies in this area are not likely to choose a location in Little Rock for their 
work. 
 
Food Processing and Safety 

Market opportunities within this strategic focus area include the following:  

New food processing and preservation technologies—Development of new food processing 
methods or improvement of existing methods include vacuum-steam-vacuum (VSV) 
pasteurization, infrared surface heating, high-pressure microfluidization, pulsed electric 
field processing, light technologies, and cold plasma. Also, technologies such as magnetic 
resonance imaging are being used to observe changes in foods during processing. New 
technologies are also needed to prevent, detect, or eliminate harmful abiotic compounds 
such as acrylamide and melamine.  
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Advanced food packaging—Packaging trends include increases in package flexibility, 
advanced films (such as antimicrobial) that prevent produce spoilage, new package shapes 
that fit better in car holders or refrigerator doors, biodegradable or “green” packaging, and 
even edible packaging. Engineered nanoscale materials are also being developed for food 
packaging with enhanced mechanical and thermal properties to ensure better protection of 
foods from exterior effects.  

Food safety biosensors and rapid foodborne pathogen detection—Biosensors can be used to 
improve food safety by detecting and quantifying foodborne pathogens. Biosensor 
platforms employ techniques such as chemiluminescence and bioconjugated nanomaterials, 
and devices are often portable for on-site detection. Other detection platforms may involve 
molecular diagnostics such as immunochemical or nucleic acid technologies for screening 
food samples. The overall biosensors market has expanded over the past decade, projected 
to value $8.2 billion in 2009. Although this figure represents three major industrial 
sectors—pharmaceutical, medical, and food—the food testing market should only increase 
in response to growing global concerns over food and water security.  

Existing or Emerging Arkansas Industry Connections:  

Processing activities in Arkansas generate $5 billion in value-added output and represent 
approximately 6 percent of the state’s total value-added output (a measure comparable to 
GDP).  

Total food manufacturing employment in Arkansas stood at 49,522 workers in 2007. 
Leading food manufacturing industries include the following:  

♦ Animal slaughtering and processing—32,899 jobs  

♦ Fruit and vegetable processing—6,835 jobs  

♦ Grain and oilseed milling—2,361 jobs.  

However, there are a minimal number of innovative companies found in the area of food 
processing and safety:   

One large company was identified in the CorpTech database of large firms for this area—
Tyson Foods, Inc.  

Eight companies in Arkansas were SBIR/STTR grant awardees from 2002 to 2008 that 
worked in areas related to food processing and safety:  

♦ A&A Laboratories  

♦ Baxter Land Company, Inc 

♦ BioDetection Instruments  

♦ BioKinetic Controls LLC  
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♦ Biostrategies, LLC  

♦ Nutraceutical Innovations, LLC 

♦ Safe Foods Corporation 

♦ Soy Pectin, Inc.  

♦ White River Bioscience, Inc.  

Again, the food processing industry is important for the Arkansas economy, but established 
companies in this market area would not be suitable research park tenants. 

2.5 Research Park Implications 

The statewide scope of the Battelle study did not identify focus areas by region and city. 
However, a research park in Little Rock can expect to attract companies from throughout 
the state particularly if their markets align with the research institutions in the city. For 
example, the Enterprise Computing Systems focus area is an important one for Metro Little 
Rock based on the presence of Acxiom and the information assurance research work 
underway at UALR. UALR’s work in Nano-Related Materials and Applications would also 
be an attractor for research companies in this market.  The Food Processing and Safety 
focus area is also relevant for Metro Little Rock due to the presence of Safe Foods 
Corporation and  proximity of the FDA’s National Center for Toxicological Research. 
Private companies, both early-stage and mature, and university research projects in these 
focus areas will be good targets for research park marketing programs. 

In addition, the park should focus its marketing activities on companies in biomedical 
markets. The $100 million research program at UAMS, the $20 million program at 
ACHRI, and biomedical applications of the nanotechnology work at UALR combined with 
the five major pharmaceutical companies sponsoring research at UAMS and the four at 
ACHRI provides evidence of the relevance to commercial markets of their research 
programs.  

In particular, a niche market focus for the research park could be based on the ongoing 
research collaboration between UAMS and UALR in the field of nanomedicine. This work 
is addressing markets for the early diagnosis, prevention, and treatment of cancers, stroke, 
heart attack, and infectious diseases. Researchers are currently developing and testing novel 
nanostructures as agents in the diagnosis and treatment of certain cancers. A recent grant 
from the National Cancer Institute to UAMS is funding the first clinical nanomedicine 
application in the US. Related research is focusing on using nanomaterials as a basis for 
bone growth and reconstruction. This technology also has applications in the growth of 
skin, veins, and arteries.  Another nanomedicine research project, in collaboration with Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory, is producing semiconductor nanocrystals for biomedical 
applications.  
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Another niche is the unique work in pediatric respiratory physiology at ACHRI. Their 
laboratory is the only one of its kind in the country that studies mechanical ventilators, and 
they have received funding from an industry sponsor for this work for over 12 years.  

Other areas of collaborative research with commercial potential include health care 
information technology and alternative energy. A serious problem in the success of 
President Obama’s electronic medical records initiative is assuring the accuracy and 
security of the information. The capability of UALR in information quality, assurance, and 
security has been recognized by its designation by the National Security Agency as a 
Center of Academic Excellence in Information Assurance Education. Proprietary systems 
for assuring the security of transmitted patient data in rural telemedicine applications have 
been developed by the UALR/UAMS team. These capabilities, combined with their 
bioinformatics capability for analyzing health data, can be expected to be in high demand 
by the private sector as the federal initiative accelerates. 

UALR’s current work, funded by the US Department of Energy,  on the development of 
organic solar panels using carbon nanotubes and the development of electrically conductive 
composite materials doped with carbon nanotubes for energy generation can also be 
expected to gain commercial recognition as supporting the President’s alternative energy 
initiatives.    

Providing facilities in a research park located between these universities to house this 
collaborative research would accelerate the development of these commercially promising 
technologies and stimulate innovation through the interactions of the researchers provided 
by co-location. The concentration of these capabilities could also be expected to attract 
research units of private companies as they recognize the product development benefits of 
joining these researchers in a multi-tenant building equipped with relevant research 
facilities. Commitments by the universities to take space in the first park building to house 
these research groups would also provide the anchor tenants needed to finance its 
construction.  
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3. Demand Assessment 
Assessment of potential demand for research park space can be based on extrapolations of 
historical data and on the status of other factors such as entrepreneurial activity within the 
region, the research strengths of the region, principal sources of R&D and venture activity 
and funding within the region, existing or planned technology transfer infrastructure, the 
presence of industry clusters, and the presence of supply chain linkages 

The demand assessment was focused on: 

♦ Expansion and relocation of local companies 

♦ Business incubation and technology transfer 

♦ University research programs 

These topics are discussed in the following sections. 

3.1 Expansion and Relocation of Local Companies 

Table 3.1 lists expansions and relocations of local technology companies in Metro Little 
Rock over the past four years. 
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Table 3.1 Technology Company Expansions 2005-2008 

Company Market Jobs 
Created 

Dassault Falcon Jet Aerospace 300 

Cardinal Health Customer Service 
Center-Develop and 
Manufacture Medical 
Products  

500 

Southwest Power Pool Energy 29 
2005 Total   829 

TXD, LLC 
Energy-oil and gas 
drilling 120 

Chesapeake Energy Corporation Energy-natural gas 
producer 260 

Hawker Beechcraft Aerospace 150 

Stanley, Inc. 

Customer Service 
Center-Information 
Technology 150 

Union Drilling, Inc. Energy 120 

SAIC Data Center 150 

Novus Food Processing-animal 
health and nutrition 
programs 

20 

Custom Aircraft Cabinets Aerospace 10 

2006 Total  980 
Fresenius Medical Care North 
America 

Medical-kidney dialysis 
products  

30 

Dassault Falcon Jet Aerospace 200 

LM Glasfiber Glass fiber wind turbine 
blades 

1,100 

Dassault Falcon Jet Aerospace 150 

Sage V Foods Food Processing-Rice 
Products 

200 

2007 Total   1,680 
Polytec Chemicals 5 
Garver Engineers Professional Services 120 

Polymarin Composites 
Wind Energy Rotor 
Blades 630 

WWT Wind Energy Nacelles 200 
Cameron Valves Valve Manufacturing 50 
Mainstream Technologies Information Technology 30 

2008 Total  1,035 
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These data indicates that technology based companies in a wide range of markets have a 
consistent history of both expanding and establishing new operations in Metro Little Rock. 
Job growth has been fairly stable at about 1,000 per year. Although many of these 
companies are principally manufacturers, they present communications channels for 
reaching their research and development and product development activities that could 
perhaps be persuaded to establish units in a research park, particularly where there are 
connections with local universities.  

For example, although the Cardinal Health and Fresenius companies are principally service 
providers, they both develop medical products that could be linked with research 
capabilities at UAMS and ACHRI. Although LM Glasfiber, Polymarin Composites and 
WWT are principally wind turbine blade and nacelle manufacturers, they conduct internal 
research and development and offer potential links to the materials science work at UALR. 
Manufacturers also present opportunities for researchers and suppliers of fiberglass, quality 
control systems, instrumentation, and sensors. 

Both Dassault and Hawker are aircraft completion operations. Opportunities with these 
companies are generally limited to interior design and avionics technology. Simulation 
technology available at UALR could be used to assist with interior design and presentations 
to clients. It could also be used to support the Southwest Power Pool for grid development 
and management as well as building design, construction management and Entergy District 
Energy Systems. 

Companies such as SAIC, Stanley, Black Oak Partners, and Mainstream Technologies 
combined with potential spin-offs from Acxiom, Alltel/Verizon, and EDS/HP would make 
very good park tenants in the information technology market. Over the past three years, 
SAIC, Stanley, and Mainstream have added 330 jobs needing about 66,000 square feet of 
space. If this growth continues, the demand for IT space would be about 22,000 square feet 
per year. If the park could capture 30 percent, demand would be 6,600 square feet per year. 

3.2 Business Incubation and Technology Transfer 

The UAMS BioVentures incubator and technology transfer programs have been in 
operation over 15 years. Table 3.2 shows the activity levels of the technology transfer 
program since 2000. 
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Table 3.2 UAMS Technology Transfer Program 

Fiscal Year No. of Start-ups Corporate Licenses Total 

2000 3 3 6 

2001 0 7 7 

2002 1 0 1 

2003 1 3 4 

2004 2 1 3 

2005 4 5 9 

2006 1 6 7 

2007 2 6 8 

2008 1 1 2 

2009 5 10 15 

 

This program is the principal source for incubator companies. Table 3.3 summarizes 
incubator activity over the past ten years. 

           Table 3.3 UAMS BioVentures Incubator Companies 

               Status No. of Companies 

  Companies 7 

Client Companies 9 

Pipeline Companies 2 

Out of State/Inactive 2 

Project Companies 5 

 

Five of the startup companies are currently housed in the UAMS BioVentures building. 

 



 

 32 

 

Table 3.4 provides a history and status of the incubator companies. 

   Table 3.4 History and Status of UAMS BioVentures Companies  

Company Start-
up 

Market Start-
up 

Staff 

Current 
Staff 

Staff in 2 
Years 

Incubator 
Tenant? 

Park 
Candidate?

Center for Toxicology &  

Environmental Health LLC 

1997 Toxicity 
Measurement and 
Remedy  

4 
100 130 Virtual  No 

ContourMed, Inc. 1997 Medical Devices 1 10** 11 Virtual Possible 

e-Doc America.com LLC 1999 Medical 
Consultation 

2 6** 8 Virtual  Possible 

Elder Stay At Home Inc 2007 Home Care 1 1 3 No No 

Safe Foods Corporation 1999 Food Safety 3 45 48 Virtual No 

Balm Innovations LLC 2004 Dermatology 1 1** 3 Current Yes 

DCV Technologies 2004 Vaccines 2 4** 4 Virtual No 

InterveXion Therapeutics 2005 Drug Abuse 2 3** 5 Current Yes 

IntraTherm LLC 2003 Medical Devices 2 2** 3 Virtual Yes 

MesoLight LLC 2006 Semiconductor 
nanocrystals 

2 5** 8 Current Yes 

NanoBlade LLC 2005 Medical Devices 2 2** 3 Virtual Yes 

Parvogen International 2004 Gene Therapy 2 4 6 No No 

Stage I Diagnostics 1999 Cancer 
Diagnostics Kits 

       3 4 6 Current Yes 

Type IV Technologies  2003 Wart Therapy 2 3** 3 Virtual No 

Acetaminophen Toxicity 
Diagnostics 

2009 APAP Toxicity 
Dipstick 

2 3** 4 TBD Yes 

EZRA Innovations 2008 Controlled 
release drug 
reformulation 

2 3** 3 TBD Yes 

IRV, Inc 1998 Medical Devices 2 6 ? Virtual No 

Seer Pharmaceuticals 1999 Food Allergy 
Disorders 

? ? ? No No 

 

RX Results 2008 Prescription Drug 
Cost Reduction 

2 2** 32 TBD Yes 

OB2 2008 Fetal Hear Rate 
Monitoring 

1 2 2 Virtual Possible 

SARA Technologies 2009 Fetal Health 1 2 2 Virtual Possible 

 MTT Pharma 2009 Therapy 2 2  No No  

  **Plus independent contractors 
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The total of the two-year staff forecast for those listed as “Possible” and “Yes” is 90. 
Assuming 300 square feet per person for R&D activities, the maximum demand would be 
27,000 square feet. However, 48 percent of this demand would be from two companies, 
ContourMed and RX Results. These companies would be important marketing targets for 
the park. 

3.3 University Technology Commercialization Programs 

Discussions with university technology commercialization managers suggested moving the 
UAMS BioVentures incubator to the first park building in a 30,000 square foot space 
divided 50/50 between office and wet labs. Space would also be needed for park 
administration, conference rooms, a kitchen, a small conference center. Demand from 
UALR would include a need for up to 10,000 square feet for incubator space and 15,000 
square feet for spin-out companies assuming growth over five years with a mix of office, 
wet lab, IT, and prototype development space.  

3.4 University Research Programs 

Section 2.1 provided information on university research funding. It is clear that Metro 
Little Rock has a strong research base in the medical sciences with strong technology 
transfer resources. The research at UALR in nano and information technologies also has 
strong commercialization potential. Although these programs can be counted on to provide 
steady demand from early stage companies, several years will be needed for these sources 
to need significant amounts of space in a park building.  

However, demand for research space in the park is highly likely from UAMS due to the 
physical constraints of the current campus. It is clear that the financial feasibility of the first 
building will depend on obtaining long term commitments to rent space at market rates 
from credit-worthy research organizations. In the absence of a marketing program to obtain 
pre-lease commitments from private companies and government agencies, the universities 
are the most likely sources. In today’s market, it is unlikely that developers will risk their 
resources on pre-lease commitments of less than 50 percent. Typical multi-tenant research 
park buildings range from 50,000 to 100,000 square feet, placing university commitments 
in the range of 25,000-50,000 square feet. Assuming 300 square feet per person for 
research space, the universities would be able to house approximately 80-160 researchers 
and associated administrators in the first park building. The annual rental commitment (at 
$19.75 per square foot per year) would range from $495,000 to $990,000 per year. 

3.5 Government Agencies 

Offices for state and federal agencies can be good candidates for park tenants, especially 
those involved in technology development, research and development, testing laboratories, 
economic development, and the support of small business and entrepreneurship. For 
example, the Task Force for the 21st Century Economy released its report in October 2008 
with recommendations for housing the state’s three primary economic development 
agencies – the Arkansas Development Finance Authority, the Arkansas Economic 
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Development Commission, and the Arkansas Science and Technology Authority – at a 
single location.  Although these agencies would have made good park tenants, they have 
made other plans for consolidated housing. Other related agencies should be included in the 
park’s marketing plan. 

3.6 Demand Summary 

Table 3.5 summarizes the various sources of demand based on assumptions developed from 
the discussion in the previous sections. 

Table 3.5 Demand Summary 

Source Sq Ft 

UAMS BioVentures Incubator 30,000

UALR Incubator, over five years 10,000

UALR spin-out companies, five years 15,000

IT Cluster 6,000

University research programs 25,000

Industry research sponsors 27,000

Total 113,000

 

These estimates are quite speculative. The incubator data depends heavily on the continued 
expansion of the UAMS BioVentures incubator and the growth of the UALR incubation 
program from a small base. The IT estimate is based on expansion of three IT companies 
over the past three years. The university entry is based on the likelihood that 80 researchers 
and administrators could be persuaded to move their projects to a park building. If three of 
the 12 industrial university research sponsors would commit three-person research teams to 
a park building, a demand for approximately 27,000 square feet could be generated.  

3.7 Conclusions and Recommendations 

It is clear that the Little Rock region is in the process of transitioning itself from a 
manufacturing economy to a knowledge based economy generating innovative products 
and services. Business incubators and research parks have a role to play in this transition. 
They are equipped to commercialize university research, provide proximity to researchers, 
and provide the prestige sought by established research organizations. The success of 
research commercialization has been demonstrated by UAMS BioVentures, and numerous 
public sector initiatives are providing support for entrepreneurship and growth of early 
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stage technology companies. Established companies in a wide variety of technology growth 
markets have also chosen to locate in the region. A research park can provide the focus for 
combining both early stage and established companies with university research programs 
that can accelerate the transition to a knowledge based economy.  

The demand assessment in the previous section appears adequate to support the first multi-
tenant building in a park. However, the realities of financing the acquisition of the land and 
construction of the building, discussed in Section 4, will require a commitment from credit-
worthy anchor tenants to take a substantial percentage of the space in the building. At this 
stage of park development, the universities are the most likely candidates to provide space 
for their incubation and research programs as discussed in Sections 2.4, 3.4 and 3.5.  

The collaborative research programs underway at UAMS and UALR in the fields of 
nanomedicine, health care information technology, and alternative energy present an 
excellent opportunity to increase their productivity through co-location in the first park 
building.  University commitments to take space for these programs as well as the UAMS 
BioVentures program in the building would provide the anchor tenants needed to finance it. 
These commitments would also buy the time needed to mobilize the other sources of 
demand as listed in Table 3.4. Based on these considerations, we recommend that planning 
for the park be continued as described in the following sections. 
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4.   Financial Plan 
The development of the financial plan begins with an assessment of regional demand for 
office and laboratory space in a research park as discussed in Section 3. This analysis is 
followed by estimates of the costs of park development, an identification of financing 
sources, and an operating pro-forma as discussed in the following Sections. 

4.1 Phase I Development Budget and Financing Plan  

The following tables summarize the capital costs and funding sources for a 30 acre park 
and a 100,000 square foot building. This building size was chosen for data presentation to 
permit ease of scaling. Table 4.1 provides estimates for land, site development, and 
infrastructure costs.  

  Table 4.1 Land and Infrastructure Costs 

Item Cost Per Acre Total 

Acquisition Cost*  $300,000 $9,000,000

Infrastructure $164,533 $4,936,000

Total $464,533 $13,936,000

*Site acquisition estimate based on information from the Pulaski Area Geographic Information 
System assuming 30 acres is $8.5 - $9.5 million. The estimate, provided by L. Dickson Flake, 
Colliers International, was derived from data on two hypothetical sites by determining the ratio of 
vacant to improved property and then applying average values based on experience in the 
submarket.  

The site preparation and infrastructure costs were estimated by a Little Rock civil engineer 
as follows. 

1) Demolition 

 a) Buildings        $ 1,125,000 

 b) Street  7,750 LF @ $100/LF          775,000 

 c) Sewer  4,350 LF @ $30/LF          130,500 

 d) Water  5,350 LF @ $30/LF          160,500 

 e) Utility  100% LS           109,000 

       Sub-Total  $ 2,300,000 

2) Master Grading 

 a) Clearing & Grubbing 29.5 AC @ $2,700/AC    $      80,000 

 b) Site Grading  180,000 CY @ $7.00/CY      1,260,000 

       Sub-Total  $ 1,340,000 
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3) New Construction 

 a) New Collector Street 1,600 LF @ $350/LF    $    560,000 

 b) New Sewer Mains  3,200 LF @ $75/LF         240,000 

 c) New Water Mains  2,500 LF @ $80/LF         200,000 

       Sub-Total  $ 1,000,000 

4) Civil Engineering 

 a) Demolition (bidding and construction adm @ 3%)   $     69,000 

 b) Master Grading (full service @ 8%)          107,000 

 c) New Construction (full service@ 12%)         120,000 

       Sub-Total  $   296,000 

       Total   $ 4,936,000 

 

Table 4.2 provides estimates of construction costs for a 100,000 square foot building.  

 

Table 4.2 Construction Costs for a 100,000 Square Foot Building 

Item Per Square Foot Total 

Indirect costs including 3% 
developers fee 

$  56 $  5,600,000 

Core & Shell Construction $150 $15,000,000 

Tenant Improvements: 

$40 for 50,000 SF office 

$100,000 for 50,000 SF labs 

 

 

$  20 

$  50

 

$  2,000,000  

$  5,000,000 

Total Building Cost $276 $27,600,000 

Total Land Cost (30 acres)  $13,936,000 

GRAND TOTAL  $41,536,000 

Source: Charles Dilks, Research Park Financial Consultant 

The total cost for a 30 acre site and a 100,000 square foot building is estimated to be $41.5 
million. 
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Table 4.3 identifies potential sources of capital to finance these costs. 

Table 4.3 Sources of Capital 
 

Source: Charles Dilks, Research Park Financial Consultant 

Additional information on financing sources is provided in Section 6.2, Physical 
Development Strategy. 

4.2 Operating Pro-forma  

Based on the demand assessment in Section 3, with weighting on the estimates of the 
university incubator managers, the pro-forma analysis was based on a building providing 
50,000 square feet of office and laboratory space for university commitments. An 
additional 10,000 square feet would be provided for established private sector companies. 
These assumptions translate into an 84,000 square foot building as shown in Table 4.4. 

 

 

 

Item Amount 

LAND AND INFRASTRUCTURE         

   Public Agencies and Grants $13,936,000 

BUILDING  

   Developer’s Equity 15%      $  4,410,000 

   Developer Fee Deferred      $     600,000 

   Conventional Bank Financing 75% 
   of Indirect & Core & Shell Costs 

     $15,000,000 

   Tenants Improvements (State)      $  2,500,000 

   Infrastructure: County Road & Bridge Fund      $  1,500,000 

   New Market Tax Credit Benefit      $  1,500,000 

   EDA Grant      $  2,090,000 

Building Total $27,600,000 

GRAND TOTAL $41,536,000 
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Table 4.4 Building Space Allocation 

Use Sq. Ft. 

Useable Space 60,000

Shared Spaces (Conference center with lecture hall, conference rooms, 
canteen, manager’s office)                  

8,200

Common Areas (elevator lobbies, corridors, restrooms, mechanical 
rooms, janitor closets) 

11,700

Vertical penetrations (stairs, utilities) 5,000

Total 84,000

Leasable Space 79,000

 

The projected building model is four stories with a 21,000 square foot footprint on a four-
acre site that can accommodate parking for 250 vehicles. The operating pro-forma is based 
on the following assumptions. 

♦ 50,000 square feet useable university space split 50/50 office/lab and 10,000 square feet 
speculative space also split 50/50 office/lab X 1.33 = 79,800 square feet rentable space 
X 1.05 for stairs and elevators = 84,000 gross square feet in four stories with a 21,000 
square foot footprint 

♦ Rent $19.75 per square foot per year 

♦ Operating expense $7 per square foot per year 

♦ Growth in rent and operating expense 3% per year 

♦ Land lease at 6 percent fair market value per year 

♦ Construction loan at 6.25%, mortgage 6.75% for 15 years 

♦ Five years to full occupancy (95%) 

♦ Taxable developer and tenants  

The following spreadsheet is based on these assumptions. 
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Financial Model

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2,010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Space Constructed
Total net office area (sqft) 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900
Total net lab area (sqft) 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900 39,900
Total net Housing Area (sqft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Net Retail Area (sqft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Average Annual Occupancy
Average Occupancy (sqft) 1,850 9,875 34,088 34,088 37,905 37,905 37,905 37,905 37,905
Average lab occupancy pa (sqft) 1,850 9,875 34,088 34,088 37,905 37,905 37,905 37,905 37,905
Average Housing Occupancy / sqft 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Average Retail Occupancy / Sqft 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Rental Rates
Rent/sqft for offices (with annual increase) $19.75 $20.34 $20.95 $21.58 $22.23 $22.90 $23.58 $24.29 $25.02
Rent/sqft for labs (with annual increase) $19.75 $20.34 $20.95 $21.58 $22.23 $22.90 $23.58 $24.29 $25.02
Rent / sqft - Housing (with annual increase) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Rent / sqft - Rertail (with annual increase) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Rental Revenue
Rental Income - NB Goes to building owner
Office $36,538 $200,882 $714,228 $735,655 $842,583 $867,860 $893,896 $920,713 $948,334
Lab $36,538 $200,882 $714,228 $735,655 $842,583 $867,860 $893,896 $920,713 $948,334
Housing $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Retail $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Rental Revenue $73,075 $401,764 $1,428,455 $1,471,309 $1,685,165 $1,735,720 $1,787,792 $1,841,426 $1,896,668

Cumulative Revenue $73,075 $474,839 $1,903,295 $3,374,604 $5,059,769 $6,795,489 $8,583,281 $10,424,707 $12,321,375

Development costs
Land acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Office-Lab Construction loan $793,331
Office-Lab Mortgage $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226 $1,422,226
Housing-Retail Construction Loan
Housing-Retail Mortgage

Land Lease $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000 $72,000

Total Development Costs $793,331 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226 $1,494,226

Cumulative Development Costs $793,331 $2,287,557 $3,781,783 $5,276,009 $6,770,235 $8,264,461 $9,758,688 $11,252,914 $12,747,140 $14,241,366

Operating expenditure (passed on to tenants)
Office operating cost psf $7.00 $7.21 $7.43 $7.65 $7.88 $8.11 $8.36 $8.61 $8.87 $9.13
Lab operating cost psf $7.00 $7.21 $7.43 $7.65 $7.88 $8.11 $8.36 $8.61 $8.87 $9.13
Housing operating cost psf $7.00 $7.21 $7.43 $7.65 $7.88 $8.11 $8.36 $8.61 $8.87 $9.13
Retail operating cost psf $7.00 $7.21 $7.43 $7.65 $7.88 $8.11 $8.36 $8.61 $8.87 $9.13

Office operating cost $0 $287,679 $296,309 $305,199 $314,355 $323,785 $333,499 $343,504 $353,809 $364,423
Lab operating cost $0 $287,679 $296,309 $305,199 $314,355 $323,785 $333,499 $343,504 $353,809 $364,423
Housing operating cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Retail operating cost $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Annual Operating Expenditure $0 $575,358 $592,619 $610,397 $628,709 $647,570 $666,998 $687,008 $707,618 $728,846

Annual operating surplus / deficit ($793,331) ($1,421,151) ($1,092,462) ($65,771) ($22,917) $190,939 $241,494 $293,566 $347,199 $402,442
Cumulative operating surplus / deficit ($793,331) ($2,214,482) ($3,306,944) ($3,372,714) ($3,395,631) ($3,204,692) ($2,963,198) ($2,669,633) ($2,322,433) ($1,919,991)

Net Present Value $3,276,332

IRR 14%

Total Annual Tax Receipts $49,548 $168,516 $569,530 $1,156,009 $1,275,545 $1,274,102 $1,272,708 $1,271,361 $1,270,058

Net Present Value Tax Receipts $10,121,097
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Potential financial performance can be estimated by the following parameters: 

♦ Net Present Value = $3,276,332 (15 years, 8.5% discount rate) 

♦ Internal Rate of Return = 14% 

♦ Net Present Value of Tax Receipts = $10,121,097 (15 years, 8.5% discount rate. 
Includes property tax, sales tax and corporate income tax) 

♦ Time to positive cash flow = 5 years 

♦ Maximum cumulative negative cash flow = $3,395,631 

These values suggest that financing the first building would be feasible in normal credit 
markets with adequate pre-leasing commitments. The public sector would also have a 
financial incentive for providing infrastructure. 
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5.    Park Location Criteria and Site Discussion 
The site for the park needs to provide the characteristics that private companies look for in 
their location decisions and than can differentiate it from commercial sites. The site criteria 
combine the typical characteristics of a privately-developed business park with the 
additional requirement of proximity to the research institutions. These characteristics 
include: 

Business Park Criteria 

♦ Visibility from well traveled roads – Private companies use their buildings and signage 
as part of their marketing programs. 

♦ Easy access from main thoroughfares – Companies also want to make it as easy as 
possible for their customers to reach them and to have quick access to facilities for 
distributing their products. 

♦ Availability of amenities such as restaurants, hotels, retail services, and housing – Sites 
with these amenities provide employees with services that help to minimize non-
productive travel time and provide visitors with convenient access and services. 

♦ Room for expansion – Sites with expansion space minimize disruptions from moving to 
larger sites to accommodate growth. 

Research Park Criteria 

♦ Proximity to research institutions – Some companies need to be near the sources of 
their technologies, and others choose to locate in research parks for the prestige value 
of association with universities whether or not they have relationships with them. 

♦ Easy access to the universities and their resources – Private companies that have 
relationships with universities through faculty consulting, student interns, and use of 
research facilities need to be within a five-minute drive to take full advantage of these 
resources. Walking distance is even better. 

♦ Access to high speed broadband communications facilities – Although most businesses 
need access to the internet, research companies typically need higher performance 
communications facilities for moving large volumes of data. 

It is clear from these criteria that a successful research park in Little Rock needs to be 
between the two universities within a five-minute drive from each of them. Close proximity 
to research institutions is frequently cited in Section 6.5 by a wide range of research park 
managers as a critical factor for success. 

Three sites were identified as examples that meet many of these characteristics. All three 
sites are located within a five-minute drive of the universities and ACHRI and have access 
to main thoroughfares with easy access to the Interstate highway and airport. The first two 
alternatives are located in the 12th Street Corridor currently being studied by the City of 
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Little Rock. Twelfth Street is an east-west arterial south of and parallel with Interstate 630.  
The study area incorporates neighborhoods immediately across I-630 from the UAMS 
Campus, and it extends within a few blocks north of the UALR campus.  It is an area 
containing mature housing on small lots and is a candidate for redevelopment.  The first 
expansion in the 12th Street Corridor study area is a new public library branch. The first 
two example sites are within the study area. 

Example A  

Information from the planning firm involved in the 12th Street Corridor study, Crafton Tull 
Sparks, indicates that the area east of Fair Park Boulevard to Jonesboro Drive and from I-
630 south to 12th Street (excluding commercial and office uses fronting Fair Park 
Boulevard and 12th Street) contains approximately 30 acres in 101 parcels.  The site 
provides visibility from both the Interstate and 12th Street, access from the Fair Park/I-630 
interchange, potential frontage on Fair Park Boulevard, and pedestrian connections to 
UAMS across the Jonesboro Drive overpass, and it is about 10 blocks from the UALR 
campus. The site also provides access to high capacity dark fiber running along I-630 that 
could provide high speed broadband communications capability for park tenants.  

A future library is planned for the east side of Jonesboro Drive, just south of Interstate 630 
and across Jonesboro Drive from the site. This alternative also has a hotel just west of the 
site, and it could accommodate new housing within the site that would be walking distance 
across the pedestrian connection to the UAMS campus. 

 Example B 

Another site described by a representative of Crafton Tull Sparks is bounded by 12th Street 
on the north, the Madison Heights housing development on the east, Franklin Elementary 
School on the south, and Tyler Street on the west.  In addition to residential uses, this site 
includes Good Counsel Catholic Church, an important anchor and stabilizing influence for 
the neighborhood.  There has been no contact with representatives of the church or the 
Catholic Diocese of Little Rock, but consideration of this site must be sensitive to the 
retention of the church.  Alternative B is midway between the campuses of UAMS and 
UALR and would have direct access to the new library.  

Example C  

The third example site is bounded by Coleman Creek on the west, 19th Street on the North, 
Filmore Street on the east, and 23rd Street on the south.  It also contains approximately 30 
acres.  As in the case of Alternative B, this site includes an important institutional use, the 
Methodist Children's Home.  The campus of the Methodist Children's Home occupies a 
significant portion of this potential site.  No contact has been made with representatives of 
the Children's Home or the United Methodist Church.  This site is a virtual extension of the 
north campus boundary of UALR.  It is the most distant of the three sites from the UAMS 
Campus but still convenient and within five minutes driving time. However, its visibility 
and access from main thoroughfares is limited.  Of the three sites, it is the only one outside 
of the 12th Street Corridor study area. 
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Site evaluation and choice will be a high priority task as the project develops. The 
following figures illustrate typical site layouts. 

 
  

Figure 5.1 Typical Site Layout with First Building 
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  Figure 5.2  Typical Site Build-Out 
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6.    Implementation Strategy  
A critical consideration in the management of research parks is the organization and 
operation of the park in a manner that ensures its objectives beyond the task of real estate 
management (leasing, rent collection, building maintenance, etc.). Few research parks 
succeed without some dedicated management resource, and this adds additional costs over 
and above those which would normally be associated with real estate developments.  The 
scale of this resource is dependent on the particular model chosen and the type of tenants 
that the park will target. 

Aside from the operational management of the park, the question of overall project 
leadership will also define the range of development options which are considered 
appropriate.  These options will depend on a wide range of factors, including the ownership 
of buildings and other facilities, and where the overall administration responsibility for the 
park lies.  It will significantly influence the extent to which the objectives of the 
community and other stakeholders are met, and therefore the appropriate development 
strategy. 

The benefits that the Research Park Authority, the universities, the community, and the 
state expect to receive from the park will be important inputs for this task. Do they 
anticipate financial returns or just the development of new relationships with park tenants 
and economic development benefits? Are they willing to assume financial risks? Are they 
willing to lend their credit to support financing? Are they willing to supply services and 
make their facilities available to tenants? Multiple stakeholders have multiple answers, but 
economic development can be expected to be high on most lists of objectives. The roles 
they are willing to play and the resources they are willing to commit remain to be seen. 

Successful development of the park will require a widely-respected champion to step 
forward to assume the initial task of raising funds from public sources for staffing a 
Research Park Authority, acquiring the land, and installing infrastructure. The champion 
needs to be capable of developing and maintaining a network of influential public officials 
as well as senior members of the private sector and university community to support the 
project.   

The following sections provide recommendations for the ownership, organization, and 
management structure needed to respond to the objectives, recruit partners, and achieve 
efficient operations of the park. An action plan and timetable for the development of the 
park are also included. 

6.1 Organization, Legal and Operating Structure 

6.1.1 Organization 

The Park will be managed by a Research Park Authority that was authorized by the 
Arkansas General Assembly in 2007. The legislation that created the Authority provides 
broad powers including the ability to issue general obligation bonds, use of eminent 
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domain, exemption of real estate taxes, and receipt of contributions. Establishing the new 
Research Park Authority with its seven members has the additional advantages of attracting 
members diverse enough to represent many important stakeholders in the community but 
small enough to provide dedicated leadership and involvement.  Moreover, it will insulate 
the various stakeholders including UAMS, UALR, and government participants from the 
liabilities associated with the construction, financing, and operation of the park.  

It is important for park governance to have access to a wide range of experience and skills 
to address the many issues involved, particularly in an urban setting requiring 
redevelopment. Qualifications include: 

♦ Experience with research park development and management 

♦ Experience in incorporating community groups in the planning process 

♦ Knowledge of the local real estate market 

♦ Experience with city planning, zoning and redevelopment involving eminent domain 
powers 

♦ Knowledge of a variety of park funding methods 

♦ Experience working with both executive and legislative branches of state, local and 
federal governments 

♦ Understanding of issues involved in the commercialization of university research and 
inventions 

The park should be managed initially with a staff of two-three: an Executive Director, a 
possible Director of Marketing, and an Administrative Assistant.   

During the formative stages, certain cost items could be contributed by others such as a 
loaned executive and free office space. However, for planning purposes, the following 
budget items are recommended. 

Salaries   

The Executive Director salary in an urban research park ranges from $125,000 to $175,000 
per year. Depending on the Director's skills, the staff may include either a Marketing 
Director or a Facility/Security Director. Either salary could range between $50,000 and 
$75,000 per year. An Administrative Assistant’s salary would be between $20,000 and 
$40,000. A 20 percent fringe rate would bring the annual personnel costs to between 
$235,000 and $350,000 per year. 

Marketing Budget  

An annual marketing budget between $75,000 and $100,000 per year should be provided.  
It would include funds for travel expenses, public relations, special events, development of 
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a website, and marketing materials.  In the initial year of operation, start-up expenses of   
$100,000 should be budgeted.   

Additional marketing materials will be required as individual buildings are brought on line 
such as building renderings, floor plans, terms of conditions of offerings, etc.  Funds should 
be available for special events such as ground breaking, topping off, and opening 
ceremonies.  Such initial expenses can range from $50,000 to $75,000 and should be 
included in the capital budget for each building.  The building developer would typically 
pay these expenses.     

Overhead Expenses  

In addition to salaries and marketing expenses, general office expenses should also be 
budgeted which include rent, supplies and materials, telephone, office equipment, and 
insurance.  At first, these expenses could be contributed by stakeholders.  However, once 
the first building is opened, the staff should move into it and related office expenses must 
be provided.  These costs could range from $100,000 to $150,000 per year. 

Legal Fees - During the first years of the Authority, substantial legal fees will be 
encountered for organizational expenses and, for legal services for the acquisition of the 
land, obtaining necessary zoning and use permits, and solicitation and negotiations with a 
building developer.  These expenses could range upwards of $100,000 per year for the first 
several years. 

Land Carrying Costs – Although it is anticipated that sources will be found to acquire the 
land at no cost to the Authority, carrying the cost of the land until developers are selected 
and take over development responsibilities must be covered.  Major items to be covered 
include liability insurance, maintenance, and security.  

These initial operating costs are summarized in Table 6.1. 
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    Table 6.1 Park Operating Costs 

 

 

6.1.2 Operating Policies 

In order for the park to meet its objectives, it will be important to select tenants that can 
contribute to them. All tenants will be required to meet specific entry criteria and agree to 
operate within permitted uses. Potential tenants should be engaged in one or more of the 
following activities: 

♦ Research & development 

♦ Technology (product, process or service) development 

♦ Prototype development and testing 

♦ Low volume, high value-added manufacturing 

Item Low 
$/Yr 

High 
$/Yr 

Salaries   

  Director 125,000 175,000 

  Marketing/Facilities Director 50,000 75,000 

  Administrative Assistant 20,000 40,000 

Subtotal 195,000 290,000 

20% Benefits 39,000 58,000 

Total Personnel 234,000 348,000 

Marketing   

  Ongoing 75,000 100,000 

  Start-up 100,000 100,000 

Total Marketing 175,000 200,000 

Overhead 100,000 150,000 

Legal Fees 75,000 100,000 

Land Carrying Costs 100,000 150,000 

TOTAL 684,000 948,000 
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♦ Education or training 

♦ Technology-related service providers (consulting, accounting, legal, finance, venture 
capital)    

Measures used to ensure that the “predominant activities” of the tenant meet these criteria 
may include: 

♦ Proportion of staff directly employed in R&D, technology  development or technology-
related services 

♦ Level of financial investment in R&D, technology development or technology-related 
services 

♦ Number of individuals that are educated and trained on the premises 

Prospective tenants are expected to fall into one of the following general categories: 

♦ Local companies expanding or relocating their facilities 

♦ Start-ups, early-stage companies and business units established as spin-offs from 
existing firms or spin-outs from faculty groups to exploit new business opportunities  

♦ Companies moving into Metro Little Rock from outside the region 

Leasing policies will typically be based on terms of: 

♦ Three to 10 years for tenants of multi-occupancy buildings, with appropriate options to 
grow and adjust to market conditions 

♦ Twelve months (annually renewable) for start-up organizations located in the 
incubation facilities, with a specific timetable (3 years) for graduation into multi-
occupancy or other facilities 

♦ Five to 15 years for tenants leasing space in single user buildings 

Start-up companies will be expected, on the achievement of agreed milestones in their 
business plans, to graduate into larger accommodations suitable to continue the process of 
developing their business.  This time period will typically be one to three years.  The 
process of graduation will be based on achieving a stage in business development when the 
company is financially and operationally self-sustainable and the need for business 
incubation services declines. At graduation, companies will be encouraged to seek other 
facilities within the park.  

In selecting tenants, the park management will assess the prospective applicant against the 
following factors: 

Objectives:  The objectives and proposed activities of the applicant and their compatibility 
with the aims of the park 

Technical resources:  The technical resources of the applicant in relation to the work to be 
undertaken, in particular, the number and qualifications of its staff and contractors, its 
present and proposed areas of expertise, experience and operation, its technical, scientific, 
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and research facilities and equipment, and its information resources. Consideration will 
also be given to the potential use of university research facilities. 

Financial resources:  The financial and other capital resources of the applicant and, in 
particular, the company’s ability to fund its proposed activities out of its own resources; to 
manage, maintain, improve, and expand its facilities; to discharge its obligations under its 
lease agreement   

Potential:  The potential of the applicant to: 

♦ Conduct research and development 

♦ Design, develop, produce prototypes, and sell new products, services, technologies, and 
systems 

♦ Establish linkages and partnerships with the universities 

♦ Provide training and educational services to meet its own needs or those of other local 
companies and tenants 

♦ Provide support services to tenants and other organizations  

♦ Conduct manufacturing at another location, either themselves, or under manufacturing 
contracts 

♦ Create and sustain employment opportunities  

♦ Enhance the development and stature of Metro Little Rock, its universities and its 
environs 

 

The following activities are considered appropriate for prospective tenants: 

♦ Fundamental and applied research 

♦ Software development  

♦ Prototype development and early stage manufacturing 

♦ Product and process design services  

♦ Management consulting, venture capital, legal services, accounting 

♦ Technology commercialization 

♦ Government research and development activities 

 

The following activities would be considered inappropriate for applicants: 

♦ Operations primarily engaged in manufacturing and assembly 

♦ Sales, distribution or warehouse operations 

♦ Retail sales, except for tenant services such as restaurants, banks and fitness facilities 
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♦ Operations that could cause interference with other tenants – excessive noise, noxious 
odors, emission of environmentally hazardous effluents and combustible materials 

 

The legislation authorizing the Research Park Authority states that the authority may 
engage in the following activities and others related to the commercialization of research: 

♦  Advanced materials and manufacturing systems 

♦ Advanced electronics or computer products 

♦ Agriculture, aquaculture, and forestry technologies 

♦ Bio-based products 

♦ Biotechnology, bioengineering, and life sciences 

♦ Engineering technology 

♦ Food and environmental sciences 

♦ Information and related technologies 

♦ Medical devices 

♦ Nanotechnology 

♦ Pharmaceutical products 

♦ Products for energy conservation 

♦ Products for testing and remediation of environmental hazards 

♦ Software, including creative and artistic content and data communications 

♦ Transportation logistics 

♦ Support services and suppliers 

 

6.1.3 Operational Plan 

The Park Authority staff will be responsible for the following activities: 

♦ Marketing 

♦ Screening applicants 

♦ Delivering support services 

♦ Networking 

These activities are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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Marketing 

The staff should develop a marketing plan in coordination with the communications and 
marketing activities of the universities and economic development organizations.  Although 
the plan should be directed principally toward private technology companies, a marketing 
program should also inform university faculty and students about how park objectives and 
activities are relevant for them and seek their support in marketing the park to members of 
their professional and social networks. 

The staff will also seek to leverage marketing resources by working with the Little Rock 
Regional Chamber of Commerce, the Arkansas Economic Development Commission, the 
Arkansas Research Alliance, the Arkansas Science and Technology Authority, Innovate 
Arkansas, and the City of Little Rock to keep them fully informed about park developments 
and opportunities so they may include this information in their marketing materials directed 
at national and international organizations and recruitment targets in their networks.  

Marketing Objectives 

A key element of the park vision that influences its marketing objectives is to be regionally 
and nationally recognized.  It is not sufficient to merely fill buildings, but whenever 
possible, tenants should be performing high-profile and nationally significant research and 
technology development. 

Considering this objective, the process of targeting and recruiting tenants should be guided 
by the following aims: 

♦ Attract anchor tenants with a highly regarded brand name to create interest from further 
tenants and elevate the stature of Metro Little Rock and its research institutuions  

♦ Attract tenants that will engage with the Metro Little Rock business community 

♦ Attract corporate tenants that will collaborate with the universities and start-up 
companies, including acquiring and commercializing their intellectual property 

♦ Attract tenants that will undertake genuinely productive research and 
commercialization on a long-term basis that is of regional, national, and international 
significance 

Marketing Strategy 

Ultimately, the attraction of tenants to a research park will depend on the ability to present 
an overriding business case to companies and a differentiation of its offering that will form 
the basis of a compelling proposition. 

The converse of this, found in many other situations, is that the marketing of research parks 
and associated initiatives is often undertaken in a manner which is not appropriate to this 
type of development, and it ultimately fails to deliver the required outcomes.  Approaches 
which have been seen to be unsuccessful elsewhere include:  
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♦ Designs which position the park in isolation from the research organizations and the 
business community of the area in which it is located 

♦ Approaches which seek to sell solely on the physical property and infrastructure of the 
park 

♦ The application of marketing methods from other types of businesses which fail to 
acknowledge the complexity of research park sales and the specific needs of 
prospective tenants 

♦ “Shotgun” approaches to marketing which involve attempts to communicate with very 
large numbers of potential tenants.  Such programs tend to be expensive and seldom 
yield significant outputs in relation to the cost. 

Approaches which are considerably more likely to succeed include: 

♦ Those which exploit the research strengths of the universities and demonstrate the 
opportunity for ‘real’ commercial linkages 

♦ Those which tie in to the existing industry base of the area 

♦ Those which identify and exploit the needs of specific target market segments and 
communicate in a way that resonates with the target market 

♦ Those that provide real commercial benefits to tenant companies (i.e. services and 
facilities which confer measurable financial benefits to the tenant) 

♦ Those that provide ongoing collaborative research benefits to tenant companies that are 
available through proximity of these companies to the primary research resources of the 
universities 

♦ Carefully targeted marketing programs based on the identification of specific 
companies which may be interested for specific reasons, backed up by structured client 
contact processes 

Major market segments and corresponding strategies are summarized in Table 6.2. 
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     Table 6.2 Marketing Strategies by Segment 
 

     Segment Strategies 

University 
faculty 
entrepreneurs 

♦ Actively promote the park’s real estate “package” to faculty through internal 
communications channels 
 

♦ Showcase faculty involvement in companies located on the park 
 

♦ Encourage the universities to relocate sponsored research programs from their 
current space to the park 

  

Existing 
companies 
located within 
the Little Rock 
region 

♦ Target expanding, regionally-based companies having commercial synergies 
with university research capabilities in the areas of Biotechnology, Biomedicine, 
and Information Technology 
 

♦ Liaise with state and local economic development institutions to track prospects 
they generate 
 

♦ Educate intermediaries (site selection, real estate, and economic development 
professionals) about the park 

♦ Utilize signed tenants to provide testimonials for prospective tenants 

Companies 
located outside 
the Little Rock 
region 

♦ Identify individual prospects and engage them directly and personally, rather 
than use “mass broadcast” communication 
 

♦   Liaise with Metro Little Rock companies, plus regional and state economic 
development initiatives with national and international marketing activities to 
approach prospects outside the region 
 

♦ Educate intermediaries (site selection, real estate, and economic development 
professionals) about the park 

 
♦ Utilize signed tenants to provide testimonials for prospective tenants. 

 

The marketing strategy for all segments should emphasize the research strengths and 
centers of excellence described in Section 2.5. The unique collaboration between UAMS 
and UALR in the field of nanomedicine can be expected to attract tenants in the growing 
medical markets in the application of nanotechnology for the early diagnosis, prevention, 
and treatment of cancers, stroke, heart attack, and infectious diseases. Related markets 
include the use of nanomaterials as a basis for bone growth and reconstruction and the 
growth of skin, veins, and arteries. The research niche of ACHRI in pediatric ventilators 
has also attracted interest and funding from medical device companies. 

The UALR Center of Excellence in Information Assurance Education can be featured in 
marketing programs to attract companies in the growing fields of electronic medical 
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records, telemedicine, bioinformatics, and military communications. Marketing programs 
for alternative energy companies can feature UALR’s work in the development of organic 
solar panels using carbon nanotubes and the development of electrically conductive 
composite materials. 

Branding 

A research park’s brand is a critical component of a marketing strategy.  Some of the most 
successful parks are so well-known that the mention of their name conjures a specific 
business sector or specific companies located in the park.   

When considering the park’s brand, it is important to acknowledge that its identity will be 
closely tied to the universities, Metro Little Rock and the surrounding region. Experience 
shows that there is a need for internal adoption of a single marketing image and message.  
Successful regional and national brand recognition will be much easier to accomplish if 
everyone can speak with a single voice.  An appropriate name, logo, tag line and marketing 
theme will boost the image of the park and will help it to better resonate in the minds of its 
target audience. 

Web Site 

A location’s web site is the most important decision-making tool today for companies and 
site selection consultants.  Studies show that more than 80 percent of the initial site location 
research and screening is done through web research.  Therefore, website content and 
appearance must have impact and make an immediate connection with the user.  The site’s 
navigability also must be state-of-the-art.  The web site content needs to address the 
specific physical/real estate features of the park including: 

♦ Map and directions 

♦ Available properties 

♦ Floor plans 

♦ Amenities for tenants 

♦ Incentives  

♦ Other tenants 

♦ Contacts 

The web site also needs to provide information that further positions the park favorably 
when compared against competing sites:   

♦ It is located in the heart of the business center of Central Arkansas and capital of 
Arkansas 

♦ It has multi-modal transportation access: Interstate highway, river, fifteen minutes to 
the airport  

♦ It provides access to the principal research staffs and facilities of the universities 
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♦ A well-educated, low cost student workforce is available 

♦ University research programs are relevant to both government and commercial markets 

♦ Tenants can access the university through the park staff, a business-oriented 
organization 

♦ Numerous economic development incentives are available 

♦ The cultural, fitness, and sports facilities of the universities are available to park tenants 

♦ Direct access to a major high speed fiber network 

The web site also needs to include pages or links for descriptions of each of the university 
research programs with commercial potential: 

♦ Biotechnology 

♦ Biomedical research and device development 

♦ Information technology and bioinformatics 

♦ Nanotechnology  

Other Marketing Activities 

The staff should also address: 

♦ Media, public relations, and advertising  

♦ Hosting technical conferences and exhibitions 

♦ Developing brochures and promotional items 

♦ Organizing events including groundbreaking, new building openings, and welcoming 
ceremonies for major tenants 

Screening Applicants 

The staff, with assistance from the economic development community, should solicit 
potential tenants, counsel them on the admission criteria, and assist them with completing 
their applications. It will be important to maintain close communications between the staff 
and the Authority Board and private developers to address the policy issue of how narrowly 
the admission criteria will be interpreted for marginal applicants. In these cases, the 
necessity for maintaining positive cash flows must be balanced with maintaining the vision 
and objectives of the park. The Executive Director should be given the authority to accept 
applicants based on Board guidelines in order to move quickly to recruit tenants. 

Delivering Support Services 

The staff will generally be responsible for delivering support services. However, prior 
arrangements should be made with the universities for park tenant access to university 
services such as those provided by UAMS BioVentures, use of computing  facilities, use of 
library facilities, and use of research facilities and equipment. University arrangements 
should include park staff access to university researchers and laboratory managers to 
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introduce them to prospective and current tenants to provide information on their 
capabilities and facilities.  

The staff will be responsible for providing business services to tenants that include: 

♦ Assistance with business planning 

♦ Identifying networking opportunities 

♦ Assistance with identifying and selecting legal, banking and accounting services 

♦ Developing presentations for equity financing 

♦ Introductions to potential customers, partners and suppliers 

♦ Assistance in negotiating licensing agreements 

♦ Workforce development 

♦ Providing venues and programs for tenant and university networking 

The park staff will also develop and maintain an inventory of qualified professionals in 
finance, accounting, and law willing to provide services to early stage park tenants at 
discounted rates. 

These services are needed to differentiate the park from competing facilities in the 
commercial real estate market and to charge fees to cover a portion of their costs. 

Administration 

Building maintenance, security, leasehold improvements and rent collection will be the 
responsibility of the building owners, based on terms negotiated by the park staff. 
However, maintenance and security of the common areas, parking structures, and 
infrastructure will be the responsibility of the Authority.  

6.2 Physical Development Strategy 

6.2.1 Land 

Land for the park must be assembled in a large enough and contiguous site so that a critical 
mass of activity can be created.  Ownership of the land should be vested with the Research 
Park Authority, and it should oversee the creation of a master plan particularly as to use 
and other appropriate covenants and restrictions.  The Authority should not sell any land 
but lease it on a long-term basis to appropriate users and developers who will put up multi-
occupancy buildings.  Moreover, for the park to be financially viable, it will be important 
that the land is acquired with no outstanding debt.  It will be critical that sources of funding 
be obtained through local, state, and federal government programs and contributions made 
to the Authority by individuals and corporations in exchange for both state and federal tax 
benefits. 
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6.2.2 Land Leases 

As noted in the Capital Sources chapter, there are a number of forms of land leases, 
including prepayment at one end of the spectrum to a joint venture form with participation 
in cash flow.  A more typical structure is an annual lease payment based on the value of the 
land, adjusted for inflation every five years.  However, to help building developers during 
the critical construction and lease-up years, land rent can be deferred until cash flow is 
generated or until the fifth anniversary of the lease.   

The Authority should not allow its land to be subordinated to any developer financing, thus 
protecting its land asset from foreclosure.  The Authority should also make every effort to 
obtain maximum flexibility through notice and cure provisions so that it will have the 
opportunity to resolve potential land lease defaults before they are encountered.  The cure 
provisions should include the ability to pay off a developer’s loans, to service a developer’s 
loan to keep it current, and to find occupants for the building to pay rent. 

6.2.3 Infrastructure 

It is important that as much infrastructure as possible be installed before private developers 
are involved.  This will assure the maximum land lease payments from end-users and 
permit the Authority to negotiate attractive land lease terms with provisions for appropriate 
enforcement of covenants and restrictions.  If end-users were required to put in basic 
infrastructure, the Authority would lose much of its bargaining power. However, the 
Authority will need to raise the funding for the installation.  Although some utilities can be 
expected to extend their services into the park, it is primarily the role of local government 
to provide infrastructure improvements. The County has a Road and Bridge Fund which 
can be used for some infrastructure installations. It has been used in this way in the past, 
although the amount of funding available is limited and would require the installation to be 
phased over several years. Matching funds from the US Economic Development 
Administration might also be available for infrastructure development. 

Private developers will undertake some of the infrastructure installation, especially 
installation of utilities and roads from central lines and roads into their parcels.  These costs 
can be included in a developer’s overall capital structure and can be covered by the 
developer’s equity and bank financing. 

6.2.4 Building Core and Shell Development 

Some of the buildings in the Park will be developed by organizations such as major 
corporations and academic and research institutions in the region.  They would be able to 
enter into long-term land leases through the Authority in the range of 50-65 years. 

However, many tenants will be smaller and will require the development of multi-
occupancy buildings.  Accordingly, private developers will need to be engaged. They 
should be engaged on project-by-project basis and not as a master developer if at all 
possible.  This policy will provide maximum flexibility for the Authority to involve 
appropriate development firms based on circumstances at the time and to avoid long-term 



 

 57 

 

arrangements which cannot be sustained over time due to changes in economic conditions, 
personnel, and other circumstances. 

Developers with experience in smart core and shell buildings should be sought.  Such 
buildings are designed and built to accommodate 80-90 percent of life science companies 
and institutes which are likely to be attracted due to the presence of the medical center.   
Although these buildings are a bit more expensive than a traditional office building, it is 
important to have the ability to install laboratory space in research park facilities to meet 
the needs of many of the tenants.  Moreover, it puts the research park and its buildings in a 
more competitive position with other location alternatives for life science companies.   

Core and shell buildings are likely to cost in the range of $150 per square foot for 
construction plus another $50 per square foot for indirect costs such as 
architectural/engineering fees, financing and appraisal fees, surveys, and legal costs.  A 
development fee in the range of 3 percent is usually an additional cost. 

Sources to cover these costs may include developer’s equity in the range of 10-15 percent 
and traditional bank financing in the range of 75 percent.  However, to drive the cost down, 
additional grant and low cost debt funding will be needed. State appropriations are the most 
likely source.  As experienced at the Arkansas Research and Technology Park in 
Fayetteville, more than $3 million dollars of grant money is being made available partly 
through the Arkansas Economic Development Commission.  Such grants fill out the capital 
structure and increase the feasibility of the project.  The developer’s’ fee can be deferred  
and paid from cash flow as a priority distribution or added to developer’s equity 
contribution with an expected return on investment. However, in the current financial 
environment, it is likely that additional incentives will be required for the first building. 

There are several programs that can help reduce the cost of private banking debt and 
developer equity.  The most important program is New Market Tax Credits.  There are a 
number of sources of these credits from private banking institutions and private developers 
that have competed for them through the U.S. Department of Treasury.  Their use enables 
banks to reduce the tax burden for development projects in qualifying economic 
development zones, and they are able to reduce the rates for debt service. Developers can 
also reduce the expected internal rate of return on their own equity.  Although structuring 
such transactions can be complicated, there are numerous examples throughout the research 
park community which can provide guidance.  New market tax credits are being used at the 
Arkansas Research and Technology Park in Fayetteville. 

6.2.5 Anchor Tenants 

To encourage developers and their lenders to participate in the development of the park, it 
will be critically important, particularly under current credit constraints, that anchor tenants 
be identified and committed.  If they could be identified before developer selection, more 
favorable land lease terms can be negotiated by the Authority and more qualified and 
financially sound developers can be attracted.  It is not likely that many start-up and spin 
out firms will have the financial strength to enter long-term leases of significant size.  It is 
more likely that the institutional sponsors, UAMS or UALR, can be convinced to make 
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significant space commitments for their own growth as well as for appropriate related 
activities.  It is important that their activities are selected to add value to the mission of the 
park rather than for administrative functions.   

Examples of such uses could be the UAMS BioVentures Incubator, technology transfer 
offices, a vivarium, major computer facilities, and sponsored research projects. Such major 
commitments by the sponsoring institutions will convince developers and other 
stakeholders that the universities are not only standing behind the project financially but are 
also committed to providing the programmatic content to make the park a vibrant place to 
create and grow technology enterprises and insure the park’s success. 

Another source of anchor tenancy could be government agencies and non-profit research 
institutes.  For example, several parks have state and city agencies as anchor tenants.  In 
Arkansas, state agencies that would be excellent anchors would be the Arkansas Science 
and Technology Authority and the Arkansas Economic Development Commission. 
Although these agencies have recently made commitments to new facilities, similar 
agencies and laboratories would be good targets for the park marketing program.   

Research parks also have been able to attract federal government agencies and their 
specialized laboratories or regional activities such as those involving the National Cancer 
Institute, the Food and Drug Administration, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, and the US Department of Agriculture. A satellite laboratory of the 
National Center for Toxicological Research in Pine Bluff would be a good candidate.  
Also, many research parks have found non-profit organizations, independent research 
institutes, and accrediting organizations to be important anchors such as the National Board 
of Medical Examiners, foundations, and independent research institutes such as the Wister 
Institute. 

6.2.6 Tenant Improvements 

The cost of the core and shell building should be handled separately from the cost of tenant 
improvements.  Moreover, since many tenants will be using sophisticated research and 
laboratory facilities, the cost of tenant improvements will be significantly higher than 
normal build-out allowances provided by traditional lenders and developers. Tenant 
improvement costs of $100-$150 per square foot would not be uncommon.  Some local, 
state, and federal agencies have programs to help developers cover this additional cost.  In 
most cases, grants are not made to the developer but to the non-profit research park sponsor 
such as the Authority.  The Authority can then provide allowances for early stage 
companies to install specialized improvements that can become an incentive for these 
companies to locate in the park.  Such grants are attractive to public sources because they 
are made when the building has been completed, and the funds are only released when a 
particularly attractive tenant is identified and committed to moving into the park.  Such 
tenant improvements are efficient uses of public funds and support private investment in 
the buildings. 
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6.3 Incorporating a Business Incubator in the Park 

Markets for incubators are distinctly different from those for research parks. Graduates 
from incubators looking for expansion space are good candidates for park tenants. 
However, the decision to incorporate an incubator building in a park requires:  

♦ A systematic analysis of the market demand for incubator facilities and services  

♦ An assessment of the competitive environment for accommodations for start-up and 
early stage companies 

♦ Identification of the technology focus 

♦ Identification of associated facility requirements 

♦ A financial analysis of incubator operations 

♦ Identification of funding sources for incubator management and service providers 

Fortunately, many of these elements are in place in Little Rock. The UAMS BioVentures 
business incubator is well-established with 10 clients, 6 graduates and 10 in the pipeline. 
UALR is currently incubating several start-ups in university facilities. These activities are 
described in more detail in Section 3.2. 

These activities should be consolidated and incorporated in the first building in the park. It 
is clear from the many organizations listed in Section 1 describing “The Innovation System 
for Knowledge-Based Economic Development” that Metro Little Rock is committed to 
building a technology based economy based on entrepreneurship. Successful 
implementation of this strategy requires a supportive environment for early-stage 
technology companies and the availability of facilities for their growth. Incubator facilities 
in the park will provide the opportunity to use the UAMS BioVentures facility for other 
university activities and will provide UALR with facilities designed specifically for 
business incubation. The sites under consideration for the park would all be easily 
accessible to both institutions. 

6.4 Risks and Mitigation Strategies 

Potential events that would hinder the park’s ability to operate and achieve its objectives 
and mitigating strategies are listed in Table 6.3.  Many risks are beyond the control of the 
Authority to prevent, however their impact can be reduced via appropriate response 
strategies. Specific risks, their probably of occurrence, their seriousness, and corresponding 
mitigating strategies are shown.  “High consequence” means that the event would have a 
severe impact, and “high foresight” means that there would be some warning time before 
the risk materialized. 
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        Table 6.3 Risks and Mitigation Strategies 

Risk Pr
ob

ab
ili

ty
 

C
on

se
qu

en
ce

 

Fo
re
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gh
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Mitigation strategy 

Management 
Delay in establishing the 
Authority Board and 
management staff 

Med High Med Chamber continues in leadership 
role until Authority established 

Budgets not adequate to obtain 
specialized services 

Med Med Med Use volunteer advisory groups  

Planning 
Universities reluctant to take 
space in the park 

Med High Low Demonstrate park benefits for 
achieving university objectives 

City and County reluctant to 
provide infrastructure 

Low High Med Demonstrate that the economic 
benefits exceed the costs 

Building capacity may exceed 
demand 

Med High Med Develop modular plan to match 
demand 

Site not zoned for research park Low High High Discuss plans with zoning 
officials 

Physical Development 
Delay in obtaining funds for land 
acquisition  

Med High Low Seek funds from multiple public 
sources 

Land owners reluctant to sell Med High Med Use eminent domain power 
sparingly 

Developers reluctant to 
participate 

Med High High Seek pre-lease commitments 

Developers reluctant to accept 
tenant policy 

Med Med Med Negotiate the policy 

Demand for space is less than 
forecasted 

Med High Med Build shell structures and finish 
the space when demand develops 

 

 

Marketing 
Not able to obtain pre-
leasing commitments 

Med High Med Do not make development commitments 
until lease agreements are obtained 
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6.5 Critical Success Factors 

As planning for the park proceeds, it will be important to identify and consider carefully 
the factors that have been shown to be critical to the success of urban research parks. These 
factors were identified through a survey of park directors, an ANGLE study of research 
parks in the UK, and insights gained by ANGLE staff members during feasibility and 
planning studies as well as during direct management of research and science parks. Best 
practices in management and administration, marketing, and partnering were also 
identified.    

Research Park Director Survey 

Since the best sources of critical success factors for research parks are the people who 
manage them, ANGLE conducted an e-mail and telephone survey in March 2006 of 
research park directors and executives associated with the following parks in the US, the 
UK, and the Middle East. 

♦ Manchester Science Park, UK 

♦ University of Virginia-North Fork Research Park, VA 

♦ Tamar Science Park, UK 

♦ Delaware Technology Park, DE 

♦ Texas A & M Research Park, TX 

♦ Portondown Research Park, UK 

♦ Qatar Science and Technology Park, Doha 

♦ University City Science Center, Philadelphia, PA 

The survey included discussions of success factors for research parks as well as comments 
about best practices in management, marketing and partnering.  The key points cited by 
survey respondents are summarized as follows: 

Success Factors for Research Parks 

♦ Stakeholder consensus on the project objectives  

♦ Acknowledgement that the project is long-term 

♦ Identification of a project champion 

♦ Close geographic proximity to academic and research institutions for the research 
park 

♦ Interdisciplinary and inter-institutional collaboration 

♦ “Think Big, but Start Small” 

♦ Experienced leadership and management with entrepreneurial experience 
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Best Practices in Management & Administration: 

♦ Run the Research Park operation as a business, with a properly resourced business 
plan 

♦ Identify a high profile project champion 

♦ Build a Board with the necessary skills and experience representing shareholders and 
outside members from business and government 

♦ Hire an Executive Director with acknowledged stature to represent the Park, and hire 
high quality staff with business experience and ability to mobilize community 
resources 

♦ Agree on clear lines of authority and communication for the CEO with the Research 
Park Board 

Best Practices in Marketing: 

♦ Conduct a detailed market analysis and create a realistic plan to build an attractive 
brand for the Park 

♦ Build on regional workforce strengths 

♦ Market internally to academics, researchers, and tenants for word-of-mouth referrals 

♦ Market externally to real estate brokers, economic development contacts, and 
corporations in the region 

♦ Market to companies and organizations with existing and potential links to the 
stakeholders, and market internationally once the real focus or strength of the park is 
established. 

 

Best Practices in Partnering: 

♦ Choose partners with common values and culture to provide mutual benefit from the 
partnership 

♦ Recognize that successful research parks have a symbiotic relationship with their 
community 

♦ Partnering (locally, regionally and internationally) is more important today than ever 
before.  It also creates a huge referral system for the park. 

♦ Commitment and success are increased as more groups are involved  

UK Science Park Survey 

A number of success factors for science parks in the UK were identified by ANGLE 
through its comprehensive survey of UK research parks, “Evaluation of the Past and 
Future Contribution of the UK Science Park Movement” conducted in October 2003.  
These factors echo the findings of the survey of research park professionals.  The UK 
study specifically cited: 
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♦ Shared clarity of purpose and vision for the park 

♦ Adequate capitalization  

♦ Good connections with higher education institutions 

♦ Multi-phase development, with the first phase filled quickly 

♦ Phase 1 should include existing incubators and expansion space with flexible terms 

♦ Need leased space sufficient to cover overhead costs  

 

Summary of Critical Success Factors and Best Practice 

These survey findings provide a useful base of information and best practice experience.  
Moreover, there are several points that should be highlighted because they were cited so 
frequently.  It is critical that the stakeholders for any park share a common vision for the 
purpose, success measures, and timeframe for the full development of a research park.  All 
research parks need champions.  Although there are numerous ownership structures and 
management models, research parks must be operated like a business, with a real business 
plan and professional staff. Research parks benefit from geographic proximity and 
programmatic ties to universities and research institutions. 

Research parks need an integrated, adequately resourced marketing plan that is rooted in 
the strengths of the park and addresses internal and external audiences as well as 
international audiences.  Not surprisingly, research parks need all types of partners (local, 
regional, international) that share the park’s vision for success.  There is no single approach 
to developing a successful research park.  Every park is different, and every park requires a 
development and management approach that reflects the reality of the communities that 
support it. 

6.6 Performance Metrics 

The indicators in Table 6.4 can be used to monitor the project’s achievement of its 
objectives.   
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Table 6.4 Key Performance Indicators 

Objective Indicator 

Support economic 
development 

At least 250 jobs per year are created after five years of operation 

Encourage formation and 
growth of knowledge-
based businesses 

At least five early-stage businesses become incubator clients within one 
year and three graduate and take space in the park within three years 

Foster innovation through 
university-industry 
relationships 

Both university and private sector research groups in related fields take 
space in the first multi-tenant park building 

Generate funds for park 
operations and growth 

Successful negotiations with developer. Build-out schedule achieved  

Assist universities with 
recruiting incentives for 
faculty and students 

New faculty acknowledge role of the park and its incubator. Existing 
faculty acknowledge incentive in retention. 
At least five new students per year acknowledge incentive 

Increase recognition and 
stature of Metro Little 
Rock in the innovation 
community 

Park receives recognition from professional societies such as the 
Association of University Research Parks and the International Economic 
Development Council within three years of opening. Park tenants receive 
professional recognition for their work within three years.  

 

6.7 Action Plan and Timetable 

The action plan includes the following tasks. 

Management 

♦ Establish the Research Park Authority 

♦ Raise operating funds from public sources 

♦ Staff the Research Park Authority 

♦ Develop policies and procedures 

♦ Obtain pre-lease commitments 

♦ Organize the incubator 

♦ Develop and operate the park 

Planning 

♦ Choose park site 

♦ Raise land purchase funds from public sources 
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♦ Acquire land 

♦ Work with City to coordinate plans 

♦ Develop a master plan for the site 

♦ Obtain zoning changes 

♦ Negotiate City and County infrastructure funding 

Physical Development 

♦ Develop building concept and policies 

♦ Obtain City and County Infrastructure commitment 

♦ Design and publish RFQ for developers 

♦ Select developer for first building 

♦ Design building and obtain approvals 

♦ Initiate and monitor construction 

♦ Open the building for occupancy 

Marketing 
♦ Develop marketing materials and website 

♦ Announce development of the first building 

♦ Seek tenants for pre-leasing 

♦ Announce selection of developer 

♦ Organize ground-breaking ceremony 

♦ Implement the marketing plan 

♦ Organize building opening ceremony 

 

These tasks are scheduled in the following timetable. It indicates that the first building in 
the park could be open for business at the beginning of the third quarter of 2012. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Little Rock Park Development Schedule

ACTIVITY Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2
MANAGEMENT
Establish the Research Park Authority
Raise operating funds from public sources
Staff Research Park Authority
Develop policies and procedures
Obtain pre-lease commitments
Organize incubator
Develop and operate the park
PLANNING
Choose park site
Raise land purchase funds from public sources
Acquire land
Work with City to coordinate plans
Develop a master plan for the site
Obtain zoning changes 
Negotiate City and County infrastructure funding
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT
Develop building concept and policies
Obtain City and County infrastructure commitment
Design and publish RFQ for developers
Select developer for first building
Design building and obtain approvals
Initiate and monitor construction
Open the building for occupancy                  ∆
MARKETING
Develop marketing materials & website
Announce development of first building  ∆
Seek tenants for pre-leasing
Announce selection of developer       ∆
Organize ground-breaking ceremony
Implement the marketing plan
Organize building opening ceremony

20122009 2010 2011
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7. Appendix 
The following material provides a discussion of capital requirements for research parks and 
alternative sources of financing. 

7.1 Capital Requirements and Financing Sources 

Research park development is a real estate operation that requires significant capital 
investment.  Capital dollars will be needed to acquire and prepare the land for development 
and install infrastructure such as roads, utilities, and landscaping.  Preliminary design and 
development costs must be covered for the initial buildings.  These elements of capital 
needs are discussed in the following sections with potential sources of funding: 

♦ Land 

♦ Infrastructure 

♦ Building Development 

♦ Tenant Improvements 

Land 

The primary site for the proposed park has not yet been selected.  However, various 
funding strategies for land acquisition include the following: 

Options – To permit the planning process to proceed and to ensure the Research Park 
Authority has the time and commitment to proceed with start up organizational steps, it 
may be possible to enter into option agreements with land owners to reserve sites for a 
period of time.  Hopefully, option agreements can be concluded with no or limited costs.  
Ideally, the option periods would last for two to three years so that minimal out-of-pocket 
costs would be required up front, and land acquisition and take-down would be triggered 
when other sources of capital have been identified and raised.   

Land Lease – In some research park development situations, the park site can be leased to 
the research park development organization for development.  In such instances, sites are 
often then sub-leased to individual building developers or owners.  Land leases are usually 
entered into for a period of fifty to sixty years with options for renewal.  In most cases, the 
land lease is not subordinated to debt raised by individual building owners. 

Land Acquisition Financing Sources 

There are various sources of financing for the land acquisition.  They include: 

Government – Many research park development organizations such as the Research Park 
Authority and other economic development agencies have the land acquired by their local, 
county or state governments.  The public agency is in a position to acquire the land using 
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municipal bond proceeds thus acquiring the funds at the lowest interest cost due to their 
excellent credit.   Moreover, if land assembly becomes a problem, the public agency or the 
Authority could use its power of eminent domain to acquire land from uncooperative 
owners.   

The bill that created the Research Park Authority only permits the Authority to issue 
revenue bonds to obtain tax exempt debt.  Using this mechanism will be difficult since 
initially there will be no revenues to pledge to repay the debt.  The Act also provides that 
State government can issue general obligation bonds, and they can be contributed to the 
Authority where it could be used for land acquisition.  However, issuing general obligation 
bonds would require a popular vote.  Nevertheless, public ownership of the land will be 
required if eminent domain is used.  Moreover, it is important that the land be owned by the 
Research Park Authority because, while it is being held for development, it will be exempt 
from local property taxes as provided in the Act.  Thus, during the development phase, the 
Research Park Authority can hold the land acquired with minimal carrying expenses. 

Bargain Sale – Another way to structure a transaction is for the Authority or government 
agency to enter into a bargain sale agreement.  Under this arrangement, the purchaser 
would agree to make payment for a portion of the land value, say 50 percent, and the 
balance of the land value would be contributed by the land owner for a tax deduction.  Such 
arrangements are commonly used to acquire open space.  The advantage to the private land 
owner is partial payment for land plus a major tax benefit.  The advantage to the non profit 
purchaser is that it acquires the property at a substantial discount from its actual value.  
However, it is unlikely that the technique can be used in this situation because the land 
owners are likely to demand full payout, and non-profit land owners cannot benefit from 
tax deductions. 

Bank Financing - It is possible that a source of financing for the land acquisition could be 
traditional bank borrowing.  The land could be pledged as collateral for a loan from 
banking sources.  Although this alternative would put a burden on the Authority to service 
the debt, it is a potential source of funding especially if the land could be acquired 
significantly below its value and the loan/value spread could provide coverage to the bank 
or consortium of banks involved. 

Contributions - The Research Park Authority Act provides that contributions can be made 
to the Research Park Authority from time to time from the State, County, and City for 
research park development including land acquisition.  Moreover, contributions to an 
accredited institution of higher education can also be made and turned over to the Research 
Park Authority to acquire land.  The Act also provides that an individual or corporation can 
receive a credit against Arkansas corporate income tax equal to 33 percent of a donation 
made to an accredited institution of higher education.  These provisions could provide 
opportunities for either a public spirited individual, corporation, or government agency to 
jump start the research park by making a major contribution to be used for land acquisition. 

Brownfield Clean-Up - Although the site for the park has not yet been selected, it is very 
likely that portions of the site may be impacted by environmental contamination.  There is 
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a provision in Arkansas that either the County or State can loan or grant funds for site 
clean-up. 

Infrastructure 

Infrastructure costs for construction of streets within the proposed site, distribution of 
utilities such as water, gas, sewer, fiber, and electricity, and installation of landscaping and 
signage are significant expense items. 

Fortunately, the likely site will probably have direct access to city streets where the 
necessary utilities are already located.  It is not likely that utilities will need to be extended 
from some remote point.  Every effort should be made to reduce the cost of infrastructure 
installation up front and have it extended in phases and paid for as the project grows over 
time.  Nevertheless, it is important that the first phase take into consideration the capacity 
necessary for future development.  Also, the first stage should be developed to demonstrate 
the quality of the proposed park including the entrance marker, interior signage, 
landscaping, street furniture, and lighting.  Financial sources for infrastructure costs are 
discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Local Government - Local, municipal, and county governments often can raise 
infrastructure funding and install the improvements, particularly interior streets and 
utilities.  They are often motivated to make such an investment to stimulate local economic 
growth, generate tax revenue, and create jobs.  Municipal authorities or the Research Park 
Authority can raise the funds through the sale of tax exempt bonds to pay for the 
installation of the infrastructure.  The advantage of a government agency undertaking it 
themselves is that the streets would then be “dedicated” and, therefore, would be 
maintained by municipal or county agencies as opposed to being “private” and being an 
expense for the Park and its tenants. 

Pulaski County has a Road and Bridge Fund which has been used to finance infrastructure 
installation.  Although it is fairly well committed, it might be possible to use the fund on a 
phased basis over time to finance roads and sidewalks as well as parking facilities.  It could 
also be used for demolition of existing buildings on the site.  Importantly, the actual 
construction work does not have to be undertaken by the County, but can be managed by a 
private contractor or developer to expedite the process. 

The Act to establish the Research Park Authority also provides for the establishment of an 
improvement district.  The Authority can levy and collect taxes or fees from occupants in 
the area to fund the planning, establishment, and development of a research park.  
Depending on how the area selected for the Park is populated, this vehicle may be a 
possibility to fund Park infrastructure and improvements, particularly in later stages. 

Federal Government – The U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) has a specific program for covering the cost of infrastructure 
installation.  It provides grants to local government agencies, authorities, and non-profit 
organizations of between $1 million and $2 million.  The EDA in recent years has favored 
research parks for funding due to their competitiveness and work force development 
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initiatives.  Nevertheless, funding decisions can be political and the application process can 
be challenging.  The new Bioscience Park to be built in Tucson, Arizona by the University 
will receive EDA grants for site preparation, and the University Heights Science Park in 
Newark, New Jersey, received a $1.5 million grant for HVAC infrastructure. 

Utilities – Many utility companies will agree to extend their services into a development in 
anticipation of the usage fees that will come from the investment.  This is particularly true 
with quasi-public utilities such as electric, gas, fiber providers, and water companies.  In 
order to entice the utilities to make such an investment, agreements would have to be 
negotiated with them to service the park over time and earn fees.  Agreements should 
provide for extension of infrastructure in the first phase and extend it thereafter as 
development progresses. 

Grants – The Research Park Authority may also qualify for grants from either foundations 
or individuals to install some of the infrastructure.  Throughout the research park industry, 
examples include the receipt of grants to establish a trail system throughout the park and 
improve or install environmentally appropriate amenities such as riparian plantings, 
wetlands, and ponds.  Often such investments are derived from developers mitigating 
adverse conditions experienced elsewhere.  Private developers and government agencies 
who by necessity, have had to adversely impact sensitive environmental areas in other 
locations could provide grants to mitigate their impact within the Park.  This is especially 
possible if the stream along one of the potential sites is improved and water features are 
included in the master development plan. 

A wealthy individual might also be interested in making a contribution.  For example, a 
board member from the South Jersey Technology Park gave $1 million of unrestricted 
funding during early construction, and the first park building was named in his honor. 

Private Developers – If utilities of sufficient capacity are nearby, individual developers 
can include the cost of distributing them to their properties in the development’s financial 
package.   

Existing Dark Fiber – The Research Park should take advantage of existing dark fiber 
located along Interstate 630.  It has substantial capacity and is dedicated to public use.  
Such existing infrastructure should be of great advantage in the Research Park development 
since high capacity internet connection will be an essential element for attracting Park 
tenants. 

Building Development 

Although the Authority, Chamber of Commerce, and others leading the outreach marketing 
for the park will aggressively seek large technology companies, government agencies and 
others, it is likely in the early stages that most tenants will be small and mid-sized users 
ranging from 5,000 to 15,000 square feet.  Such users realistically cannot and should not 
build their own facilities and, therefore, should become tenants in larger multi-occupancy 
buildings developed by third parties.  In most research parks, such multi-occupancy 
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buildings are developed by private developers using traditional real estate financing 
methods. 

However, in early research park development, it is difficult to assemble enough advance 
lease commitments for a developer to feel comfortable proceeding with a building 
development, especially in today’s challenging economic climate and credit freeze.  Most 
developers would require 50 percent to 75 percent advance leasing commitments before 
proceeding with financing and construction of new facilities.  The resulting situation can 
lead to significant delays in building development and park build out, and therefore, a 
number of techniques have been developed throughout the country to alleviate the problem. 

Lead Tenant - One technique is to find a lead tenant that will take a significant portion of 
the building on a long term basis.  For example, the UAMS BioVentures incubator could be 
relocated to the park building under a long-term lease and become the anchor tenant.  A 
commitment of only 20 to 30 percent might be required.  A longer lease term, i.e. ten to 
fifteen years, as opposed to a five year lease, would help stabilize the proposed building 
financially and thus not only attract developers, but traditional financing sources as well.  
For such a commitment, however, it may be necessary for the developer to either give the 
lead tenant a particularly attractive financial transaction and/or include them as a potential 
limited partner in the ownership in the building. 

This technique has been used as one of the financial pillars for the Arkansas Research & 
Technology Park in Fayetteville.  The University has indicated its intention to provide a 
Master Lease to the selected building developer.  Still to be determined is the space in the 
building that the University might need for research and laboratories as well as the funds 
needed to help service debt raised for the building.   

Guarantees - Other techniques that have been used to provide financial support to initial 
projects include a loan guarantee or master lease provided by an outside interested party.  
The intention in these cases would not be to necessarily occupy the space, (although that 
would be possible in case of leasing difficulty) but to provide the financial backing to give 
the developer and its financial sources the credit to underwrite the capital structure.  
Sources of these kinds of commitments could come from UAMS, UALR, utility 
companies, municipal or county governments, and major employers.  These finance 
techniques may not need to be long term in nature, but can be set up to ensure that the 
initial lease up and operating cash flow risk is covered.  In many cases, the lease guarantee 
or master lease provisions could be reduced or eliminated over time as the building reaches 
financial stability and occupancy levels are achieved. 

Smart Core and Shell - If such financial techniques are employed, a building will often 
have significant uncommitted space when it opens.  It is important, therefore, that a “smart 
core and shell” building be designed to be attractive to 80 to 90 percent of the potential 
tenants in the market.  Such buildings have been designed by developers throughout the 
country so that the facilities can meet, at a reasonable cost, the needs of their technology 
oriented tenants, such as clean rooms, dry and wet laboratories, heavy floor loads, light 
assembly and distribution facilities that require tailgate loading, etc.  Other provisions 
would include room to install redundant electrical power and additional HVAC capacity.  
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For a modest premium during the initial construction, such features can be included that 
will pay large dividends during the lease up period for tenants that might not be able to find 
appropriate space in other traditional office and flex buildings in the market. 

Private Developers - The question that often arises in research park development is 
whether private developers should be engaged to undertake specific building development 
or if the park corporation should do it alone.  It is important to consider the advantages and 
disadvantages of the involvement of a private developer.   

The Advantages of a private developer include: 

♦ Access to private equity and debt capital 

♦ Access to experienced real estate development skills 

♦ Ability to use various tax incentives and tax deductions to lower the cost of 
development 

♦ Experience in building marketing, managing, and leasing 

♦ Sustainability – most developers would have other projects and other financial sources 
available to them to withstand cash flow losses during lease up and to carry a project 
through to full occupancy and financial stability. 

There are Disadvantages of using a private developer.  They include the following: 

♦ Primary motivation to earn a profit.  Therefore, they may not have the same motivation 
as the non-profit research park organization in quality building design and appropriate 
tenant selection. 

♦ Developers are susceptible to changes in economic conditions and market fluctuations 
and, therefore, are not always reliable for developing the facilities on the same time 
frame as a park corporation might desire. 

♦ Personalities of private real estate developers and non-profit research park managers 
and sponsors are typically different and sometimes clash.    

Master Developer Versus Building-By-Building Relationship - When private developers 
are involved, there is always the question of whether the relationship should be for 
individual buildings as they are identified, or whether a developer should be engaged on a 
long-term basis for all buildings in the park.  There are disadvantages and advantages to 
each approach, and both have been used successfully throughout the country. 

The Advantages of a master developer relationship are: 

A non-profit park corporation could expect that the developer would take on a significant 
role in the early planning of the park and make significant investments in the development 
of park-wide infrastructure and amenities.  Potentially, the master developer relationship 
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would encourage developers to make earlier and more significant financial commitments to 
the project since there is the expectation that such investment would reap rewards not in the 
first building but in subsequent developments down the road.  In many cases, research park 
corporations virtually turn over the entire park development responsibility to the private 
master developer and thus provide limited capital and staff support during the development 
process. 

The Disadvantages of a master developer are: 

It is likely that the participants will change leadership over time that result in personality 
conflicts.  Economic conditions or business plans often may diverge and what seemed to be 
a mutual understanding and close relationship between the parties in the beginning can 
disintegrate.  This is particularly true in terms of the research park’s interest in production 
of a continuous flow of new buildings compared with a master developer’s concern about 
economic conditions and weak tenacity.  Thus, master developers may not be willing to 
meet the development timetables and default on their agreements.  In too many cases, such 
differences have resulted in lawsuits. 

The Advantages of a building-by-building arrangement are: 

It is easier to enter into a development agreement.  Long term issues of a master developer 
relationship do not have to be negotiated.  The transaction, therefore, is negotiated based on 
current economic conditions, existing personnel, and current real estate market conditions.   

The Disadvantage of a building-by-building agreement is: 

It does not empower the developer to make a substantial up-front investment in park-wide 
planning and infrastructure installation, thus leaving this responsibility to the research park 
corporation.  Moreover, the uncertainty of not having a developer to take on subsequent 
buildings can be a problem.  The reality, however, is that if a developer has had a 
successful relationship with a research park corporation on the first transaction, subsequent 
deals will usually be easier to enter into, and the parties remain fresh and open to 
improvements in their agreement as conditions and previous experience warrant. 

Recommendation: The Authority should enter into deal-by-deal relationships with private 
developers and avoid a master plan development arrangement.  A deal-by-deal structure 
allows the parties to have flexibility as they move forward and change their terms and 
conditions based on current economic conditions, interests and needs. It also allows 
appropriate changes without being tied down by a long term master development 
agreement.  Finally, if the experience between the parties has been unsuccessful, this 
arrangement allows another developer to become engaged without the necessity of 
unwinding a complicated long term multi-phase agreement. 

Private Developer Deal Structures - There are numerous ways that the Authority can 
enter into real estate transactions with private developers.  They include joint venture 
agreements, land lease transactions, and land sale agreements.  
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Joint Venture - In the joint venture arrangement, the research park usually contributes its 
interest in the land since it is important that the land remain in public ownership.  The 
private developer matches the value of that contribution with an equity contribution.  Both 
parties, therefore, are entitled to receive a priority return on their investment, i.e., 10 
percent, and, thereafter, receive a share of net cash flow either from operations or capital 
events such as sale or refinance.  The developer is usually required to advance any 
additional funds required to cover cash flow losses from early stage lease up and cost 
overruns during the construction process.  As a result, sometimes the investments between 
the two parties do not remain equal, and their percentage participation in shares of cash 
flow will be dependent on the final investments both parties have made. 

The advantage of the joint venture relationship is that both parties are fully committed to 
the enterprise.  The developer can feel that the research park corporation is truly an 
interested party and at risk just as they are and will make every effort to support the project 
in terms of marketing, efficiency of design, quality of operation, and follow-on 
management.   

The disadvantage is that difficulties can arise because the research park corporation is often 
not skilled or experienced in such matters and does not pull its full weight, thus 
precipitating disagreements.   

Land Lease - The more traditional deal transaction is that the developer leases land from 
the research park corporation.  Such land leases are for terms usually between 50 or 60 
years or longer with options to renew.  Normally, research park corporations do not allow 
their land lease to be subordinated to any developer financing, thereby protecting their land 
asset from foreclosure by the developer’s financing source.  The transaction should be kept 
simple with annual land rental paid on a quarterly basis.  Land leases provide strong control 
over a park’s covenant and restrictions.  They also can be structured to provide upfront 
cash through rent prepayments, fixed or inflation adjusted payments over the term, and 
participation in cash flow. 

Financing Techniques – There are a number of financing techniques private developers 
can use to lower the cost of financing buildings or provide alternative financial benefits 
which enable them to meet their expected returns.  They are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 

Tax Credits/Breaks – For-profit developers can take advantage of many federal, state, 
county, and city tax credits and breaks which either lower the cost of capital or reduce 
operating costs.  Such opportunities are particularly attractive if the park is located in a 
designated empowerment or economic development zone. 

New Market Tax Credits are particularly attractive.  They are obtained by banks, 
developers, and economic development organizations from the U.S. Treasury under a very 
competitive process.  Sophisticated developers can use them to lower the interest rate on 
conventional debt or reduce their equity returns and thereby make financially-challenged 
projects feasible. 
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New Market Tax Credits have been used in the University of Arkansas Technology Park in 
Fayetteville.  The private developer involved has acquired these credits. They allow a 
reduction in the debt interest rate and equity requirements for the project, reducing the 
required rental rates to be charged to the tenants.  Without such a mechanism, the project 
would probably not be financially viable. 

R&D tax credits are also useful.  State R&D tax credits such as those available in Keystone 
Opportunity Zones in Pennsylvania can be transferred and sold by companies earning them 
but cannot use them because they are not profitable.  Thus, a developer can obtain tax 
credits from its tenants for rent concessions or expanded tenant allowances. 

Similar legislation has been passed in Arkansas.  One program known as “Research and 
Development by Targeted Businesses” provides for an income tax credit equal to 33 
percent of qualified R&D expenditures for companies that have been in operation for less 
than five years.  There are a number of minimum qualifications, such as size of the 
company, total investments made, and average wages.  However, the tax credits may be 
sold within one year of issuance and can be carried forward for up to nine years.  It can be 
used to offset 100 percent of a taxpayer’s annual state liability. 

The “Targeted Job Creation Income Tax Credit” has similar provisions for companies that 
have been in operation less than five years.  There are minimum qualifications, and the 
company must be involved in six listed areas of technology development.  With the 
approval of the Arkansas Economic Development Council, the tax credits may be sold 
within one year of issuance.  It can be used to offset 100 percent of a tax payer’s state 
liability. 

Many states and cities have real estate tax abatements programs.  Such programs reduce or 
eliminate real estate taxes for 10-15 years providing major economic assistance during 
early lease-up and start-up cash flow losses.  Similar programs may also eliminate state 
income taxes, sales taxes, and city gross receipt taxes for specific time periods.  Such a 
program is available in Arkansas that phases in taxes over a ten-year period starting at zero 
in the first year.   

Tax Increment Financing - Most states have TIF financing vehicles.  In effect, the 
estimated future real estate tax receipts are pledged to underwrite debt financing with 
favorable interest rates.  The park location would need to be designated as a TIF zone.   

Due to Arkansas appraisal and tax distribution practices, TIF financing would have limited 
applicability and value. 

Welcome Fund – A federal program designed to enable foreigners to obtain provisional 
visas makes long-term debt available with interest rates as low as 2 percent.  In effect, 
wealthy foreigners buy into the program, and the money is pooled and lent to various 
economic development projects – such as a recently completed research park building in 
the Science Center in Philadelphia.  The Fund can be used for construction, tenant 
improvements, and property acquisition.  Loans range from $2 million to $50 million.  One 
job must be created for every $50,000 funded within two years of final funding.  The term 
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of the loan is a maximum of five years. Collateral for the loan is usually fixed assets with a 
loan to value ratio of 80 percent.  

Subordinated Debt – Many states have programs to provide low interest subordinated 
debt (second mortgages) such as the Pennsylvania Industrial Development Authority 
(PIDA).  These programs reduce the risk of lending by traditional banks and lower the cost 
of debt service. 

Tenant Improvements 

Research park multi-occupancy buildings are typically designed as smart core and shell 
facilities.  However, it is difficult to raise the funding for tenant improvement costs. 
Normally, such costs might be financed as part of the overall building transaction with 
banks.  However, because many of the proposed tenants are small, have short credit 
histories, and need significant capital investments for specialized facilities, such traditional 
approaches are not possible.  Accordingly, additional sources of support for tenant 
improvements need to be identified.  They are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Government Grants – In many cases around the country, research park corporations have 
been successful in raising low interest financing or grants from their state, local, and 
federal governments to supplement standard tenant allowances.  The Federal EDA has been 
the source of some of these grants. 

Moreover, the State of Arkansas has made similar grants for equipment and tenant 
improvements.  A recent commitment has been made in the range of $1.7 million for the 
Arkansas Research & Technology Park in Fayetteville.    

Foundations – Often prospective tenants are engaged in activities of particular interest to 
major private foundations especially if they are a non-profit research institute.  Such 
foundations are not interested in making investments in buildings but are inclined to invest 
in equipment and tenant improvements needed to carry out an organization’s research or 
public purpose.  For example, at the Science Center in Philadelphia, the Monell Foundation 
contributed significant funding to outfit a sophisticated laboratory for a taste and smell 
research institute. 

Banks – Tenant improvement costs can also be borrowed from traditional banking sources, 
especially if the tenant has a long lease term and strong credit.   

Private Developers – Developers may be willing to advance additional tenant 
improvement allowances if a long term lease is negotiated and  the tenant has good 
prospects for success.  Sometimes developers will take an equity interest in the tenant as 
additional compensation. 

7.2 Case Studies 

Two research parks in settings comparable to Metro Little Rock were selected for case 
studies. They are discussed in the following sections. 
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7.2.1 Presbyterian Health Foundation Research Park, Oklahoma City 

Founded in 1985 through the sale of Presbyterian Hospital, the Presbyterian Health 
Foundation (PHF) was established with the mission of promoting medical research and 
education to improve the lives of people in Oklahoma, and the rest of the world.  Since its 
inception, the PHF has approved approximately 900 grants, totaling close to $94 million, 
for medical and biotechnology research.   

In the process, the PHF also became one of the most powerful forces for economic 
development in the region, successfully developing a $90 million research park, including 
25 acres and over 700,000 square feet of class A office space and wet-lab facilities.  The 
research park is now home to 56 tenants, including private and university-based research 
labs, home-grown biotechnology companies, and others.  

Initially, “building a research park wasn’t even a blip on [PHF’s] radar screen,” says Mike 
Anderson, President of the Foundation.  However, things changed in 1995, when business 
leaders from other states began aggressively courting a local biotechnology company that 
the Foundation had previously invested in, then known as Cyto Diagnostics.  Cyto 
Diagnostics (eventually called Urocor and acquired by LabCorp) was Oklahoma’s first 
successful biotechnology company, and the PHF was determined to keep them local.  With 
that primary goal, the PHF decided to enter the real estate business.   

In 1996, the PHF privately funded and managed the construction of a 4-story, 100,000 
square foot building with 50% class A office space and 50% wet-lab facilities.  Their 
ability to underwrite the project internally was and continues to be an enormous asset.  
They can respond immediately to new demand and expand as necessary, rather than 
spending time looking for outside investment.   

For the location, they selected a large piece of property adjacent to the Oklahoma 
University Health Sciences Campus (OUHSC).   Joseph J. Ferretti, Senior Vice President at 
OUHSC, immediately recognized the opportunity, emphasizing that very few major 
academic medical centers in the country have space right next door for a research park.  
This ideal location was one thing that made the PHF research park unique, and was a 
critical element of its success, as it provided access and visibility to both downtown 
Oklahoma City and the robust health sciences presence at OUHSC.  It also provided ample 
room for expansion, which was something that the PHF had in its vision from the 
beginning.   

The PHF selected Price Edwards & Company to handle leasing for the park, and they were 
able to line up a number of large tenants before construction was complete.  Oklahoma 
University served as the initial anchor tenant, immediately leasing the entire fourth floor 
(25,000 square feet) for basic academic research.  The Oklahoma Medical Research 
Foundation (OMRF) also leased half of the third floor very early in the process.  Cyto 
Diagnostics was the only private tenant in the first few years, but grew rapidly, eventually 
occupying the entire first floor.  According to J.R. Caton, current VP of the PHF Research 
Park, the early support from large tenants, mainly OUHSC, was absolutely crucial for 
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providing immediate demand for research park space, and gaining publicity to eventually 
attract private companies.   

These initial tenants continued to expand, demanding more and more space, and the PHF 
began expanding its facilities significantly.  Cyto Diagnostics experienced immense 
growth, expanding to two floors, and eventually into a second, single-tenant building when 
acquired by LabCorp.  OUHSC and OMRF also expanded, creating new, specialized 
programs and research centers, such as the University Lipid and Lipoprotein Laboratory, 
the University Center for Biosecurity Research, and others.   

Over the next few years, the park was able to sustain its growth, as a number of small 
startup companies were created as spinoffs from University-based research.  This is another 
area where the unique commitment and financial support of the Foundation is so critical to 
the park’s success.  According to Craig Shimasaki, CEO of startup Intergenics, the 
Foundation is able to absorb significant losses, and thus will take on the substantial 
financial risk in encouraging unstable spinoff companies to expand their facilities.   

In addition to the Foundation’s critical support, the State of Oklahoma has committed 
significant resources to generating new companies.  The state has created a number of 
successful seed funding programs to stimulate cutting edge research and development.  The 
Oklahoma Life Sciences Fund has provided millions in seed funding to small companies, 
and also provides services to help startups commercialize their products.  The state of 
Oklahoma also created the impressive $1 billion Economic Development Generating 
Excellence (EDGE) Endowment, which provides grants and matching funds for emerging 
technology companies.  Also, the Oklahoma Department of Commerce (ODOC), located 
directly adjacent to the park, provides special assistance with things like education and tax 
exemption status for emerging incubator companies.  

One very successful example was the University-spinoff Novazyme, a pharmaceutical 
company with novel protein engineering technology.  Novazyme grew from a few thousand 
square feet of lab and office space to 2 ½ floors within only a few years.  It was eventually 
acquired by the pharmaceutical giant, Genzyme.   

A persistent challenge for the PHF Research Park is that as companies succeed, they are 
often acquired by larger corporations, which often results in some local downsizing, as 
some operations are moved to other corporate locations.  For example, after Novazyme’s 
acquisition by Genzyme, it reduced its presence to about 1 ½ floors, because many 
managerial and administrative operations were relocated to other Genzyme facilities.   

“We’ve seen this happen quite a bit,” said J.R. Caton.  “Our startups grow and grow, 
needing more and more space, but once acquired, they often shrink as many administrative 
and managerial operations are moved to other locations.  This is a shame, but is ultimately 
the price of success.  We’ve still been able to create and retain an impressive number of 
jobs for Oklahoma City.” 

As the park continued to grow, its impressive facilities and energy was beginning to serve 
as an effective recruitment tool for attracting new talent to the area.  "[Visitors’] jaws drop 
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when they view that space," said Tom Fields of Price Edwards & Co.  "OU is using it as a 
recruiting tool. When [prospective scientists] see it, they love it."  Other research park 
tenants tout the recruiting power of the park, too.  A number of startup companies have 
successfully used the facility as a selling point to recruit employees from across the nation.   

While the park hasn’t been able to recruit any technology companies from out of state, it 
has been immensely successful in retaining emerging powerhouses that are locally 
founded.  For instance, when Novazyme was acquired, a number of scientists decided to 
start a new venture, called Cytovance Biologics.  As the company grew, a number of other 
states attempted to woo them with attractive incentives.  “We looked in…Rhode 
Island…Pennsylvania, and all over North Carolina,” said Cytovance Vice President of 
Business Operations Kevin Ruddy.  “Everybody had packages for us.”   

However, the PHF park had a number of attractive characteristics that ultimately convinced 
Cytovance to stay.  One benefit was that the PHF park already had significant wet lab space 
built and available for the company.  That allowed Cytovance to get up and running at least 
10 months earlier than if they had to wait for space to be built, saving the company an 
estimated $1.5 million.  Also, the Foundation was able to offer unparalleled speed in the 
development of a new building, securing the necessary 5 acres of land in under one month.  
“If it were anywhere else in the country…we’d still be plowing through paperwork,” said 
Ruddy.   

The PHF has also attracted a number of other, less conventional, tenant organizations that 
have strengthened the research park.  For example, the PHF partnered with the Oklahoma 
State Board of Regents for Higher Education, which operates the only statewide fiber optic 
communication pipeline.  The PHF donated office space to the organization in return for 
discounted high-speed communication access for all research park tenants.  According the 
Mr. Caton, thinking outside of the box to form innovative and symbiotic relationships has 
been very successful for the park.   

The PHF Research Park is now home to 56 tenants— all of which were locally-based or 
home-grown organizations.  Approximately 38 of those are biotechnology and other 
research organizations and 25 are companies and organizations that support the science 
industry.  Also, the majority of current tenants are spin-off companies from the research 
activities of OMRF and OUHSC.  The research park’s track record for starting new 
companies is extremely impressive, with only one spin off company that has languished.  
This is a testament, not only to the quality of the research institutions affiliated with the 
park, but also to the various incubator services offered.  Assistance in research and 
development is available to tenants through the Office of Technology Development at 
OUHSC.  Also, business management, intellectual property law, and marketing assistance 
are available via the Technology Transfer Office at OMRF.   

Synergies between commercial tenants have also proven very successful.  Two technology-
focused management consulting firms are located within the park.  Also, the recent success, 
Cytovance Biologics, provides special assistance for firms attempting to navigate the FDA 
approval process.  Also, the Oklahoma Center for the Advancement of Science and 
Technology (OCAST) provides some incubator services, and the State’s Economic 
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Development Generating Excellence (EDGE) program is available for assistance in 
securing funding.   

Looking to the future, the park shows no signs of slowing down.  The PHF recently 
constructed a multi-story parking garage that more than doubled the parking capacity for 
the park and they plan to expand the park further with a new building later this year.  The 
PHF has effectively launched Oklahoma City into the spotlight of the areas for 
biotechnology in the nation, creating a momentum that will continue to grow their research 
park and the regional economy well into the future.   

Key Success Factors: 

 
♦ The Foundation funded and managed the construction of the building 

♦ The University was the initial anchor tenant 

♦ Leases were sold to several large tenants before construction was completed including 
the Medical Research Foundation and the Health Sciences Center 

♦ There was only one private tenant for several years 

♦ State financial support reduced the financial risk of early-stage companies 

♦ The park is an effective recruiting tool for university research faculty 

♦ The park has not been successful in recruiting technology companies from out-of-state 

♦ Strong internal financial support allowed for accelerated development timeframes, high 
flexibility for expansion, and the ability to incur financial risk in supporting fledgling 
companies spun off from university research 

♦ Strong local research institutions and close ties to academic institutions created 
immediate demand for incubator space and constant prospects for technology 
commercialization 

♦ Successful local commercial player (Cyto Diagnostics) with high growth potential that 
was in the market for new office and lab space also helped create immediate demand 

♦ Ample real estate perfectly located next door to a renowned hospital and a major 
university, and very close to other research centers and the downtown business center 
created high visibility and access for potential tenants, and provided room for 
expansion 

♦ Impressive facilities with ample wet-lab space were expensive, yet were significant 
drivers of interest in recruitment of tenants 

♦ Incubator services and government programs for small businesses, as well as synergies 
among tenants help ensure success among startup companies 
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7.2.2 Piedmont Triad Research Park, Winston-Salem, North Carolina 

In the early 1990’s, the Winston-Salem metro area suffered from a number of economic 
setbacks, with significant downsizing of the region’s massive textiles, furniture, and 
tobacco manufacturing operations.  Previously filled with the headquarters and R&D 
centers for large corporations, Winston Salem’s downtown had now become largely vacant.  
With the threat of continued economic decline, the community began to investigate new 
and innovative ways of generating sustainable economic growth.   

“The community knew that this was not an overnight fix.  They wanted to invest in a long-
term strategy to grow an economy from inside, rather than subscribing to the idea that they 
were simply going to recruit new manufacturing companies to relocate to the city,” said 
PTRP director Bill Dean.  “The community leaders knew that such approaches were not 
effective and there were better ways to stimulate the local economy.” 

In 1991, several prominent organizations and business leaders formed a task force to 
identify strategies for economic development.  Initial participants included Wake Forest 
University (WFU), Winston-Salem State University (WSSU), the Downtown Development 
Corporation (DDC), and the Chamber of Commerce (CoC).  The task force hired a number 
of economic development consulting firms to help formulate strategies for redeveloping the 
downtown and boosting the regional economy.   

One study, entitled “Forsyth County’s Blueprint for Technology Development,” suggested 
focusing on the organic growth and development of technology-based businesses to create 
significant and lasting economic growth.  The study included a feasibility analysis of a 
downtown research park and concluded that, given the area’s strong research universities 
for support, a research park could generate new, high-tech companies, and would serve as a 
perfect anchor for the larger downtown redevelopment effort.   

The study recommended that the research park be closely affiliated with WFU’s renowned 
Bowman Gray Medical School, utilizing its strength in life sciences research.  WFU could 
serve as an excellent anchor tenant for the park, and perhaps even provide some of the real 
estate, possibly including a former laboratory facility recently donated by R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Company. 

Shortly after the “Blueprint” was completed, the task force began to seek funding for the 
initial planning and development of a research park.   They began a pledge campaign to 
help fund some additional planning and acquire land.  They succeeded in raising significant 
capital from private donors, as well as a sizable donation from Winston Salem State 
University.  The group also successfully received assistance from North Carolina’s 
Economic Development Administration as well as from county and city agencies.  The 
assistance included grant funding for infrastructure development and consulting services, 
tax incentives, and assistance in securing low-cost financing.   

At this time, the task force also conducted a national search for experienced management 
and hired Bill Dean to help lead the effort and eventually manage the research park.  They 



 

 82 

 

also sought help from GBQC Architects, Brown and Keener Urban Design in Philadelphia, 
an urban design firm, to develop plans for a large research park in the downtown area.   

As recommended by the “Blueprint for Technology Development,” the task force decided 
on a phased construction plan, beginning with the first building in 1993, while laying plans 
for the eventual construction of four additional buildings and a 500 space parking garage 
on the surrounding property.  “It was an important element of the plan—building flexibility 
and room for expansion from step one,” said Mr. Dean, PTRP director.   

The research park’s first building was officially opened in 1994, initially called the 
Piedmont Triad Community Research Center.  The Center was located in a 100,000 square 
foot building, formerly the Quality Assurance Laboratory for R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co.  
The location was ideal, since it was only a few miles from WFU’s main campus, one mile 
from WSSU’s campus, and very close to Bowman Gray Medical School.  The building was 
also close to the downtown business center and offered high visibility from highly-traveled, 
Business Route 40 and Route 52 nearby.  It also took advantage of an opportunity to utilize 
WFU’s property donated from R.J. Reynolds, providing a relatively low-cost facility and 
creating a close tie to the University. 

Initial tenants were mainly academic research groups that had committed to relocate to the 
building even before its construction was complete.  WFU’s Health Sciences Department 
of Physiology and Pharmacology was looking for a new location at the time and provided 
the research center with its largest tenant.  WSSU also located a research division in the 
new building with 8 researchers.  Although these initial tenants were not large or 
expanding, they gave the fledgling research park much-needed momentum and stability.   

Over the next few years, as additional university researchers began to relocate to the park 
and fledgling spinoff companies began to multiply, it was clear that the park needed 
additional space.  In 1998, an organization of academic, business, and government leaders 
called the North Carolina Emerging Technology Alliance (NCETA) was formed to help 
oversee the ongoing development and expansion of the park.  Working closely with the 
DDC to advance the growth of the park, NCETA developed a Master Plan for 
Development and officially named the enterprise the Piedmont Triad Research Park 
(PTRP).  Subsequently, PTRP Holdings LLC was established to pool investment funds and 
acquire and hold downtown real estate for the expansion of the park. 

In 2000, PTRP began its first major expansion with the construction of a new, state-of-the-
art facility called “One Technology Place,” which was built and fully leased to a local 
biotech company called Targacept.  Targacept is a company that researches and develops 
new biopharmaceutical products based on the chemical and biological properties of 
nicotine.  After spending three years as a subsidiary of R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co., 
Targacept became an independent company and the largest tenant in the PTRP.   

“Landing Targacept as a tenant was an important win for the park and for the city.  They 
were one of the first large, successful biotech companies to come out of the region, and it 
was important to keep them there,” said Dean.  “There were a lot of mixed feelings on the 
project throughout its formative years.  It took a long time and a lot of work, but [the 
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community] began to realize the true power of the research park’s ability to promote 
[economic growth].” 

By 2001, the PTRP had grown to include four buildings on 10 acres of land and showed no 
signs of slowing, as community leaders saw the success of the park as an exciting spring-
board to larger-scale downtown redevelopment.   As part of the master plan, PTRP, in 
coordination with community stakeholders, began planning for a massive expansion of the 
park, increasing not only the physical size of the property, but also its diversity of uses.  
The new plan would increase the land area from 10 acres to a 240 acre, mixed-use 
community with three separate districts and 6 million square feet of space.  It also planned 
a 45 acre “green space network” with open space, streams, recreational trails and parks and 
62 acres of infrastructure improvements, including new roads, bridges, utilities, and 
relocation of railways, with substantial funding from state and county grants.   

The universities also began to see significant benefits from the growing success of the 
research park.  University start-ups were growing and beginning to commercialize their 
research, creating both equity and publicity for the institutions.  The universities were able 
to be increasingly competitive in recruiting top-level scientists and students to locate in the 
area.  With such success, the universities continued to expand their investment in biotech 
research programs, along with their presence in the research park.   

Wake Forest University Health Sciences decided to further expand their research programs, 
including a new Institute for Regenerative Medicine (IRM) and a Lipids Science Research 
Program, opening a new, 180,000 square foot, $70 million facility in the park.  Opened in 
2006, this facility serves as the anchor for a larger bio-medical research campus planned by 
PTRP and WFU which will comprise the South District of the master-planned park.   

These impressive new research programs and facilities further strengthened the recruiting 
power of the universities and the research park.  According to Bill Dean, although PTRP 
has not had a lot of luck in recruiting out-of-state companies to relocate in the park, there 
have been a few notable exceptions in recent years.  Mr. Dean said that as Winston Salem 
is becoming better known for its specialized research programs, more companies will 
decide to come.   

That was the case with Tengion, a leader in regenerative medicine.  Formerly located near 
Philadelphia, the company was growing rapidly in developing new technologies for 
growing human organs and tissues from individual cells.  They decided to locate a 
significant portion of their research and pilot operations in the park, mainly due to WFU’s 
newly opened Institute for Regenerative Medicine (IRM).   IRM has gained worldwide 
press for its groundbreaking research and has been awarded Federal grants for research in 
therapy for Iraq War veterans.   Few other places in the world offered such a concentration 
of knowledge and research in this specialized field.   

The PTRP hopes that they will continue to increase their ability to recruit top companies; 
however, Mr. Dean stressed that this is not their focus.  “We go to trade shows and educate 
researchers and companies on what our park and our area has to offer, but this really isn’t 
our focus.  We are here to grow companies from their early research stages. We currently 
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have 43 tenants with the majority being incubator clients or graduates.  We have had some 
companies expand or relocate outside of the park, but have had no companies fall by the 
wayside.  This is a testament to our continued commitment to building companies from the 
ground up as well as the great attention and assistance we provide here.”   

One of the most important aspects of the park’s success is its robust network of programs 
and services available for research and commercialization assistance, which is especially 
important for the long and difficult development timeframe for life sciences companies.   
The park provides a number of incubator programs for companies in the early prototype 
stage of development, generally including low-cost lab space, management assistance, and 
help securing seed capital.  WFU also offers incubator services to tenants in conjunction 
with their Department of Health Sciences and business school and has located their 
Technology Transfer Office in the park to assist tenants with commercialization.     

The park also offers services for more established firms, whether they are recruited from 
outside the park or are graduates of the park incubator program.  After a company has 
developed a concrete technology, a business plan, and initial prototype they are a perfect 
candidate for the park’s accelerator program, called the “Wet-lab Launchpad.”  There, 
companies have access to robust, yet affordable lab space to further develop their products 
and receive special assistance with crucial hurdles to biotech commercialization, such as 
conducting clinical trials, navigating the regulatory approval process, and securing angel 
investment.   

Also important are the many networking programs available for tenants both inside and 
outside the park.  PTRP has a tenant association group which encourages communication 
among companies to learn from each other and create synergies.  The park also organizes a 
program to help tenant organizations network with established outside companies, creating 
significant opportunities for partnerships.  The park also participates in a larger network of 
research parks in North Carolina to exchange ideas, lobby for state-wide policy support, 
and coordinate efforts to promote the growth of the entire region.   

Currently, the PTRP encompasses six buildings with over 554,000 square feet of class A 
office, wet lab, conference, and residential space.   In addition to resident consulting 
services and government agencies, over 40 technology-based tenants are located in the park 
with over 850 employees.  Although only the beginning, the park has revitalized downtown 
Winston Salem creating a dynamic, multi-use, urban community.  According to Bill Dean, 
“The research park was, perhaps, number nineteen on the list of economic development 
priorities for the city.  Now it is no less than priority number one.” 

Keys to Success: 

♦ The PTRP’s close partnership with community stakeholder organizations from the 
beginning, including the Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Development 
Corporation, and local businesses allowed them to achieve significant buy-in, private 
investment, and political clout. 
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♦ The commitment of academic research groups from the universities to relocate to the 
building before its construction was complete was a critical factor in the development 
of the first building. 

♦ The initial plan’s long-term vision for and multiple-hundred acre development, while 
starting small with one, inexpensive facility allowed the park to remain manageable 
while allowing for flexibility for phased expansion. 

♦ The location of the facility was close to major universities in the area, provided access 
to the downtown business center, and provided effective access and visibility from two 
major highways. 

♦ The park sought to capitalize on the research strengths of the areas universities and 
businesses, developing a strong focus on life sciences and biotechnology, and creating 
strong ties and cooperation with local universities. 

♦ The park was able to take advantage of low-cost and donated land for much of its 
development, which allowed it to acquire a large amount of prime real estate. 

♦ The park works closely with state and county economic development authorities and 
was awarded with millions of dollars of grant money for badly needed expansion and 
improvement of the infrastructure associated with the park. 

♦ The PTRP’s many layered incubator and management assistance programs, as well as 
personal attention for companies at every stage in the commercialization process 
creates a very high success rate for start-up companies, even in an industry with long 
development times and high failure rates. 

♦ WSU and the PTRP have begun to develop specific, focused areas of research strength, 
such as the Institute for Regenerative Medicine, which has helped it to forge a unique 
identity and become internationally known in this field. 

7.3 Research Park Development Process 

In addition to the specific requirements and objectives of communities in developing 
research parks, there are a number of considerations which must be taken into account in 
developing such a project, and these are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Objectives  

The underlying expectations of all park stakeholders must be developed.  There are many 
examples which could be used as reference points for the park.  These cover a wide range 
of different types of projects, from those which have an exclusive focus on scientific 
research, with relatively rigorous selection criteria for tenants, to those which are, in reality, 
little more than industrial parks, accepting a very wide range of organizations. 
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These parks carry an equally wide range of labels such as Science Park, Technology Park, 
Research Park, Innovation Park and Business Park often based primarily on marketing 
considerations as much as on their intended focus.  It is nonetheless of critical importance 
that the plan for the development of the park be grounded on the core objectives of 
sponsors, communities and their research institutions.    

There are many outcomes that a well-managed research park can deliver, including: 

♦ Regional economic development 

♦ Development of enhanced relationships between the technology-based business 
community and research institutions 

♦ Increased volume and value of sponsored research agreements 

♦ Attraction and retention of leading researchers and faculty through demonstrable 
support for entrepreneurial activity 

♦ Development of indigenous companies that have strong ties to the research institutions 

♦ University graduate employment 

♦ Greater opportunities for higher degree graduates within the region 

♦ More effective research commercialization processes delivering higher volumes of 
activity more strongly anchored in the locality 

Methodology  

Planning and implementing a well-functioning research and technology park requires a 
systematic set of tasks ranging from stakeholder analysis to market demand analysis to 
business planning, site selection, implementation and operation. Figure 1 summarizes key 
elements of the park planning and implementation process.  
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Stakeholder Analysis / Engagement

Business Planning

Physical Site Assessment

Strategy Development

Stakeholder Analysis / Engagement

Associated Initiatives
Incubators / Accelerators

Company Support Programs
New Venture Creation / Finance

Business Planning

Implementation and Operational Management

Market Analysis

Site Selection
Master Planning

Detailed Design of Infrastructure
Detailed design of facilities

 

  Figure 1: The Research Park Planning and Implementation Process  

 
 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the relationships among the tasks in the Research Park Planning 
Framework.  
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Figure 2:  ANGLE’s Research Park Planning Framework   

The box in the center defines four key steps in planning a research park. These include: 
carrying out a market and competitive assessment, developing land use and infrastructure 
requirements, developing an ownership and organizational model and creating a financial 
model for the proposed venture. Each of these steps is presented in separate boxes. While 
they are all necessary for planning a successful park, the relative emphasis on each may 
vary depending on the objectives of the park’s sponsors, the complexity involved in each 
and the sequential nature of various decision points.  

In addition to the specific requirements and objectives of local communities and 
universities in developing research parks, there are a number of considerations which must 

Tasks

Analytical MethodsSources

A: Market Research

B: Land Use and Infrastructure Requirements

C: Ownership, Organizations and Management Model(s)

D: Financial Requirements and Funding Models

• Workshops
• Interviews
• Published Sources
• Proprietary Information

• SWOT
• PEST
• Porter
• Network Models
• Etc.

Competitive Assessment

Deliverable:
A Value Proposition

• Business and Research Focus
• Strategic Linkages
• Competitive Positioning
• Marketing Themes
• Potential role of Federal Funding
• Tenant Profiles – typical 

categories
• Why tenants will want to locate

• Research base
• Competitive environment – regional, 

national, international
• Global industry trends
• Key linkages / Partners
• Technology infrastructure in Uptown

Market Assessment

• Potential market(s)
• Tenant Profiles
• Demographics
• Gap analysis
• Critical success factors
• Demand Prediction – internal / external

A: Market Research 

• Land requirements / uses
− Marketable floor space
− Site procurement

• Occupancy model
• Potential site(s)

Land Use and Infrastructure 
Requirements

• Tenant needs and mix
• Growth paths
• Occupancy model for Park
• individual / collective needs
• Develop options for facilities
• Develop options for Site(s)
• Regional transportation 

Access
• Local Streets Circulation
• Parking

• Tenant Types
• Infrastructure requirements
• Growth paths

Deliverable:
Physical Development Strategy

Deliverable: Tenant Profiles

B: Land Use and 
Infrastructure Model 

The Project Methodology 

Deliverable:
Alternative ownership, organization and 

management models for the park

Deliverable:
Operating policies for the park

Deliverable:
Outline operational plan

Ownership and Organizational 
Models

• Examination of existing models
• Factors specific to Uptown
• Partner needs / objectives
• Tenant needs in line with profile

• Tenant Selection
• Relationship Management
• Delivery of Support Services

C: Ownership & 
Organizational Model 

• Identification of Revenue Sources
• Cost components
• Timing

Deliverables
• Financial Model
• Scenario analysis
• Funding Options
• Underlying Assumptions

• Infrastructure funding
• Land ownership / leasing
• Security for debt
• Park Amenities
• Loan Sources
• Government Funding Programs

Analysis of Funding Options

Development of Financial Model

D: Financial Model 
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be taken into account in developing such a project, and these are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 

Demand Factors 

One of the key factors which will determine the rate at which parks can be developed will 
be the state of the local real estate market and consequent absorption rates for development 
land. One of the major challenges in research park management is to balance the issues of 
achieving required financial returns while maintaining focus on the business and research 
objectives, as these are often not in complete alignment. 

Tenant Profile 

An analysis of research institutions and private companies can identify the types and mix of 
tenants which can be expected to be attracted to the park.  This profile will be informed by 
consideration of the underlying objectives of the park and will significantly impact on the 
financial analysis of the park development.  The requirements both in terms of the design 
of physical facilities and the available routes for their financing will differ significantly 
between, for example, facilities designed to support business incubation and those intended 
for large corporate tenants.  Similarly, if educational institutions are to have facilities 
located in the park, different financing arrangements will apply. 

Marketing 

The critical elements in defining the marketing focus for a research park are: 

♦ The development of a detailed understanding of the core strengths of the research 
institutions – These strengths will generally be the core factor that will provide the 
reason for prospective park tenants to locate there as opposed to somewhere else in the 
locality (or in the region). 

♦ Clearly defining the target client groups for the park, understanding their needs and 
consequently being able to define the benefits that will attract them in each case, for 
example: 

– Internal - university faculty entrepreneurs, technology transfer professionals, 
graduate students, undergraduate students - Generally looking for direct support 
for new company creation and growth – business support services, access to 
venture capital, access to professional advisors 

– External local – existing businesses within the locality that may benefit from a 
presence in the park. These companies are likely to have some knowledge of and, 
possibly, relationships with the research institutions.  The objective here is to sell 
the park location as enhancing the benefits they already derive from being located 
in the community through access to facilities or enhanced relationships with the 
institutions.   



 

 90 

 

– External regional - existing businesses within the wider region that may benefit 
from a presence in the park. In this case, the opportunity should exist to sell more 
directly the benefits of being located in close proximity to the research institutions 
in a way that their current location cannot offer. 

– National – businesses for which a direct benefit from location near the research 
institutions can be established.  These businesses will either be prepared to accept 
the region as an attractive location and then be sold on the park as the specific 
location or will have some specific reason to be located near the institutions.  This 
will almost always be research being funded by the company. Wholesale 
relocation of companies is not impossible, but expansion and development of new 
capabilities are more likely. 

– International – businesses that have some reason to develop a US location and 
must then be sold on the region (and the park specifically) as being suitable for 
their needs.  Again, wholesale relocation of companies is unlikely, but expansion 
and development of new capabilities are feasible. 

Each of these target markets can be further segmented by business size, and a 
specific offering can be developed for each individual segment.  These might, for 
example, include the provision of on-site business support, training programs and 
facilities and specific linkages to researchers and university facilities.  

Ultimately, the attraction of tenants to a research park will depend on the ability to present 
overriding business logic to companies and a differentiation of the park’s offering which 
will form the basis of a compelling proposition.  In addressing these considerations, it must 
be acknowledged that a number of other locations, particularly in neighboring cities and 
states, may also argue that they can match many of the strengths of the proposed location. 

Management 

A critical consideration in the management of research parks is the organization and 
operation of the park in a manner that ensures the achievement of its objectives beyond the 
task of real estate management (leasing, rent collection and building maintenance).   The 
issue of how the park will be organized and managed and what support services will be 
provided to tenants needs to be addressed (this will also impact directly on financial 
planning).  Few research parks succeed without some dedicated management resource, and 
this adds additional costs over and above those which would normally be associated with 
real estate developments.  The scale of this resource is dependent on the particular model 
chosen and the type of tenants which the park will target. 

Aside from the operational management of the park, the question of overall project 
leadership will also define the range of development options which are considered 
appropriate.  These options will depend on a wide range of factors, including the ownership 
of buildings and other facilities and where the responsibility for the park administration 
lies.  It will significantly influence the extent to which the objectives of the park and other 
stakeholders are met, and therefore the appropriate development process. 
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Associated services 

A further component which must be factored into financial planning is the extent of 
expectations (within the research institutions, among other stakeholders and among tenants) 
about providing services.  This is especially relevant to providing services relating to 
business development support and specialist services.  

Academic Linkages 

The question of the intention of universities and research institutions with respect to 
linkages with the park tenants will also impact significantly on the selection of appropriate 
development options.  A wide spectrum of models exists in this respect from parks where 
there is a significant presence of university facilities and very close interactions with 
private sector tenants to ones where the extent of these linkages is in reality quite limited.   
Different development approaches are generally adopted depending on where on this 
spectrum the park is intended to sit. 

Partnerships 

It is frequently the case that parks are developed involving a number of partners in addition 
to the sponsoring organization itself.  These may be from within the real estate community, 
state and local government and the broader business community. 

The extent (or absence) of these arrangements will again impact significantly on the 
appropriate organization and development options as well as financial planning. 

Performance metrics 

As part of the process of defining the appropriate development options for the park, it is 
important to consider performance metrics.   If, for example, financial performance is to be 
overriding, metrics would be different from those which would apply if the overriding 
consideration is to be providing pathways for technology commercialization or maximizing 
interactions among park tenants and research institutions.  In reality, there is generally an 
interplay between a range of different metrics, and the situation can become complex.   
These considerations will nonetheless impact significantly on the appropriate development 
strategy. 

Risk Assessment 

Different development options will carry different levels of risk, both financial and non-
financial, which must be factored into the assessment of the available options.  It will, of 
course, ultimately be for the park sponsor to decide on the types and levels of risk which it 
is prepared to bear, but these can and should be highlighted in the analysis, particularly in 
relation to financial planning. 

 

 



 

 92 

 

7.4 Interviews 

The following table provides the interview record for the project. 

Name Organization 

Buddy Villines  County Judge/CEO, Pulaski County 

Mark Stodola  Mayor of Little Rock 

Warren Simpson and Aaron Clark  The Stephens Group 

Mike Tharp Cimarron Capital Partners 

Tom Chilton and Brad Henry  Arkansas Economic Development Commission 

Les Land, Sam Walls III and Leslie Lane Arkansas Capital Corporation 

Bruce Moore  Little Rock City Manager 

Gene Eagle  Arkansas Development Finance Authority 

Michael Douglas and Charles Cook  University of Arkansas for Medical Sciences  

Tony Bozynski Little Rock Department of Planning & Development

John Ahlen Arkansas Science & Technology Authority 

James Hendren  Hendren Consulting 

Jerry Adams  Arkansas Research Alliance 

Frederick Gentry  Little Rock City Manager’s Office 

L. Dickson Flake Colliers International 

Greg Hamilton University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Ron Copeland University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Joe Bell University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Mary Good University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Tom Walker University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Kelly Bass University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
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Barbara Rode University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Tom Dalton Innovate Arkansas 

David Roberts Crafton Tull Sparks & Associates 

Bill Dean Director, Piedmont Triad Research Park 

 


