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. Introduction

In Part I of our three-part PSW White Paper series, we provided a qualitative story about PSW.
In Part I, we begin to quantify the results and focus on demographic data. Like any report on
demographics, this is all about documenting “the numbers”. In our case, we needed to determine
how many PSWs were held, where were they held, how many teams participated, where the
teams originated, how many companies were formed, what industries were represented, etc.

The data tables, graphs, and charts included here are primarily for those who need this
information, our Host-City Coordinators, our sponsors, and any other community stakeholders.
Throughout most of the paper, the text is intended to guide the reader through the maze of data
and point out some highlights along the way.

In Part I11, we begin to assess outcomes for our alumni companies and a story starts to emerge
about the success of the PSW. Those readers who may not be interested in all the demographic
data should feel free to skip to other papers in our series. But for those who need the details, we
will begin with some basic metrics here.



1. Basic Metrics

So, just how many PSW have been held? Figure 1 below lists the past PSWs in chronological
order, along with statistics related to the number of teams and participants. The number of
alumni companies formed or graduated from each workshop is also tallied.

No Location Month Year No. of NO. of AIumm.
Teams Participants Companies
1 Rochester Sept 2004 6 26 2
2 Rochester April 2005 6 32 2
3 Cornell (Cortland) April 2005 3 18 3
4 Cornell (Geneva) Nov 2005 5 27 4
5 Buffalo Jan 2006 6 17 5
6 Rochester April 2006 8 49 4
7 Cornell (Ithaca) April 2006 6 35 4
8 Syracuse Aug 2006 8 51 3
9 Cornell (Geneva) Nov 2006 6 45 5
10 Albany Jan 2007 6 32 2
11 Syracuse Feb 2007 5 43 2
12 Cornell (Ithaca) Mar 2007 6 38 3
13 Syracuse Aug 2007 6 36 0
14 Cornell (Geneva) Oct 2007 5 35 2
15 Rochester Nov 2007 8 52 4
16 Albany Jan 2008 6 45 4
17 Syracuse Feb 2008 3 18 2
18 NYC Mar 2008 3 25 0
19 Long Island Mar 2008 6 32 1
20 Cornell (Ithaca) April 2008 5 33 3
21 Buffalo May 2008 6 45 5
22 Rochester Nov 2008 12 63 9
23 Syracuse Feb 2009 4 30 3
24 Albany Feb 2009 4 33 3
25 Long Island Mar 2009 6 45 3
26 Buffalo Jun 2009 9 66 6
27 Syracuse Aug 2009 6 40 4
28 Albany/RPI Sept 2009 6 31 3
29 Rochester Nov 2009 8 52 5
30 Syracuse/I-81 Feb 2010 5 31 3
31 Long Island Mar 2010 5 29 2
32 Cornell (Ithaca) April 2010 6 39 4
33 Syracuse/I-81 April 2010 6 33 3
34 Buffalo June 2010 7 57 4
34 Totals 203 1283 112

Figure 1. PSW Basic Metrics
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This table tells us that 34 workshops have been held with 1283 participants staffing 203 teams.
Of those teams, 91 (or 45%) did not result in a legally incorporated company. Possibly the
technology or business concept is still being advanced but there is currently no legal entity.

However, 112 (or 55%) did result in an “alumni company”. This is a very high success ratio for
research trying to emerge from the laboratory. We estimate based on survey data that about half
of those (56) legally incorporated prior to the PSW and participated because they did not have a
solid commercialization plan or felt it was time to “re-assess” it. The other half of our alumni
companies (56) made the decision to legally incorporate after the PSW.

Table 2 below provides a regional look by summing up the number of PSWs that have been held
in each region, along with a summation of the number of teams, participants, and alumni
companies.

. No. of No. of No of Alumni
Location Start Date oy .
Workshops Teams Participants Companies
Syracuse Aug 2006 8 43 279 20
Ithaca/Geneva Apr 2005 8 42 270 28
Rochester Sep 2004 6 48 274 26
Buffalo Jan 2006 4 28 185 20
Albany Jan 2007 4 22 141 12
Long Island Mar 2008 3 17 106 6
NYC Mar 2008 1 3 25 0
Totals 34 203 1283 112

Figure 2: PSW Basic Metrics per Region

I11. Industry Sector Representation

The industries represented by the 203 participating teams are shown below in detail.

. Electronics ;
Industrial ) Networking .
. ) Med & ) Consumer  Health Business Semi-
Location Biotech & ) Software IT Services _ Telecom ) & Other | Total Checl
Devices Instrument: Products ~ Services Services . conductors
Energy ) Equipment
ation

Rochester 6 6 10 10 0 4 5 1 4 2 0 0 0 43
Syracuse 7 15 2 7 6 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 43
Ithaca/Geneva 16 7 6 3 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 42
Buffalo 12 5 6 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 28
Albany 5 7 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 22
Long Island 8 2 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17
NYC 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Total 55 42 29 24 13 13 8 6 4 3 2 1 3 203
Percent 27% 21% 14% 12% 6% 6% 4% 3% 2% 1% 1% 0% 1% 100%

Figure 3: All Industry Representation
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A pattern of “industry foci” seems to be emerging in the different regions. For example, in
Ithaca/Geneva, Buffalo, and Long Island, a majority of the teams seem to be focused on biotech.
In Syracuse, the emphasis is on energy. Rochester appears to have a concentration in medical
devices and software.

We aggregated the results, and the six major industries represented in the state as a whole are
illustrated in the following pie chart. 27% of the participating teams were investigating a new
biotech opportunity. About 21% were energy-related. Another 14% were medical device teams.
Software and IT combined were about 18% of the teams. Electronics & instrumentation was also a
strong category.

M Biotech

M Industrial & Energy

B Med Devices

B Software

M T Services

M Electronics & Instrument-ation

W Other

Figure 4: Major Industries Represented in NYS

We should note here that in 2009, PSW-NY was awarded a grant from NYSERDA to provide
scholarships to energy teams. During the 2009-2010 academic year, 12 scholarships were
awarded. Table 5 shows where they were awarded, the specific categories of energy technologies,
and the university association of the technologies.

Location SchoTa(:;hips Category Sub-Category SchoTa(:Lhips University Affiliation SchoTa(r)Lhips
Syracase 4 Solar 5 U at Buffalo 2
Buffalo 3 Wind 2 RIT 1

Renewable Energy

Albany 3 Ocean 1 Clarkson U 1
Rochester 2 Biomass 1 Cornell 1
lthaca 0 Transportation Vehicles 2 RPI 1
Long Island 0 Industrial Processes Materials 1 none 6
Total 12 Total 12 Total 12

Figure 5: Energy Scholarship Metrics
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IVV. University Participation Levels

The PSW is primarily designed to support university Tech Transfer offices. Figure 6 lists the
number of teams that are affiliated with a university either through IP, staff or students, and that
participated in their local region.

Institution Point of Participation Number of Teams
Cornell U Ithaca / Geneva 35
U Rochester Rochester 25
U Buffalo Buffalo 15
Syracuse U Syracuse 14
RIT Rochester 13
Stony Brook U Long Island 12
RPI Albany 8
SUNY ESF Syracuse 6
Roswell Park Buffalo 5
Clarkson U Syracuse 5
Upstate Medical Syracuse 5
Binghamton U Syracuse 2
U Albany Albany 2
Cornell Weill Ithaca / Geneva 1
Cornell Weill Long Island 1
Cornell Weill NYC 1
Niagara U Ithaca / Geneva 1
Niagara U Buffalo 1
UB/RPCI Buffalo 1
Hauptman Woodward Buffalo 1
Corning Rochester 1
Union College Albany 1
SUNY Purchase Albany 1
SUNYIT Albany 1
SUNY Farmingdale Albany 1
Downstate Medical Albany 1
Rome Research Labs Albany 1
Brookhaven Nat'l Lab Long Island 1
Columbia U NYC 1
Total 163

Figure 6: University Participation

Of the 203 teams that have been through the PSW, 163 (or 80%) had a university affiliation and
participated in their local region.



As might be expected, the largest research universities in NYS are the most active in the PSW.
The largest universities expend between $250-750M annually in R&D. If we compare Figure 6
with Figure 7 below, we can see, in general, a strong correlation between amount of R&D and the
number of PSW teams. Cornell, U of Rochester, U of Buffalo, Stony Brook U are top universities
on both lists. Syracuse U, RIT, RPI, SUNY ESF, Roswell Park, Upstate Medical, Clarkson U are
below $100M annually in R&D but are nonetheless quite active in the PSW for medium sized
research institutions.

Institution R&D Source: NSF
Cornell U $653,996 Fiscal Year 2008
U Rochester $375,218 Survey of R&D
U Buffalo $338,300 Expenditures at
U Albany $270,414 Universities and
Stony Brook U $252,745 Colleges
RPI $77,295

U Binghamton $59,017

Syracuse U $38,455

Upstate Medical $36,359

SUNY ESF $26,359

RIT $24,018

Clarkson U $17,654

Other $59,800

Total for Upstate & Long Island $2,229,630

Figure 7: R&D Expenditures at Major Universities in PSW Footprint

If we add in a time element, then we have an indication of “tempo” and about how many teams per

year participate in the PSW within their local region.

Institution Point of Participation Number of Teams Number of Years Teams per Year
Cornell U Ithaca / Geneva 35 5 7.0
U Rochester Rochester 25 6 4.2
Stony Brook U Long Island 12 3 4.0
U Buffalo Buffalo 15 4 3.8
Syracuse U Syracuse 14 4 3.5
Clarkson U Syracuse 5 2 2.5
RIT Rochester 13 6 2.2
RPI Albany 8 4 2.0
Binghamton U Syracuse 2 1 2.0
SUNY ESF Syracuse 6 4 1.5
Roswell Park Buffalo 6 4 1.5
Upstate Medical Syracuse 5 4 1.3
U Albany Albany 2 4 0.5

Figure 8: Tempo of University Participation




Again, Cornell tops the list, followed by U of Rochester, Stony Brook U, U Buffalo, Syracuse U,
etc. Possibly the only numbers that seem out of line might be the U of Albany where research
levels are very high but participation in the PSW is low.

We would also like to note here that the PSW encourages “cross-regional fertilization”. Since the
PSW is generally only held once a year in each community, the timing for an Idea Champion may

be such that it works best to attend a PSW in another region. We have tracked our “visiting teams”
and the extent to which cross regional cooperation has occurred. This is shown in figure 9.

Institution Point of Participation Number of Teams
U Buffalo Ithaca / Geneva 2
Syracuse U Ithaca / Geneva 1
Cornell U Syracuse 2
URMC Buffalo 1
Cornell U Rochester 1
Binghamton U Rochester 1
Total 8

Figure 9: Cross Regional Fertilization

V. Corporate and Community Participation

While the focus of the PSW curriculum is generally on university teams, it can just as easily serve
to vet new commercialization concepts coming from large corporations. In one Syracuse PSW, we
had two teams from Sensis Corporation.

Institution Point of Participation Number of Teams

Sensis Syracuse 2

Figure 10: Large Corporate Participation

As shown in Table 11, some of our teams are not affiliated with either a research institution or a
large corporation. They are independent technologists from the community or they belong to small
companies that may be looking to evaluate a new product.

Community Participation | Number of Teams

Rochester 7
Syracuse
Albany
Buffalo
Long Island
Ithaca / Geneva
NYC

Total 30

R N W B~ O

Figure 11: Community and Small Company Participation
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So, in summary, between 2004-2010, 80% (163) of our teams were from local research
universities or centers and 4% (8) of our teams were “cross-pollinated” from universities in other
regions. This bring us to a total of 84% (171) teams affiliated with an academic center. 1% (2)
of our teams were from large corporations, and 15% (30) were from the local community or
small companies.

V1. Alumni Company Affiliations

A primary objective of the PSW is to bring in teams that have raw business ideas and concepts and
work with them to thicken those ideas to the point where they solidify. That is, we are building
real companies. At this point in our demographic study, we know that we have helped build 112
alumni companies. Beginning with this next section, our demographic analysis will focus just on
those 112 Alumni.

In the pie chart of Figure 4, we illustrated the industry sectors represented by the different teams in
a pie graph, Figure 4. Figure 13 below shows the industry sectors represented by the Alumni

companies.

H Biotech

M Industrial & Energy

B Med Devices

m Software

M IT Services

H Electronics & Instrumentation

M Other

Figure 13: Distribution of Industries for Alumni Companies

There are no surprises here. The distribution of industries in Figure 4 versus Figure 13 is very

similar. Possibly of note is the slightly higher percentage of software companies that launched
relative to the number of teams. This certainly could be attributable to the fact that the risk and
cost to start a software company tends to be lower than for many other industries.
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Figure 14 shows the university affiliations of the alumni companies.

Institution Point of Participation Number of Alumni Cos.
Cornell U Ithaca / Geneva 26
U Buffalo Buffalo 13
U Rochester Rochester 8
Syracuse U Syracuse 8
RIT Rochester 7
Stony Brook U Long Island 3
URMC Rochester 3
RPI Albany 3
Roswell Park Buffalo 3
Clarkson Syracuse 3
SUNY ESF Syracuse 1
Upstate Medical Syracuse 1
Binghamton U Syracuse 1
U Albany Albany 1
Cornell Weill Ithaca / Geneva 1
Cornell Weill Long Island 1
Niagara U Buffalo 1
Hauptman Woodward Buffalo 1
Union College Albany 1
SUNY Purchase Albany 1
Rome Research Labs Albany 1
Brookhaven Nat'l Lab Long Island 1
Total University-Affiliated Companies 89
Total Non-University-Affiliated Companies 23
Total Companies 112

Figure 14: University Affiliation of PSW Alumni Companies

Cornell’s number of PSW alumni companies is a whopping 28 (26 in Ithaca/Geneva and 2 at
Cornell Weill). That is a quarter of all of our alumni companies and nearly a third of all our

university affiliated alumni.

VIl. Where Are They Now?

Through an on-line survey, diligent tracking, personal knowledge, and working in conjunction

with our Host-City Coordinators, we attempted to determine the current status of all alumni

companies. Figure 15 shows those results.
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From a purely statistical perspective, this table tells us that 75% (or 84) of the companies are still
operational in NYS. 11% (12) started and closed. 4% (3) eventually licensed their technology
rather than continue as a start-up company. 3% were actually new products within an existing
business. Three companies moved out of state. Two companies were acquired. One merged with

a larger company. One idea champion left the company. And the status of two could not be

determined.
_ Where Are They Now?
Location | AU™M [gy,  Stated New MovedOu , ldea
Companie . and Licenses Acquired Merged Champion Unknown
Operationg Closed Products of-State Left Co.
Buffalo 20 16 2 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Rochester 26 15 5 3 2 0 0 1 0 0
Syracuse 20 18 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
lthaca/Genevy 28 19 4 0 0 2 1 0 0 2
Albany 12 10 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Long Island 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NYC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 112 84 12 4 3 3 2 1 1 2
Percent 100% 75% 11% 4% 3% 3% 2% 1% 1% 2%

Figure 15: Alumni Teams Dead or Alive

Stepping back from the data and combining the numbers in a slightly different way, we learn that:
97 (or 88%) of our alumni companies (or technologies) are either still operational in or out of state,
were acquired, merged, or resulted in a new product or license. These are all very positive
outcomes.

We could even add to that an interesting story of one of our idea champions who came in with a
start-up that had been struggling for a while. He felt so strongly that the new business plan
developed by his workshop team was on-target, that when he presented it to the CEO after the
workshop and the CEO decided to “stay the course” rather than implement the new plan, our idea
champion decided to amicably part ways with the company and start a new venture. While not a
typical outcome, we have added another entrepreneur to the community and this is arguably a
positive outcome as well.

VIII. Quantifying the Cost

PSWs highly leverage a community’s entrepreneurial resources. Over the last six years, 34
workshops have been completed with under $700K in cash, matched with over $3M in in-kind
services from public and private sources.

Each workshop costs around $@nd we have completed 34. That totdlseut $68K in
actual cash dollars over six years.
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But there’s an enormous amount contributed in-kind. On average, between 40-50 high-level
professionals volunteer their time for each workshop. Below, we have quantified the amount of
in-kind community support brought to bear for each team. If we assume that each team member
"billed out" for about 25 hours of effort (over 2% days and the week in-between), then in-kind
support is quantified as follows:

Team Members Hourly Rate | In-Kind Contribution Each tech tranSfer office or university
Attorney $300 $7.500 department paying $1500 per team,
Coach $125 $3125 receives about $15,000 worth of in-kind
Professional 1 $75 $1875 labor per team, a 10:1 leverage. An
Professional 2 o SLT5 industry sector paying a scholarship
’ valued at $3000 per team, receives a
MBA Student 325 3625 community match of in-kind services
Total per Team $15,000

valued at 5:1.

In-Kind Contribution per Team

The in-kind value for the entire workshop No. of Teams | _In-Kind Contriution
depends, of course, on the specific number of 5 $75,000
teams. Generally we have between 5-8 6 $90,000
teams. So, as shown to the right, if sponsors 7 $105,000
invest $20K per workshop, their investment 8 $120,000

is matched 4-6 X with in-kind support from ) o

the community. In-Kind Contribution per Workshop

Applying an average #ind contribution of $15K per team to the 203 teams that have gone
through the workshomgives us dotal of about $3,04% contributedin-kind over six years.

All told, here is the estimate for cash and in-kind sponsorship for the PSW.

Six Year Total
Cash Sponsorship $680,000 18%
In-Kind Sponsorship $3,045,000 82%
$3,725,000 100%

Total Sponsorship over Six Years

While success has many fathers, it is reasonable to say that the PSW has played a significant role
in starting 112 companies across NY'S over the past 6 years. The PSW-role came with a cash
cost of about $6000 per company-start which includes first-time and follow-on entrepreneurial

education for many of the nearly 1300 participants, plus significant networking benefits for the
community.
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IX. Summary
The demographic data presented in this paper is summarize below:

Basic Metrics. 34 workshops have been held with 1283 participants staffing 203 teams. Of
those teams, 91 (or 45%) did not result in a legally incorporated company. Possibly the
technology or business concept is still being advanced but there is currently no legal entity.
However, 112 (or 55%) did result in an “alumni company”. This is a very high success ratio for
research trying to emerge from the laboratory. We estimate based on on-line survey data that
about half of those (56) legally incorporated prior to the PSW and participated because they did
not have a solid commercialization plan or felt it was time to “re-assess” it. The other half of our
alumni companies (56) made the decision to legally incorporate after the PSW.

Industry Sector Representation. 27% of the participating teams were investigating a new
biotech opportunity. About 21% were energy-related. Another 14% were medical device teams.
Software and IT combined were about 18% of the teams. Electronics & instrumentation was also a
strong category. In Ithaca/Geneva, Buffalo, and Long Island, a majority of the teams seem to be
focused on biotech. In Syracuse, the emphasis is on energy. Rochester appears to have a
concentration in medical devices and software.

University, Corporate, and Community Participation Levels. 84% (171) of our teams had a
university-affiliation -- 80% (163) of our teams were from local research universities or centers
and 4% (8) of our teams were “cross-pollinated” from universities in other regions. 1% (2) of our
teams were from large corporations, and 15% (30) were from the local community or small
companies. The largest research universities in NYS are the most active in the PSW. Cornell
topped the list, followed by U of Rochester, Stony Brook U, U Buffalo, Syracuse U, etc.

Alumni Company Affiliations. The industry representation of the alumni companies nearly
matches that of the teams although there is a slightly higher percentage of software companies that
launched relative to the number of teams likely due to lower risks and costs. Cornell has the
largest number of PSW alumni companies by far compared to any other university in the PSW
footprint.

Where Are They Now? 97 (or 88%) of our alumni companies (or technologies) are either still
operational in or out of state, were acquired, merged, or resulted in a new product or license.

These are all very positive outcomes ...

X. Conclusions

... And yet, we have not fully told the story yet about outcomes for these companies. How much
follow-on funding have they received, how many jobs were created, how much revenue have
these companies generated? There are also many “softer” metrics to report regarding the impact
that the PSW has had on developing the entrepreneurial culture within a community. Data to
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determine these metrics were gathered through an on-line survey and the story of these outcome
measures will be told in Part I11 of this white paper series.

In this paper, we have focused almost exclusively on demographic data. So, to conclude this
paper, we can check those data against the primary objectives of the PSW to help potential
entrepreneurs “move off the point of indecision, by determining the commercial merit of an idea,
assessing the team's start-up fortitude, and for those ideas that do have commercial merit,
organizing the idea to move ahead”.

Between September 2004 and June 2010, we helped 203 teams determine the commercial merit
of their idea and assess their start-up fortitude. The result is 112 Alumni companies (and some
very wise decisions not to start a company). 97 of our alumni companies (or technologies) are
either still operational in or out of state, were acquired, merged, or resulted in a new product or
license. 84 are still pushing ahead as start-up companies here in New York State.

For New York State, that means that there are 84 high-tech start-ups that now exist that may or
may not be in existence if it wasn’t for the PSW and the work of all our volunteers and
participants. Possibly some would have eventually formed anyway on their own or through
other community programs, but we can likewise assume that some would not have.

By any measure, we can conclude that the PSW is a very effective program.

However, the work is not done. We have built the PSW as one front-end component of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. But it is essential that our alumni are feed into a supportive pipeline.
We encourage all of our community stakeholders to support the entire commercialization
continuum and ensure that it is in-place and healthy.

Our alumni companies will face many challenges along the entrepreneurial road. Right now, they
are very early-stage, high-risk ventures. We do not expect that every one of them will succeed
long-term. Some will die, some will become life style companies and a few will “hit big”. Those
that “hit big” in NYS (along with the life style businesses) could potentially have a tremendous
impact on our region’s economy.

To our 84 alumni companies that are still pushing forward in NYS: Good luck and much success
as you press on with your dreams.

“Don’t let the noise of other’s opinions drown out your own inner voice ...
have the courage to follow your heart and intuition.”

Steve Jobs, efounder of Apple and Pixar
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