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MINUTES OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE.

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Senator Brownlee at 8:00 a.m. on February 02, 2001 in
Room 123-S of the Capitol.

All members were present except:  Senator Wagle (Excused)

Committee staff present: April Holman, Legislative Research Department
Robert Nugent, Revisor of Statutes
Lea Gerard, Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Tom Blackburn, Kansas Venture Capital Inc.
Harold Bradley, American Century
April Holman, Legislative Research Department

Others attending: See attached list.

Tom Blackburn, Executive Vice President and Board Member of Kansas Venture Capital, Inc., Overland
Park, Kansas gave an overview of venture capital in Kansas. Two pieces of legislation provided the
stimulus for the restructuring. The first, the Kansas Venture Capital Company Act in 1986, provided new
investors in KVCI a 25% tax credit against various taxes. The second legislative initiative, the Kansas
Statewide Risk Capital Act required the State’s Pooled Money Investment Board (PMIB) to match private
sector investments in KVCI up to $10 million in the form of a direct preferred stock investment in KVCI
and all venture capital investments had to be in Kansas. Tom Blackburn stated there is a lack of seed and
venture capital available to Kansas businesses. There are not a lot of investors spending time looking for
deals in Kansas with the exception of the Kansas City metro area and some in Wichita. Many companies
are not being considered because of geographic location and/or company size (Attachment 1).

Harold Bradley, President of American Century Venture a subsidiary of American Century in Kansas
City, gave an overview of American Century which ranks among the largest mutual fund and investment
management organization in the United States. They serve more than two million investors nationwide
and 82,000 in Kansas (Attachment 2).

Mr. Bradley stated the most important issue related to venture activities and risk taking relates to the
academic quality of the institutions that specifically emerged as the major venture capital hotbeds.
Venture Capital investments flow to academic environments such as Harvard, MIT, Stanford, Berkely
and the University of Texas. Ideas, talent, intellect, opportunity, new thinking are what people invest in.

The Committee raised a question that there are investable deals now and wealth; why has it not evolved
into any kind of a risk capital industry?

In response, Mr. Bradley, stated he believes there is a commercial banking mentality in the Midwest.
People are more concerned about their return on capital and not in terms of a portfolio approach. They
want to put money into something and make sure they are going to get it back plus interest. Venture
Capital is not about that. Historically, 5 to 7 out of every 10 companies fail and that is the reason they
are venture risks. Banks tend to loan to people with earnings, revenue, facilities and equipment and
expect a return. Venture Capital tends to generate a return on those few ideas that do make it and create
jobs and become successful.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not been submitted
to the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or corrections. Page 1



CONTINUATION SHEET

April Holman, Legislative Research gave an overview of excerpts from the Post Audit Report Entitled,
“Reviewing the State’s Investment in Venture Capital”. This information was developed by the Division
of Post Audit who sent out surveys in January 1998 and February 2001 to a number of states asking a
variety of questions regarding Venture Capital (Attachment 3). April Holman presented a document
“Growing New Businesses With Seed and Venture Capital: State Experiences and Options”. This
document was received from the National Governor’s Association (Attachment 4).

The Commerce Committee discussed putting together a mission statement and goals of what they would
like to achieve in one, two and four years.

Senator Kerr moved, seconded by Senator Jordan, that a Committee bill be introduced that relates to
Procurement and on-line bids. The voice vote was unanimous in favor of the motion.

The Committee adjourned at 9:30 a.m.

The next meeting is scheduled for February 6, 2001 at 8:30 a.m.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not been submitted
to the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or corrections. Page 2
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Testimony of Tom Blackburn

Executive Vice President,
Kansas Venture Capital, Inc.

Presented to
Senate Commerce Committee
February 2, 2001

Thank You Madam Chair and members of the Senate Commerce Committee. My name is Tom
Blackburn. I am Executive Vice President and a Board Member of Kansas Venture Capital, Inc.
(“KVCI™) located in Overland Park. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to provide
testimony on venture capital in Kansas and HB2688 as I understand its current version. I stand
before you today as a senior officer and Director of KVCI - the most active venture capital firm in
Kansas over the past decade; as a venture capital practitioner having been directly involved in the
venture capital investment process in Kansas for the past decade; and as a past member of the Kansas,
Inc. Technical Advisory Committee on Seed & Venture Capital (“TAC™). My intent is to specifically
address a few issues in my testimony. The first issue - Is there lack of seed or venture capital
available to Kansas businesses? The second - Can (or should) State government play a role in
addressing these needs by facilitating risk capital formation? And third, What are some of the key
issues, potential risks and potential rewards to the State for enacting legislation in addressing the
State’s seed and venture capital needs?

First, a little background on KVCI for those of you who do not know us or our history. KVCI was
incorporated in 1976 as a private for-profit licensed Small Business Investment Company as a
subsidiary of the Kansas Development Credit Corporation. In 1987, KVCI was restructured
subsequent to the economic development initiatives passed during the 1986 Kansas legislative session
on the heals of the Redwood-Krider Report. Specifically, two pieces of legislation provided the
impetus for the restructuring. The first, the Kansas Venture Capital Company Act provided new
investors in KVCI a 25% tax credit against various Kansas taxes. To qualify, “certified” venture
capital companies were required to, among other things, invest 60% of their funds in “qualified”
Kansas businesses. The second legislative initiative - the Kansas Statewide Risk Capital Act required
the State’s Pooled Money Investment Board (“PMIB™) to match private sector investments in KVCI
up to $10 million in the form of a direct preferred stock investment in KVCI with the caveat that all
venture capital investments had to be in Kansas. The resulting capital structure was $6.6 million in
private capital, predominantly from Kansas banks and a $5 million investment from the State’s PMIB.

In 1998, Governor Graves signed into law SB487 which established a mechanism for the repayment
of the State’s direct PMIB investment in KVCI and the privatization of KVCI. The genesis of the
legislation was in response to concerns over direct public investment in venture capital companies.
KVCI completed the preferred stock redemption in September 1999, fully repaying the $5 million
PMIB investment well ahead of the scheduled repayment commitment. KVCI subsequently
completed a $6 million stock offering to replace the $5 million in financial footings depleted as a
result of the PMIB stock redemption pursuant to the Kansas Venture Capital Act and as such all
investors who subscribed received the 25% Kansas state tax credit.
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Today, KVCI has in excess of $50 million in capitalization consisting of approximately $15 million
equity capital and an additional $35 million in SBIC leverage availability. We are actively making
investments in Kansas companies, creating and retaining jobs that would, in many instances otherwise
be non existent or at risk. An important note is that KVCI was, and still is, a successful public/private
business model, fashioned by the Federal Government through the SBIC program, the Kansas
Legislature through the legislation I referenced earlier and Kansas banks - large and small who
stepped up and provided the original risk capital that seeded our company. KVCI has a significant
track record in creating jobs, taxes and wealth for Kansans throughout the State, as I will better detail
in a minute.

Is there lack of seed and venture capital available to Kansas businesses? Yes, I believe there is. I will
not reference the statistical data that has been previously disseminated by Kansas Inc., or KTEC, but
rather speak from what I see going on in our marketplace. My view is that Kansas, and the Heartland
in general, is still under-served. In particular, capital for seed, start-up and early stage investments
as well as risk capital for established and later stage smaller companies, particularly those located in
non-metropolitan areas, is still in short supply. The risk capital markets continue to be generally
focused elsewhere - on the Coasts and in the major metropolitan areas. There are not a lot of funds
spending time canvassing for deals in Kansas with the exception of the Kansas City metro area, and
to a lesser degree in Wichita. Even then, they tend to be focused on the bigger deals. The average
size of the institutional equity funds has gotten so large that, by necessity, they need to invest big
chunks of money - $10 million, $20 million or more at a time. Many companies in Kansas in need
of equity oriented financing are simply not going to be on the radar screen of these large institutional
players because of geographic location and/or company size. That’s a reality. KVCI and other
SBIC’s are able to serve many of these smaller businesses, however I believe there are others that do
not receive funding as venture firms focused on these smaller company investments are few in number
and relatively small in size such as KVCI.

With respect to the early stage deals, the big institutional players also tend to lean toward putting out
bigger dollars. They also prefer deals closer to home, with seasoned management and blue chip
sponsorship. This is more true today after the “tech wreck” on Wall Street in 2000. I just don’t see
many firms in our market making very many new early stage investments at this time. Taking the
Kansas City market as an example, investment activity in early stage companies significantly
accelerated in 1999 and the first half of 2000. Most of the funding since then has been follow-on
investments to fund big burn rates (negative cash flow) - not investments in new companies.
Valuations for technology companies have crashed and the follow-on financing is not available to the
extent it was last year at this time. This will likely continue to be the case for some time.
Additionally, the appetite of angel investors seems to be softening. This too is to be expected, given
the tech wreck and dot-com disasters. Also, the long term viability of many of early stage growth
companies’ business models are receiving greater scrutiny. This too is, as it should be. Clearly, more
deals have gotten done in our market over the past few years, but many did not get sufficient capital
or may not have investors with the financial wherewithal or network to take the companies to a point
of critical mass necessary to be self-supportive or to access the institutional or public equity markets.
In light of these factors I believe the availability of seed and early stage investment capital, which has
been on a positive trend line over the past few years, will reverse and the scarcity of capital for such
investments will continue. Therefore, I do believe there is merit to legislative consideration of the
state government playing a role in increasing the supply ofrisk capital for seed and early stage growth
companies.
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Can (or should) State government play a role in addressing these needs by facilitating risk capital
formation? Absolutely. Let me address this by referencing the success of the KVCI model. Since
1988, KVCI has invested over $30 million in 36 Kansas-based companies located in 17 Kansas
counties. Many of these companies would not have received the capital to grow or get through some
tough times had it not been for KVCI. I have attached an Exhibit to the back of this testimony to
highlight the investment provided to KVCI and the subsequent returns, financial and other, resulting
from the State’s investment. I won’t go into detail as it is pretty much speaks for itself, but will point
out that the economic development story is significant. The state and local taxes paid by KVCI
portfolio companies alone has paid for the State’s investment several times over. This is exclusive
of taxes paid as a result of significant capital gains taxes paid by equity holders in many of our
successful investments - the so-called “wealth effect.” Additionally, the returns continue to accrue
as KVCI makes new investments and our past investments continue to employ more Kansans, make
additional capital investments and pay significant state and local taxes. These returns continue to
accrue without additional State support. Clearly the Kansas Legislature, along with Kansas banks,
led by the Kansas Bankers Association, played a critical role in the KVCI success story. I believe the
attached Exhibit validates this success. State government can and, I believe should play an important
role in risk capital formation as needed and appropriate.

What are the key issues, potential risks and potential rewards to the State for being involved in seed
and venture capital mitiatives? Assuming the premise that the need has been established and the
Legislature elects to play a role in fulfilling the need, the key issues in my mind are as follows:

1) Drafting a bill with specific language to ensure legislative intent - the language must be specific
enough to ensure that the target companies receive the benefits.

2) Establishing appropriate oversight to ensure compliance and legislative intent - accountability
and integrity is critical.

3) Confidentiality of all portfolio company information and financial records - without it the
companies, the CFC’s and the program will not succeeded will be in jeopardy.

4) Attraction of experienced fund managers to manage CFC’s - crucial for program success.

5) Clearly establishing the State’s role as a facilitator and the CFC as the investment manager -
state government should not be in the business of picking winners and losers, but rather
facilitating those with the expertise to do so.

6) Shaping realistic expectations - because these are high risk investments the track record may
be poor. That is why the availability of capital is scarce.

The macro risks of State sponsored risk capital initiatives are well documented, debated and have
even been litigated over the past several years in Kansas. The micro risks are relevant and primarily
go to appropriate drafting and merit. Similar programs in other states have often found that
legislative intent was not accomplished due to poor drafting. Additionally, merit is often challenged
based on program structure and reach. The costs, benefits and reach must be carefully analyzed. The
rewards of State sponsored risk capital initiatives can be significant. Rewards to the state can and
must be measured beyond financial return on investment. The KVCI model validates this premise.

Finally, with respect to the proposed CFC legislation, I stand in support of the initiative as currently
being contemplated. Reducing the tax credit to 50%, while being more cost effective to the taxpayer,
will also ensure that capital is at risk and necessitate that appropriate risk/reward scrutiny is applied
to potential investments in order to generate returns for CFC shareholders. This is healthy and I
believe this is a significant improvement to the previous bill. Establishing an oversight mechanism
through KDOC to ensure that the spirit of the legislation is carried out is also important. Ifthe target
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is seed and early stage investments, there needs to be a mechanism to monitor compliance. I believe
there is merit to legislative initiatives to encourage investing in Kansas companies not effectively
served by existing private seed and venture capital mvestors. The CFC initiative as contemplated
should provide ample incentives to the private sector to step forward and play an important role in
filling the financing gap that currently exists for Kansas-based start-up, seed and early stage
businesses. Additionally, I believe the revised legislation also incorporates the necessary provisions
to ensure appropriate accountability and integrity.

Thank You for the opportunity to be here and I would be happy to answer questions.
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STATE INVESTMENTS AND RELATED RETURN ON INVESTMENT

State investments into KVCI

$5 million PMIB direct investment in KVCI preferred stock
$3.2 million in Kansas state tax credits to KVCI investors

Returns on the State’s investment in KVCI (unaudited - thru 12/31/00)

KVCI repaid the entire $5 million PMIB investment in full

KVCI paid the PMIB $75,000 in dividends

KVCI has invested approximately $30 million in 36 companies located in 17 counties
in Kansas

Approximately 25% of investment activity has been focused in smaller Kansas
communities

5,500+ jobs created or retained by KVCI portfolio companies since initial investment
$600+ million in cumulative payrolls paid to employees of KVCI portfolio companies
$100+ million in federal, state and local taxes paid by KVCI portfolio companies
$20+ million in state and local taxes paid by KVCI portfolio companies

$80+ million in capital expenditures made by KVCI portfolio companies

90% of KVCI portfolio companies increased sales subsequent to initial KVCI
investment

90% of KVCI portfolio companies increased employment subsequent to initial KVCI
investment

100% of KVCI portfolio companies invested in capital equipment and facilities
subsequent to initial KVCI investment

100% of KVCI portfolio companies leveraged KVCI funding with other private
sector financing (banks, other venture capital or private investors)

80% of KVCI portfolio companies continue today as going concerns

Six portfolio companies have transitioned to the public markets via IPO or an M&A
transaction

Current payroll of KVCI’s 24 existing portfolio companies exceeds $100 million
Since privatization, KVCI has continued to invest primarily in Kansas-based
companies with over $8 million of the $10.7 million in investments in 1999 and 2000
going to Kansas businesses including seven new investments.

Development of risk capital markets in Kansas

$30+ million invested by KVCI in Kansas-based businesses

$100+ million invested by other (non-Kansas) venture capital firms in KVCI portfolio
companies

$11+ million of public market equity raised by KVCI portfolio companies

$160+ million of private sector bank debt

KVCI has been the sole, lead or co-lead investor in 70% of all portfolio investments
KVCI has been the primary conduit for importing institutional venture capital to
Kansas-based small businesses

Financial leverage on the State’s $5 million investment exceeds 60 to 1
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February 2, 2001

Testimony of Harold S. Bradley
President, American Century Ventures
Kansas City, MO

Thank you Chairman Brownlee and members of the Senate Commerce Committee
for inviting me to participate in a discussion about venture capital and its impact on
economic development in Kansas and the region.

I am Harold Bradley, a Kansas resident, and the leader of the strategic investing
activities for American Century in Kansas City. American Century ranks among the
largest mutual fund and investment management organizations in the United States with
more than $100 billion in assets under management. We serve more than two mﬂ]ion
investors nationwide and 82,000 in Kansas. We are also proud to manage “Learning
Quest,” the post-secondary education savings program sponsored by the Kansas State
Treasurer’s office. More than 1,000 American Century workers reside in Kansas. We care
deeply about building a region with a robust and expanding economy.

My experience in the capital markets is broad and deep. At the Kansas City Board
of Trade in the late 1970s, I learned how futures and options markets help reduce the
business risk of producers and processors — and lead ultimately to more stable markets.
At American Century, I gained similar insights into the risk transference mechanisms of
the public equity markets. I have supervised equity trading activities for our mutual
funds and also managed more than $1.6 billion in two public equity funds.

In 1999, American Century asked me to evaluate and invest in newly emerging
companies that might enhance our abilities to better serve investors. We are now
committing $25 million a year through 2003 to private equity investments. Of the
roughly $56 million we have invested to date, only $2.5 million has found its way to local
private companies.

I have attached a chart that shows the geographic distribution of our invested
dollars. The pie looks very similar to often-circulated pie graphs depicting national

patterns of venture capital investments. Our money flows to Silicon Valley and to the
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high-technology corridors around Boston and Washington, D.C. Several themes seem to

be common to these areas:

Rich academic environments that create a perpetual pipeline of intellectual capital -
» Boston - Harvard and MIT
» Silicon Valley — Stanford, Berkeley and UC San Francisco
» Austin - University of Texas
» San Diego — U.C. San Diego
e Strong reliance on capital markets to underwrite risk, from start-up to Initial Public
Offering;
e Established networks of professional services experts and advisors;
e Risk capital providers in a concentrated and highly competitive environment
— The concentration of risk capital allows for co-investment by a number of firms
in a single company;
— Competition implies that entrepreneurs who seek to “lead” an investment
round have incentive to negotiate terms favorable to the person with the idea;
o A pattern of successful and established venture-backed companies that provide
potential “spin-out” deal flow, “serial” entrepreneurs and experienced management

teams.

Tn 2001, this region has not yet established leadership in any of the aforementioned
activities. The recent initiatives announced in Kansas City around the life sciences
initiative takes a step in this direction but we do not yet have systems in place to make the
promise of future rewards aligned with the perceived risk taken today by investors in new
Kansas companies.

My friend, Mike Brown, the chairman of Euronet Worldwide in Leawood, KS tells me
that his experience with the three public companies he has led -- Innovative Software,
Informix and Euronet -- produced jobs in the local economy “from out of the dust.” More

than 90% of his sales came from outside the region — and often from around the world.



Mike tells me that capital is just not available locally for companies after the start-up stage
when $10 million or so is required to build a truly sustainable business. Banks were not
designed for such high-risk activities. Managers for these companies spend time and
money away from building the business and travel to the coasts in an often fruitless
search for money.

Why is the search fruitless? Two years ago I invested as an “angel” in an Overland
Park-based company called Tidestone. The company has executives with an established
track record. Tidestone has established products, blue chip customers and actual
earnings. 1 recently introduced Tidestone managers to venture backers I know in New
York and California. They still can’t find the money...

Outside investors do not put money in Kansas companies because:

e They have plenty of good ideas stacked on their desks just “down the road;”

o Most early stage investors desire an active role in board meetings, in strategy plarning
and in assessing management capabilities — why fly 1,500 miles when you can drive 15
minutes;

o Private equity investing relies on strong relationships among professional investors
and we have not built bridges to the coasts;

e They want an “exit” that involves a planned public offering or possible acquisition;

e The absence of venture-backed success stories causes investors to shy away from the

region.

I believe seed capital from “angels” is available in our region but that companies often
cannot find “second round” capital of $1 million or more to develop the business. The
state must develop systems that create significant incentives for out-of-state investors to
underwrite companies as they grow if we are to build companies and keep them here.
The state should also seek to build and sustain research initiatives, including the purchase
of capital equipment and facilities. That's how intellectual capital will be attracted. That's

how jobs are created.
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We can create structures to support venture activities, business development and real
economic growth here in Kansas. Recently, I spent hours with entrepreneurs formerly
with Sprint who were seeking significant capital to fund business development. They are
also still looking. The words of Clayton Christensen, author of The Innovator’s

Dilemma, provide some context for this discussion:

“While established firms’ technological prowess (allowed them) to lead sustaining
innovations from the simplest to the most radical, the firms that led the industry in every
instance in developing and adopting disruptive technologies were entrants to the
industry, not its incumbent leaders...(n)ew companies usually include frustrated
engineers from established firms.”

I wonder how many frustrated engineers we have walking around Kansas right now
because they can't find money for their ideas.

Thank you for this opportunity to present my views.
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Excerpt from
Post Audit Report Entitled

Reviewing the State's
Investment in Venture Capital
January 1998 (98PA37)

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION OBTAINED IN SURVEY Of OTHER STATES

Kansas Arkansas Connecticut lowa
Year Slaie Began 1987 1986 1989 1989
Investments
Amount the State
Has Appropriated for $5 million $1.8 million $100 million $13.5 million

Venture Capital

Amount of Private
Money Invested in $1.75 million None None None
the State's Fund

Current Value of the

Eund $10.9 million $3 million $22.7 million $5.9 million
Number of

. 5 or 16% of 2 or 18% of : 26 or 38% of
:;r;;restments Whritten portiolio portfolio Not available portfolio

Types of Venture Bresssed, seed,

Capital Investments |Pre-seed and seed Seed Seed and starnt-up
- and venture
Made E
Debt, equity .
Types of Investment ; ; fo e Equity, sub-debt,
i o———— Equity and debt |Loans and royalties quasr-aqu_:ty. and and royalties ,
royalties :
Does the State allow ‘ No, although the
out-of-state Yes No No company can later
investments? leave the State
Number of Jobs
Created by 599 279 Not available Not available
Investments
Seed Capital Connecticut :
Campbell-Becker, Investment Innovations, inc., Iggva :'izgr?as?:tael
Inc., a private Program's Finance quasi-public rpcreatec.i
corporation that Manager in the organization sl
Func\manager contracts with Ad | Arkansas Science | consolidating Do;g;r:il:at;osna
Astra Limited and Technology | tech programs ri\F:ate ngn rofit
Partnership Authority, a state from State P + NOnp
: corporation
agency agencies
If fund manager is RTEC s limited

partner and has no
control over
investments.
Managers have
sole authority.

private, how much
control does the
State have over
investments?

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
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Maine Massachusetts Michigan Oregon Virginia Utah
Under
1997 1978 1981 1985 development 1983
$1.6 million $6.8 million $4.4 million $12.3 million $500,000 $3.1 million
Fund raising in Under
progress None No response None development None
; s o Under _
Not applicable $13.4 million No response $23 million development $9.7 million
: 12 or 14% of 9 or 19% of 20 or 17% of
hone portfolio Mo responise portfolio hohg portfolio
Seed, applied
research, Early seed or pre
Pre-seed Seed and start-up Seed prototype salable product Venture
development
Royalty based i |
Equity, debt, and ; : Under
agreements, : Equity and debt | Equity and deb! Loans
srefarred Etook royailties development
No, although the
company can :
No No No response GleE [ it To be determined No
State
Not available 6,600 Not available Not available Not available 6,000
Oregon
Maine Science . Resource and Utah Technology
Massachusetts Enterprise Finance
and Technology Technology Center for ;
. Technology Development . Corporation, an
Foundation, a Development Innovation . '
: Development Fund, an ; independent
nonprofit : : Fund, a public | Technology, a .
; Corporation, a independent, il s public
corporation ; 5 S beneficial limited :
quasi-public nonprofit limited iy : corporation
created by the COTBrAtGH SHRERE organization that|  partnership o —
Legislature P P P |contracts with the :‘15 aL ' :3 y
State e Legislature
A Board
appointed by the
Governor and the
Not applicable Not applicable No response f,::f;;ﬁf::ée& To be determined| Not applicable
the Senate
approves all
investments
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION OBTAINED IN SURVEY Of OTHER STATES

Kansas Arkansas Connecticut lowa
i Copern it | rovowne
How do fund q 1 g potential for return
. management, Review company's [ management,
managers decide = : ; and the general
whieh comparies o competitive business plan and | matching funds, economic impact
P unigueness, sound cash flow competitive

invest in?

planning, and profit

advantage, and

on the State or

potential viable technology COmmURIRY
Wheo approves the . e g
fund managers’ Hogne: o Board's Investment Orggnlzatlon s Corporation's
. managers have . Finance
investment : Committee ; Board
iy sole authority Committee
decisions?
Can'tinvest more | Can't have eguity
What restrictions than 10% of the investments and Con;péarl:g( ;n bet
apply to the State's commitments in can' invest more taEFFAIE gbase d None
investments? any single portfolio| than $500,000 in in éonr?:cticut
company any one company
F'I.e ann_ual File annual audits
fnenegl File annual audit |and reports to the
What reporting statements to p File periodic
. - and monthly reports| fund's Board,
requirements do the limited partners : i o reports to the
with ASTA's Vice- which is
fund managers and annual report ; . Board, Governor,
President of appointed by the :
have? to Kansas Dept. of ; and Legislature
Finance Governor and
Commerce and .
Housi Legislature
ousing
Flat fee on one
How are the fund e . Budget set
; or percent, Salary with a
managers paid for ; : Salary annually by the
. ; whichever is small bonus i
their services? fund's Board
greater, on the
other fund
Al This isn't a concern
managers allowed to |No, unless the fund i
. since the fund
own personal stock has rejected the Sseatibown et No No
in the portfolio company P agiesy
companies? .
If the fund managers
are responsible for
more than one
T h : . .
panfojlo; can ey Yes Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable

invest fund money in
companies they've
invested in for the
other portfolios?
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which has three

Organization's

Maine Massachusetts Michigan Oregon Virginia Utah
Company must be . Determine
Review .
early state . probability that
Review the technology, have ";:?:i?;‘f;t Eﬂﬁf;ggﬁ&?: funds will be
£apHeily Tor palentiel o creaate success, product| generate a risk- |To be determined repaid, potential
commercializ- [ new employment, market‘abili atitsted market return on
ation and must be having VL at:é riz t afatur investment, and
difficulty raising ret M types of jobs that
capital eturn will be created
Investment
Advisory Board,

No one; fund

Loan Committees

industries
targeted by the
Governor for

must be made in

than 49% of any
one company
unless need to own

No response

<an only invest
up to 10% of the
fund in any one

g g composed of
foundation B Ge{;ﬁﬁ; ?j: dner OrgaBrgzarlgon S managers have trustees and
members and final authority corporation
two outside personnel
members
Investments Can't own more

To be determined

Can'tinvest in
the company's

and citizens

more to protect enterprise equy
economic growth investment '
e Fie perioic
File monthly . port, Ir 9 reports with the
: Provide annual . audited I
reports with ) File quarterly No separate corporation, its
‘ reports and audits . statement by .
fund's Board and reports with the ) reporting Board, the
to the Governor and| |-~ independent : .
annual reports ; limited partners . e requirements | Legislature, and
with Legislature Legisiature accoumllng firm, applicable
to Legislature

Federal agencies

Pro bono and a

Receive a % of

Receive annual

company with extra
operating cash

$20,000 Receive fee from | the fund balance | fee calculated by Bbeaives cori?;g:;l?ee
administrative the income and and up to negotiated StEntof the for:mons
fee based on gains of the $500,000 of agreement— ?und bualarite T —— f):)r
volume of investments interest earned | current total is otherga i
transactions on idle funds $391,200 perie
Not applicable
No No No response No To be determined| . SINce the
Investments are
loans only
Yes, for short-term
investments as
Not applicable | needed to supplya| No response No To be determined

Not applicable
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GROWING NEW BUSINESSES

WITH SEED AND VENTURE CAPITAL:
STATE EXPERIENCES AND OPTIONS

By _
ROBERT G. HEARD AND JOHN SIBERT, PH.D.
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Since their initial meeting in 1908 to discuss interstate water problems, the Governors have
worked through the National Governors' Association to deal collectively with issues of public
policy and governance. The association's ongoing mission is to support the work of the
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focus gubernatorial attention on federal legislation or on state-level issues.
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through its offices in the Hall of the States in Washington, D.C. The association serves as a
vehicle for sharing knowledge of innaovative programs among the states and provides technical
assistance and consultant services to Governors on a wide range of management and policy
issues.

The Center for Best Practices is a vehicle for sharing knowledge about innovative state activities,
exploring the impact of federal initiatives on state government, and providing technical
assistance to states. The center works in a number of policy fields, including agriculture and rural
development, economic development, education, energy and environment, health, social
services, technology, trade, transportation, and workforce development.
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SUMMARY

Entrepreneurs dominate the most rapidly growing segments of the U.S. economy. Young, high-growth
firms reguire large amounts of outside capital long before they can tap traditional sources of debt
from banks or equity from the public stock markets. Private equity from individuals or highly
specialized venture capital companies fills this gap.

Venture capital is largely focused in a few key regions—Boston and Silicon Valley, and more
recently, Austin, New York, Denver, and Seattle. Creating an entrepreneurial environment in other
parts of the nation depends, in part, on the availability of venture capital.

States have been working to increase venture investing for several years. To serve local
entrepreneurs—and in this way create new wealth and quality jobs for their citizens—most states
have adopted programs to deliver, encourage, or facilitate the formation of local seed and venture
capital resources. States have pursued four basic strategies:

« expand the knowledge of seed and venture investing;

= promote the visibility of entrepreneurs to investors and of investors to entrepreneurs;
e create investment capital to fill a gap or grow a sector; and

e create investment capital to build a seed and venture capital industry.

From these experiences, it is possible to draw some lessons to guide future state efforts to
increase venture investing.

e In the best cases, state leaders take the initiative in getting programs launched and helping set
long-term direction. They rely on private-sector managers to make the investment decisions.

e The best programs recognize that the challenge of capital formation is not so much about money
as it is about knowledge—how the business community understands seed and venture capital,
what steps are involved, what are the do’s and don‘ts, and what it looks and feels like to build a
world-class company.

e The best programs are long term in perspective. Shortcuts can lead to embarrassment.

e The best programs treat the state as a valued financial partner entitled to a return on investment.

e The best programs are not afraid to make money.

e The best programs are careful not to oversell.

e The best programs are large enough to make a difference.

e The best programs are governed not by encoded rules but by discretion exercised by trained
professionals and experienced laymen.

Venture capital is critical to growing the new businesses that will drive the “new economy.”
Finding ways to nurture the culture of entrepreneurs, and the capital that feeds them, must be a top
priority of states.



INTRODUCTION

Capital, particularly seed and venture capital, is critical to growing the new businesses that will drive
the new economy. States can play a significant role in facilitating these small and medium-size firms’
access to the investment resources they need to flourish. This paper provides an overview of
programs selected to help define the important design parameters for effective state programs. Much
of the information is based on the reported experiences of National Association of State Venture
Funds (NASVF) members. Looking at current and former state programs, a wide range of
experimentation is evident. The successes and failures can guide future program design to meet the
various state and regional capital needs across the nation.

The paper also defines basic forms of risk capital and identifies providers of seed and venture
capital. Appendix A presents data on venture investing by industry sector, average deal size, and
state. Coupled with the discussions of state-sponsored seed and venture capital funds and programs,
the information provides a snapshot of the status of capital access in the United States.

Case studies of successful programs in Colorado, Indiana, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania are
reported in Appendix B. The case studies emphasize the role of state government and critical success
factors. These and other programs reveal important lessons about what works best to increase access
to capital. Program criteria or benchmarks for evaluating state venture capital programs are applied to
the three case study programs.

NASVF has an ongoing study of state programs to increase access to capital. Survey findings from
programs in about two-thirds of the states are presented in Appendix C. The results reflect the range
of practices and capital sources on which states are relying to expand investment resources.

THE IMPORTANCE OF SEED AND VENTURE CAPITAL

Upstart entrepreneurs increasingly dominate the nation's economy. The life cycle of many new
products has become so short that businesses can succeed in today's world only by moving rapidly
from a good idea, to a great product, to global distribution. In the past, a business could grow
incrementally from region to region, usually from internally generated capital. Today, the demand for
rapid growth requires outside capital. Banks do not provide this type of money, and the stock market
is an option only for established firms. Private seed and venture capital fills the gap, so much so that
private equity has become an integral part of the capital structure of most high-growth firms.
Professional seed and venture investing is still a relatively new phenomenon.

Starting after World War II with the Boston-based American Research and Development
Corporation, the seed and venture capital industry grew slowly until the early 1970s. Even now, with
billions invested every year, the industry is still largely focused in a few key regions—Austin, Boston,
Silicon Valley, and more recently, Austin, New York, Denver, and Seattle. Even so, young
entrepreneurs with world-class ideas have emerged from communities across the nation. Microsoft
began in Albuquerque, New Mexico, Gateway in North Sioux City, South Dakota, and WorldCom in
Jackson, Mississippi. Yet most entrepreneurs find the challenge of raising capital to be daunting. In
much of the United States, seed and venture capital is largely invisible, and, when located in a distant
city, these investment resources are hard to access. Entrepreneurs are much more likely to find and
accept capital when it is available locally and is delivered by people they know and trust. Investing



relies on relationships. The greater the opportunity to build relationships, the greater the chance for
understanding and trust to develop; money can then flow to worthwhile ventures.

Seed and venture capital, delivered locally by resident professionals, is a key ingredient for
growing entrepreneurship, particularly in communities where the knowledge and experience of
business venturing is less common. For policymakers concerned about local, state, and regional
economic development, finding ways to nurture the culture of entrepreneurs, and the capital that
feeds them, must become a top priority.

BAsic FORMS OF Risk CAPITAL

There are five basic forms of risk capital: research and development (R&D), innovation, seed,
venture, and mezzanine. Each form is delivered by different entities, has distinct outcome measures,
and has varying degrees of risk and reward (see figure). All of these factors must be taken into
account in considering how states might act to make sure these resources are more available to
entrepreneurs.

The innovation process appears linear, but it is not. The forms of capital are complementary, and
often they are used together to meet the capital needs of an indiviaual company. The following are
common definitions for these basic forms of risk capital.

* Research and development capital—funds invested in support of basic research and
' development.
» Innovation capital—funds invested for applied research to develop new products.
* Seed capital—funds invested to support new and young companies without fully established
commercial operations, launch new products, or continue research and product development.

e Venture capital—long-term equity capital invested in rapidly expanding enterprises with an
expectation of significant capital gains, often for product roll-out. Typical investee companies
have demonstrated sales but are not yet profitable.

¢ Mezzanine capital—capital invested with a structure involving subordinated debt, generally in
profitable, established companies.



PROVIDERS OF SEED AND VENTURE CAPITAL
Providers of seed and venture capital include angel investors, seed funds, and venture funds.

ANGEL INVESTORS

Individual investors, or “angels,” and loosely organized groups of angel investors dwarf conventional
seed and venture capital funds as the primary sources of start-up and early-stage capital, once the
resources of friends, relatives, and the entrepreneur are exhausted. Angels accommodate early-stage
companies’ smaller financing needs, which are generally incompatible with the investment priorities of
institutional venture capitalists (VCs). These incompatibilities arise because of the limited size of a
particular round of financing, limited, future anticipated needs, or the higher risk profile in start-up
rounds. In some cases, the company seeking financing is in an industry sector that is not in favor
with the larger venture capital partnerships. This large, mostly unorganized source of angel capital
does not attract the publicity that organized investors do. VCs have traditionally viewed angel
investors unfavorably. The equity or debt positions these early-in investors take can sometimes make
the venture investor’s later position less rewarding.

A typical angel is a high-net worth individual with an interest and knowledge in a particular
business sector, often because that is where he or she gained personal wealth. Angels can help a
start-up company with their considerable experierce. They can also cause considerable harm if they
are naive about the needs of the business. An angel will frequently become an active advisor to the
company and often take a seat on its board of directors.

SEED FUNDS

Seed funds are professionally managed investment partnerships, or limited liability companies (LLCs),

that invest in very young, seed-stage companies. Seed capital has always been considered a part of
venture capital, specifically directed to early-stage ventures. In the early years, all venture capital was
seed capital, supporting the launch of high-risk, technology-based concepts such as computer
networks (e.g., Wang) and, later, personal computers (e.g., Apple). Over time, venture investors
discovered they could apply the techniques of private seed investing to more mature companies,
particularly those positioned to grow extremely rapidly. Such companies could profitably use very
large amounts of money, making it practical for investors to assemble much larger investment funds.

In the 1970s and 1980s, early-stage investors became scarce. Only recently has seed-stage
venture capital experienced a resurgence, almost entirely because of the Internet. Developing
Internet software costs relatively little, but marketing and implementing Internet strategies costs
millions. Because the time it takes to multiply the value of these companies and gain an exit—through
the sale of the company or an initial public offering—can be very short, sometimes only months,
professional seed capital has made a comeback in this sector.

The traditional seed investor selects companies with strong, proprietary technology, elegant
products that solve big problems, a homogenous base of customers with good access to purchasing
decisionmakers, a strong management team, and a viable strategy for achieving liquidity. Most seed
investors look at hundreds of proposals before selecting a handful for investment.
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VENTURE FUNDS

Venture capital plays a minor role in funding basic innovation; in 1997 only about 6 percent of the $10
billion VCs invested went to start-ups.! The majority of investments went to follow-on funding for
projects originally developed by individual investors, public research centers, and private corporations.
Venture capitalists usually invest only in high-growth business sectors where they can see a rapid—
five years or less—return on their investment. Venture capital is not patient capital. The “hot”
business sectors of a few years ago, such as genetic engineering and computer hardware companies
that now have a longer payout horizon, are no longer the favored investment targets. At least in the
very active VC regions, the focus has shifted to the Internet and multimedia and telecommunications
businesses. Venture capitalists invest in business sectors that are growing rapidly but have not yet
reached the competitive shakeout stage. They fill a gap between the early or start-up stage and the
later consolidation stage. Many companies that provided high returns for venture capitalists in earlier
industry cycles no longer exist. For example, the disk drive industry had more than forty venture-
backed companies in 1983; by 1984, the industry market value had dropped from $5.4 billion to
$1.4 billion.”> Today, five major players remain. Venture capitalists operate in a niche where
traditional, low-cost financing is not available and an investor will exit the company and the industry
before they top out.

Venture firms can afford to take substantial risks because of the large upside of a few of their
investments. Conventional royalties or interest payments on loans do not provide this level of returns.
Such returns would ravage a small company’s financial position or violate usury laws. The
performance of a typical VC portfolio per $1,000 invested is shown in the following table.

Venture Capital Performance

Bad Alive Okay Good Great Total
Investment $200 $400 $200 $100 $100 $1,000
Payout: Year 5 $0 1X 5X 10X 20X NA
Gross Return $0 $400 $1,000 $1,000 $2,000 $4,400
Net Return ($200) $0 $800 $900 $1,900 $3,400

The net returns are accumulated from a minority of the investments; most of the returns come
from 10 percent of the portfolio. Venture capitalists invest in fast-growing industries. The sectors that
states and regions want to expand, for example, manufacturing and biotechnology, may not provide
the kind of returns a VC would expect.

CURRENT STATUS OF CAPITAL ACCESS IN THE UNITED STATES
PRIVATE SEED AND VENTURE CAPITAL
Several firms produce annual or quarterly reports on venture capital in the United States. Although

these reports are useful, they focus on a select segment of capital—professional venture capital—to
the exclusion of venture investments by corporations, public entities, and private individuals.
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However, the reports indicate where equity capital is concentrated, how shifts in regional investment
are occurring, and what kinds of industries are attracting investment. PriceWaterhouseCoopers’
MoneyTree™ report summarizes venture capital investment in the United States.?

The pace of investing in 1999 was truly remarkable, reaching $35.6 billion, compared with
$14.2 billion in 1998, an increase of 150 percent. The number of companies receiving investment
rose by 41 percent and the average deal size rose to $8.9 million, a 71-percent increase over 1998.

For the first time in five years of the MoneyTree™ survey, annual investments in nontechnology
companies declined. Technology investments, including Internet investments, accounted for more
than 90 percent of all investments in 1999. Internet-related investments alone, which cut across all
standard industry classifications, increased nearly six-fold from $3.4 billion in 1998 to $19.9 billion in
1999, accounting for 56 percent of total investments.

California increased its share of total investments from 41 percent in 1998 to 47 percent in 1999.
Massachusetts, New York, Texas, and Colorado rounded out the top five. Hawaii, Montana, West
Virginia, and the District of Columbia were the largest percentage gainers in 1999, each starting from
a relatively low base in 1998. Eight states experienced a decline in investments.

Formative-stage companies, those in the start-up and early stages of development, garnered the
most funding, $15 billion, or 42 percent of the total. Moreover, they represented 50 percent of all
companies receiving funding. On average, each formative-stage company received $7.5 million, up
from $4.2 million in 1998. Average funding for Internet-related, formative-stage companies was even
larger, rising to $8.9 million for the year—an investment not for the faint of heart.

Venture capital’s migration to larger investments has widened the capital gap for smaller
companies. For many, seed and early-stage capital needs are in the $500,000 to $2 million range,
largely below the VC horizon. Although venture capital firms are an important element in the
financing of entrepreneurial companies, they clearly fill only a part of the need for capital. In addition,
the concentration of VC activity in a few regions leaves large areas of the nation underserved. Local
angel investors provide a resource in many states. The volume of angel and other noninstitutional
investments has been estimated to be three to five times greater than traditional VC investments.
Largely concentrated in regions of existing entrepreneurial strength, would-be angel investors can be
found in every major community in every state. Certain states are learning to tap this resource
through networking and training events and the formation of angel investor groups. Other states are
making appropriate forms of seed and venture capital accessible and visible through a variety of
state-sponsored and state-facilitated funds.

Private equity has become a necessary component in the capital structure of many young
companies. The speed of global commerce dictates that entrepreneurs competing to be world class
must find large amounts of equity capital. Moreover, geography still makes a difference. Investors
attract entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs attract investors. Regions that have managed to assemble a
critical mass of both are outpacing the rest of the nation in finding prosperity in the new economy.
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STATE-SPONSORED AND STATE-FACILITATED FUNDS

To serve local entrepreneurs—and in this way create new wealth and quality jobs for their citizens—
most states have adopted programs to deliver, encourage, or facilitate the formation of local seed and
venture capital resources. States have pursued four basic strategies:

. expand the knowledge of seed and venture investing;

° promote the visibility of entrepreneurs to investors and of investors to entrepreneurs;
° create investment capital to fill a gap or grow a sector; and

o create investment capital to build a seed and venture capital industry.

Of these four basic strategies, the first two are critical to building a culture of entrepreneurship
and risk capital investing that makes venturing a viable career path for young people. Knowledge of
how seed and venture investing works and how investors think and make decisions gives a would-be
entrepreneur a much better chance to assemble a plan that will attract money. Making the two camps
visible to each other, through venture forums and networking events, makes it possible for
relationships to form and trust to develop; these relationships are key to facilitating investment.

The third strategy is the most common and is often based on state policymakers’ desire to
promote an industry sector that is of strategic importance to the state. Typical mission statements
include language such as “for the purpose of providing funding for the start-up of new technology,
modernization of existing businesses through dual-use technology, and enhancement of service
delivery systems to promote economic development and security.” Economic development, national
competitiveness, and social missions may be outcomes of venture capital investment, but they are not
goals of most VCs. Venture investors mainly seek to optimize the return on investment by maximizing
profit while minimizing risk and reducing exit time. In contrast, a government-sponsored strategy may
aim resources at early-stage companies or industry sectors not generally attractive to venture
capitalists or focus on later-stage, low-cost financing for companies unable to obtain conventional
financial assistance.

The fourth strategy is based on the belief that the best way to serve aspiring, young companies is
to help ensure that they have access to a robust, professional seed and venture capital industry with
deep local roots and a variety of local investing talent. In this approach, targeting is accomplished by
selecting private seed and venture funds that specialize in the targeted sectors. The state adopts the
philosophy that an investment discipline that seeks to optimize the return on investment is the most
efficient way to achieve the greatest economic development. The state’s goals are therefore aligned
with those of the venture investor, enabling the state to invest in the best available seed and venture
funds. These funds, though totally private, are state-sponsored and accomplish state goals.

STATE-SPONSORED SEED AND VENTURE CAPITAL PROGRAMS

Businesses never seem to have enough capital, and professional venture investors are generally in
short supply. Faced with this situation, many state and regional development agencies are gearing up
to serve this market. Of course, some states have plowed this ground before. The models fall into the
following basic categories.

DIRECT INVESTMENT BY STATE AGENCIES. As the typical model for early science and technology

agencies, this approach has seen its day. Public managers have found it difficult to keep trained staff,
tough to maintain appropriate investment standards, and, for most, impossible to retain the support
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of their legislatures. Contrary to this trend, the Connecticut Innovations Fund, the Maryland
Enterprise Fund, and the Massachusetts Technology Finance Authority continue to perform at a
high level.

INVESTMENT IN PRIVATELY MANAGED, GEOGRAPHICALLY RESTRICTED FuNDs. Commeon in the mid-1980s
to late 1980s, this approach has suffered some highly visible failures, notably pension fund programs
in Kansas and Missouri. Although private management has proven to be the better route for most
states, not all private managers are good investors. Choosing a good investment team takes
extensive research and careful judgment.

A program may have strong managers but be burdened with restrictions that make quality
investing impossible. For example, severe geographical constraints, though politically popular, usually
prove counterproductive. Demanding too much from even the best professionals can stretch them
beyond their skills. Failure of another kind—malfeasance—can occur when there is no oversight of
fund managers, limited accountability, and nonexistent guidelines, as in the Magnolia Fund in
Mississippi.

The best-known success story in this category is the Massachusetts Capital Resources
Corporation. From the beginning, this fund has benefited from experienced, private managers
pursuing a narrowly focused strategy of later-stage investing.

Tax CReDIT INCENTIVES FOR PRIVATE INVESTMENT. Maine, Ohio, and Puerto Rico offer tax credits to
individual angel investors. The guidelines are targeted to encourage seed-stage technology ventures.
Many states give tax credits to investors in qualifying venture capital partnerships. The typical credit is
20 percent to 30 percent of the amount invested. Indiana, Vermont, and West Virginia have
mobilized successful private venture funds using this limited tool. The most generous tax credits are
given to entities known as certified capital companies, or CAPCOs. In these models, which originated
in Louisiana, insurance companies receive premium tax credits equal to 100 percent to 120 percent
of the amount they loan to or invest in a CAPCO. In Louisiana there has been some controversy
regarding CAPCOs; the state is currently evaluating the outcomes and cost-effectiveness of the
program.

INVESTMENT IN A PORTFOLIO OF PRIVATE SEED AND VENTURE CAPITAL PARTNERSHIPS. Pension funds
have invested in private seed and venture capital partnerships for years, but it took the Michigan
Strategic Fund to apply the model with economic development as a goal. The Maryland Venture
Capital Trust, the Oklahoma Capital Investment Board, and the Hawaii Strategic Development
Corporation have continued to refine this approach. Investments are made in several private
partnerships, along with other investors. The strategy is to select partnerships that are expected to
produce excellent market returns while contributing to the growth of a healthy, local venture capital
industry. The model is a good way to diversify risk and helps focus a rich variety of experienced
investors on the legitimate capital needs of local businesses. In these states, the results have been
impressive. A private venture capital industry has been launched, and millions have been invested in
local businesses at little or no cost to the states. The New Mexico Investment Council and Oregon
Growth Account have similar new programs, and new initiatives are being designed in Arizona,
California, and Ohio. The Kansas Technology Enterprise Corporation, the New Hampshire
Business Development Corporation, and the New Jersey Economic Development Authority all have
made commitments to private venture capital partnerships.
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MoBILIZATION OF ANGEL NETWORKS. Beginning in the mid-1990s in California’s Silicon Valley,
networks of angel investors began to assemble. The Band of Angels, with about 100 members, meets
monthly and invites two or three companies to make presentations. Typical individual member
investments are about $50,000; totals raised range from $100,000 to $2 million. This loose network
model has been replicated with varying success in New York City and several states, including
Minnesota, New Mexico, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Virginia.

Recently, states or regions have attempted to facilitate the formation of these angel networks.
Iowa has dedicated funds to support workshops in the state to help aggregate, educate, and
mobilize angel networks. These workshops, offered by the National Association of State Venture
Funds, have been successfully convened in twenty-five communities and thirteen states, including
Alabama, California, Idaho, Illinois, Maine, Minnesota, Missouri, New Mexico, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, and Texas.

MATCHMAKING SERVICES. Brokering programs, or “capital networks,” are operating in several regions
around the nation. These programs match start-up companies with suitable investors through
computer databases. Both potential investors and companies seeking financing are charged a fee;
when a suitable match is found, the parties are introduced. The amount of support is negotiated and
varies with the program. The first of these brokering programs was started in New Hampshire in
the late 1980s. Other successful programs can be found in Kansas and Austin, Texas. The federal
Small Business Administration is promoting a nationwide version of a capital network called ACE-Net.

REGULATORY REFORM. Many states are changing their rules for regulating securities. The most
common initiatives, exemplified by Missouri, are to adopt simple forms for filing small public
offerings—commonly known as SCOR (small corporate offering registration) offerings—and to permit
filings in one state to be automatically approved in other states. In a new approach, California
recently approved the use of publicly held venture funds.

To implement a state investment program, some states have found it necessary to amend their
constitutions to permit the investment of state funds in private concerns. Kansas and Oklahoma
have sought and won voter approval of such amendments.

SOURCES OF CAPITAL
States, regions, and cities continue to find creative ways to help capitalize local venture investing
partnerships.

FOUNDATIONS

In Birmingham, Alabama, the Education Foundation of the University of Alabama committed
$2 million in 1994 as a for-profit investment in a local seed fund. The foundation, as the lead investor,
spurred commitments from a bank, local utility, and life insurance company.

ALLOCATED STATE FUNDS
Alaska, Arkansas, Illinois, Iowa, Nebraska, Pennsylvania, and Utah are among the states

that have directly allocated state funds for venture investing activities. The Alaska Science and
Technology Foundation received a $100-million endowment from state oil royalties during a three-
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year period, and it uses the earnings to invest in technology infrastructure and early-stage companies.
The Arkansas Science and Technology Authority receives about $1 million annually for direct seed
investing. The Utah Technology Finance Corporation received $1 million in 1994, investing these
funds in Wasatch Venture Fund, a small business investment company based in Salt Lake City.

DEDICATED STATE REVENUES

Oil and gas royalties have been used to capitalize large programs in Alberta, Canada, and Michigan.
VenCap Equities, of Calgary, received a $200-million loan from the province of Alberta derived from
mineral royalties. The loan has no fixed payments, matures in 2013, and takes 50 percent of fund
profits. The Michigan Strategic Fund was originally capitalized by a dedicated source of oil and gas
revenues, and it now relies on state lottery earnings. The Oregon Growth Account, launched in 1998,
receives 1.5 percent of the state’s lottery revenues.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDITS

Investment tax credits have been used, primarily in the 1980s, to support the formation of private
venture funds. The typical credit is 20 percent to 30 percent of the amount invested. Kansas,
Indiana, and Vermont have mobilized successful private venture funds with this limited tool. In
some states the credits are transferable, giving tax-exempt investors an opportunity to realize the
value of the incentive by selling the credits. The most generous programs support entities known as
certified capital companies (CAPCOs) by providing insurance companies witn premium tax credits
equal to 100 percent to 120 percent of the amount they loan to or invest in a CAPCO.

CREDIT-ENHANCED NOTES

Most development finance organizations were organized as lenders or bond issuers. For many, finding
debt capital is much easier than raising equity. Some finance agencies have learned how to use forms
of credit-enhanced debt to raise significant amounts of private capital for venture fund investments.
The Oklahoma Capital Investment Board uses a tax credit-backed guarantee to borrow from banks,
and the Oklahoma Development Finance Authority issues reserve fund-backed notes. In 1986 Illinois
used proceeds from a general obligation bond to invest $5 million in a privately managed Illinois-
focused fund. Now matured, this investment has vielded millions in profits that are currently being
reinvested in several local partnerships by the Illinois Development Finance Authority. Such programs
work best with nonamortizing debt, because repayment schedules are matched to revenues from
investments.

INDIVIDUAL INVESTORS

Individuals are the primary source of capital for many small, regional funds. ML Oklahoma Venture
Partners, formed in 1988 by Merrill Lynch, was sold as a publicly traded limited partnership to more
than 1,000 investors. More typically, a private, limited liability company or limited partnership is sold
to a few accredited investors. The strategy of the fund and the reputation of the fund managers are
critical to the success of such offerings.

BANKS

Banks are a tremendous source of capital for local venture funds. In the aggregate, the venture
capital subsidiaries of commercial banks produced an internal rate of return (IRR) in excess of 20
percent from 1980 through 1996. With such returns, and with the renewed health of bank holding
companies, many banks are exploring venture fund opportunities. Banks in Arkansas recently
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capitalized Diamond State Ventures, and the Indiana Community Development Corporation, a
multibank community development corporation, has been a model of success for more than twelve
years.

INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS

Of course, the deep pockets for venture capital are pension funds, endowment funds, and other
institutional investors. As fiduciaries, they must comply with prudent standards of care. Such
standards vary but always involve issues of asset allocation, diversification, and professional
management. Gaining the support of fiduciary investors for local venture capital programs is possible,
but only if:

e the investor has a need for venture capital assets;

»  the investment provides sufficient diversification or complements an existing diversification plan;
e the investment offers appropriate, exceptional profit potential; and

e the investment comes with a proven management team.

If these conditions are met, institutional investors may be willing to direct significant resources
to quality programs.

LESSONS LEARNED FROM PROGRAMS TO INCREASE ACCESS TO CAPITAL

In recent years, states have tried many experiments to increase access to capital. They have learned
much from the failures as well as the successes. It is clear that government support and policy
direction, combined with private-sector market discipline, is an effective formula for accelerating local
development. Government has a very poor track record as a direct investor. Bureaucrats are not in a
good position to make business investment decisions; the reward system in a bureaucracy punishes
risk-taking, a critical factor in early-stage investing. On the other hand, relying exclusively on the
private sector to meet the changing needs of today’s entrepreneurs leaves many states watching and
waiting while other regions jump ahead.

In the best cases, state leaders take the initiative in getting programs launched and helping set
long-term direction. They rely on experienced, private-sector managers to make the day-to-day
investment decisions. States must be involved in selecting these managers, using rigorous standards
common in the industry, and must regularly monitor the progress and performance of the managers.

The best programs recognize that the challenge of capital formation is not so much about money
as it is about knowledge—how the business community understands seed and venture capital, what
steps are involved, what are the do's and don'ts, and what it looks and feels like to build a world-class
company. Creating visible access to an abundant source of capital is just one way of supporting the
growth of this culture and helping young people gain the courage to venture. Each state has someone
doing good work in this arena; state leaders should build on this momentum.

The best programs are long term in perspective. Making good investments takes time, and
building an industry prepared to make and manage these investments takes even longer.
Policymakers should expect no measurable impact for at least five years and do nothing to
compromise the integrity of the investment process. Many states have taken shortcuts, only to be
embarrassed. Organizations need to take the time to find the right people and make the right
investments.
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The best programs treat the state as a valued financial partner, not as a chump. When states
commit capital, support programs with tax incentives, or bear risk in any way, they should be
compensated with an opportunity for a financial return commensurate with the risk they take.
Although it may seem counterintuitive for an economic development strategy, when states give things
away, the integrity of a venture capital program becomes compromised and the results are
disappointing.

The best programs are not afraid to make money. They focus on access to capital, not the cost of
capital, and adopt the philosophy that the companies that are growing most rapidly and are the most
profitable produce the most desirable economic development. These are good investments, the type
that disciplined investors want to find. Within the strategy and guidelines established for the program,
program managers should work hard to make money and expect the investment managers to do the
same.

The best programs are careful not to oversell. The expectations of the various stakeholders and
customers may be at odds. The business customers may see state-sponsored funds as a low-cost
source of money, the investment community may see them as a_competitor, and the economic
development organizations will expect them to create jobs overnight. There is no way that such a
program can completely satisfy all of those expectations.

The best programs are large enough to make a difference—bend the trend or do not bother. Big
funds and little funds require the same processes and, ultimately, the same amount of work; little
funds sometimes take more work. Creating a large, visible source of seed and venture capital will help
generate a willingness on the part of would-be entrepreneurs to take the plunge. This is not to say a
large program must deploy its capital in a fixed timeframe. The program should never stretch to fill
the portfolio but wait for the right opportunities.

Finally, the best programs are governed not by encoded rules but by discretion exercised by
trained professionals and experienced laymen. Statutory programs can get overloaded with details
and constraints to the point that the best investment managers will want nothing to do with them.
Quality programs are built on carefully selected, quality people. They should do everything possible to
get the right folks on board from the very start.

BENCHMARKS FOR ANALYZING PROGRAM OPTIONS TO INCREASE ACCESS TO
CAPITAL

When considering options for developing capital programs, the benchmark criteria for analyzing such
options should include questions related to program design, management practices, and program
results.

Program Design—Is the program designed to work and make a difference? Program design

considerations include the:

. pursuit of clear investment and strategic objectives—the extent to which the program’s
investment and strategic objectives are clearly articulated;

° effectiveness of scale—the extent to which the program delivers resources that make a

difference;
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leveraging of nonstate resources—the extent to which the program mobilizes nonstate
resources;

building of private-sector capacity—the extent to which the program expands and enriches
the capacity of private-sector capital providers to serve strategic market needs;

responsiveness to market needs—the extent to which the program meets real investment
needs;

thoroughness of investment and lending disciplines—the thoroughness of the program’s
credit policies and analysis procedures;

appropriateness of the risk management strategy—the appropriateness of the program’s risk
management strategy;

responsiveness to stakeholder needs while maintaining portfolio integrity—the extent to
which the program maintains discipline while satisfying stakeholders; and

system of administration—the extent to which the program focuses on thorough record
keeping, useful reports, and planning, scheduling, and constructive accountability.

Management Practices—Is the program being implemented effectively? Management practices
considerations relate to:

getting the job done—producing the targeted volume within the expected range of returns
and losses as well as the competency of staff in understanding credit policies, performing
analysis, negotiating contracts, closing loans and investments, monitoring performance, and
taking corrective actions;

centralized versus decentralized decisionmaking—effectiveness in delegating decisions to
the lowest possible level;

public versus private investment—effectiveness in engaging private lenders and investors to
serve the state’s strategic goals; and

system of controls—effectiveness in maintaining quality and a commitment to engage in self-
correcting thinking and actions.

Program Results—Did effective implementation produce the desired results? Program results
considerations focus on comparing results with goals and evaluating costs and benefits:

compare results with goals to determine the extent to which the program met its goals; and
evaluate costs and benefits to assess the relative efficiency and productivity of the program.
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APPENDIX A: VENTURE CAPITAL INVESTMENT

Data presented in this appendix are from PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 1999 Venture Capital Report,
MoneyTree.™ The MoneyTree™ report is available from PriceWaterhouseCoopers' Global MoneyTree
Program. Visit <http://pwcmoneytree.com> or call 888/609-7117.

NATIONAL QUARTERLY VENTURE CAPITAL INVESTMENT, 1995—1999 (DOLLARS IN BILLIONS)

%5 in billion
-

>
\

B1 a2

1985 1996 1997 1992
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INVESTMENT BY INDUSTRY SECTOR, 1995—1999 (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

Industry

Biotechnology

Business Services
Computers and Peripherals
Consumer Services
Electronics/Instrumentation
Financial Services
Healthcare Services
Industrial

Medical Devices
Networking and Equipment
New Media
Pharmaceuticals
Publishing/Broadcasting
Retailing/Distribution
Semiconductors/Equipment
Software
Telecommunications

TOTAL

1995
$452.0
229.5
171.0
233.3
121.4
184.2
547.2
281.3
413.1
265.8
96.3
127.7
313.4
682.5
181.8
1,031.9
878.7

6,211.2

1996
$556.7
348.0
129.3
143.9
254.8
211.2
824.9
306.0
412.8
460.9
219.6
77.4
200.4
746.1
181.8
1,900.0
1,031.7

8,005.6

1997
$714.5
566.5
429.9
197.0
266.3
213.6
1,053.8
538.6
599.4
986.7
2221
201.5
239.5
871.8
293.1
2,397.7
1,690.2

11,482.1

1998
$667.6
733.7
447.2
307.7
157.7
551.9
1,151.3
468.9
734.7
1,486.8
482.2
259.8
226.6
793.0
359.7
3,516.4
1,888.2

14,233.3

1999
$1,041.4
4,562.6
761.1
1,126.7
376.6
1,607.5
1,593.4
551.9
1,090.0
3,619.2
2,896.4
164.2
274.4
3,591.3
519.2
6,593.3
5,222.7

35,591.7
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AVERAGE DEAL S1zE, 1995—1999 (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

Industry

Biotechnology

Business Services
Computers and Peripherals
Consumer Services
Electronics/Instrumentation
Financial Services
Healthcare Services
Industrial

Medical Devices
Networking and Equipment
New Media
Pharmaceuticals
Publishing/Broadcasting
Retailing/Distribution
Semiconductors/Equipment
Software
Telecommunications

COMPOSITE AVERAGE

1995

$3.74
4.4
3.5
6.7
1.9
3.6
4.4
2.2
3.5
3.7
3.0
3.8
7.3
4.2
4.1
3.0
7.6

$3.90

1996

$4.53
4.2
3.6
4.0
3.4
5.4
4.6
2.7
2.9
4.1
3.0
2.4
4.6
4.2
4.8
3.5
6.1

$4.00

1997

$5.07
4.0
5.2
4.1
2.9
4.3
4.4
3.1
3.5
5.9
3.6
5.4
5.0
4.8
4.4
3.3
7id

$4.30

1998

$4.42
4.0
5.7
4.9
2.7
9.7
4.5
3.2
4.1
6.4
6.6
7.0
5.7
4.9
4.7
4.4
7.3

$5.00

1999

$6.13
9.0
8.8
8.5
5.3
13.4
6.4
4.0
5.2
12.6
10.2
5.7
4.7
12.1
7.5
6.9
151

$7.40
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INVESTMENT BY STATE, 1995—1999 (DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

State
Alabama
Arkansas
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Dist. of Cal.
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Towa

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Massachusetts
Maryland
Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Mississippi
Montana
North Carolina
North Dakota
Nebraska
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

1995
$29.1
39.7
2,171.6
115.5
103.4
0.2
1.0
138.2
176.8
1.7
8.8
16.3
178.4
4.0
9.1
34,2
30.2
470.0
240.5
27.4
35.3
179.1
180.5

121.5

16.2
24.4
228.0
0.1

1996
$8.0
2.5
92.2
2,878.8
300.2
177.0
19.4
2.4
279.0
161.5
0.2
5.3
368.1
33.4
70.0
1.6
24.2
978.8
61.2
14.8
11.4
99.8
49.9
69.0
7.2
132.9

27.9
240.3
12.0

1997
$32.7
5.0
109.7
4,633.0
345.6
192.2
36.5
2.0
358.1
290.2
17:2
22.0
0.8
306.6
14.9
56.7
30.8
324
1,208.9
149.2
4.2
65.2
189.1
1243
1.0
15.0
215.0
1.1
63.4
382.4
7.5

1998
$76.7
7.2
141.4
5,769.3
489.7
245.7
66.8
10.0
301.4
298.7
0.6
24.2
41.2
396.4
25.6
18.1
36.6
47.9
1,697.3
297.7
8.5
114.5
229.7
130.5
5.0

305.4
0.5
4.5

1372.3

266.0
4.0

1999
$59.2
26.5
251.1
16,873.5
1,305.8
521.0
269.2
24.8
725.6
740.2
13.6
27.0

777.0
8.3
26.0
106.0
49.5
3,657.1
611.4
19.3
105.8
461.2
283.7
10.8
16.2
685.1

5.8
233.5

815.7
3.9
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Nevada

New York
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island

South Carolina

Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Virginia
Vermont
Washington
Wisconsin
West Virginia
Totals

18.9
169.8
99.2

40.6

26.8
190.3
35.3

8.5

124.5
130.7
450.0
11.9
126.7
14.8
163.1
20.8

1.3
$6,211.2

1.1
250.4
163.5

17.7
56.1
262.9
48.8
29.9
112.1
320.0
53.0
207.8

3.7

333.9
16.0

$8,005.6

42.2
453.2
97.4
5.9
67.8
290.4
0.5
82.3
103.4
700.9
75.0
235.9
0.3
356.8
58.2

$11,482.1

4.2
557.7
173.6

31.5
35.1
335.8
13.7
66.2
67.5
816.4
56.9
411.8

1.5

401.2
61.0

11

$14,233.3

11.0
1,851.9
130.0
33.0
305.3
565.7
5.3

9.4
81.7
159.0
1,519.6
93.5
750.8
12.6
1,205.5
113.0
30.6
$35,591.7
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APPENDIX B: CASE STUDIES OF SUCCESSFUL CAPITAL ACCESS PROGRAMS

SEED CAPITAL: COLORADO CVM EQuITY FUNDS

STATE Colorado
PROGRAM CVM Equity Funds
CATEGORY A privately managed, state-focused seed fund.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION, CIRCA 1997

CVM is a group of four equity funds with combined
total capital of $12.5 million. Since 1983, CVM has
invested in fifty-four companies; all but one of the
companies are in Colorado. Its portfolio has achieved
sales of more than $150 million annually, created
2,800 jobs, and attracted $222 million in follow-on
financing, mostly from major venture firms
throughout the nation. CVM specializes in start up and
early-stage venture capital. in Colorado, with an
emphasis on Boulder County, as well as in project
financing for independent power projects. CvM has
shown a willingness to investigate and invest in a
broad range of start-up technology and service-based
companies.

CVM Equity Fund I, Ltd., raised in 1983, was
capitalized at $1.59 million. It is fully invested in
twelve companies. In December 1995, it had returned
$5.45 million, and achieved a net internal rate of
return (IRR) of 11.5 percent, placing the fund in the
top quartile of funds of its vintage.

CVM Equity Fund II, Ltd., raised in 1986, was
capitalized at $2.1 million. It is fully invested in
twelve companies. By August 1994, the fund had
returned $6.95 million and achieved a net IRR of 18.4
percent, placing it in the top quartile of funds of its
vintage.

CVM Equity Fund III, Ltd., was established in 1989
with $3.5 milion under management and was
designated as a “Colorado Strategic Equity Fund” by
the Colorado legislature. CVM III had made seventeen
investments with a fund value of $7.4 million in April
1996.

CVM Equity Fund IV, Ltd., closed with $5.2 million in
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August 1993. It has since invested in ten new
ventures, one of which is based in Montana.

CVM and its affiliates have also developed, financed
and managed three cogeneration power plants and
greenhouses generating combined annual sales of
roughly $74 million. More than $150 million was
raised to finance the projects. The projects have
produced a 60 percent net IRR, while creating more
than 350 jobs in rural Colorado.

CVM maintains a close relationship with the University
of Colorado. It was instrumental in creating eight
corporations using technology developed on each of
the university’s four campuses

PROGRAM DESIGN

Is the program designed to work and make a difference?

pursuit of clear investment and
strategic objectives—the
extent to which the program'’s
investment and strategic
objectives are clearly articulated.

CVM pursues the clear investment objective of
maximizing the returns to CVM partners. The firm
follows a strategy of investing primarily in start-up
and early-stage companies.

CVM has no mandated Colorado focus or other
strategic objective. However, it looks for investments
close to home, almost exclusively in Colorado, to
accommodate the close working relationship it seeks
to have with its portfolio companies.

effectiveness of scale—the extent
to which the program delivers
resources that make a difference.

CVM has had a significant impact on Colorado-based
technology entrepreneurs, particularly in Boulder
County. It has helped build an environment that
attracts young companies.

leveraging of nonstate
resources—the extent to which the
program mobilizes nonstate
resources.

The first two partnerships were capitalized without
state participation. The Colorado Housing and Finance
Authority committed $1 million to Fund III as lead
investor. The Colorado Public Employees’ Retirement
Association matched this investment with $1.5
million, and the balance of $1 million came from

individuals. The pension system subsequently
committed $1.7 million to Fund IV as the lead
investor.
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building of private-sector
capacity—the extent to which the
program expands and enriches the
capacity of private-sector capital
providers to serve strategic
market needs.

CVM has been a wholly private-sector initiative from
its inception, motivated by the vision of its founders
and the opportunities of the marketplace. The state’s
participation has helped give momentum to the CVYM
group in a way that supports the strategic economic
development interests of Colorado, without
compromising the investment discipline of the general
partners.

responsiveness to market
needs—the extent to which the
program meets real investment
needs.

The Front Range of Colorado, stretching from
Colorado Springs to Ft. Collins, holds two major
research universities, three national laboratories, and
more than 100,000 high-technology jobs. Boulder
County was recently ranked first by Inc. magazine as
the best place to start a new company. The focus of
CVM on start-up and early-stage entrepreneurs is very
appropriate.

thoroughness of investment and
lending disciplines—the
thoroughness of the program’s
credit policies and analysis
procedures.

The investment discipline used by CVYM managers has
produced salid returns during.a difficult economic
cycle. The variety of investments, the technical
complexity of most investments, and the normal
challenges of start-up and early-stage investing have
all been managed well by the CVM team.

appropriateness of the risk
management strategy—the
appropriateness of the program'’s
risk management strategy.

Beyond its analyses of technologies, markets, and
managers, CVM manages risk, in part, by providing
funding in stages as companies reach performance
goals. This is an appropriate strategy for seed funds.
Even with small partnerships, CVM has been able to
build reasonably diversified portfolios.

CVM also manages risk by always co-investing with
other professional seed funds. This not only provides
ancther set of eyes to analyze deals, but also
provides a committed source of follow-on capital,
particularly for portfolio companies that need extra
time and money to reach their goals.

responsiveness to stakeholder
needs while maintaining portfolio
integrity—the extent to which the
program maintains discipline while
satisfying stakeholders.

Having started as a private initiative without public
support, CVM stakeholders have largely been private
investors with only return-on-investment
expectations. The firm's investment discipline is the
key to satisfying these investors. Public stakeholders
committed to CVM because of its successful
investment track record and natural focus on
Colorado opportunities. The firm has no legislated
mandate or other obligations to state institutions that
give rise to stakeholder expectations beyond this
circle of investors.
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system of administration—the
extent to which the program
focuses on thorough record
keeping, useful reports, and
planning, scheduling, and
constructive accountability.

CVM maintains a useful deal log and is unusually
prompt and systematic in responding to investment
proposals. Reports to limited partners are less
frequent than normal for the industry but are
adequate.

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Is the program being implemented effectively?

getting the job done—
producing the targeted volume
within the expected range of
returns and losses as well as
competency of staff in
understanding credit policies,
performing analysis, negotiating
contracts, closing loans and
investments, monitoring
performance, and taking corrective
actions.

CVM has developed a system that produces results
with small partnerships. It employs a team of highly
trained, highly effective managers. All of them have
significant experience in manufacturing or marketing
and approach seed investing from an operating
perspective.

centralized versus
decentralized
decisionmaking—effectiveness
in delegating decisions to the
lowest possible level.

CVM managers operate effectively as a team. The
general partners share all investment decisions.

public versus private
investment—effectiveness in
engaging private lenders and
investors to serve the state’s
strategic goals.

Private capital has largely leveraged public capital.
The state was helpful in supporting CVM III, with the
Colorado Housing and Finance Authority committing
$1 million as the lead investor. This helped attract
$1.5 million from the state pension fund and
$1 million from individuals. The pension fund
committed again to Fund IV, and it is serving as the
anchor investor at $10 million in Fund V. The public
commitments have helped give momentum to CVM
after the firm had established itself with private
investors.

PROGRAM RESULTS
Did effective implementation produce the desired results?

Compare results with goals to
determine the extent to which the
program met its goals.

CVM launched its first fund to invest in start-up and
early-stage businesses and make money for investors.
The firm has established itself as a specialist in this
niche, and it has consistently produced reasonable
profits for its limited partners.
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Evaluate costs and benefits to
assess the relative efficiency and
productivity of the program.

CVM managers receive 20 percent of the net profits
and an annual management fee of 3 percent of
committed capital. The fees are reasonable, given the
size of the partnerships and the financial results they
have produced. For the state, investments by the
finance agency and the pension fund will likely be
valuable income-producing assets while supporting
quality economic development. Investments in CVM
partnerships target entrepreneurs most likely to
succeed and produce new industries and jobs in
Colorado.
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VENTURE CAPITAL: OKLAHOMA CAPITAL INVESTMENT BOARD

STATE Oklahoma

Oklahoma Capital Investment Board Venture Capital
PROGRAM Program

An institutional venture capital investor (non-pension
CATEGORY

fund), fulfilling fiduciary obligations while catalyzing
local development

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION,
CIRCA 1993-1999

The Oklahoma Capital Investment Board (OCIB) was
created by the state to mobilize equity and near-
equity capital for investment in such a manner that
will result in a significant potential to create jobs and
diversify and stabilize the economy of Oklahoma. The
strategy by which the board addresses this task is to
encourage and support the growth of a local risk
capital industry capable of financing companies from
early-stage start-ups to later-stage expansions. Over
time, full implementation of the OCIB program is
expected to result in more than $240 million of new
capital for Okiahoma businesses.

PHILOSOPHY

The program is based on the principles that:

e risk capital is necessary to generate and support
the growth of entrepreneurial firms, which in turn
create jobs and provide economic growth;

e risk capital is best provided and managed by
qualified, professional investment groups;

e the pursuit of the highest possible risk adjusted
rate of return provides the best discipline for
using limited resources to generate the greatest
economic impact; and

e a responsive state program can demonstrate to
potential investors the high level of commitment
the entire state has for entrepreneurial ventures.
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VENTURE INVESTMENT PROGRAM

The Venture Investment Program is designed to
support the funding of venture capital partnerships
that meet the investment and strategic objectives of
OCIB. Through June 30, 1999, since its first
commitment in 1993, the board had selected eight
partnerships and supported investment in these funds
of nearly $26 million. These include:

e $2 million in Ventures Medical II, a $15-million
fund specializing in early-stage, technology-based
medical companies;

e  $4 million in Richland Ventures, a $45-million fund
specializing in later-stage service businesses;

e $4 million in Intersouth Partners II, a $28-million
provider of seed and start-up capital to both
technology and nontechnology companies;

e 3$5 milion in Davis Venture Partners II, a
$43-million fund investing in later-stage basic
industries;

o $3.5 million in Chisholm Private Capital, a
$12-million provider of both seed capital and
expansion capital;

e $3.5 milion in Pacesetter Growth Fund, a
$42-million later-stage investor in minority-owned
ventures;

e $1.0 million in Richland Ventures II; and

e $3.0 million in Rocky Mountain Mezzanine, a
provider of later-stage capital for growing
companies.

ORGANIZATION

OCIB is a state-beneficiary public trust. There are five
trustees, appointed for staggered five-year terms by
the Governor with the advice and consent of the
senate. Statute requires that the trustees be selected
based on their experience and knowledge of venture
investing. The board employs three staff.
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CAPITAL SOURCES

OCIB raises capital for investment from institutional
investors with the benefit of a guarantee. The capital
is raised and invested through a private corporation,
the Oklahoma Capital Formation Corporation. The
board holds $50 million of state income and premium
tax credits and is authorized to sell these credits, if
ever needed, to generate cash to meet a call on the
board's guarantee. Public utility companies in
Oklahoma have contracted to purchase the tax
credits. Consequently, the board's guarantee takes
on the quality of a utility guarantee.

KEY DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS

The investment strategy and capital structures of the
board were designed to _deliver a number of
significant benefits to the state.

e No Cost. During the life of the program, the
state expects to enjoy significant economic
benefits at no cost (neither allocation of state
funds nor loss of revenue from the use of tax
credits).

e Asset Production. The program is expected to
generate a cash surplus to serve as an on-going
resource for development finance activities.

¢ Public-Private Partnership. The funding
structure and delivery system that the board
employs provides a variety of opportunities for
meaningful private-sector participation in board
programs.

e Leveraged Private Investment. The
investment programs are geared to leverage
private capital in the aggregate at a ratio of at
least 3.8 to every dollar of OCIB-guaranteed
funds.

e Professional Talent. A broad range of
professional investment talent is being recruited
and/or developed to serve the diverse
opportunities within the state.
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RESULTS

Through June 30, 1999, of the $26 million committed,
about $18 million has been drawn. The portfolio
internal rate of return (IRR) exceeds 29 percent.

Twelve Oklahoma companies have received equity
capital of $61.6 million from these partnerships and
other venture firms co-investing with these
partnerships. Debt capital leveraged by the venture
investments is estimated at $123 million. The rate of
investing is accelerating as the marketing efforts of
these firms continues and the understanding of seed
and venture capital grows among entrepreneurs in the
state.

As important, the venture investors that the board
supports are helping to create an environment in the
state that is conducive to high-tech entrepreneurship.
They lead the networking and training events
produced by the Oklahoma Venture Forum in
Oklahoma City and the Oklahoma Investment Forum
in Tulsa. They also were critical to efforts in recent
years to form the Oklahoma Technology Development
Center, gain funding for the Oklahoma Center for the
Advancement of Science and Technology, and gain
passage of a state amendment to permit university
researchers to participate in the returns from
intellectual property they help create.

PROGRAM DESIGN

Is the program designed to work and make a difference?

pursuit of clear investment and
strategic objectives—the
extent to which the program’s
investment and strategic
objectives are clearly articulated.

The program has investment objectives that are
clearly described and fiduciarily sound. The program
also has strategic objectives relating to supporting
quality economic development in Oklahoma. The
strategic objectives are ambitious but achievable. The
trustees and program staff have been consistent in
their pursuit of these objectives since the program
was launched in 1992,
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effectiveness of scale—the
extent to which the program
delivers resources that make a
difference.

In a state that started with almost no venture capital,
the program has been a major player and large
enough to attract significant new sources of capital
and investment talent. However, the size of the
program has limited the board to supporting
commitments of not more than $4 million. This may
limit the board’s ability to achieve its goals in the
future.

leveraging of nonstate
resources—extent to which the
program mobilizes nonstate
resources.

Leverage has been very high. All the capital the
board has raised has come from private sources. No
state funds have been used and no tax credits have
been redeemed. The commitments of $26 million,
with  $18 million drawn, have resulted in significant
investment in Oklahoma companies—$61.6 million of
equity through June 30, 1999. These investments
have come from the partnerships supported by OCIB
and venture firms recruited by the partnerships to co-
invest, "

Leverage of a different kind has come from other
institutional investors. OCIB represents less than 15
percent of the aggregate total capital of the
partnerships, with the balance coming from other
limited partners.

building of private-sector
capacity—extent to which
programs are designed to
expands and enriches the
capacity of private-sector capital
providers to serve strategic
market needs.

The program aims to build a local, private venture
capital industry. Venture firms have been sought from
a wide market with an eye toward meeting the
various needs for equity capital among Oklahoma
entrepreneurs. The original goal was to meet a wide
range of needs, from early stage seed capital to later
stage expansion capital, and to build in Oklahoma the
significant presence of professional venture investors.
This has largely been accomplished.

responsiveness to market
needs—extent to which the
program meets real investment
needs.

All commitments by OCIB are market investments,
and the portfolio partnerships seek market returns in
their operating company investments. The other
investors in these partnerships expect market returns
and would decline to invest if that were not the goal.

thoroughness of investment
and lending disciplines—the
thoroughness of the program’s
credit policies and analysis
procedures

Current disciplines are professional and thorough yet
reasonable for those seeking an investment. The staff
seek candidates whose managers have consistently
produced investment returns in the top half of the
industry.
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appropriateness of the risk
management strategy—the
appropriateness of the program’s
risk management strategy.

Stage of business development, year of investment,
style of management, and geography diversify the
portfolio. Partnerships supported by OCIB are
expected to use their best efforts to invest in local
businesses, but not to compromise their investment
standards in doing so. This has produced significant
local investment, while also producing a portfolio that
is well diversified.

Responsiveness to stakeholder
needs while maintaining portfolio
integrity—the extent to which the
program maintains discipline
while satisfying stakeholders.

The program in its current form has succeeded in
balancing the expectations of trustees for a
diversified, financially successful portfolio with the
expectations of state officials for significant local
development. Generally, political stakeholders have
come to understand that with this type of program
local economic development is a by-product of sound
investing. Some have expressed impatience with the
pace of investing and the number of busiiesses
receiving capital. However, as this pace has increased
and as the program has produced strong financial
returns, most stakeholders have been satisfied that
the original program goals are being achieved.

system of administration—the
extent to which the prograrn
focuses on thorough record
keeping, useful reports, planning,
scheduling, and constructive
accountability.

OCIB staff have a clear understanding of their
portfolio. They produce regular reports and highlight
the pertinent data for those who use the reports.
They think strategically about the building of the
portfolio and how to maximize the impact of the
program. They use outside advisors appropriately,
and take on the challenge of removing administrative
and governmental obstacles to improve program
performance.

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Is the program being implemented effectively?

getting the job done—
producing the targeted volume
within the expected range of
returns and losses as well as
competency of staff in
understanding credit policies,
performing analysis, negotiating
contracts, closing loans and
investments, monitoring
performance and taking
corrective actions.

OCIB has established a visible position in the
marketplace of private equity investors as a
meaningful investor for those interested in the region.
The board has had the opportunity to consider several
hundred partnerships, enabling it to be selective in its
commitments while still putting to work the volume of
capital it has targeted. The staff is professionally
trained and stays close to trends within the industry
through participation in national associations.
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centralized versus
decentralized
decisionmaking—effectiveness
in delegating decisions to the
lowest possible level.

The governing statute prevents delegation of
investment decisions to staff. However, the president
is expected to present only those partnerships he or
she is prepared to recommend to the trustees for a
commitment. Delegating the workload to staff and
relying on them to fully screen investments in this
way is appropriate and effective.

public versus private—
effectiveness in engaging private
lenders and investors to serve the
state’s strategic goals.

All of the capital the board raises comes from private
sources. Each of the partnerships the board has
supported by the board has received a majority of its
commitments from other institutional investors.

system of controls—
effectiveness in maintaining
quality and a commitment to self-
correcting thinking and actions.

The staff and advisors maintain a sophisticated
system of partnership monitoring. They provide
useful reports on their portfolio to system trustees
and public stakeholders, ensuring that the staff and
advisors responsible for the private investments
program are held accountable for their work.

PROGRAM RESULTS

Did effective implementation produce the desired results?

Compare results with goals to
determine the extent to which the
program met its goals

Although the program has taken several years to
implement and commitments have been cautious, the
results have generally exceeded original expectations.

« Financial returns, now in excess of 29 percent
IRR, are strong, compared with other fiduciary
funds investing in the same period, and are
exceptional for programs pursing a geographically
targeted investment strategy.

« The program has been implemented at no cost to
the state.

» Capital invested in Oklahoma businesses has far
exceeded the amounts the board has committed
to the partnerships.

« A variety of professional venture investors now
live and work in Oklahoma.

o The culture of venture investing is becoming a
visible part of the local business community, and
the understanding of high-growth business
venturing by entrepreneurs appears to be on the
rise.
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Costs and benefits. Evaluate
to assess the relative efficiency
and productivity of the program.

As of June 30, 1999, the portfolio totaled $26 million,
with plans to grow to $50 million. The current cost of
administering the program, including staff and
advisors, is about $325,000 per year, about 65 basis
points per dollar of capital under management, and is
met by guarantee fees. This is an efficient cost of
administration, less than most privately managed
funds.

The program will eventually need to make bigger
commitments to larger partnerships. Structurally, the
board will need to find ways of compensating staff
appropriately.
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VENTURE CAPITAL: PENNSYLVANIA PSERS

STATE Pennsylvania

Public School Employees’ Retirement System (PSERS)
PROGRAM Private Investments

An institutional venture capital investor, fulfilling
CATEGORY

fiduciary  obligations  while  catalyzing local
development.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION, CIRCA 1996

PSERS is a $32-billion public pension fund. The fund
was first allowed to invest in venture capital in 1984
per a statute that modified the legal list of permitted
investments to include an allocation to venture capital
of 1 percent. Venture capital (VC) was defined as
equity to private companies that were achieving an
economic impact in Pennsylvania. In 1992 the
allocation was doubled to 2 percent. Eight
Pennsylvania-based VC firms and one New Jersey firm
received investments under this program.

In 1994 the state adopted the “prudent person”
standard, precluding investments made in the manner
of the earlier statute. Now, all investments must meet
the prudent person standard. As of June 30, 1995,
the private investments program includes three parts.

A regional VC program is dedicated to venture
capital funds that have demonstrated a pattern of
investing in Pennsylvania. The fund prefers not to
commit more than 25 percent of a venture fund’s total
capital, though in some early partnerships the fund
was the sole limited partner. About $193 million is
committed and $137 million is drawn.

A national private equity program is dedicated to
buyout and special situation funds and national
venture capital funds. This program uses rate of
return as the primary criterion for selection. The fund
may commit up to 10 percent of a partnership's total
capital. About $289 million is committed, and
$110 million is drawn.

A direct private placements program is dedicated
to investing selectively in operating companies where
a partnership in one of the above two programs
serves as a lead investor. Direct investments are
predominantly in Pennsylvania. Since 1991, eight such
investments have been made totaling $322 million.
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The fund has twenty-eight partnerships in its
portfolio; seventeen are regional venture capital
funds, and national private equity funds comprise the
balance. Returns for the combined programs have
been 21 percent, 28 percent, and 42 percent during
the past three years.

Among the seventeen regional partnerships, 117 of
the 265 company investments, about 44 percent, are
Pennsylvania-based, while PSERS has committed less
than 32 percent of the total capital of the
partnerships. These Pennsylvania companies have
received approximately $120 million from portfolio
partnerships.

PSERS has not always provided an example of best
practices. Some of the partnerships selected early in
the program’s life have not performed well. These
disappointments are ascribed to inexperienced
management, a narrow geographical focus, poor
timing (the venture capital cycle was peaking in the
mid-1980s), and the lack of a formal filter for
selecting partnerships. With corrective action
beginning in 1992, PSERS now employs a specialized
staff for private equity and direct investments, a
private equity investment advisor, and industry-
specific consultants, as needed. Although the intent is
still to create a positive impact on the Pennsylvania
economy, the fund no longer commits as the sole or
primary limited partner of a fund and no longer
requires partnerships to invest a minimum amount in
Pennsylvania projects. The fund is pursuing broader
diversification by geography and stage of business
development, and administrators are more diligent in
selecting partnership managers.

These changes have resulted in higher financial
returns, along with a stronger base of regional
partnerships.

PROGRAM DESIGN

Is the program designed to work and make a difference?
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pursuit of clear investment and
strategic objectives—the
extent to which the program’s
investment and strategic
objectives are clearly articulated.

The program has investment objectives that are
clearly described and fiduciarily sound. The program
also has strategic objectives supporting quality
economic development in Pennsylvania. The strategic
objectives are practical and achievable within the
context of fiduciary investing.

effectiveness of scale—the
extent to which the program
delivers resources that make a
difference.

As one component within a larger, alternative asset
category, the private investment allocation of
2 percent is large enough to make a meaningful
impact on the returns to the pension fund as a whole.
The allocation also has been large enough to make a
significant difference in the emergence of a domestic
seed and venture capital industry in the state.

leveraging of nonstate
resources—the extent to which
the program mobilizes nonstate
resources.

The commitments to date have resulted in significant
investment in Pennsylvania-based companies. Forty-
four percent of the operating company investments
(by number) have been in-state, while PSERS has
committed less than 32 percent of the aggregate total
capital of the regional partnerships. In addition,
though exact iigures are not available, it is estimated
that most companies have received capital from other
venture firms that co-invested with the regional
partnerships.

building of private-sector
capacity—the extent to which
the program expands and
enriches the capacity of private-
sector capital providers to serve
strategic market needs.

The early program was an attempt to build a local,
private venture capital industry. The lack of careful
selection and the resulting failure of several of the
early partnerships caused the pension fund to pursue
a more sophisticated approach and seek investments
from a broader market. The current approach helps
ensure that the portfolio of private investments
produces appropriate risk-adjusted returns for the
fund and that the program remains an active investor
in local and regional venture capital partnerships.

responsiveness to market
needs—the extent to which the
program meets real investment
needs.

All investments by PSERS are market investments.
The portfolio partnerships, in turn, seek market
returns in their operating company investments. The
program is designed to expand access to capital for
Pennsylvania companies by expanding the supply of
locally managed seed and venture capital funds.

thoroughness of investment
and lending disciplines—the
thoroughness of the program’s
investment policies and analysis
procedures.

Early disciplines were inadequate. Current disciplines
are professional and thorough but reasonable for
those seeking an investment.
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appropriateness of the risk
management strategy—the
appropriateness of the program’s
risk management strategy.

Early partnerships were heavily concentrated in seed-
stage investments. This focus has been broadened to
include later-stage venture capital, mezzanine funds,
and other private equity categories.

Early partnerships were largely restricted to
Pennsylvania investments. This restriction has been
relaxed, permitting PSERS to select from a wider pool
of prospective partnership investments.

responsiveness to stakeholder
needs while maintaining portfolio
integrity—the extent to which the
program maintains discipline
while satisfying stakeholders.

In its current form, the program has succeeded in
balancing trustees’ expectations for a diversified,
financially successful portfolio with politicians’
expectations for significant local development. Most
political stakeholders have come to understand that
local economic development is a by-product of sound
investing and are satisfied with the investment
objectives the administrators are pursuing.

system of administration—the
extent to which the program
focuses on thorough record
keeping, useful reports, and
planning, scheduling, and
constructive accountability.

The private investment managers have a clear
understanding of their portfolio. They produce
excellent reports and highlight the pertinent data for
stakeholders who use the reports. They think
strategically about building their portfolio and
maximizing the impact of their program. They use
outside advisors appropriately and take on the

challenge of removing administrative  and
governmental obstacles to improve program
performance.

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Is the program being implemented effectively?

getting the job done—
producing the targeted volume
within the expected range of
returns and losses as well as the
competency of staff in
understanding credit policies,
performing analysis, negotiating
contracts, closing loans,
monitoring performance, and
taking corrective actions.

PSERS has established a visible position in the
marketplace of private equity investors as a
meaningful investor with reasonable expectations.
This gives the private investments group the
opportunity to consider high-quality partnerships and
to be selective in its commitments while still investing
its targeted volume of capital. Corrective actions
taken since 1992 demonstrate a well-managed
program.
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centralized versus
decentralized
decisionmaking—effectiveness
in delegating decisions to the
lowest possible level.

The private equity staff, with its investment advisors,
have been delegated the authority to make
investments. This authority is appropriate and
effective if trustees and senior staff have sufficient
data to judge the performance of the private equity
staff, as is the case here.

public versus private
investment—effectiveness in
engaging private lenders and
investors to serve the state's
strategic goals.

The newer partnerships selected by PSERS have been
successful in attracting private capital from other
limited partners and in putting significant portions of
this capital to work in Pennsylvania.

system of controls—
effectiveness in maintaining
quality and a commitment to self-
correcting thinking and actions.

The staff and advisors maintain a sophisticated
system of partnership monitoring. They provide useful
reports on their portfolio to system trustees and
public stakeholders, ensuring that the staff and
advisors responsible for the private investments
program are held accountable. The trustees and
administrators have shown a willingness to change
staff and advisors as the need arises.

PROGRAM RESULTS
Did effective implementation produce the desired results?

Compare results with goals to
determine the extent to which the
program met its goals.

The legislature's decision in 1984 to add venture
capital to the legal list of permitted investments was
motivated by the expectation of high returns and the
desire for significant local development. Financial
retuns from the early portfolio have been
disappointing. However, after netting out several
early mistakes, returns from the balance of the
portfolio, along with recent investments, have been
excellent. In general, the portfolio is achieving
reasonable financial expectations for private equity.

The leverage of the state's investment for the benefit
of local companies has been high. The volume of
investment in Pennsylvania-based companies is
impressive. However, economic development goals
have been only partially attained. The failure of
several early funds may have slowed the development
pace of the state's domestic venture capital industry.
The losses sustained by local private investors in
these funds, particularly the seed funds, may dampen
enthusiasm by these investors for new venture capital
partnerships.
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Evaluate costs and benefits to
assess the relative efficiency and
productivity of the program.

As of June 30, 1995, the portfolio of private
investments totaled $804 million. The current cost of
administering the program, including staff and
advisors, is about $750,000 per year, or less than 10
basis points per dollar of committed capital. This is a
very efficient cost-benefit ratio.

The portfolio of direct placements should be
constituted as a trust or partnership and staffed
appropriately. Co-investment funds of this size require
specialized, full-time attention.
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MEZZANINE CAPITAL: INDIANA ICBCC

STATE Indiana
PROGRAM Indiana Community Business Credit Corporation
CATEGORY A bank community development corporation providing

mezzanine financing to small businesses.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION, CIRCA 1995

The Indiana Community Business Credit Corporation
(ICBCC or the “Credit Corporation”) is a privately
owned company in which fifty-four Indiana financial
institutions pool their money to share the risks of
helping enterprises grow in the state. The Credit
Corporation was organized in 1986 to meet the need
of Indiana businesses for medium- and long-term
financing and supplement the equity of promising
firms that did not qualify for loans from conventional
lenders.

All projects financed by the Credit Corporation must
involve one of the fifty-four member institutions as a
primary lender with at least a 50-percent exposure.

Credit Corporation funding is always provided in a

subordinate position. Loan proceeds can be used for

fixed assets, inventory, or other working capital
needs. Loan sizes range from $100,000 to $750,000.

The pricing and structure for a typical project are as

follows.

e Senior loan, 75 percent, from member financial
institution and conventional rates, revolving or
term.

e Junior loan, 25 percent from ICBCC, prime plus
3 percent to 5 percent with warrants and/or fees,
amortization of up to twenty-five years, and term
of three to five years.

Through September 30, 1994, the Credit Corporation
had provided financing of $12.3 million to thirty-seven
companies, matched by private financing of
$53.3 million.

ICBCC is capitalized with $1 million of equity and lines
of credit totaling $7 million, all from member banks. A
private firm, Cambridge Capital of Indianapolis,
manages the corporation.
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PROGRAM DESIGN

Is the program designed to work and make a difference?

pursuit of clear investment and
strategic objectives—the
extent to which the program’s
investment and strategic
objectives are clearly articulated.

The firm is privately managed and profit motivated
but has a stated economic development purpose. The
primary objectives have to do with investment goals,
the preservation of capital, and the making of returns
commensurate with risk. Management focuses on
these goals and trusts that economic development will
result from sound investments.

effectiveness of scale—the
extent to which the program
delivers resources that make a
difference.

Although operating on a relatively small capital base,
the Credit Corporation has been able to serve as an
important, visible, and accessible resource for banks
throughout the state. Member banks turn to ICBCC
first when their business customers need higher-risk
financing.

leveraging of nonstate
resources—the extent to which
the program mobilizes nonstate
resources.

The Credit Corporation is capitalized entirely with
private, nonstate resources.

building of private-sector
capacity—the extent to which
the program expands and
enriches the capacity of private-
sector capital providers to serve
strategic market needs.

So long as it has successful investments, the Credit
Corporation will provide a private, institutional
resource for Indiana businesses.

responsiveness to market
neads—the extent to which the
program meets real investment
needs.

The firm was specifically created to help member
banks meet the credit needs of job-creating
businesses in their local service areas. The organizers
wanted to provide a product between the fully
secured financing of banks and the high-return
financing of venture capital. The mezzanine, or
subordinate, financing offered by the Credit
Corporation serves businesses that are growing
rapidly and need capital beyond the ability of banks to
provide. Generally, these companies will not have the
chart-breaking growth prospects sought by traditional
venture investors.

thoroughness of investment
and lending disciplines—the
thoroughness of the program’s
credit policies and analysis
procedures.

The analysis of prospects is currently thorough,
though the firm has been on a learning curve. Losses
sustained by ICBCC have mainly been on investments
made in the program’s early years.
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appropriateness of the risk
management strategy—the
appropriateness of the program’s
risk management strategy.

The Credit Corporation manages risk by building a
diversified portfolio, limiting loan terms to three to
five years, taking whatever collateral is available, and
boosting its compensation through warrants and fees.
All investments are priced to yield in excess of
20 percent internal rate or return (IRR). This is a
well-rounded approach to risk management and
should be effective if pursued consistently.

responsiveness to stakeholder
needs while maintaining portfolio
integrity—the extent to which the
program maintains discipline
while satisfying stakeholders.

The stakeholders of the Credit Corporation are the
member banks. They view the ICBCC as a tool for
supporting market development, making more loans,
and accomplishing economic development in the
state. They do not see it as a profit center but expect
it to make money. The key to maintaining investment
discipline rests with the private managers. Their
compensation is tied to the financial success of the
Credit Corporation. Consequently, they are highly
motivated to build and manage the portfolio carefully.

system of administration—the
extent to which the program
focuses on thorough record
keeping, useful reports, and
planning, scheduling, and
constructive accountability.

The managers maintain excellent records and produce
useful reports. They know where they warit to go and
have a plan for getting there.

MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
Is the program being implemented effectively?

getting the job done—
producing the targeted volume
within the expected range of
returns and losses as well as the
competency of staff in
understanding credit policies,
performing analysis, negotiating
contracts, closing loans and
investments, monitoring
performance, and taking
corrective actions.

Through 1994, the IRR on successful investments has
ranged from 13 percent to 37 percent. Losses have
been sustained on six of the thirty-seven investments.
The team has learned from its mistakes and continues
to modify and improve procedures and documents.
Underwriting has improved since the early failures.
Now, equity “kickers” are usually structured as fees
rather than warrants. The “putting” of warrants to
companies has been a difficult concept to explain,
while the idea of a fee at maturity, computed with a
known formula, has been more easily accepted.

centralized versus
decentralized
decisionmaking—effectiveness
in delegating decisions to the
lowest possible level.

The small staff works as a team to market the
program, screen and analyze deals, and prepare
projects for consideration by the loan committee. The
committee approves or declines each loan. This is an
appropriate decisionmaking. structure for this type of
program.
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public versus private
investment—effectiveness in
engaging private lenders and
investors to serve the state’s
strategic goals.

Indiana has benefited from this private-sector activity
and uses the Credit Corporation as a resource for
businesses seeking assistance from the state.

system of controls—
effectiveness in maintaining
quality and a commitment to self-
correcting thinking and actions.

Portfolio companies are required to provide monthly
financial statements, account aging reports, and an
annual audit. Loan covenants restrict the payment of
dividends, salaries, bonuses, and investments in other
companies. Regular site visits are made. Appropriate
actions are taken to monitor progress, negotiate
modifications, and protect assets, as needed.

PROGRAM RESULTS

Did effective implementation produce the desired results?

conipare results with goals to
determine the extent to which the
program met its goals.

Loan volumes and financial results have been good
enough to sustain the enthusiasm of the members
and staff. Given the failure rate of similar
organizations throughout the nation, the Credit
Corporation is remarkable for having built a system
that is simple for borrowers to understand and
disciplined enough to produce returns that, over time,
may adequately compensate ICBCC stockholders for
the high risks of making subordinate loans to small
businesses.

evaluate costs and benefits to
assess the relative efficiency and
productivity of the program.

For stockholders, the management costs are
reasonable for the size and type of this portfolio. The
incentive compensation also is appropriate.

Management would prefer to have a larger equity
capital base and rely less on lines of credit.
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APPENDIX C: STATE PROGRAMS TO INCREASE ACCESS TO CAPITAL:
Survey of State Programs

RANGE OF CAPITAL SOURCES

Allocated
State
Funds

Tax
Credit
Incentives

State
Pension
Funds

Other State
Fiduciary
Funds

Private
Lead
Investors

Alaska
Alabama
Arizona

>

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Col.

> > X > x|

XX XX

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

>

XX X (X

Idaho
Tllinois
Indiana

Towa
Kansas
Kentr'cky

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

2| X X

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

> ><[>< >< X > X< X

> 2> > > X

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nebraska
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
Nevada

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

>< > X > > < X

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina

>

> [

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia

>>x

Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

> X

Wyoming
TOTALS

Source: National Association of State Venture Funds

31

17

19

10

10
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RANGE OF PRACTICES

Direct
Investment by
State Agencies

Granting of
Tax Credits for
Investment in

Privately Managed,

Managed, Geographically

Restricted Funds Restricted Funds

Investment of
Cash in
Privately

Granting of
Investment
Tax Credits
for Direct
Investments

Investment in
Private Seed
nd Venture Capita
Partnerships
with a Best
Efforts Focus

Investment in
a Targeted,
Privately
Managed,
Co-Investment
Fund

Alaska
Alabama
Arizona

A

Arkansas
California
Colorado

b-3

Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia

P > >|-

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho
Ilinois
Indiana

lowa
Kansas
Kentucky

P —|> -

> M7 >

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

> P

|l M =] =

Massachusetts
Nebraska
New Hampshire

Bl

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

Nevada
Michigan
Minnesota

M omm > B

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

>

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina

D> » —

= O 2|—

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia

W ashington
W est Virginia
W isconsin

W yoming

TOTALS

26

5 16 29

A=active, I=inactive, F=fully invested, D=in development
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