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Foreword

By Lord Drayson, Minister for Science & Innovation, Department for Business,
Innovation & Skills

The Government recognises the challenges that innovative companies currently face in
commercialising new ideas and securing investment, and the Rushlight report helpfully
identifies obstacles specific to clean technologies.

Over the summer, we announced new measures to support businesses involved in the
transition to a low-carbon economy, and increased public investment.

We also launched the UK Innovation Investment Fund to back technology-based businesses
with high-growth potential. The UKIIF will be a 12- to 15-year fund of funds, with Government
investing £150 million alongside private investors to build a fund of up to £1 billion. At least
£25 million will be spent in the low-carbon sector, but we expect actual investment to exceed
this.

There is much more to be done, however. As minister for science and innovation, | am
committed to making Government and industry work together more effectively on addressing
more of the hurdles contained in this report.

By 2015, the global market for low-carbon goods and services could be worth more than £4
trillion. The UK can — and must — be global leaders in clean tech.

\ L’—Wt\} "‘;r—‘. S



Preface

The Rushlight Cleantech Survey and this report are presented by Eventure Media Ltd
(www.eventuremedia.co.uk), an organisation that provides events, incubation services and broad
support to developers of clean technologies throughout UK and Ireland under the Rushlight brand.
Established 3 years ago with the launch of the flagship event, the Rushlight Awards
(www.rushlightawards.co.uk), Eventure Media now runs a number of events and activities designed
specifically to assist the development, financing, strategy, operation and route to market for clean
technologies with the ultimate goal of facilitating their successful deployment to achieve a sustainable
future (www.rushlightevents.com). The Rushlight Clean Technologies Show is taking place on 28
January 2010 and it will be showcasing the best of British & Irish clean technologies and a range of
financing solutions for the sector. It brings together major customers, cleantech companies,
investors, advisers and other sector participants in an accessible and informative event.

Leading supporters of the survey

The survey and the important findings emanating from it have been a direct result of the support and
promotion by the following key members of supporting organisations:

Matt Bonass and Stephen Shergold at Denton Wilde Sapte
Andy Thompson and Richard Ayres at Withers Rogers
Anthony Bennett at Clarity Authoring

Anne Mclvor at Cleantech Magazine

Chris Hole and Lucy Butler at TTP

Alex McCracken at TTP Ventures

Caroline Ohrn at VB Research

Stephan Decher and Peter Whiting at Clean Capital

Respondents

It should be noted that, although the organisations listed above helped to encourage responses, their
views were not requested or included in this survey. All the respondents of the survey were active
developers of clean technologies and both the organisers of the survey and the supporters listed
above and at the end of this document had no part in the content of the feedback that is included in
this report.

Other supporters

At the end of this report, we list all the other organisations which assisted in the dissemination of the
survey to potential respondents. We acknowledge and thank them for their assistance.
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http://www.rushlightawards.co.uk/
http://www.rushlightevents.com/

Summary

This survey delivers independent research about the key factors that have helped cleantech
development in the UK, the hurdles that have had to be negotiated and the major challenges that lie
ahead before there is market adoption. What is meant by “development” in this context is the path
that takes an innovation from an idea or “lab bench discovery” to the point of deployment in volume or
market adoption.

The differences between the subsectors within cleantech (which covers all the renewable energies,
clean fuels, power generation, green products and services, energy efficiency, waste, water and
pollution management) and the activity within the regions of the UK are highlighted. The consistency
of the views on the various forms of funding expressed in the messages to government section give
weight to the relevance and importance of these findings.

Responses to the survey came from all parts of the UK, but it appears that the specific initiatives
supporting cleantech by some Regional Development Agencies in particular are being successful,
with the largest amount of cleantech activity in the south east (Envirobusiness), the southwest,
(Regen SW), the east (Renewables East etc), Wales (International Business Wales) and the north
west (Envirolink NW). Particular initiatives by the regions and natural geography have created
regional foci for cleantech subsectors, such as solar in the south, powered transport in Wales and
hydropower in the south west and northwest.

Most cleantech developers have not received a grant of any kind and even fewer have obtained any
form of loan on preferential terms. There is no evidence of any regional bias in the award of national
grants, but some regions support cleantech companies directly with assistance in obtaining national
funding and also offer local grants. That is then reflected in the geographical distribution and, where
there are regional clusters, types of cleantech development. If grants are to be sought and the past is
anything to go by, cleantech companies would do well to consider locating in Wales, London,
southeast, southwest, east or northwest England, especially if they are involved in powered transport,
biofuels or marine energy.

Almost half of cleantech development in the UK is self-funded by the management team. Another
30% is funded by family and friends and business angels. Less than 20% is funded by venture capital
or via traded markets, such as AIM. Over 80% of survey respondents expect to need external equity
finance on route to market and 40% of the time it will be venture capital being tapped and a similar
proportion will turn to corporate venturers. Traded markets such as AIM and PLUS Markets are not
recognised as a way to raise funds. Over 60% of respondents had found initial funding to be their
greatest challenge so far, especially for powered transport, energy efficiency, green products and
services, marine energy and wind technologies. Behind initial funding, market recognition and
adoption was also recognised as a major challenge.

Marine energy has the greatest number of challenges on its route to market, needing a combination of
funding, partners, technology, regulatory and market solutions. Most other cleantech subsectors had
only one major hurdle to overcome.

About half of cleantech developers expect to take their product or service from the lab bench all the
way to the market. One third are proceeding on the basis that they have no competition. This is
particularly the case in marine energy, hydropower, biomass, powered transport, carbon capture &
storage and waste to energy solutions.

Cleantech developers are in most need of marketing & communications, technical (such as
engineering), sales and financial staff to complement their current teams. Over 80% recognise the
need to expand their teams on their route to market.



Cleantech — a definition

The term “cleantech” or clean technologies has entered the everyday vocabulary of those who follow
news about climate change, the low carbon economy and sustainability issues. The term does not
seem to have a strict definition and so it is useful to explain what is meant by it at the start of this
paper.

Cleantech encapsulates the terms “low carbon economy” and “sustainable”. It is given its broadest
definition by the Cleantech Group, who state:

“Cleantech spans many industry verticals and is defined by the following eleven segments:

Energy Generation (Wind, Solar, Hydro/Marine, Biofuels, Geothermal), Energy Storage (Fuel Cells,
Advanced Batteries, Hybrid Systems), Energy Infrastructure (Management and Transmission), Energy
Efficiency (Lighting, Buildings, Glass), Transportation (Vehicles, Logistics, Structures, Fuels), Water &
Wastewater (Water Treatment, Water Conservation, Wastewater Treatment), Air & Environment
(Cleanup/Safety, Emissions Control, Monitoring/Compliance, Trading & Offsets), Materials (Nano, Bio,
Chemical, Other), Manufacturing/Industrial (Advanced Packaging, Monitoring & Control, Smart
Production), Agriculture (Natural Pesticides, Land Management, Aquaculture), Recycling & Waste,
Waste Treatment.”

Our definition is broader than this in that it includes technologies that enhance the environmental
performance of existing power generation systems, waste processes, construction methods and
materials. It also includes products that, through their use, reduce environmental impact or enhance
environmental standards. In addition, it includes noise abatement which is regularly overlooked. Our
definition of cleantech does not include the trading of carbon or other pollutant permits.

What is meant by “development” is the path that takes a cleantech innovation from an idea or “lab
bench discovery” to the point of deployment in volume or market adoption.

The term “green products and services” is used in this report and it refers to any product or use of a
product which, either through its manufacture or in the way that it is used or provided, materially
reduces harmful environmental impact by substituting poorer environmental performing alternatives or
by addressing the environmental impacts of other products and services.



Introduction

If the pre-Copenhagen 2010 announcements are anything to go by, there appears to be a global
majority who recognise the importance of sustainable practices and the need to adopt a way of life
which takes the effect of the world’s population on planet Earth into account. While there are still
differences of opinion as to how much different regions of the world should shoulder responsibility for
changing their habits of a lifetime, it is also recognised that the goal of one planet living will be
achieved through a strategy built on three fundamental pillars: significant investment, which according
to the Stern Review increases in absolute and proportionate to GDP terms the longer the investment
is delayed, a change in lifestyle behaviour principally by the developed world and an advancement in
technology arguably not seen since the industrial revolution.

A disproportionately high contribution from one of these three fundamental needs reduces the
pressure on the other two. Similarly, a shortfall in any one of the three means that at least one of the
other two has to make up the difference if the same endpoint is to be reached.

In the UK, the utility regulatory system, the ownership structure of utilities, commercial imperatives
and business practices all contribute to one key issue. The UK is heavily dependent, and it can be
argued overly dependent, on SMEs to initiate, develop and present to market clean technologies.
This group of engineers and other scientists and entrepreneurs are fundamental to achieving the
goals of energy and resource security, financial affordability and sustainability. Their success will
determine to what extent the UK economy benefits from the cleantech revolution. There are, of
course, a number of large companies which are active in the development of clean technologies with
an obvious example being in the field of carbon capture & storage. However, there is also a
significant proportion of all the large water, waste and energy firms that are relying on SMEs to
develop new technologies which they then might consider adopting at a later date if the commercial
drivers are strong enough. There seems to be a disproportionately high reliance on university
research, spin-out companies and SMEs to provide the technology advancement which will meet the
technology share of the triumvirate’s (ie technology advancement, behaviour change and investment)
goal of one planet sustainable living. Is there complete confidence that the necessary technology
advancement will be delivered or that extra investment or behavioural change will make up any
shortfall?

The Rushlight Cleantech Survey is designed to give those cleantech developing SMEs that are in the
midst of this focus an opportunity to give evidence as to the challenges and hurdles they have had to
overcome and their needs to achieve sustainable businesses in every sense. This survey enables
those with responsibilities in government for policy on climate change and sustainability issues to
receive completely unbiased and clear messages from an independent, professional, informed and
reliable source. Eventure Media is not reliant on membership subscriptions for its existence. It does
not represent any specific industries or groupings and has no publishing interests with an incentive for
sensationalism. The results of this survey are presented as they really are.

This survey has been open for a period that straddles the government’s announcement of the UK
Renewable Energy Strategy 2009, the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan, the Low Carbon Transport: A
Greener Future paper, the UK Low Carbon Industrial Strategy and the Towards a Low Carbon
Economy strategy paper on 15 July 2009. This survey therefore provides views from both a “before”
and “after” perspective and brings feedback on the new proposals for the UK’s transition to a
sustainable future from a vital component, namely cleantech developers themselves. Whether the
timing of the survey has contributed to the response rate is not known, but we have been delighted
with the number of responses which have exceeded our expectations.



Survey population and a report on UK cleantech development

This survey was distributed widely in an effort to reach all cleantech developers throughout the UK.
Recent studies suggest that there are some 13,000 organisations in the UK that are developing clean
technologies. We contacted a significant proportion of those directly and then, with the assistance of
the sponsors, participating organisations, supporting partners and our network, the survey should
have been accessible to the majority of this total population. In addition, and thanks to the support of
the sponsors and participating organisations, cleantech developers were encouraged to complete the
survey with the prize of free advice on legal, intellectual property, investor, incubator, investor
readiness and technology copywriting matters, as well as a free subscription to a magazine and an
online database and a discount on entering the Rushlight Awards.

As a result, responses have been received from all the subsectors of cleantech. The largest number
of respondents came from developers of solar, wind, marine, biomass, powered transport, energy
efficiency and waste to energy solutions. In total, the respondents’ primary activities can be analysed
as follows:

Subsector % of total respondents
Renewable energy (solar, heat pumps, wind, marine, hydro) 31.4%

Clean fuels (biomass, biofuels, powered transport and hydrogen & fuel cells) 21.2%

Waste 14.6%

Water 7.3%

Energy efficiency 6.7%

Green products and services 5.8%

Power generation, incl carbon capture & storage 5.1%
Environment (land, water, air and noise) 3.6%

Other 4.3%

By collecting the addresses of the respondents, we have also been able to provide a geographic
distribution of the respondents. All the regions of England, Wales, Scotland and N. Ireland are
represented, but it cannot be assured that the number of respondents from each region reflects the
proportionate level of cleantech development activity in that region. It is more likely to reflect a
combination of cleantech development activity and proactive support of the sector by the Regional
Development Agency, including in respect of this survey. It is probably no coincidence that the
regions with the most prominent cleantech focused organisations such as Envirobusiness backed by
SEEDA, Envirolink NW, Renewables East with EEDA, Regen SW and Finance Wales had the largest
survey response levels and probably do have the most significant amount of cleantech development
in their regions. The pie chart below illustrates the geographic distribution of the respondents (with
East of England from 12 noon going clockwise).
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It was then possible to look for any correlation between regions and the different types of clean
technologies. A particular specialism within a major university in a region or a particular themed
cluster can result in that region becoming the centre for a specific type of clean technology. The
survey did show a tendency for the following regional strengths to exist:

East: Energy efficiency
Wales: Powered transport, marine
South East: Solar, wind, biomass, waste to energy

South West:  Solar, hydropower
North West: Hydropower
London: Green products

The reason for hydropower being foremost in the southwest and northwest is obvious when natural
topography is taken into account, although a greater level of activity in Wales and Scotland might also
have been expected with that reasoning. The focus of biomass and waste to energy in the southeast
where there is the largest stock of woodland in the country and some of the main conurbations is not
surprising, as is the focus on solar in the south of the country. The apparent clusters of powered
transport in Wales, energy efficiency in the east and green products in London seem to be more down
to particular initiatives pursued by those regions. An example would be the Welsh Assembly
Government who is providing attractive terms and financial support to manufacturing businesses to
replace the declining old industries and this has been a magnet for electric vehicle and emission
abatement technology companies.

Respondents covered all the different stages of technology development as follows:

Stage of development % of total respondents

Primarily research 13.9%



A prototype or equivalent has been developed 26.3%
In final testing 14.6%
On the market 41.6%
Other (typically due to a variety of products at different stages of development) 3.6%

The fact that the largest group of respondents have reached the sales and marketing phase helps to
give added weight to the findings as they have experienced the whole commercial journey from
research through to market.

Consistent with this sample population, the estimated time to market for the respondents’ products
can be seen in this pie chart:

What is your estimated time to market deployment?

O 0On the market/ in use now
B Less than 1 year
OBetween 1 and 3 years
OBetween 3 and 5 years

B More than 5 years

There seemed to be a disproportionately lower number of responses from research establishments
such as universities in the sample of respondents than were expected and this may have skewed the
results of this question towards the first category. Despite this, more than a third of cleantech
development activity by the respondents is believed to be over a year from market and experience
suggests that this can translate into a period well in excess of this before there is market adoption.

The key point from an overall analysis of the respondents is that there is a good spread within this
sample, covering all the cleantech disciplines, stages of development and geographical locations,
making this likely to be a reasonably representative sample for the whole cleantech development
community within the UK, with the notable exception of a smaller number of university researchers
than would have been expected.
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Key findings

The main messages coming from this survey which are worthy of proper consideration are:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Outside of university research, most cleantech developers have gained no grant support of
any kind. The feedback mentioned the administrative burden of applying, they were seen as
difficult to obtain and their taxable nature reduced their value once the impact on R&D tax
credits was taken into account.

Over three-quarters of respondents have received no soft loans or finance on beneficial
terms, despite the various government-backed schemes.

If a cleantech developer is in need of financial backing, then their choice of location can have
a major bearing on their success. While no regional bias in respect of nationally available
grants has been shown, the particularly well-organised and focused cleantech support
structures in Wales, London, southeast, east, southwest and northwest England make them
attractive regions for cleantech activity.

When compared with renewable energy companies, waste technology developers and those
advancing noise abatement technologies fare very badly with regard to attracting grant
funding and other financial support on preferential terms.

Half of those with a single identified route to market expect to go it alone and take their
technology from research all the way to the end consumer.

49% of cleantech development is equity financed internally, ie by the senior management
team and close partners, with business angels or family & friends providing 60% of the other
51%, leaving less than 20% being funded by venture capital or from funds raised on the
traded markets such as AIM or PLUS Markets.

Despite the findings in 5 above, over 80% of respondents expect to need external equity
funding of which over 40% are expecting to turn to venture capitalists and a similar proportion
to corporate venturers. Business angels and suppliers & customers will also be tapped.
Traded markets such as AIM and Plus Markets are not recognised as a source of funding
directly or indirectly by most cleantech companies.

Cleantech developers have recognised the benefits provided by university collaboration and
partners and are looking to further this cooperation in the future.

10% of cleantech developers feel they have received no support to speak of at all.

Over 60% of cleantech developers cite initial funding as the key issue they have had to
overcome. It was particularly challenging for powered transport, energy efficiency, green
products, wind and marine energy.

Behind initial funding, market recognition and adoption is seen as the next major challenge
and so further consumer (commercial and private) education is felt necessary.

Marine energy has the largest number of challenges in their route to market, needing finance,
partners, regulatory changes, market adoption, as well as some of the most major technology
hurdles to overcome.

Almost one-third of cleantech developers feel they have no direct competition. Some of these
respondents are operating in the same subsectors. A quarter of them are competing with
multinationals, especially in the solar sector. Most feel they have no competition if they
operate in the marine energy, hydropower, biomass, powered transport, carbon capture &
storage and waste to energy subsectors.

Cleantech developers are in most need of marketing & communications, technology (such as
engineers), sales and financial support within their senior management teams. Only 18% felt
they had a complete team.

Cleantech companies are very aware of intellectual property (IP) management issues. The
majority have their IP either protected or in the process of being protected. Less than 20%
choose not to have IP protection in order to keep their process secret or because their IP is
not registrable. Cleantech companies tend to use lawyers primarily for assistance with
regulatory, IP management and co-venture agreements.
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Findings in detail

Grants and other financial support

The government has heralded a number of initiatives over the years which have been designed
specifically to assist cleantech development and similar early stage companies. It has therefore been
a major surprise to see that just over half (50.4%) of respondents have received no form of grant
support. In contrast, 19.7% or nearly one in five have received in excess of £250,000 in grant funding
and a further 8% have received over £100,000.

The complete distribution of responses was as follows:

How much grant funding have you received to date?

ONone

B <£10K
0O£10-25K

0O £25-50K

W £50-100K
O £100-250K
@ >£250K

It is then entirely consistent with this finding that, when soft loans and other preferential term funding
is analysed, similar extremes are reported with 75.9% having received no material soft loans and
6.6% having received over £250,000. The full distribution of responses was as follows:

12



How much soft loan finance have you received to date?

O<£10K
®£10-50K

0O £50-100K
0£100-250K
| >£250K

This would seem to suggest, and based on the comments provided by some respondents, that the
majority of cleantech developers are not aware of what is available, are excluded from applying, fail
with their application, find/ simply believe the process of requesting financial support to be too
burdensome to participate or find the system of grant funding interconnecting with fiscal measures
render grant finance not worthwhile.

What is particularly interesting is the distribution of grants and soft loans that have been awarded
when they are correlated with the location of the successful applicants. At least one cleantech
developer in each of the regions in England, Scotland and Wales in our sample has been granted
funding of over £250,000. Northern Ireland has the lowest amount of grants awarded in this sample
and this appears to be consistent with the amount of specific support for cleantech developers in that
region. The regions with the highest number of large grants awarded to the sample group are East of
England, South West, South East, London and Wales. If the number of respondents from each area
is then factored in, the highest incidence of grant success per organisation has occurred in Wales and
London. The South East had the highest number of grants awarded overall.

The other key correlation to be considered is the distribution of grants with the subsectors of
cleantech. Both renewable energy and clean fuels seemed to have attracted a strong level of grant
and soft loan support, with powered transport, biofuels and marine energy standing out as leading the
groups. Hydropower stands out quite markedly as attracting the least support. Hydrogen and fuel
cells was also a weaker performer in this group.

The water subsector also attracted a good level of grant and soft loan support. The weakest
subsector for attracting financial support of this nature was waste. In comparison with respondents in
the renewable energy group, the grants received by waste technology developers were both lower in
amount and noticeably fewer. Given that waste to energy appears in waste in this classification, there
appears to be a remarkable difference between the financial support gained by biomass and biofuels
technology developers when compared with waste to energy. Noise abatement technologies also did
not receive financial support in the sample.
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The analysis of grants can be compared with the responses to the question that comes near the end
of the survey where respondents were asked to grade the support that they found most helpful in
getting to their current position. Local grants were typically listed as being of major importance by
respondents from the South East, East, Wales and North West.

Route to market

When all the technology-based industries are considered, such as general engineering, industrial
manufacturing eg cars, information technology, pharmaceuticals and biotechnology and mediatech,
the cleantech sector is the newest and least developed. It is therefore not surprising that some of the
early mistakes of the established sectors are potentially being repeated. One area that often
differentiates the successful cleantech company from one that is more likely to fail is the planned
route to market.

If you bear in mind that 10.9% of respondents have not yet determined their route to market and a
further 13.9% chose typically a mixture of the alternatives under “other”, then 24.1% looking to sell or
license their technology equates to approximately a third of all specific responses. The 25.5%
responding that they are or will develop the technology through to manufacture can be added to the
8.8% who will find funding to deliver a service, so that 34.3% are or are looking to take their cleantech
solution all the way to market themselves. When this is looked at again in the context of those that do
not yet know and those with a combination of solutions, about a half of those polled who have a
specific route to market identified are pursuing a business plan which takes them from research lab to
market. The full responses were:

Which of the following is your chosen or preferred route to
market?

@ Do not know yet

B Sell or licence technology

OPartner with a corporate
venturer

OObtain VC funding

B Develop technology and
manufacture for sale on
the market

OObtain VC funding and
develop project with the
technology

B Other

14



Equity finance

The questions on equity finance produced the most surprising answers. Q8 posed the question as to
whether external equity funding had been sought. Only 51.3% of respondents have received equity
investment from third parties. This is even more astounding when it is considered in the context of
the low numbers who have raised funds through grants and soft loans and that over two-thirds of
respondents are on or within one year of their market.

Of those that have received external equity funding, 27.1% was from friends and family, 22% from
business angels, 16.9% from VCs and only 6.8% from traded markets. When the 27.1% of the “other”
responses are analysed further, half fall under business angel type investors. This means that well
over 60% of external equity funding has come from private individuals and less than 25% from VCs.

If the answer to Q8 is yes, which of the following is your external
investor?

O Friend or family

@ Business angel

OVenture capitalist

OTraded market eg AIM or full

listing
B Other

In view of the significant proportion of cleantech companies turning to friends and family for funding, it
is then not surprising that approximately one third of all external equity investors take no part in the
management of the business.

15



If the answer to Q8 is yes, then which of the following applies?
45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0% —
0.0% ‘ ‘
The investor is The investor is on  The investor is on Other
passive and does not the board the board and is
get involved in the fully involved in the
business business.

In most cases, external investors have a simple minority stake. But there are some cases where the
team taking the company forward have a very small stake and this is not limited to the larger
companies or those whose shares are traded on a public market.

If the answer to Q8 is yes, how much of the company do external
investors own?

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%
<10% 10-25% 25-50% 50-75% >75%

For those that do not have external equity funding, 19.4% do not expect to need any ever. Of those
that do expect to need new funding sources, friends and family and business angels together make
up 35.5% of the total, with VCs and corporate venturers each accounting for 33.9%. Suppliers and

customers are expected to contribute in 25.8% of cases, leaving just 4.8% turning to AIM or similar

public markets.
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If the answer to Q8 is no, how are you going to attract new

investors?
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0% —
10.0% —
5.0% | | —
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Support and hurdles for cleantech development

The next series of questions are designed to obtain feedback on the existing support system for
cleantech developers. While grants, both local and national together, were recognised by over half of
respondents as being most helpful (and have been covered in depth earlier in this report), university
collaboration and partners scored very highly too.

What support have you found most helpful in the progress that you
have achieved to date?

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0% —
10.0%
5.0% —
0.0%
[ o) c — c [} =
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8§85 85 §s Se5 =S¢ 5 ©
a9 =z 9 > 9 'ag ©x 3@ o
c © [0t % c 0
-9 € ac =
o s

The comments listed under “other” are most informative here. The vast majority of other answers
were actually “none”. Over 10% felt that they had received no meaningful support at all.
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It then comes as a surprise that, when asked what has been their biggest hurdle so far that they have
had to overcome, 59% quote initial funding. Of the 14.5% listing other, half of those are funding
related and most of the rest are either related to hurdles created by government initiatives or
regulations or specific routes to market.

What has been the key issue that you have had to overcome to
reach your current position?
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%
Initial funding Technical Finding Sourcing Managing Other
problems partners good staff  intellectual
property

Assessing the major challenges so far produced the following results:

Rank each of the following as to their importance in taking your
technology to market.

I O Major challenge

B Significant but not substantial
challenge

wh
23
IS
| | | |

@ Not a big issue at this stage

Technology
challenges
Partners

Finding investors
New legislation

Regulatory approval
Market recognition/
adoption
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This shows that the two most significant challenges are finding investors and market recognition and
adoption. Very few perceived new legislation or regulatory issues as being poignant. Technology
challenges and partners scored solidly for most.

When these same factors are analysed against the different subsectors of the cleantech sector, the
following factors were seen as a major challenge in taking the technology to market:

wind: Partners, investment

Marine: Technology, investment, market recognition/ adoption
Powered transport: Investment

Energy efficiency: Investment

Waste to energy: Regulations, legislation

Waste minimisation: Partners

Green products: Investment, market recognition/ adoption

While investment was a common issue across all the subsectors, it was less marked for the waste
and water companies than for the energy-based companies. Marine energy seemed to have the most
challenges across the board and powered transport had the clearest consensus that investment was
the key issue.

Markets and competition

It is often the case that developers of new clean technologies see the market from a technology
perspective rather than from the customer perspective. This is borne out by the response to the
guestion as to where the main competitive threat comes from. 32.5% felt that there was no
competitive threat to their business at all. This seems to suggest that, for each of the respondents
that responded in this way, their technology is expanding the market into a new area where there are
no others currently operating. This is clearly not the case as most cleantech solutions are designed to
replace current high carbon alternatives and there are often competing clean technologies addressing
similar legacy market propositions. Investors often receive business plans which state that the
technology has no competition when that same investor has on his desk a number of other proposals
addressing the very same target market with an alternative solution.

For those that recognise other competitors, 26.5% are going head-to-head with multi-nationals and
17.1% are competing with similar small companies in the UK.
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Which of the following do you consider to be your main
competitive threat?

OThere is no competition

B Another small company with a
similar solution in the UK

OAnother small company with a
similar solution in the rest of
Europe

OAnother small company with a
similar solution in the US

B Another small company with a
similar solution elsewhere in the
world

OA multinational company with a
similar solution

B A similar solution being
developed by a government or
university but still in its infancy

The distribution of main competitive threats, when compared with the cleantech subsectors, revealed

an overwhelming consensus within some technologies:

Solar: Multinationals

Marine: None

Hydro: None

Biomass: None, UK small companies
Powered transport: None

Carbon capture & storage: None

Waste to energy: None

A number of the respondents are direct competitors of each other and so one result emanating
directly from this research is that a significant number of cleantech companies appear to have a

limited knowledge of their own markets.

Management teams

It was particularly encouraging to note that respondents were very aware of the need to have a

complete team in the business. The need for both technical specialists and corporate functions was
well recognised, with engineering and sales & marketing coming out highest and with finance not far

behind.
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Which of the following specialist capabilities does your in-house
talent pool need to be supplemented by on a project, interim, non-
exec, part-time or full time basis? Please tick all that apply.
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IP management and legal advice

The need for management of intellectual property (IP) seemed to be well understood by respondents
and decisions had clearly been made in a positive way whether to seek protection or to keep the
intellectual property confidential.

66.7% of respondents already have their IP protected, 15.4% intend to seek protection in some form
and 17.9% have chosen not to protect their IP intentionally, either because it is not protectable or
because there is a desire to keep the process out of the public domain. There is no correlation
between the decision not to protect IP and the subsector of cleantech, with the exception of the small
number of respondents with noise abatement technologies which are not patent protected.
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property rights?

To what extent is your technology protected with intellectual

OWe have no intellectual
property protection for our
technology and none will be
sought.

@ We have no intellectual
property protection for our
technology but we need to find
a patent agent to review /
advise on intellectual property
matters in the near future.

OWe already have the intellectual
property protection process in
hand for our technology.

With regards to obtaining legal advice, similar numbers of respondents ranked regulations, IP
management and co-venture arrangements as the main legal issues to be addressed.
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Messages for Government

At the end of a long questionnaire, respondents were asked what key message or request they would
like to give to government at this stage. In view of the time and care taken in answering this question
by some of the respondents, their complete responses have been listed here. Obvious repeats and
some of the more colourful suggestions have been removed and, to provide as much value as
possible to this exercise, the views have been divided between those given before and after the
publication of the UK Renewable Energy Strategy 2009, the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan, the Low
Carbon Transport: A Greener Future paper, the UK Low Carbon Industrial Strategy and the Towards
a Low Carbon Economy paper on 15 July 2009.

Apart from the minor editing mentioned above, the comments are presented unedited. They therefore
need to be put into the context of the comment providers, who are a mixture of scientists and
entrepreneurs who are each trying to get their own technology and business to the top of an ever
increasing pile of new opportunities. By definition, they will not all succeed and some will be much
better than others. It is to be expected that the weaker ones will not attract funding or other support.
While it is often fun to pick out individual quotes from such a process, in order to have a proper
assessment of what messages these comments are providing, the value lies in the common themes
and repeated requests rather than the one-off “throw-away” lines. By including the singular jibes, it is
not the intention of the report authors for some of these comments to be treated as a resource and
therefore be recycled or reused in accordance with the waste hierarchy!!

The comments can broadly be collated under the following headings: funding, strategy, regulations &
planning and other. 57% of the comments were critical of and gave specific suggestions concerning
funding, with 30% on strategy, 9% on regulation & planning and 3% on other issues. The comments
on funding were mainly aimed at seed and early phase funding, but there were also specific
comments about follow-up funding and support for deployment.

It is clear that the government’s support for certain specific technologies means that other new
technologies are correspondingly disadvantaged and are seen to be out of favour. The government is
being asked to keep up with technology and adapt to the changing technological capabilities and
knowledge, but at the same time keep a steady regulatory and fiscal landscape so that the chances of
gaining what funding there might be is not prejudiced. Given that these needs seem to be mutually
exclusive, it might be better to set subsidies, incentives and other fiscal measures based not on what
a technology is so much as what it can do. In that way for instance, whether the organic waste
treatment is aerobic or anaerobic is not the issue, when the incentive is available for any process that
diverts organic waste from landfill and produces compost/ fertiliser/ soil supplement and energy in the
form of a biogas or heat.

Apparent inconsistencies attracted emotive comments. An example is the public procurement
requirement for at least 4 years of trading to prequalify for public sector contracts. This seems to
undermine the government’s desire to back cleantech as the procurement policy clearly favours the
status quo, since the companies producing the cutting edge technologies have no track record. The
perceptions of funding and support in other European countries and the US compare very favourably
with the experiences many respondents have had with deemed excessive risk-aversion and limited
funds in the UK. Comments have also included the need for a simplification of a number of the
support systems already in place, a rationalisation of the perceived myriad of government-funded
bodies set up to assist or perhaps a clarification of their roles and a significant reduction in the red
tape and time it takes to take new clean technologies forward.
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Pre 15 July 2009

e The market needs to readdress what they consider 'new and novel' technologies. These 'new'
technologies might be in use in other parts of the world but the UK market is still very cautious of them.
Finally, in the current economic climate, it is more important than ever to support the development of
these technologies/companies in raising finance for projects. However, experience has shown that this
has been very difficult in the past few months, despite applying to numerous government backed bank
loan schemes and being met with rejection. Is there any other way in which the government can get
much needed cash to the businesses which need it?

e The Cleantech innovation pipeline needs to be primed by seed capital investments to enable early stage
companies to get off the blocks and provide future investment opportunities and the development of a
vibrant cleantech industry in the UK. Traditionally this function is carried out by the Angel Investor
community. In the current financial crisis the supply of seed capital has dried up so no new technologies
are entering the pipeline. Government needs to step in here and provide early stage funding either on
an equity basis, (they did it for the failing, poorly managed banks), or by establishing an SBIR system as
they do in the US where government procurement of prototypes and demonstrators provides much
needed funds. The technologies we have today are not good enough - we need fresh ideas and fresh
blood, one way to provide this is through supporting high risk early stage companies that are
uneconomic for VC investment and unproven due to them being at an early stage. The Government
needs to take a risk on the UK's cleantech future - it's a safer bet than supporting failed banks who
plough government money into their pension funds - not back into UK market place. Early stage cash
goes straight back into the economy and helps support local engineering and business services
companies not offshore bank accounts.

e systematise planning permission regulations

e Need greater communication and education for clients and end-users of the challenges ahead, and the
role and opportunity for clean and green technologies to meet these challenges.

e When new technology comes along that could have a major impact, especially in the renewables area,
although there is a huge potential market it is extremely difficult to get product into the market unless it
has been tried and tested in the real world. This is very difficult if you cannot get the plant and
equipment together. VCs will not normally consider investment unless sales have already been
established. Some mechanism needs to be in place so that demonstration projects can be set up for
"all" technologies that have potential.

e Follow on funding for both R&D and expansion is a real problem. The Carbon Trust and the Technology
Strategy Board / Energy Trust are a disaster in this respect - definitely part of the problem not the
solution.

e Deliver on the promises - nobody believes any of it any more.

e  Get the blinkers off and look outside the box, simple solutions deserve looking at

e Help for smaller businesses to gain funding which seems to be mopped up by companies with already
enough resources to dedicate to applications and tenders

e The domestic wind turbine field is unfairly being written off because existing wind turbines are unsuitable
for the turbulent airflow conditions that are inevitable round buildings. A completely new approach is
needed to obtain reasonable mechanical power from building mounted turbines. In the majority of cases
the greatest fossil fuel saving will occur if the turbine shaft energy is used to heat the domestic water
rather than the present fixation on electricity generation.

e  Give clarity between ETI and TSB grant funding

e Small companies such as [marine energy company] need to be able to use their entrepreneurial skills to
develop new technology. To do this we need adequate financial support in terms of grants for prototypes
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or revenue for demonstration projects together with the appropriate planning legislation to achieve our
common goal of meeting the medium term renewable energy targets.

the industry requires help in terms of pay back tariffs and education relating to installers and end users.
Invest in green technology
Tax on fuel & excise license is excessive, delivery costs are a major expense.

It is impossible to get UK public contracts which require >3 satisfied customers and 4 years trading
accounts. We have a lot of overseas interest but we are always asked why is the City Class tram not
being used in the UK. If the UK is to get real innovation widely and quickly into use, then public
procurement policy needs to change.

there is plenty of rhetoric on placing Britain at the fore in marine renewables but this is not translating
into real policies that can support emerging technology businesses

Focus on a level playing field for CO2 technologies in transport and don't think about 'picking winners
such as electric vehicles'. EV's are right for countries that have massive coal reserves (USA CHINA) or
massive wind (DENMARK) or massive nuclear (FRANCE) or political reasons (ISRAEL) but these do
not fit UK. Our strengths in reducing oil use massively will come from the fundamentals of light weight
(composites) and very efficient small engines (UK leading engine technology country in Europe). UK
Government should focus on UK strengths in a level playing field context of meeting 2020 targets for
CO2 from transport.

Support WDA's in financing development of infrastructure necessary for alternative collections (waste)

(a)Recognition of low carbon or carbon negative cement as an important and distinct segment and
opportunity; (b) Need for significant public-sector driven financial support to overcome market failure
[finance sector has very little appetite for early stage tech start-ups in current circumstances] which will
be necessary to avoid yet another generation of UK inventions leaving the UK.

Get serious - even if this is only an "insurance" rather than a "necessity", the cleantech market is a
massive opportunity, take it!

Consolidate the Qangos that support start-ups

Facilitating seed and early stage funding for start-ups. Although we have a great technology out of
Cambridge University, we have found it immensely difficult to raise equity investment.

Access to funding at pre-commercial stage is vital.
Keep the regulation simple and easy to understand without ambiguity

Support of Clean Technology, especially financial support, is key to developing a strong UK Cleantech
industry

There appears to be almost no support available for small businesses operating in the clean tech sphere
- or at least, if there are then it is difficult to find out about it. We are a new business, developing a new
technology, commissioning manufacture in the UK (and already looking at export) and we have received
zero support to date - despite looking. In contrast, we have just set up an office in Italy and have
received significant support from the RDA in doing so. Indeed, the difference in approach and support
has been almost breathtaking. If the UK is serious about building a position in the clean tech sector,
then the government needs to support new businesses.

Push the green agenda. Use waste water to create bioenergy; tackling issues of energy security, co2
reduction, waste management and environmental concerns all at the same time.
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Make Grants for New Technology more accessible for SME's

The sector needs more incentive for third party investment, i.e. multiple ROCs in England, Wales and
Northern Ireland like they have adopted in Scotland.

Enterprise Finance Guarantee - We have presented our business to two banking institutions - the
lending committees in both cases have wanted tangible guarantees from the directors in place to cover
the 30% they would be exposed to before offering funds. In one case a Senior Business Manager made
the presentation on our behalf and was disappointed at his employers’ attitude. The government must
investigate the lending institutions and question their reluctance to back SMEs in the green energy
sector

Clean energy solutions must have the capacity to offset substantial fossil fuel consumption. This is a
much bigger challenge than most people and governments appreciate.

Please support the small companies in R&D with actual finances and not with hollow promises and force
the big power suppliers to support new technology. Most of the financial support is wasted in too many
Agencies and PR, doing the same thing.

Our current project involves the processing of scrap tyres. Current legislation is cumbersome and
obstructive. Government needs to find a way to make legislation that protects but equally allows the
flexibility for innovation to be able to bring new technology to the market place without the enormous
hurdles that legislation places in the way.

They are backing losers wholesale and missing the innovative individual

Abolish VAT on all road-legal, electric vehicles to boost sales and development. If you are going to offer
grants and funding in this sector, ACTUALLY do it rather than just say it to make it look like you are
thinking green as part of a PR stunt.

Energy policy requires coordinated action to ensure that renewables do not get waylaid by nuclear
development. There is a massive opportunity for global wealth creation in the name of the environment.
What greater cause exists?

Improve research into imported cleantech materials before legislating. Government relies too much on
generic legislation without proper assessment of specific materials.

The business angel market has died, early stage is too risky and deal costs make it uneconomic for VC
to invest in early stage. We need Government to plug this gap and operate as early stage investors
holding equity in early stage companies as they do in failing banks. Only then will new technologies
needed to tackle climate change get developed. Start-up is a huge barrier and many good technologies
fail to get funded and are lost to the World. Start-ups start new industries and create the jobs for the
future to replace jobs lost from failing old industries - don't prop up the old oak trees, plant acorns in
fertile soil.

scrap nuclear, get behind renewables, with 100% commitment they will deliver.
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Post 15 July 2009

e  Support CleanTech small businesses - cancelling the 20p tax reduction for biodiesel as planned for April
2010 will kill the small scale biodiesel industry in the UK. Everyone could benefit if the tax reduction was
kept in place for smaller producers - producing under 15-20,000l/week. This would maximise the
sustainable benefits - local employment, money in the local economy, minimal issues for neighbours,
maximum sustainable benefits, and 34p tax to the treasury + VAT which otherwise wouldn't be
generated in the UK as the feedstock Used Cooking Oil will be exported

e To deliver tangible results more quickly and effectively - banded ROCs for example remain uncertain for
marine renewables, consenting is very difficult, MRDF remains poorly defined, etc

e less red tape and regulation, more positive action to smooth development of new energy schemes

e The ability to claim R&D Tax credits should not be mitigated by the receipt of Government grants. At
present it is either or in any one tax year (according to our accountants) and this can make it more
expensive to accept a grant rather than refuse it if the consequence is that the R&D tax credit is lost.

e  Proof of Concept funding for early prototype installations

e support renewables sustainably

e  Our government should financially, directly support real research & development in clean energy. Our
government should scotch wasting money on paper shuffling and paper pushing, so called consultant
services which have no significant benefit for us. We find it is very difficult to obtain loan from bank as
we are doing research therefore we have no “track record” to satisfy banks demand. As our government
bought the most banks, they should have loan specifically for research & development.

e More funding should be invested in helping UK SMEs or new companies through prototyping and
commercialisation

e Spend money of helping people DO things, not endless job creation schemes for talentless gatekeepers
to get in the way and/or consume all the funds of process over result.

e Take positive action to educate and engage the end user/home owner and address the inclusion of
effective In Home Displays in Smart Metering roll outs and/or initiatives.

e SMEs need funding now! Stop caving in pressure from Multinationals and implement existing
environmental regs.

e We are developing CCS technology. R&D grant support is very helpful for us, but the products of our
R&D will cost end users (private sector central & distributed power generators) significantly more than
investment in conventional non-CCS technology (maybe up to £100/tonne CO2 avoided). Government
needs to ensure that there are sufficiently attractive fiscal incentives and/or carbon pricing and/or
legislative requirement to create a strong market for CCS in the UK - otherwise market will be just
business as usual. With a sufficiently attractive stimulus for the UK market, the UK CCS industry could
really take-off. With no existing overseas companies/industry/supply-chain to satisfy UK demand this will
lead to creation of UK-based world-leading CCS companies & jobs which, like the German PV industry,
could achieve global dominance and provide large export earnings. If the UK Govt doesn't strongly
stimulate the market in a sustained way (10-20yr timeframe), then R&D outputs & engineers will go
overseas to other countries that are providing the money.

e  Support NEW SME's through procurement without reference to previous annual turnover as new tech
companies focussed on sector solution WILL NOT have a trading record in ANY new technology area.
Currently programmes such as the "Low Carbon Van" programme excluded technology businesses and
have a DETRIMENTAL effect on new companies through exclusion.
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Take the emphasis off biomass for electricity generation and on to biomass for heating.

Provide some help to individual inventors at the very earliest stages. My project has cost >£100k (mainly
IP) thus far with no help from any source.

Simplify the route to funding - not adding layers of complexity that detract from being able to get the
working solutions into real "live" working scenario's and therefore slow down or even kill the innovation
before it has had chance to be tested in its "Final real point of use application" therefore impacting on
the potential revenues that could result from these products being able to be manufactured in many
cases with only relatively minor changes to some of the existing manufacturing facilities - that are
currently on short time working anyway !!

Grants are the life blood of small Research Companies like ourselves, advice on Employment Pitfalls
with simpler legislation and more Export Help to avoid the numerous potential problems.

We need clearly defined, consistent and bankable long term support on renewable power prices.
Allocate more funding to R&D projects especially in the new technologies field.

Encourage the large organisations to be more supportive of small development companies. Not one of
the three biggest UK pharmaceutical manufacturers is willing to talk test our equipment. We are having

to go to Germany, Italy and the US to carry out tests. It is costing us a fortune.

Dear Mr Milliband, last week’s announcements suggest that micro generators could benefit from input
tariffs. Yet micro hydro is not included as an option.

Recognise that environmental issues are more than CO2 emissions or energy concerns.

Small is beautiful. There are no big wins to be made. The climate crisis is about to let rip and we need
technology transfer, not market competition.

Keep stability in Renewable incentive market

Need for increased funding and clarity of regulation

Simplify grant application procedure and appoint specialist grant ‘guru’ to ‘handhold’ company and bring
funding sources to the company's attention. Most of all, support and develop a clear policy to UK
innovation and technology.

Improve financial and regulatory support for clean renewable energy.

Take a leaf out of the US recovery bill, clean technology funding application are dealt with in 28 days,
not 9 months as in the UK. The UK is the garden of inventors, only we have no idea or concept to
cultivate them. The safety net of a job for life in the Qangos such as the Carbon Trust, CENEX &
Technology Strategy Board needs to be removed and drive them by commercial success, ie deliver
British technology to the British worker to manufacture.

Simplify grant application procedures & capital allowances eligibility

To show full support for those small companies as we are in not just electricity generation but of the
huge potential that solar water heating offers for both domestic and commercial applications. Support

us British innovators or lose us to the USA and China.

investment in technology is risky, but statistics show that taking more risk (look to the US) rather than
less risk (the UK) produces a greater overall payback
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There is a critical need for the funding support from UK VCs and the Government, for developers of
sustainable technologies, to be available along similar levels and attitude to investment as applied from
US sources of funding for US developers, to allow UK developers to stay ahead.

Considerably more financial support is needed to encourage clean technology start-ups. This must be
easily accessible CASH, not promises of support in the future, only of course for highly qualified, quality-
vetted ventures. Excessive layers of bureaucracy, i.e. RDA's, should be eliminated.

There can be no market for new technologies if the adoption is not supported and encouraged and the
new service companies supported in their efforts. It is not enough to support R&D; its deployment must
also be supported. The state accounts for 43% GDP and they are the worst customers of all and the
least receptive to new products and services.

Make Grants simple to obtain

Long term support to cleantech is essential. Short term or constantly changing incentive instruments
should be avoided as this is a long term industry.

The government and big corporations in the UK don't seem to recognise the importance of innovation
and technology development and prefer to stand back and wait to see who comes out top. This drives
technology developers to look overseas for funding from organisations that are more willing to take on
risk.

More support for smaller ventures in competition with the major waste to energy competitors
Regulatory approval bodies need to be proactive in assisting new technology to come to market.

Cleantech, like defence, is an area which needs special organisation by government. The US takes a
much more structured approach with cleantech being managed by the Nationals Labs, eg National
Energy Technology Laboratory which manages programmes from SBIR through to targeted calls with a
sliding scale of support and involvement by large companies. The same managing staff have been in
place for 5 years which gives them ability to shape the programmes and knowledge what stage a
technology is up to - ie "institutional memory". No such institutional memory exists in the UK where the
National Labs are not involved, the TSB calls are haphazard and everyone is treated "ab initio" with
previous success counting for nothing. This stems from a Thatcherite horror of "picking winners" but
actually leads to an unconscious bias in favour of large companies on the basis of familiarity. More
directivity in Cleantech is appropriate due to the "non-commercial" timescales and the US model seems
a better way to address "market failure" than the current inefficient British system.

To change the congestion charge legislation, 1997, which refers to "Petrol Hybrids", and therefore
excludes any others such as diesel hybrids, to simply say "hybrid technologies. To ask for direct
government assistance for Small Businesses to develop and manufacture appropriate green
technologies for the automotive industry.

The UK is a terrible country in which to try to develop new technology. Government sponsored agencies
are too risk averse to make the first move. VCs are short of cash and confidence. This country is
missing out to the USA, Scandinavia and The Netherlands.

Be bolder and help us make this happen. We struggle for a few £100K of help despite all the spin, our
US competitor gets $45M!

Stop playing politics and get a move on with leading the economy to a lower carbon and less energy
intensive future. Peak Oil is around the corner and the effects of climate change are already becoming

very evident.

do not just back research but also development to pre production stage as in the "pilot plants" of the
chemical industry
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Stop spinning and start spending
It is easier and faster to gain funding support outside of the UK
Help small innovative enterprises to thrive with tax incentives.

The UK lacks serious funds for high growth technology ventures. Technology start-up's are being
starved of the funds needed to create a robust economy

Early stage technology companies need better support and access to both finance and resources to get
their products to market.
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Questionnaire

1. Introduction

The purpose of this survey is to provide some meaningful data
about the development of clean technologies in the UK to the
public and all the government departments and agencies that are
involved with any aspect of climate change, the low carbon
economy and the environment, who are all keen to hear your
views.

The report will seek to highlight:

1. the locations in the UK where there is significant clean
technology development

2. the types of technology being pursued and, perhaps of most
concern, those areas that are not receiving the attention that
they require

3. what stage the development has reached

4. what has helped in the development of the technology so far
and what hurdles have had to be overcome

5. what help is most needed now.

To enable the information that is presented to be as true a
reflection of the position as can be collated and for your region to
be fairly represented, we do need your response.

Where one company or organization is developing more than one
type of technology, we ask that you complete a separate entry for
each type.

1. The purpose of this first question is for us to be able to verify
you, the respondent; to form the basis for the geographical study
of cleantech activity throughout the UK; to be able to follow up if
any clarification is required and to inform the benefit providers
that you are eligible for a raft of valuable benefits. Your details
and responses will be kept totally confidential and, although they
will form part of a report, it will not be possible to track any
response or comment back to you. We do not sell or share contact
lists and we adhere strictly to the Data Protection Act.

First name: \

Last name: \
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Job title: \

Organisation |
name:

Postal \
address:

Contact direct \
email:

Telephone |
number:

2. What area of clean technology are you developing?

| [

Other (please specify)

3. At what stage has your technology reached?

Research

Prototype or equivalent
Final testing

On the market

Other
Other (please specify)

4. What is your estimated time to market deployment?

On the market/ in use now
Less than 1 year

Between 1 and 3 years
Between 3 and 5 years

More than 5 years

5. How much grant funding have you received to date (please
estimate)?

( None

<£10K
£10-25K

I

{
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£25-50K
£50-100K
£100-250K
>£250K

6. How much soft loan finance, ie at low interest rates, have you
received to date (please estimate)?

<£10K
£10-50K
£50-100K
£100-250K
>£250K

7. Which of the following is your chosen or preferred route to
market?

Do not know yet

Sell or licence technology

Partner with a corporate venturer

Obtain VC funding

Develop technology and manufacture for sale on the market

Obtain VC funding and develop project with the technology to provide
a service eg waste facility, electricity supply

C Other
Other (please specify)

8. Have you received external equity investment, ie do you have
other shareholders who have helped to fund the company?

( Yes

C No

9. If the answer to Q8 is yes, which of the following is your
external investor?

“ Friend or family

Business angel
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r

Venture capitalist
Traded market eg AIM or full listing
Other

Other (please specify)

10. If the answer to Q8 is yes, then which of the following
applies?

-
-
-
-

The investor is passive and does not get involved in the business
The investor is on the board

The investor is on the board and is fully involved in the business.
Other

Other (please specify)

11. If the answer to Q8 is yes, how much of the company do
external investors own?

r

-
-
-
-

<10%
10-25%
25-50%
50-75%
>75%

12. If the answer to Q8 is no, how are you going to attract new
investors?

r

0 A e A N B B

No need for any

Family and friends

Business angels

Venture Capital

Corporate venturers

Suppliers or customers
Flotation on AIM or a full listing
Other

Other (please specify)
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13. What support have you found most helpful in the progress
that you have achieved to date?

" Local or regional grants

National grants

University collaboration

Regional support other than grants
Incubation services

Partners

Other
Other (please specify)

1 71 1 71 1T

14. What has been the key issue that you have had to overcome to
reach your current position?

Initial funding

Technical problems

Finding partners

Sourcing good staff

Managing intellectual property

Other
Other (please specify)

I I A e B B

15. Rank each of the following as to their importance in taking
your technology to market.

Significant but

Major challenge not substantial Not a big issue at

challenge this stage

Technology . I -
challenges

Partners C C C
Finding . - -~
investors

Regulatory I - ~
approval

New s s s
legislation

35



Significant but
Major challenge not substantial
challenge

Not a big issue at
this stage

Market
recognition
and adoption

. . {

16. Which of the following do you consider to be your main
competitive threat? One answer only please.

There is no competition

Another small company with a similar solution in the UK

Another small company with a similar solution in the rest of Europe
Another small company with a similar solution in the US

Another small company with a similar solution elsewhere in the world
A multinational company with a similar solution

A similar solution being developed by a government or university but
still in its infancy

17. Which of the following specialist capabilities does your in-
house talent pool need to be supplemented by on a project,
interim, non-exec, part-time or full time basis? Please tick all that

apply.

None, we have everyone we need
Finance/ corporate finance/ M&A
Sales

Marketing and communications
Business planning & development
Engineering/ technology

General management

Production

Other
Other (please specify)

0 I N I A A R -
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18. To what extent is your technology protected with intellectual
property rights?

C We have no intellectual property protection for our technology and
none will be sought.

“ We have no intellectual property protection for our technology but we

need to find a patent agent to review / advise on intellectual property
matters in the near future.

© we already have the intellectual property protection process in hand

for our technology.

19. Would you like to be contacted by Withers & Rogers LLP for a
free initial consultation on intellectual property matters? (NB this
includes those who would value a second opinion.)

“ Yes

C No

20. What are the key legal issues which you have had to address?
Please tick all that apply.

3 Regulations

Employment law

Co-venture arrangements
Intellectual property management
Real estate

Other
Other (please specify)

-
-
-
-
-

21. Final question: What key message or request would you like to give to
government at this stage?
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