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a look inside the venture catalyst
partnering with power

For entrepreneurs, corporate partners can be a source of capital, distribution channels, technology alliances, beta testing, and much more. For large corporations, entrepreneurs are an engine for innovation and growth which their investors expect, but which they are simply too massive to sustain on their own. At this Netpreneur Coffee & DoughNets event held November 14, 2001, Donald Laurie, author of Venture Catalyst, and Mario Morino of the Morino Institute offered a look inside the way corporate venturers operate, as well as pointers for entrepreneurs seeking to partner with giants.
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fran witzel: introduction

Good morning. I am Fran Witzel, Vice President of the Morino Institute's Netpreneur. It is a great pleasure for me to welcome you to our 51st Coffee & DoughNets event.
	Our meeting today is entitled “Partnering With Power” and it deals with partnering with the “800-pound gorillas” of the world. How can startups benefit from these relationships? Will global corporations continue to invest in new ventures while economies and private equity investing are contracting? How do you access and pitch to these companies and players? This is one of the most requested topics for our Coffee & DoughNets events.
	Following the main presentation, you will have a chance to ask questions, then we will hear from Netpreneur’s visionary and benefactor, Mario Morino, before concluding around 9:30. Before I introduce our speaker, we want to recognize the following netpreneurs who have graciously volunteered at today's event: Victor Knox of Knox Network Solutions, and David Williams and Kerry Gunther of BrowserMedia. Please give them a hand for giving us a hand.
	We are most fortunate to feature Donald L. Laurie as our speaker. You will not see Don speaking at one of the many business technology events in town, but you might see him participating in a Business Week round table or speaking at the World Economic Summit in Davos, Switzerland, or chairing the national conference on corporate venture capital investments. Don is founder and Managing Director of Oyster International, a management consulting firm in Boston that works with executives, corporate venture managers, and business development managers to develop and implement growth strategies. He is a recognized thought-leader in the areas of corporate venturing and business leadership and growth. Don is an investor, and he is a director of a number of early stage companies. He is a contributor, along with Peter Drucker and Rosabeth Moss Kanter, to Ultimate Rewards: What Really Motivates People To Succeed, a book on driving organizational excellence. He is co-author of The Work of Leadership and author of the recently released Venture Catalyst: The Five Stages for Explosive Corporate Growth, of which Joe Schoendorf, Executive Partner with Accel Partners, wrote, “[Venture Catalyst] really provides major insight about high-growth companies and how they stay that way.” Ric Fulop, Red Herring Magazine's Entrepreneur of the Year in 1999, said of the book, “Technology and distribution partnerships with large corporations can accelerate corporate growth and ensure the success of early- and later-stage ventures. Don Laurie's conclusions and recommendations are critically important for entrepreneurs and aspiring entrepreneurs.”
	Join me in giving Don a warm welcome.


don laurie: ventures, partnerships & growth

This is one morning where the introduction will be better than the talk.
	I would like to start by bridging to today's events a bit. Leaders have been challenged by the declining economy, security issues related to the World Trade Center, loss of consumer confidence, and rapidly declining sales and earnings. I have never seen anything like it, then I pick up a Wall Street Journal and see the revenues are down 50% and 60%. If your revenues are down 50%, you can cut your work force 5%, but the challenges are enormous when it is such a structural change. Wall Street is going to give a brief reprieve to the top management of these companies and their teams as they deal with the security issues of their employees, the security issues of their corporations, and while they rethink their strategies.
	If you are going at 50% or 60% revenues, you can't operate in yesterday's strategy. Speed is going to be more important than ever. The disoriented, slow-moving management team will lose precious time to their competitors and they will lose competitive advantage as well.
	These executives and these management teams have two mission-critical activities they have to perform. The first is that they will have to deliver quarterly results in the annual operating plan; the second is that they will have to have a pipeline to the future, a pipeline to generate revenue and growth. That is where the entrepreneur comes in. The entrepreneur is going to participate in that revenue and growth development.

where’s the growth?
	About three years ago, I was working with Lew Platt who was then CEO of Hewlett-Packard (HP). We were talking about leadership. Lew was concerned about the leadership of HP in particular because they had grown at a rate of 20% for 19 years, and that year they had had 5% growth. He was worried about the entrepreneurial spirit within HP, how they were going to tap into it, and his work as a leader. Suddenly, he stopped and said, “To hell with leadership. Where is the growth?” At that point, he grabbed me and said, “Come on, Don, I want to show you something.”
	He walked me out of the room and took out a graph. He said, “Do you know that no company has ever entered the Fortune 50 and achieved more than 5% growth?”
	I asked, “How about General Electric?”
	He said, “Not without acquisitions.” 
	He showed me this graph where you can see the annual growth during the five years before and after a large company enters the Fortune 50. Usually they enter at about a 28% growth rate, and they acquire a big company. After that, it goes flat line. The growth line looks like something from the TV series ER when the patient goes flat.
	I thought about that. There are four routes to growth. First is organic growth, which is through product line extensions, such as: How many people would like a few more features on their PC? How many people here think Windows is incomplete? Then there is geographic growth, but most of these big companies are already in every country on earth. The last market is Bolivia. Should IBM and HP have a big push on Bolivia? When you think about organic and geographic growth, you get 2%, 3%, maybe 4% to 5% growth if you expanded. 
	 Then you have growth through acquisitions of large global companies. When you acquire a large global company you pay a premium. You bet that you can manage the business better than they can. About 70% of those fail. Good luck.
	Or you can venture. Three or four trillion dollars worth of new wealth has been created by ventures on NASDAQ alone, and that includes the dotcom bubble bursting. Here’s an interesting cocktail story. I like to leave people with a cocktail story. Did you know that Sequoia Capital Partners, a venture firm in Menlo Park, California, funded 20% of NASDAQ? Think about that number. Apple, Cisco, Yahoo. . .  it’s just amazing. However, there is conventional wisdom that says that big companies can't venture. That is one of the things we are going to talk about today, because my thesis is that they have to learn.

a conflicting of goals and values
	When I go into corporate offices, they show me these graphs that display expected growth over time. They go from 2000 to 2005, but, when they get out four years, they say that the market will grow at 3% from share gains, 2% from product line extensions, and then there is this gap that nobody can explain.
	The language in big corporations is that they say it is a “hockey stick projection.” Maybe you have heard that expression.
	I asked myself, “Why is this?” I began thinking about R&D in these big companies and I realized that there is a tremendous pressure on operating managers to deliver quarterly and annual operating results. They bring in their R&D management team and say, “What can you do for me in the next 12-18 months?” That creates a fundamental shift in these large companies towards incremental change and away from disruptive or breakthrough products.
	If you go back 10 or 15 years, you will find that the balance between building incremental and disruptive products was about 50/50. Breakthrough, disruptive products are things like the Palm Pilot and Viagra, the whole series of disruptive or new technologies that create new markets. The mix now, based on anecdotal evidence, I can probably say is more like 90/10 in favor of incremental products. That’s because, if I'm an operating manager, I will say, “I don't want you working on anything that is further than 18 months to two years out.” Breakthrough products take longer than that. This notion of why the corporation doesn't venture is actually easier said than done for a number of reasons, but one of the reasons is that managing an operating plan and managing the business-building process are very different.
	If you are an executive in any large company, you probably joined that company in a function. You develop in your role and, at some point, they say, “Will you run this $50 million business?” You learn to run a $50 million business, then they promote you and say, “Will you run this $200 million business?” You run a $200 million business, and that means that you direct your sales force, your manufacturing, your logistics issues, etc., and you are basically looking at them in relation to last year. By the time you get to be a senior executive, what you are doing is managing five of these businesses. If one of the managers gets off plan, you fly into Toledo and say, “Let's look at the plan.” You see what's wrong and you get back on plan.
	If you are an entrepreneur, however, you are operating with unmet, unserved customer needs. You are probing around new markets and you're experimenting and adapting. Entrepreneurs fail three times before they succeed. In a big company, if you fail twice, you're out. Correct me, audience. In big companies, if you fail once, you are out. There is just no tolerance in these big companies for failure.
	Managing the business-building process is fundamentally different. I try to explain this because it is hard for big company people, especially, to understand. I say to them, “Think about two young students who go to medical school. One goes on to be a neurologist, the other goes on to be cardiologist. If you have chest pains, where are you going to go?” The big company executives think that running a business is a lot harder than running a small business. It must be; it is smaller. But that is not the point. The point is that managing the business plan is different than managing the business-building process.
	The second dynamic or dimension to this is values. What are the values in the large, global company versus the companies in an entrepreneurial venture? I have this scale. If I'm sitting with a senior executive, I will work him through it, saying, “Mark an X where you fit on this scale.” I will ask you to mentally do the same thing.
	Some of the venture values are independence, space, action, and trust. “I'm an entrepreneur, you have to trust me. Give me space for action because I have to move this organization.” In the large corporation, it is independence, yes, but, “We are responsible. We must have some control.”
	In venture values it’s speed, agility, and rapid response to the market. Experiment, adapt. Experiment as fast as you can. In big corporations, it’s analysis, review. “Show me the facts. We may lose some speed, but we must be thorough.”
	For ventures, first to market is essential: “Competitors are running on either side of me. We are paranoid.” Corporations acknowledge the lethargy. “We are powerful once we get rolling. We are like a locomotive gathering speed.”
	This one is my favorite, then I won't punish you with anymore. The entrepreneur is the key decision maker. Make the decision; tell the board later. In big companies, senior executives in the system must concur. “Jack is critical and he is wall-to-wall busy, not available until two weeks from Thursday.”
	When I first began doing this kind of talk, people almost used to cheer and say, “Yay, venture values! Those are good and the corporate values are bad.”
	Wrong. That is not my message at all.
	My message is that these are exactly the values you want if you are managing predictable quarterly results. You need those kinds of values. I don't want comedians running a company that has to deliver predictable quarterly results, and I don't want these corporate executives managing an organization that needs to operate on speed and trust and experimentation.
	It is easier said than done, but, that said, corporations had better learn.

cases in strategic models
	This work really began with both Lew Platt and Ralph Larsen. Larsen ran Johnson & Johnson and is the most growth-oriented CEO I know in terms of instilling it in their company. Johnson & Johnson runs 188 business units. It is not a monolithic organization at all.
	What hit me was this: I bet that some companies do this well. I bet that they are all not “800-pound gorillas,” as somebody called them. I bet that some of them perform the task well, so I began to do a little research and meet people and so forth.
	What I learned about these large corporations is that they don't have a framework for thinking about ventures as a source of growth, and they need one. In many cases they don't have the language and they don't have the processes. I created a framework for the outcome. It's not where I started; it is what I learned. I would like to talk you through this framework. [He shows a matrix diagram of four sections each titled Invent, Invest, Partner, and Venture. Beneath is a fifth area titled Acquisition & Integration.] It looks at external ventures, such as companies like many of you operate which they might invest in; and internal ventures, which would be managing their IP and their technology to create new businesses in their own organizations. I also found that some of these people have the skills and experience to do it themselves, and some need partners to complement their skills. Lastly, I didn't have any place to put this, and consultants love two-by-two matrices. I didn't know what to do with the fifth box. It is called “Acquisition & Integration of Ventures,” so I will make a distinction between that and the big acquisitions I spoke of before.
	I will walk you through a number of companies. With each company I will look at the business model, which is how the company makes money, the activities they need to perform in order to make that model sing, and the preconditions for success. For example, I will talk about Cisco later. Cisco can't be successful unless they have a high flying stock. It doesn't matter how good their business model is.

Case # 1: Intel
	Intel is the mother of all corporate venture capital activity. In 2000, they invested $1 billion in ventures at anywhere between $2 million and $10 million per company. Think about investing  $1 billion dollars, $2 million at a time. Put your mind on that. In the year 2000, they had 59 IPOs which dropped about $4 billion to the bottom line of Intel. Usually, the entrepreneurs they invest in also become customers, so they are Intel's eyes and ears on the future. 
	They have 200 people in their group. They are organized by industry: broadband, wireless, optical networking, telecommunications systems, etc. In each, they have a strategy and they have a technology map of where those technologies are going. People in the group have a lot of autonomy and a lot of independence. They work with the general managers, but not exclusively. They can invest in what they deem appropriate.
	That is not the most interesting part of Intel, however. The most interesting part is why they got into it, and that is because they wanted to find the “next new thing.” They have a $38 billion single organism called microprocessors, but what is next after that? They invested in 30 optical networking companies, the most any venture firm ever invested, and then they acquired six. They took one of their microprocessor executives and put him in charge of one of the optical electronics groups. They put those six companies under him, and they have a new optical electronics division. They think that optical electronics are where microprocessors were 20 or 30 years ago. They think that they can add value to this through precision manufacturing, because in optical electronics, you are selling prototypes, not products.

Case # 2: GE Equity
	The second large and interesting group in this area is GE Equity. GE Equity is a division of GE Capital, and they have a very different focus than Intel. Their focus is not the eyes and ears of the future, it is to support the general manager who is running the different systems divisions, such as airplane engines. If you are a GE executive -- this story was more relevant when Jack Welch was the CEO -- but if you were a GE executive, you met with Jack Welch twice a year. The first was when you told him your vision of the business. If you didn't have a vision of the business and a vision of the future and a vision of new technology, you couldn't run the business. The second meeting was to tell him how you were performing on your operating results. The role of GE Equity was to support the visions of the various general managers. Forty percent of the deal flow comes from GE. They have 230,000 employees around the world, and they call them “listening posts.” They bring in deals. The biggest thing for a corporation is, “Do we have deal flow?”
	The most interesting thing about it, for me, is that they are very analytical and they have a disciplined management system. They have deal management and portfolio and financial management. I was going through one due diligence report that was about 18 pages thick. It is dense with print. I could barely get through it. First it covers the industry, then the market, then the technology, then the competition, and then the management team. At the bottom right-hand corner is always the risks, and, on the next to last page, it has what they call the “tornado diagram,” which shows the biggest risk, the next biggest, the next biggest. They are very focused on risk, and they have a half a dozen listed. A lot of corporate venture groups were done in a sloppy way, by rookies, actually. When GE put in their system they said, “We know we are inexperienced so we will do this to compensate for that inexperience.”
	To give you an example, you’ve seen those Penske yellow trucks around? Roger Penske came in and said, “I have this business for a truck light.” I think they were doing $8 million in sales and they needed the next round of financing. GE sent in their plastic engineers to look at their design for the light and walked away with 100% of the plastic business. Somebody said, “Don't we finance 80% of the trucks that are bought” They spoke to the leasing group, who thought the lights were so good that they should be mandatory and not optional.
	Another example is in your credit card. You have this smart strip on it from a company called Gemplus International that GE invested in. The GE engineers came in and began to work with their R&D people. They crushed the product development cycle from 9-12 months to 3-4 months.
	Another company was going through that onerous due diligence I was talking about when they realized that the supply chain management in their manufacturing line wasn't as disciplined as it should be. GE comes back with their due diligence report and, if they invest in you, they will go through that report with you and say, “By the way, you have to enhance the quality in your manufacturing.” They will bring one of their Six Sigma Quality Management group in to work with your management team, and you will pay for it.
	In our framework, now, let’s move from companies that are investing in external ventures to the other box, internal. I will call them entrepreneurs like you, except that they are inside of the corporation, and I will use two examples: Thermo Electron and Corning. 

Case # 3: Thermo Electron
	Thermo Electron is an amazing company. They have done 23 spinouts of 23 new businesses. George Hatsopoulos is 77 now. He retired two years ago and started his own venture firm which has a 10-year life. He did that at age 75. 
	One of the characteristics that is most unique about Thermo Electron is that they hire a lot of MIT entrepreneurs. If you are hired by Thermo Electron and haven't started a new business between three and five years, you consider yourself a failure. It is not a “job for life” mentality, but a lot of engineers go into companies with it, so you fit or you don't fit. 
	If you are a Thermo subsidiary and somebody comes to you with the idea, say a heat-driven flashlight rather than one that runs on batteries, you give them funding and get them started. If they get it to the point where they might be able to actually get funded, they fund it through private equity, not by the corporation. Hatsopoulos has a group of friends and others who will put in angel money. You may only have five or six people in it now; but, then, very soon, they will go out to the public market and do an IPO. They will have a valuation of $200 million on it. They will raise 25%, and $50 million will go to Thermo Electron. The interest on that, something like $3 million a year, roughly, goes to the entrepreneur. They hold the $50 million and tell the shareholders that if at any point within the next five years they would like their money back, they can have it back at the price at which they bought the stock. They have a guaranteed upside and no downside. 
	Once the technology is beginning to cook, they send out scouts to look for what they affectionately call a “wounded eagle.” A wounded eagle is a potential acquisition in the area. If the idea was for a flashlight, maybe there is an old flashlight business or some variation on that theme. They will acquire it with Thermo's high flying stock, which is a precondition, do a cleanup on it, drop the technology in, and they have a new company.
	In order to do this, they have to hire people from the Harvard Business School who have six or seven years of experience. They’re called “entrepreneurs in residence,” but they buckle up a technologist with passion, a market applications person, and an entrepreneur. Sometimes the entrepreneur is the marketing person or the technology person, and they give them legal and financial support. The CFO sits on all 23 boards so they can see how the money is moving around in them.

Case # 4: Corning
	Roger Ackerman, who ran Corning until a couple of months ago, is something of my hero in all of this. He is a technological entrepreneur if you ever met one. When I was in Roger's office, he said, “Let me tell you, Don, how we think about ventures. We want 70% of our businesses to be in the growth sector. We want to have some cash cows, and we recognize that we will have some where there is a demise of a customer.”
	Everybody's mother used to use CorningWare. That was the jewel in the crown of Corning. No more. He sold it about four years ago because they figured the market was flat.
	What he got are investments that he actually calls “Venture Capital” in the business model. When he talks, he doesn't sound like a Fortune 500 guy, he sounds like a venture capitalist. He says, “We are placing bets here and there. My job as a CEO is to place bets.”
	Remember the issues I mentioned about operating plan and values? “By the way, Don,” he said, “We don't have any of those problems.”
	I said, “Roger, you are a big company. You must have those problems.”
	He said, “No, Don,”
	I said, “Convince me.”
	He drew a graph showing revenues in billions over time, and mapped out four phases along a snaking line: invention, incubation, growth, and mature business.
	I said, “Tell me why you don't have those problems, Roger.”
	He said, “It is easy.” He put his finger on the “mature” phase and asked, “Do you know who runs that?” 
	I said, “No, Roger, who runs that?” 
	He said, “Our fat, dumb tackles.” I apologize for the male-oriented sports metaphor. Then he moved his finger over to the “incubation” phase. “Do you know who runs that, Don?”
	I said, “No, who runs that?”
	He said, “Our smart, handsome quarterbacks.”
	Instantly, he had done this shift away from “if you run a big business, you are better than if you run a small entrepreneurial one.” He was saying that the hopes for the future are the people that can manage those entrepreneurial ventures. What he was saying: Innovation is in our blood. This is not something we do as a time-to-time initiative. It is in our spine. It is part of our strategy. It is the way we work.
	Then, at one point, I got to know another diagram from Corning. It is a standard stage/gate diagram which you entrepreneurs should know. They have market, technology, and manufacturing teams working together over the various stages: build knowledge, demonstrate feasibility, test practicality, etc. It is well documented in my book, but the point I want to make now is not about stage/gate diagrams, it is one of the things that Charlie Craig who runs their whole development process said: “There are two difference between us and others. First, most big companies begin to put the cross-functional teams together when they get to the ‘test practicality’ stage, we do it when we are in the ‘building knowledge.’”
	When they are talking about building knowledge, they are talking about understanding the future. What are the trends and discontinuities out there? They build futuristic event maps, and they begin to ask about the unmet, unserved needs of the future. They ask: What kind of product attributes can we build and apply so we can build products and new technologies?
	Craig said, “The second thing is -- this is critical, Don -- is that this is a breeding ground for leaders. If you can't manage this process at Corning, you can't be a general manager in the future in terms of running these businesses.”
	That is critical because leadership has to decide when to go slow and have a formal review, versus when to blow through one of these gates in order to get to market fast. “When do we build the prototype?” versus “When do we put people on the manufacturing line and build the prototype and the product simultaneously?” It is a different kind of leadership.
	They pointed out something else. They said, “Here is a typical portfolio map where we look at the return against possibility of success.” Most companies would look at and start investing in companies and technologies up here. They will have fiber optics and medical science, and they will have a cumulative map, but the thing I found most interesting is that the nature of the debate in Corning is to look down here and ask, “What does it take to move these up there?” It is not just an analytical tool; it is a dynamic and strategic tool for managing multiple technologies in one of the most interesting high-tech businesses in America.

Case # 5: Nortel
	I will now shift gears and come to Nortel. Nortel is in the tank right now, by the way, but their business model, in this sense, was very interesting -- kind of an external venture like Intel and GE, but they also do it with partners rather than by themselves
	They said: “If we create our own dedicated group, we are not going to get the best deals.” They looked at 100 different venture capital firms, got that list down to 20, looked at who was who, got that down to six, and became limited partners in each. When they became limited partners they did side-by-side agreements so that they could sit next to Battery Ventures, for example, and see the deals. If Battery said no, they could still say yes.
	They did 100 of these ventures, and, in all 100, they either had a distribution agreement or a technology agreement. They didn't want to invest in anybody if they didn't think they could add value or gain benefit, and they are very focused in that sense.
	Which brings me to a piece that I want to talk about briefly: partnerships between large global corporations and venture groups. You will see more of that in the future.
	Some of you have probably read that in 1994, venture capital levels were $5.5 billion, and about 1% of that was corporate venture. In the Year 2000, $102 billion was invested by the venture capital community, and 18%, or $20 billion, was by corporates. What happened in 2001 is that in the first six months they wrote-off $9 billion. Just in the past couple of weeks I have been reading, I think it was NTT, just wrote-off $4 billion. It drives to the question: Will they leave the playing field?
	I think you will see three kinds of things. You will see companies like Intel and GE and Johnson & Johnson and Dell for whom it is so strategic that it is in the fiber of what they do. They are not going any place. Then you will see others like Wells Fargo, which lost a billion dollars; Comdisco, which lost $150 million, and Compaq, which has a corporate venture capitalist in every division. It was undisciplined and unmanaged and opportunistic and they are off the field. Then you have the people in the middle who are trying to figure out what to do. One of the reasons is that these CEOs have learned that this is an area of new technologies, an area for emerging markets, a place for distribution agreements, a place for technology agreements. If they miss a technology cycle in their business, they can be dead, and their current R&D won't get them to the future. There is a conundrum.
	One of the things you will see from this is partnerships where the corporation hooks up with a venture firm, such as Zero Stage Capital where I do some work. The corporation will say: “Here are strategic boundaries. Here is where we want to invest.”
	They will have to use a large target. There aren't enough deals in the bull’s eye if you define it too tightly. It’s not only that. When I was working with Nokia, at one point they were saying that the bull's eye was mobile phones and pagers. Somebody said, “I have this great deal.” They replied, “We are in the mobile phone and pager business. Why would we want to invest in Palm Pilot?” Well, two or three years later, their strategy changed because the technologies converged. That is the strategy of the entrepreneur and the strategy of the big company, so you have a “big shot” group. You have to invest with a company that invests in your domain, so to speak. They will create dedicated corporate venture funds where the venture fund will manage $30-$40 million and they will take carried interest and a management fee. The CEOs have a new tone. It used to be: “Why should we pay 20% carried interest?” Now it is: “If it costs me 20% interest and it gets me to the strategic future, I'm willing to pay.” It delivers above average financial returns anyway, so there is a shift in the mindset and the needs, in that sense.

Case # 6: Cisco
	Cisco, is the company I didn't know where to put in my earlier matrix. It became “Acquisition and Integration.”
	Cisco has been remarkable to me in the sense that they don't have any R&D. Silicon Valley is their R&D, and they did that partly because of the way the company built up, and partly because it was a faster route to market. If you look at their annual report, you will see that they have $3 billion dollars in R&D, but that is not product R&D. Those are the people who stitch all these acquisitions together and make them work within the Internet infrastructure business.
	They don't have a venture group, but they have this venture acquisition group where they will go out and find the next acquisition. If you are acquired by Cisco at 11:00, you will have business cards and pads of paper on your desk when you come in. A week later, you will be fully integrated into their computer system, and, a month later, they will have interviewed you and know what your future is within the company. They have had an amazing retention rate through all of this, however. 
	The other thing is that you get two boosts. One was, because of their high flying stock, they were able to compete with IPOs. The second was that they were the most e-enabled company on the planet. Whether it is dealing with suppliers 100% over the Internet, or dealing with customers 85% over the Internet, or dealing with employees 100%, you become extremely e-enabled.

Case # 7: Johnson & Johnson
	The last company that I would like to talk about is Johnson & Johnson, and the reason I want to talk about J&J is that J&J does it all.
	I'm going back to the framework and look at external investing. Johnson & Johnson Development Corporation (JJDC) invests $80-$100 million a year in 25-30 ventures. They have 10 corporate venture capitalists, and they are in Silicon Valley and Brunswick, New Jersey, and Israel and Europe. They also invest in areas they don't know. For example, with Hambrecht & Quist, they put $30 million in for medical information technologies which they didn't know anything about, since they are more in devices and pharmaceuticals. As I talked about earlier, they let Hambrecht, invest on their behalf.
	In terms of “we will do it ourselves,” they are very entrepreneurial. They invented the stent that opens up arteries in the heart, and they invented the arthroscope that does arthroscopic surgery in your leg. They licensed Accu Lenses and built that into a multibillion dollar business. 
	Down here, under Partners, JJDC, Medvest, and Marquette put in $10 million dollars each and hired an entrepreneur. They said, “Go find us a business to run.” You will hear soon, if you haven't already, about something called the “Ibot.” The Ibot is the wheelchair that goes up stairs and across sand. An inventor said: “I have this invention but I need capital and management, then I need the skills to get it through the regulatory process.” They put in $200 million.
	The last bit is down here in Acquisition & Integration. They were never in urology, but they have a science group that gives grants, not capital, for equity. Just grants. They gave $50,000 to two scientists who had seed technology for a prostate cancer cure. A year or two later, Brad Bell, one of the corporate venture people, came in. They had gotten quite far along, so he helped them write a business plan -- they never had written a business plan -- and he gave them $2 million to get started. Three years later, they bought the business for $100 million and they acquired two or three urinary tract businesses. They created a urology division which is one of the fastest growing divisions in medicine, a new division they were actually operating.

what makes an entrepreneur?
	This is all very interesting, but, when you hear about all this structure and how these big companies go about it, what I realized is that you can't have a venture without an entrepreneur. That gave rise to a question I would like to ask you: How do you know an entrepreneur you see one? 

Audience Member: You feel their excitement about their projects and ideas.

Audience Member: You look for previous risk taking. 

Mr. Laurie: When they were a kid, did they take charge as a kid, or did they always go to somebody? This guy has taken three risks. Look how bloody he is. He is just right for me. 

Audience Member: An original idea.

Mr. Laurie: It is quite a mix, but the two people I asked this question of were Michael Moritz of Sequoia Capital and Howard Anderson of YankeeTek Ventures. They both said, “You don't. You can tell after they have done one or two deals.” Everybody knows that Bill Gates and Michael Dell are successful entrepreneurs, and Roy Kroc who started McDonald's.
	Howard said: “If I see the person has a plan and understands the market, I will give them 25 points out of 100. If I see that they are in a hot industry growing at 50- 60%, I will give them 25 points. If I see they have a track record -- because the best predictor of the future is what has occurred in the past -- I give them 25 points. Finally, if they have good beta customers, I give then 25 points. If they have GE and Goldman Sachs, I think they've got something. It is an acid test.” Basically, it is a different way of thinking about it. We all know that entrepreneurs are fiercely independent, that they continue to go on, etc., but those are a lot of intangibles that are difficult to measure for a wily venture capitalist or a cynical corporate type. It is worth thinking about.

working with corporations
	Why is it so difficult for most large global corporations to achieve their potential? There are a few structural factors.
	One is that in the corporation they have to write off the losses right away. If you look at the time cycle for a typical venture, at about two-and-a-half to three-and-a-half years, you are at your deepest loss. That is inconsistent with the promotion cycle at most companies. Fred was innovative and said, “Let's venture here.” He has three or four deals, then Joe comes in and says, “What was Fred thinking when he began to invest in this?” Just as it is about to turn the corner, they exit.
	Another thing is that they have a very different view of risk minimization. In the venture business, the risk minimization is to invest in 20 or 30 ventures: two or three of them will pop, 40% will fail, and the others will chug along. In a corporation, however, they will say, “We will have you do this one, Mark, and, if you don't make this successful, we will never do it again here at the ABC Company.” It is a very different view of risk minimization.
	The other aspect is the risk/reward factor. The big company employee is normally kept on salary. They say, “We are proud of you for doing this,” but this is risk and he or she is out of the mainstream. For the entrepreneur, however, if you take a company public at a $200 million market cap and you own 7%, you just made a lot of money. In the corporation they say, “We can't pay them that way; he will make more than the president.” The entrepreneur will say, “Yeah, that's the idea. You have got it.”
	The other thing that hit me is that, to most entrepreneurs, the risk is high, but so what? Most of them are unemployable by these big corporations. They are absolute misfits. I hear these corporations say, “We have to get more innovative and entrepreneurial around here. Let's get some entrepreneurs.” They hire them and, in the room after, they say, “She will never fit in here.” If she comes in, they can't understand her six months later because she is so focused and she wants to do things her way.
	The last piece is that there is a big difference between the way the VCs and the corporations look at the cycles. For example, there are different hot technologies. If we go back a year and a half ago, it was all optical networks, now it is general. Nobody knows what “it” is, actually. It is electronic storage and a series of different things. There is biotech. There is a big shift in the technologies, but, if you are an optical networking company, you can't switch to biotech. There is a venture investment pipeline, and the VCs are fighting to get to the next big market and, secondly, to get their first. At some point, that pipeline gets filled.
	I remember somebody saying to me when Singapore Networks went public that it was the last great optical network company to go public. More or less it was. The pipeline gets filled because it goes to the IPO pipeline, which gets filled, and you can only take so many of these companies public. That is a fundamental difference between the way the VCs look at it versus the corporates. Corporations will say, “We are in this for strategic reasons.”
	Let me wrap up by touching on two or three issues that I think you ought to be aware of in the corporates.
	Internally there is a debate. Should we own 100% of our ventures or partner with experienced venture managers? The debate goes like this: In the left corner, wearing the blue trunks, are the people saying, “This is our idea, our asset, our people. This is an important source of growth. We can't abdicate power. We will lose many of our people and the entrepreneurs will make more than our CEO. We ought to be able to do this ourselves. We will maintain control and get 100% of the benefit.”
	On the other side, they will say: “Spinout with partners. We don't have a heritage or track record. The best idea is the independent access and entrepreneur resources. This is real-time R&D. We have to attract serial entrepreneurs like yourselves. We have to get off balance sheet financing. We will get a higher valuation. This will be for faster learning, and we will get a better shareholder return.”
	When I was writing the last chapter of the book, I asked myself, “Does all of this matter?” I got interested in it, but does it matter? I finally concluded that it matters if it creates shareholder wealth.
	Even in corporations there are two competing perspectives on that. One is: “No. Corporate investing is cyclical. We gear up in success and exit in difficult times. Success is a one-time spike in earnings.”
	Here’s a story. Adobe invested in Netscape and worked with them. A year later they made $300 million. They showed Wall Street, and Wall Street said, “We are not doing anything to your shares. It is a one-time spike in earnings.” Adobe said, “We will show you!” They wrote a letter to their shareholders and gave them dividends in this. Do you know what their shareholders said? “Don't ever do that again.” They said, “We are investing in you because you are a software company, and if we want to invest in Netscape, we will do it.”
	There are real Wall Street pressures against this, and Wall Street neither understands nor rewards corporate investing.. It is an unrewarded activity, and management doesn't understand it.
	In the other corner they answer the question of shareholder value by saying, “Yes. This is a window on emerging markets and a source of distribution agreements. Ventures become customers and suppliers. Their source of operations is an improvement.” Sixty-six percent of the investments GE Equity makes have GE as a customer. It is a source for the next new thing, and the acquisition and integration can enhance portfolio productivity. 
	I want to touch on that for a second. I brought Unilever into one of the venture firms, Advent. They had two kinds of ventures they were potentially interested in. One was consumer products, and I was amazed that they had so many consumer products. Advent had invested in 30 worldwide. The other interest area was things that would enhance their productivity and efficiency, like supply chain management, CRM, and asset management. I really brought Unilever in there to see the future of other consumer products, and they were much more interested in productivity and efficiency improvement. A lot of these companies really love to be beta testers, and we will talk in a minute about how you get to them. These people are saying ventures are strategic and a real source of growth and we need to educate Wall Street.
	When I'm talking to the corporations, my message is that you can't steal Intel's idea or Corning's ideas. It doesn't work that way. You have to stand back, take a look, and ask: What is the venture strategy that will fuel your growth? You need your framework, your own. You need to start where you are standing, not where Intel is standing, and you need a common language and common base of assumptions, but, if you don't venture, you will not grow.
	What are the benefits to the entrepreneur? There are a lot of benefits. The first is a source of capital. These corporations have a lot of money. The second is the distribution agreements. It is not just capital; it is value-added capital. If you have a healthcare venture and you get Johnson & Johnson money, you also potentially get their distribution agreements. Instantly, you have worldwide capabilities to distribute or put a turbocharger on your product.
	In terms of technology partnerships, there are a number of companies I have worked with that, once they found a venture working in a particular technology area that they were working on simultaneously, they closed down their internal R&D and went with the venture. Another example is that I was with Joe Schoendorf from Accel Partners, who is kindly quoted in the book. He talked about a situation in which an entrepreneur had some middleware technologies that he thought would be perfect for Michael Dell. He called Mike who called back half an hour later and did a private labeling deal for small- and mid-sized businesses.
	Customers can be another benefit. For an entrepreneur to have some of these big companies as customers increases your valuation. There are early adopters in these big corporations. There are early adopters in IT and there are early adopters among general managers. They are willing to experiment with companies like you to go forward.
	The last  benefit is learning and support, post-investment. I mentioned the situation with GE where what they do is not only hard due diligence, but they will come in and teach you Total Quality Management. Some of these things are invaluable. If I go from entrepreneur A to B to C, each one is learning the same thing. In big companies they can say, “Let's get a flip chart out and see how we will manage the brand. Let's get a flip chart and talk about the problems in supply chain management.” Large companies have made many of these areas routine and the problems have been solved. Yes, they are cumbersome, but if you can learn about and adopt them, you can build a quality company faster.
	There was another story that Joe Schoendorf told me. One day they were having a portfolio meeting of their 100 CEOs. They called up John Chambers, the President and CEO of Cisco, and asked, “John, would you speak to the portfolio CEOs?” He said, “Yes, under two conditions.”
	“What are the conditions?”
	“First, I can stay all day. Second, I can bring my entire management team.”
	At 7:00 in the morning, John Chambers was pouring the coffee for the entrepreneurs. At 10:00 at night, there were seven executives at seven different tables pouring the wine.
	The following year, they invited Carly Fiorina, Chairman and CEO of Hewlett-Packard. She said, “Sure. I'll be there. What time?”
	“2:30.” 
	At 2:00 she was stepping on her private jet in San Jose for the 11-minute flight to Monterey. She got out of the car, was driven by limousine to Pebble Beach, arrived seven minutes before hand, spoke for 40 minutes, spent 300 seconds each with the four most important people there and left.
	Why am I saying that? If I've learned anything through this work, there are two preconditions that you need to think about as an entrepreneur considering working with these companies. One is, does the CEO get it? Is the CEO somebody who is curious, has foresight, has a vision for their business, and is really committed to growth, or does that person make the trains run on time?
	The second is, is the culture welcoming? You will figure it out when you enter. Within half an hour, you will know. Are they superior and arrogant, or are they welcoming and curious? Those are big clues for an entrepreneur because you don't have the time to spend with the latter group.
	I would like to thank you very much for your attentiveness and invite questions.


the audience: q&a

Mr. Witzel: Thank you very much, Don. We appreciate your insights into the corporate venturing world. We have some time for a few questions before we bring Mario up here. One of my first questions is: Where do you start as an entrepreneur? Where do you find the people to tap into corporate venture capital? In the resources we put together to accompany this event is a list of the Top Corporate Venture Capital Investors of 2000. What are the best ways to identify, gain access to, and approach these corporate venture investing funds?

Mr. Laurie: That is a great question. It is easier now than it was, although I'm not sure what will happen as these corporate venture groups get shut down.
	There are two routes to access. One is through the company’s venturing group. For those corporations that have them, that is the best route in, and they are not hard to find. Their whole mission is to work with entrepreneurs. Their biggest difficulty is finding deal flow . . . well, grade A deal flow. I can almost guarantee that you will get an audience if you are in their target group.
	If you were to ask me whether I would rather talk to the corporate venture person or the division manager of a particular division, who is a little harder to find, it is a mixed bag because the general managers of the division have a shorter horizon. Their horizon is 12-18 months, so this is not as much of their strategy as it should be. If you find one of the curious, insightful managers, however, they can make things happen more quickly. Those are the two access routes that I would find.


Audience Member: What do Sequoia and Johnson & Johnson have that others don't?

Mr. Laurie: Venture capitalists talk in terms of being in the “top quartile” with their funds. One of the questions that I asked Mike Moritz of Sequoia was, “Mike, you are top 2%. How do you do it?” 
	He said, “It is easy, Don. There are only 11 of us partners in Sequoia and we have all been together for 17 years.” The cumulative experience is the answer. Where the corporate types got it wrong is that they thought it was about being smart, so they would put the smartest people in the room. It is about the cumulative experience, and it is more about the business building process. You have to screen and select the right ventures, but it is also about how you help these people build their businesses.
	There is one other thing I want to mention about the corporates. Very few, if any, corporates ever lead an investment. With Johnson & Johnson, for example, which I know very well, I once brought them into a venture that I'm an investor in and work with. They loved it. It was a medical technology that could do rapid clinical diagnosis, and they said, “We will put $5 million into this, but you have to find the lead.” The corporates won't lead investments, so you can't make them the great hope. They will always look for a lead because their logic is that they are doing it for strategic purposes and they want somebody else to do the due diligence and make the financial commitment so that they don't call themselves “dumb money.”


Audience Member: Where are the corporations and the entrepreneurs in product development methodology, and what do you think is the single most important thing corporations could learn from the entrepreneurs and vice versa?

Mr. Laurie: In terms of product development technology, I don't see much conflict. There are two types of corporate investors. One is the type that is investing in the company and letting the entrepreneur run their business. They have learned that lesson. It is not like 10 years ago when they wanted to over-control and have a heavy hand. The ones in the game understand that, and they also understand that their strategies will change and the entrepreneur's strategy will change. That is why they are investing in portfolios. Where there is a convergence, they will acquire the company; where there is not a convergence, they will let it go the normal IPO route.
	There is a second kind of corporate. A lot of corporates say to me, “I don't want to invest, but that seems to be the only way to get to the entrepreneurs. I want to get to these entrepreneurs so I can be a beta test site for them.” In that sense, they are actually interested in sometimes influencing so you can help them solve their problems.
	I'm working with the research firm, the Gartner Group. They are taking the book and the framework and trying to apply it to IT. If you think about future problems in IT, one is around connectivity. A lot of entrepreneurs are out there working on the connectivity problem. It is like a dating game. How do you have these IT managers find entrepreneurs that are working on the same thing and looking for solutions to their problems? 
	To your second question, entrepreneurs have to stay away from the culture. They have to learn not to behave like these guys. That is one thing you can overdo, however, because entrepreneurs can absolutely learn grownup practices. I have been in organizations that have hired very accomplished senior managers who have chosen the entrepreneurial route. They are amazed at how disciplined, in a sense, the entrepreneurs are. A lack of discipline is not a skill in the entrepreneurial business. Sloppiness is not a skill. Entrepreneurs can learn things around quality management, business process reengineering, and good management practice in terms of how you get things done without slogging in the bureaucratic stuff. 
	What can the big companies learn? They can learn about innovation. They can learn about how you create new business, the business-building process. They can learn about the preconditions for success, which means everything from the reward system to the support that you need to provide these people.

Mr. Witzel: I will cut off the questions now to make sure we get you out of here by 9:30. Don will be here afterwards for additional questions. Again, I want to thank him for being here and sharing his insights with us.
	Now, it is my pleasure to introduce you to an individual who was inducted last week into the Washington Business Hall of Fame. His seven-year-old daughter describes his job this way: He carries a briefcase. He looks really busy, and he sends lots of emails. Of course this describes none other than Mario Morino, Chairman of the Morino Institute.


mario morino: wrap-up

Thanks, everyone, for being here. The trouble is, my son said the same thing one year earlier, so there must be an impression in my house that they have no idea what I do except send emails.
	Don, thank you much. This was an excellent presentation. If you haven't read Don’s book, please do so. We have a common friend, Joe Schoendorf. When I heard the comments you made about John Chambers attending that session it made me think of our Chairman and CEO, Joe Henson. In 1992, he, our President, John Burton, and I spent two days with Accel meeting their portfolio companies. Accel does a great job of trying to create relationships between early stage businesses and established firms. When you see venture players of the Accel caliber, you want to play in those games. Joe and I tried to do a deal way back when, and we saw each other again last year for the first time in a while.
	There are two comments Don made that I couldn't support more. One is finding out: Does the CEO get it? It is amazing how many times a partnership takes place, you make a deal midway in the organization, and you find out that they haven’t a clue how to integrate what you have done organizationally. It is a shame. Does the business get what you are about? That is crucial. Second, ask: Is the culture consistent? More good opportunities go down because of culture issues than you can shake a stick at.
	Another element is to make sure that you are important. In the dark ages of technology, back in the 1970s, we started a business based on creating technology that would sell through other vendors. That was unheard of in those years. We learned painfully that if what you sold didn't become an integral part of that business, and that if the sales people were not compensated to drive it, you got lost in the shuffle. You have to understand whether your effort and technology will be important in the partnership, and, second, will the sales force’s compensation recognize that importance? Otherwise, you are just lost. You will be waiting for those royalty checks, and it will be a cold day before you see them. 
	Here’s a story some of you may have heard before, but it emphasizes Don's points. We were trying to hire a new President and COO for our business. It was a relatively small business and we had recently gone public. I had an interview with a remarkable guy; he was President of a large division at Coca-Cola. We had a great meeting, but I actually felt awkward interviewing him since he had more knowledge about management in his little finger than I had gathered in my life at that time. We hit it off and had two meetings. He started laughing one morning because I apologized for the interview.
	I said, “I feel funny interviewing you. You have this great background.”
	He started laughing and said, “This isn't going to work.” 
	I said, “Why? What is your take on it?” 
	He said, “I work for Coca-Cola. When you run a large business like that your objective is risk aversion, period. That's it. I don't know if I can adjust to this world. My natural defense mechanism, my way of thinking, is to avoid a problem instead of seizing an opportunity.”
	It was a remarkably candid and insightful conversation. It taught me the lesson that some people who come out of corporate America into emerging businesses can't see the distinction. They can bring a kind of death to the entrepreneurial organization.
	The five areas in Don’s framework -- organic growth, new ventures, internal, external, partnership and acquisition & integration -- form an excellent model to look at, not just for a large organization, but I think you have to look at it for an emerging organization, too. You have living proof of that model at AOL Time Warner. If you map AOL Time Warner, you see all of these elements in play right now and quite well. You have Len Leader who works with the guys in New York doing the investment side of AOL Time Warner. Meanwhile, you have guys doing the acquisition piece, which are different units, but there is a great, seamless integration at the same time, plus they are partnering. You see all of these models at work in the AOL Time Warner construct today.
	In 1987, our company was growing. We were small, and, in order to understand what we were trying to do, we mapped out a topology of the market and made it a very expansive topology. The area was called systems management, and we tried to map it in its most extensive manner. We looked at the sector map, and we tried to prioritize the points from “explosive” to “incremental,” so that we knew where we were. We tried to create a target map for our business plan since we did not have a hope of getting one of those explosive points ourselves. That’s because R&D begins to burn out unless you are a remarkable business. Therefore, it showed where we would acquire, where we would partner, and where we would invent ourselves.
	We actually began to think that way about opportunity, and you should do that even as a small organization. It is a great exercise to go through because it forces you into honesty about your market. The inverse is true, too. You do it for the targets you are looking at. Get in their minds, figure out how they map this space, and figure out where you fit in that topology for them. If you do it for AOL Time Warner and Intel, you figure out what you have that is important to them and where it fits in their grand scheme. You have a scenario play, but you will be further along in the dialogue if you go through that scenario analysis.
	I'm a great believer in the idea of the venture catalyst model for large organizations, except that there is a reality which I have seen in my other life with General Atlantic Partners. I think that the Thermo Electrons, the GEs, the Cornings, and the Intels are unique firms, although I believe that it is the model of the future. The trouble is that there aren't many leaders like those in place. Where there is an enormous opportunity today is in the ability -- from the  point of view of investors such as the Sequoias Capitals, General Atlantics, Warburgs, and others -- to go into a Global 300 company and extract the significant business opportunities that will simply not be allowed to grow inside. The talents are there and the assets are there, but the culture will never allow them to grow.
	There’s an inverse to that, too, which may be surprising for people. As small firms, you will be amazed to find that a large corporation may have a technology or an entire service that you could use or own. Right now especially, they are trying to get rid of this stuff. Don't think that you couldn't acquire it. They might even pay you to take it off their hands. Think very boldly at this point in time. As strange as this sounds, these guys are sitting with assets they want to get rid of. Everybody has cost issues. The world has fundamentally changed for some period of time. You might be sitting in the unique position where you could pick up significant market share and be paid to do it. It’s not unthinkable for someone at a large corporation to give you $3 million in advance money on a deal to get rid of something at rock bottom operating cost. Their P&L gets clean and they couldn’t care less about that $3 million going out the door. To you, that's everything in the world, so look at it hard. 
	There are many reasons why businesses have trouble. When you look at the schedule for an executive today, it is anything but driving for explosive growth. Take parachutes, for example, which I hate. It’s one of the reasons I believe that an entrepreneur is different from a “hired gun” executive, and why a lot of the firms that tried to fabricate businesses failed. They didn't realize the importance of an entrepreneur. If you have an executive who is a hired gun, he probably has one heck of a parachute. Even if they fail, they will walk away whole. I don't invest in those companies. If they go down, I want that entrepreneur to go down in flames. I mean that. I want them to know that purgatory is around the corner when they fail. That is what I went through, and you want that person to drive the company like no one could believe. It is not just about having the right business factors or the right growing market, you have to have that drive. That was the fact that was missed in incubators and fabrication models all over this country. They tried to fabricate businesses, but you don't fabricate an entrepreneur.
	There are other points that came out of Venture Catalyst that I think are important. Don said something remarkably insightful at the end. The really great investors realize that it is not about investment selection; it is about building organizations. That was totally left in the wind in the last six years. Some companies, which will remain nameless, made enormous amounts of money, some were the biggest names in the field, but they were a disaster to the firm’s portfolio. They had people who could make investment selections but didn't know anything about helping people build their firms. What you have to have on your side is a firm that helps you build your organization.
	A top consulting firm just finished a study on the venture capitalist world and it is pretty condemning. It will probably never see the light of day because it is so condemning. It ends up saying that the two most significant points that show the brilliance of a VC today are the price point they bought in and the price at which they exited. So much for great value-add. The most significant criteria of earnings for VCs was point of exit/price of exit, period. When you see the numbers, the conclusion is that if you invest in VCs, short of the top quality guys, you might as well just invest in an index fund. Isn't that sobering?
	Two years ago, Ted Leonsis of AOL gave a keynote to the Mid-Atlantic Venture Association’s (MAVA) venture conference. He didn't have a lot of people smiling for the first 30 seconds because he said, “Good morning, welcome to the Venture Capital Moron Hall of Fame.” He proceeded to read off a series of quotes from venture capitalists, and he had the whole place in stitches. A lot of people came into this field who had no business being there, not in the class of the Sequoias, the NEAs, the Accels and the Warburgs, of course. Don’s point about long-term experience in helping business is critical. When you are looking for a partner, you look for that. How will they help you besides the check? There has to be an explicit and evident way that it will take place, or you question the money. 
	It seems like ages ago, but on January 22, 1998, Netpreneur did one of its first Coffee & DoughNets sessions on partnering, and it echoed much of what Don laid out, especially one point that I want to stress -- the importance of treating the early customer as a partner. That was one of the most effective things we did at our company. Especially during the last year, you are going back to entering into agreements to beta test products with firms because they want certain capabilities desperately. If they believe you can deliver, they will step up to the table. They may fund you. They may advance you money and take an ownership position in your businesses. Do not underestimate the early-stage client as a strategic partner in your investment. It is the greatest litmus test you have because, if you can't sell that one, you aren’t going to sell dink later on. Can you sell your concept to a company that has a need for what you are doing? If so, it is found money. You couldn’t ask for a better starting relationship with somebody.
	Between the book, which is eloquent, and the element of partnering and how you do that, there is still one critical issue:  Be careful of dancing with the gorillas, because, in the end, they will screw you to the wall. Don't forget that. All the way through the negotiation they will be buddy-buddy, we love you. It is great until everybody steps to the table, and then it is time to put the terms down. They know that they are the gorilla, and there has been legendary road kill at that point. It doesn't mean that you don't do these deals; just go in very carefully, know what you are doing, and be realistic about your relationship.
	I think you heard some remarkable words of wisdom this morning. I went through the book, and I'm right in line with everything that was said. When Joe Schoendorf says it is good, it is good. Don, thank you very much, and thank you all for coming.


