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INTRODUCTION AND SURVEY OF LITERATURE

Currently in the United States several major industries are
experiencing difficulties. The automobile industry has only recently
begun to recover from the depressed sales levels of the last few years
(1). Steel production is down to a level far short of that needed to
be profitable, and many of the older plants are closing their doors for
good(2). This is coupled with extraordinarily high interest rates and
a depressed housing market(3,4). Both the auto and steel industries
are losing out to foreign competition, as seen in the negative balance
of payments(5,6).

Trends for the last decade give ample evidence as to why all of
this has come about. Productivity over the last three decades has
declined and currently appears to be stagnant(7). Foreign competitors,
on the other hand have demonstrated increased productivity. Japan and
West Germany spend 336 and 700 dollars per worker, respectively, on
capital investment. This compares with the 226 dollars the U.S. spends
per worker on capital investment(8). By 1977 industrial investment in
the U.S. had dropped 127% from the level of the 1960's and federal
funding form it had dropped by 45%(9).

In contrast to the mature labor intensive industries requiring
large amounts of scarce resources are the new technology firms such as
I.B.M., Texas Instruments, 3M, and Polaroid, which were spawned by
inventions and innovations. They outperformed traditional industries
such as steel, chemical, food and paper in compounded sales by 8.5% and
job growth by 6% in the last decade(10). This may be the exception to
the rule, however. The number of patents issued to American inventors

has declined since 1970 by 25%(11). At the sames time the number of



2
patents issued to foreign residents has increased 40%(12). As a result
of this, new equity issues in the U.S. are at an all time low(13).

Much of the United States' industrial success can be attributed to
the independent inventors, who have accounted for more than half of the
major inventions in this century(l4,15). Of eleven major inventions in
the steel industry, all but four have come from private inventors(16).
Firms having less than 1,000 employees accounted for more than half of
the major inventions from 1953 to 1973(17). Firms having less than
100 employees accounted for more than 25%Z of the major U.S. inventions
during the same time frame(18).

In spite of the many contributions made by the private inventor
and innovator, several barriers exist for them. Due to the legal and
financial risks associated with the private inventor of innovator, most
firms are unwilling to provide financial or technical assistance without
an unfavorable agreement favoring the firm(l19). In addition, the U.S.
patent system has not changed to any extent since its creation in
1935(20). An inventor or innovator may become involved in patent rights
litigation after he has received a patent. Of those cases which go to
court, the existing patent is found to be invalid 70% of the time,
resulting in costly settlements(21). The federal government currently
has over 100 programs to provide assistance, but due to the lack of
coordination, they are ineffective(22). Private firms that provide
assistance to the inventor and innovator are risky and expensive. One
California firm evaluated 3,500 inventions and gave all of them an
optimistic evaluation. Of the inventions evaluated, only six were

successful(23).



One organization that deals with lowering the barriers to the
private inventor and innovator is the Oklahoma State University Innovation
Evaluation Center and the Industrial Technology Research and Development
Foundation (ITRAD). During 1980-1981 ITRAD and the Engineering and
Business Administration Schools of Oklahoma State University received a
grant from the National Science Foundation of the development of an
improved evaluation center. The grant's primary purpose is to provide
assistance for an idea evaluation center and expand the scope of ITRAD.
The goal of the center and the foundation is to change the current
unfavorable economic conditions in Oklahoma, specifically the southeast

quadrant of the state by developing new industries(24).



RESEARCH DESIGN

This study discuss several characteristics used in determining the
private inventor or innovator's potential market success in the
introduction of his or her product or process. This study also determines
if the Oklahoma State University Innovation Evaluation Center is able
to successfully identify promising inventions., It will then evaluate
the information assistance that is provided by the center for the client
that allows the client to be more competitive in the market place.

This assistance is evaluated on its ability to meet the needs of the
client. Based on this evaluation, changes or additions will be recomended
to increase the likelihood of successful introduction of the client's
product or process.

In order to determine if the Oklahoma State University Innovation
Evaluation Center evaluated and actually identified promising inventions
and innovations, a comparison to the Oregon Innovation Center is made.

The assumption is that the Oregon Center, on which the Oklahoma State
Center was modeled, was able to perform similar evaluation successfully,
using all input and output data common to both centers. Then a comparison
of the Oklahoma State Center's success projections will be made against
the category of small businesses that produce that product or use the
process., This is accomplished by taking the success projection for
each product as estimated by the Oklahoma State Center and comparing it
with the historical survival rates from literature. Those factors that
have been cited in literature as being the most important in the success
or failure a new business will be compared against the Oklahoma State
Center's output to the client. This will indicate those factors which

are important to the private inventor and innovator that are not being



addressed by the output currently produced.
Based on those factors not addressed, additions and changes to the
computer generated output will be suggested in order to increase the

likelihood for success for the private inventor and innovator.



RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The Oklahoma State University Innovation Evaluation Center uses
the Oregon Innovation Center as a model(25). The evaluation procedure
first has an inventor or innovator, fill out a form detailing the nature
of the invention or innovation, and its stage of development, how
action has been taken to patent and promote the invention and what are
the manufacturing costs. In addition, the inventor or innovator provides
personal information (exhibit 1). This information is sent to the
innovation center where the invention is assigned to a member of the
evaluation panel for analysis and research. After studying the product
or process, the panel member presents the invention to the full panel,
consisting of one professor and graduate research assistant from the
school of business, two professors and three graduate research assistants
from the school of engineering, for analysis and research. The panel
provides a forum for both engineering and business aspects to be
discussed. After studying the product or process the panel member
presents the invention to the full panel for open discussion. The
panel members, who have studied the client's information form, evaluate
a prototype if it is availablé.

After the discussion, the panel members analyze the invention
using the PIES II Innovation Evaluation Instrument. The panel member
assigned to this particular invention or innovation provides most of
the background and detailed information (exhibit 2). Each of the thirty—
three criteria are discussed until a consensus is reached. If the
invention is found to be very similar to a product already on the
market, the invention is not evaluated further but is returned to the
client with an explanation. Those inventions that are beyond the

panel's technical expertise are forwarded to persons at the university



that have expertise it that field. Questions that the panel cannot
answer are coded as “"don't know" or “not applicable”.

After the panel completes and records the responses for the thirty-
three criteria, the consensus values are processed using a software
package developed by the University of Oregon Innovation Center. A
Radio Shack Model III minicomputer and dot matrix printer provide the
needed hardware (exhibit 3). The output consists of three sections.

The first provides an overall summary of the consensus scores for each
of the thirty-three criteria. This is followed by a short explanation
of the score given for each criteria. The last section provides a
projection of the client's chances for successfully introducting his or
her product or process into the market system. These results are sent
to the client aiong with a short summary of the computer generated
output (exhibit 4).

This information may not be of much benefit to the client. Those
factors that are most likely to cause their venture to fail are pointed
out, but their overall importance may be masked by the amount and
variety information supplied by the center. For example, the leading
causes of new business failures are inadequate sales, competitive
weakness, excessive operating expenses and the difficulties in collecting
receivables, which have accounted for more than eighty percent of new
venture failures(26). A weakness in any one of these areas will show
up in the PIES II evaluation, but may be overlooked due to a favorable
SLR score. If the weakness shows up and the client is able to recognize
its importance, he or shé may not know how to go about overcoming it.

In looking at client demographics from both the centers, similarities

and differences become apparent. The majority of clients for both the



Oregon and Oklahoma State Centers were over forty years of age, and

well over half of the clients for both centers were over fifty years

old (figure 1). Another similarity was gender. Males comprised the
vast majority of clients, ninety-five and eighty percent for the Oregon
and Oklahoma State Centers, respectively (figure 2). In contrast to
these similarities are the differences in the geographical cross-section
of clients. The Oregon center appears to be much more national in its
client make-up while the Oklahoma State Center appears to be more
regional (figure 3,4).

The predictions of success for the individual inventors or innovators
are expressed in the "SUCCESS LIKELTIHOOD RATIO" or the "SLR". The
higher the "SLR" is, the greater the possibility of success. This
numerical projection of the clients chances of successfully introducing
a product or process into the market system demonstrates a similarity
in the values as observed in the mean values of 28.4 and 41.4 for the
Oregon and Oklahoma State Center, respectively (figure 5). In comparing
the two centers, the difference between the means is somewhat misleading
in regard to the ability of the Oklahoma State Center to correctly
estimate the market potential of a client's product or process. The
location and character of the two schools are very different. The
University of Oregon is primarily a liberal arts school with a large
business program. This appears to be an advantage in the technical and
business evaluation of the invention or innovation. The primary
industries in Oregon are fishing, tourism and lumber. This is very
much in contrast to Oklahoma which has a large oil industry along with
agriculture and light industry.

A comparison of the two centers' output produced by the model



developed at the Oregon Center can be made using the "SLR" scores in

the following hypothesis test:

I

Ho: Oregon Center p(success) Oklahoma State Center p(success)

]

Ha: Oregon Center p(success) = Oklahoma State Center p(success)

where the test statistic "t" =x - u

Vs/n

= 41.4 - 28.4

= 6.27
With such a large test statistic for a sample of 41 observations, the
null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis, that the
Oregon center's output is different form the Oklahoma State "SLR" output
is accepted. This indicates that Oklahoma State Center produced a
higher or more favorable success projection for its clients than did
the Oregon center. This raises a question as to which center accurately
projects the success of their clients' products or processes.

Another way to look at the accuracy of the Oklahoma State University
success projections is to compare the "SLR" scores against the historical
success rates for the businesé that produces the product or uses the
process in new business ventures. This is done by first constructing a
table of the Oklahoma State Center clients and categorizing their
products or processes (table 1). Next these categories are sorted and
used in a comparison against the historical success rates for the
category most similar to the clients'. The difference between the two
is then determined. By using the mean, standard deviation and sample
size of this difference a test can be made using the following hypothesis

test:
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Ho: Oklahoma State Center's p(success) = historical p(survival)

Ha: Oklahoma State Center's p(success) = historical p(survival)

where the test statistic "t" = Xd - 0 where Xd = the mean value of
sd/n the difference be-
teen the "SLR" and
= 1.46 -0 the survival rate.
18.5/41 sd = Std. dev. of Xd
= 0.5052

The small test statistic indicates that the null hypothesis is
accepted and the alternative hypothesis is rejected. This indicates
that based on historical comparisons, the Oklahoma State Innovation
Evaluation Center is able to determine statistically the likelihood of

the success of an invention.
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INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION AND SUCCESS RATE

INNOVATION* CLASSIFICATION SLR SURVIVAL**
NUMBER BY INDUSTRY SCORE RATE DIFFERENCE
E0101 Consumer Durables 42 38 4
E0102 Consumer Durables 41 38 3
E0103 Consumer Durables 34 38 -4
E0104 Small Manufacturing 56 62 -6
E0105 Medical Devices 46 43 3
E0106 Industrial Products 41 72 =31
E0107 Consumer Durables 43 38 3
E0108 Consumer Durables 46 38 8
E0109 Consumer Durables 50 38 12
E0110 Consumer Durables 34 38 4
EO111 Medical Devices 30 43 -13
E0112 Consumer Durables 38 38 0
EO113 Consumer Durables 50 38 12
EOll4 Electronic Equipment 32 73 =41
EO115 Industrial Product 39 72 =23
EO116 Medical Devices 54 43 11
EO117 Consumer Durables 43 38 5
E0118 Small Manufacturing 47 62 ~-15
E0L119 Consumer Durables 34 38 -4
E0120 Small Manufacturing 32 62 -30
E0121 Consumer Durables 42 38 4
E0122 Industrial Products 32 62 -30
E0123 Consumer Durables 31 38 -7
E0124 Small Manufacturing 36 62 -26
E0125 Industrial Products 35 72 -37
E0126 Electronic Equipment 48 73 =25
E0127 Consumer Durables 49 38 11
E0128 Consumer Durables 36 38 -2
E0129 Small Manufacturing 48 62 -14
E0130 Industrial Products 27 72 =45
E0131 Consumer Durables 46 42 4
E0132 Consumer Durables 46 42 4
EO134 Consumer Durables 60 38 22
E0137 Small Manufacturing 30 38 -8
E0138 Consumer Durables 62 38 24
E0139 Consumer Durables 42 38 4
E0140 Consumer Durables 45 38 7
E0141 Consumer Durables 46 38 8
EO0142 Medical Devices 32 43 11
EO143 Small Manufacturing 36 62 -26
E0l44 Consumer Nondurables 36 43 -7
"X T1.46
S.D. 18.50

* The number assigned to the clients product or process.

**% Historical success rate for business started in that category Murphy,
Thomas P., A Business of Your Own (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956)p.4.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The need for the United States to make use of the ingenuity of its
citizens has reached a new level of importance. Many of the traditional
industries are faced with dwindling resources and increasing foreign
competition. Industries spawned by inventions and innovations have
been able to reverse this trend. The source of most of the inventions
and innovations has been discouraged by barriers set before them by
businesses, ineffective government programs, questionable idea brokers
and an outdated patent system. The Oklahoma State University Innovation
Evaluation Center is one alternative to their dilemma. Although
differing statistically from the output of the Oregon Innovation Center
after which it was modeled, the Oklahoma output does not differ
statistically from historical data in its projections of success. The
output does not, however, address the major causes of success or failure
of an inventor or innovator starting a business.

In order to maintain and improve its current industrial position
in the future the United States must produce new and more modern
industries. One source that can provide the basis for many of the
needed industries is the private inventor and innovator. As the
situation stands now the barriers to the private inventor and innovator
make their potential contributions doubtful. The Oklahoma State
University Innovation Center appears, statistically, to be able to
identify the probability of the successful introduction of a process or
product into the market system. By identifying those clients with
experience necessary to enable them to be competitive in the market
system, the Oklahoma State Center could'impact on the clients success

probability. A survey of the characteristics of entrepreneurs' success
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in new business ventures indicates that the education and experience
have an influence. As shown in the table below, the success rate is

for an individual with both experience and education is at least twice

that of an individual lacking in experience or education(27).

EXPERIENCED

UNEXPERIENCED

EDUCATED

UNEDUCATED

I

627% SUCCESS
RATE

ITI
25% SUCCESS
RATE

II

25% SUCCESS
RATE

IV
12% SUCCESS
RATE

By educating the clients who are experienced but lack the education
neccessary in critical areas such as sales and competitive position,
the clients, on the whole, could move into a position where they could

succeed more frequently.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In attempting to increase the success probability for the private
inventor and innovator the Oklahoma State University Innovation Evaluation
Center has an opportunity to make use of its own resources, the educational
programs and the Regional Patent Office. By offering advice and training
to the clients, the center has the potential to lower the barriers to
the successful introduction of the clients' products and processes.

This could be done by using printed material or seminars for the
clients. The computer based patent system soon to be installed in the
Oklahoma State University Library could make the need for a patent
attorney obsolete. This would free the resources of the client for
investment in his own business. This could be the edge needed to start

a successful business to make use of the clients' products or processes.
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FIGURE 2
CLIENT DEMOGRAPHICS
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Figure 3 Oregon University Innovation Evaluation Center
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INVENTION TITLE

INVENTOR

ADDRESS

EVALUATION
COMMERTS

FILE NO.  E0138
DATE  05/28/82
R e |




FOR CENTER USE ONLY
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rlern 20O 1 D%

—=

suaizea vy: R

\[Pr.u-e print or Lype your name|

Ares Codr

Cnr Buats i
Home Phone:
Ares Codr
Work Phone: -_ —_

NDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION, INC.

CONFIDENTIAL
INNOVATION REGISTRATION
~ AND DISCLOSURE

DOCUMENT

ITRAD Innovation Center
P.0. Box 1335
Durant, Ok 74701
405/924-5094

In Cooperation with
Oklahoma State University

Copyright 1980 by Gerald G. Udell and the
Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System.
- Permission to use this document is granted to the Industrial Technology Research
' and Development Foundation, Inc. '



CONFIDENTIAL
INVENTION DISCLOSURE

AGREEMENT
Date _g

ITRAD Innovation Center
P.0. Box 1335
Durant, OK 74701

Enclosed is a description, and other materials, of my idea for registration with the Industrial Technology
Research and Development Foundation, Inc. (hereafter calledthe ITRAD INNOVATION CENTER). After
vour review . ] understand that you will send me your evaluation of the potential for my idea. I understand

thai:

1. The TTRAD INNOVATION CENTER engages the services of the Product Evaluation Center at Oklahom:
Sizte University to perform the evaluation.

o The ITRAD INNOVATION CENTER will use best efforts to keep my disclosure confidential. Staff,
students, and evaluators having access to my file will have signed a nondisclosure agreement with the
ITRAD INNOVATION CENTER. stating that theyv will keep my idea and its evaluation in strict
confidence. -

2. Ir. consideration for this confidential evaluation, I agree to hold harmless the ITRAD INNOVATION
CENTER and Oklahoma State University, its employees, agents, students, and others assisting in the
¢valuation of my idea, both now and in the future, from any loss or damage arising out of this disclosure
and subsequent evaluation.

{. Materiais submitted herewith or in the future in connection with my idea may be retained by the ITRAD
INNOVATION CENTER or returned to me at my expense, at the option of the ITRAD INNOVATION
CENTER. It will be my responsibility to advise you of any change in my mailing address.

5. Any essisiance beyond this initial evaluation is provided at the option of the ITRAD INNOVATION
CENTLR anc will depend upon the merit of my idea and the availability of staff and resources.

.. The ITRAD INNOVATION CENTER acauires no right or license in my idea by this registration. If vou
wisk. 10 participate in the further development and/or marketing of my idea. I understand that vou will
contact me in the future to arrange a mutually satisfactory royalty payment to you or vour designee in
cxchznge for services periormed for me in the future. You have no obligation to periorm &ny such future
services. nor am 1 required to agree to any royvalty arrangement.

THE NAME OF MY IDEAS:
.ol‘

have carcfuliv read this and the enclosed Registration form and understand their contents.

_NCLOSED is my check {or money order) in the amount of $75 made payable to the ITRAD INNOVATIO
_ENTER, for submitiing my idea named above.

o EE e

‘ Phone: __
oJ'hoast prm eT IV Aol Lama here i I'I'

‘ Witness:




DISCLOSURE

L . give a detailed description of your invention or innovation. Inciude infermztion an '.T‘.L- _s ol \‘-\
K ice. materials, uses, and so forth. Attach any photographs you may have, but DO NGT SZWD AN
,;o"‘OTYPEQ UNTIL WE REQUEST THEM.

djeace describe your invention in both a technical and nontechnical manner. Use Ll‘r." space beiow jor
ontechnical description, attach technical description on separate page. The patent disclosure may be
somitied in lieu of technical description.)

SRR & < - S Yo A
T R R S
T TR R B
o R e R |
*
EREREEE S e

is s i i ipti i i have no form of protection
1s suggested, but not required, that you have this description notfmzed if you

r your invention. This establishes the date of conception of your idea. A DETAILED DESCRIPTION IS
ECESSARY.

unty of

1 this ___ day of _ . 19 before me,
tary Public, personally appeared known to me (or proved to
> on the oath of ) to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within

trument, and acknowledged that he (she or they) executed the same.

itness my hand and official seal.

i&ry Public in and for the
ate of

unty of
' commission expires




pLEASE fill out this form accurately and completely. This information is necessary for the
evaluation of your invention. For your protection, do not send original documents; copies only,

piease.

—

INNOVATION INFORMATION

1. DEVELOPMENT STATUS:

A.JIcurrently have ...

Idea only

Rough sketches and/or diagrams Enclosed
—2>%__Finished, working drawings — Enclosed
. Photographs — Enclosed

Comes of drawings and photographs would be helpful for evaluation —no prototypes pleasc.

E. PROTOTYPE AVAILABILITY
No prototype
Functional model or prototype

>3 Market-ready prototype

{7vou have a model or prototype, please enclose a photograph of it. )
The prototype is: Available, if requested Yes _ 2 No

DO NOT SEND PROTOTYPE UNLESS REQUESTED

. C. DESIGN MODIFICATIONS: What additional changes in the design have you thought about?

R ! i . - A \ !
one « The progoct iz Wl aevelape
J i | l

. LEGAL PROTECTION: I currently have ...

NO protection
_ X APATENT Number il 1<sue Date S Copy Attached "B

a patent applied for Application Date
a Preliminary patent search Dateofsearch_____ Copy of findings attached

a Disclosure Document with U.S. Patent Office Date
— COPYRIGHT IssueDate_ ___~ COPYRIGHT number

—_ noiarized records of invention



pRODUCT TESTING: Testing which has already been conducted includes:

%
none
tuactinnal testing (dees it work as intended?) conducted by self _ 2 _ independent agency __&
user testing iconsumer understands and can use
product with ease) conducted by self _ % independent agency __%
marketing testing [consumer reaction) conducted by self __ < independent agency 3%

pruduct safety testing
a. when used as intended conducted by self _ X independent agency _ =%

b. potential problems if misused conducted by self _=2< independent agency __><

MARRETINFORMATION: (Please be complete. as this information is extremely important.)
A, Current competitioni— Please list existing products or processes that do a similar iob.

| -
Net aware ot anyv.
|

LY

. Competitive advantages— Why is your innovation better than existing products or processes? Please list
the most important advantages in order of importance, i.e., Number 1 equals most important.

Projected Market— Who will use your invention? Please list users in order of importance, i.e., Number 1
equals most important.
.0 ;
1. Major users: ___Mulkiple hemes  apadments | bosinesses
| ) \ —
- Qinadle © family dwellinas.

\ \ \

2. Possible other users:




D. Previous Marketing effort—If a previous attempt has been made to sell your product, please supply the
following information (please inciude complete results!:

Date(s) of marketing effort None.

Location of marketing effort

Numbersold_________ Selling price

Manufactured by

Reason for discontinuing marketing effort. Please list reasons in order of importance.

. Lack of Funds G markebing cost.

s, Other business demands all of bime.

3.

4.

-. Previous agreements—I have entered into prior agreements relative to this invention witk:

Individualis) Purpose Date Still in effec:
1. Naone

ta

.l estimate the amount of time spent on the development of thisideais . The actual amount of

money spent on the development of this idea is dollars.

PRODUCT COST (Piease include accurate source information, including telephone numbers and addresses.

. Estimated proauct costr:

Materials (per unit) - Dave of estimate __—_‘ Source !
- =% _ 3 L1 (]
Labor (per unit! Dateofestimate_______ Source

1
»iunufacturing equipment {(dies, molds, etc.)en harci)ate of estimate_____ Source

(If additions) space is needed, please use separate sheet.)

I have made no attempt to gather this information

'USTOMER ACCEPTANCE: I have planned for or developed. . .

X product visual appearance for customer appeal __ % proper user instructions

X _ packaging design for protection _ =X __display __3 shipping _2< _ customer appeal
% sszeofthechove

=2 with professionzl assistance _2< _onmy own (Please supply details:)




2. PERSONAL INFORMATION (This informatian is usefu) in understanding and assisting independent
inventors; it is for statistical use only and is kept confidential.)

A. Current occupation (or occupation before retirement)

Are vou currently . .. Name of employer *

employed? Employer's address __

your job title Cnrﬁ]l::a.n\} Pr‘.-_'-a.lcle.nx:

_=X _ seli-employed? Name of your business

your business address __

R \
vour job title Coampany Fres Lcle.nt

| |

3-__ Engaged in small business? Engaged in large business?
— Retirec” Upemployed?
Studernt? Where? Major?
Feculty? Where? ' Department?
B. Birthdate " ) ® renac @
C. Educatior

Grade Schoo! &l High School >

Coliege Highest Degree _______ Major
 D. Ethzic background: Black-American_____ Mexican-American
Puerio Rican _ Cuban-Americaxn Other Spanish-Speaking Americar,

AmericenIndian_____ Eskimoor Aleut Asian-American

Caucasian

g3
< Ay
2
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PIES — II |
INNOVATION EVALUATION INSTRUMENT

oy
- Gerald G. Udell and Kenneth G. Baker

Wisconsin Innovation Service Center

" College of Business and Economics

' University of Wisconsin
Whitewater, WI 53190

Aclion 1o be wken. (check appropriate category})
0 SBI Program O MTA Program O Technology Transfer O Close Fil2

IRECTIONS:

heck the response thal best corresponds to your evaluation for each Criterion. Be sure you answer all questio
OTE that ‘“‘don’t know™" and *‘not applicable’” responses are coded “‘DK'" and **NA."" Be SURE 1o use them wh
£y are appropriate.

fier each Factor group. a space is provided for your writien comments relative 1o that section. If you have any speci
formation, comments or suggestions. use this space. These comments are highly useful in providing additional |
rmation and insights.

JCIETAL FACTOR

LEGALITY CRITERION: In terms of applicable laws (particularly product liability). regulations, product stz
dards, this idea/invention/new product, ..

— mught not m221 them, even i changed

— rmght require substantial revision io meel them —t
— mmught require modesi revision
— might require minor changes PSS,

—— will meel them without any changes

SAFETY CRITERION: Considering potential hazards and side effects, the use might be. ..

very unsale. 2ven when used as intended
unsalz under reasonably foreseeable circumstances ' -
—— relatively safz for careful, instructed users

— safe when used as intended. with no foreseeable hazards QR
—.  —verv safe unéer all conditions, including misuse

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CRITERION: In terms of pollution. litter. misuse of natural resources, elc., t
might. .. ’ '

- — velssenvrsnmental ragulstions andsor have dangerous environmental conseguences

=+ — - have somsz nzcaine effec: un the 2nvironment . —
--- — hzve no 2iTess on the environment if properly used a

- -.—. huse noeffec on the environment X
——— havo g prstiive impact on the environment

ANt funlng mads .adable by the Wisconsin Prvate Secior Indatve Program. Ine under the Comprehensive Employ ment and Traming Act
R 9 by Gerale G Udelt and the Brard of Regenis of the Unnzrsin of Wisconsin Sysiem

P il thes Leamies ) o weartad i the Wi nnen Procare Sector lrmanes Dennr v Batomes of Ciaia — W sidiem cmd ska M cimant aof |k

Nl



SOCIETAL IMPACT CRITERION Interms of the impact (benefit) upon the gzneral welfare of sacie:y. u
might. ..

- nene subsuantial neganve efTect
e utne somiz nzeative effect 1
e Yinve s 2iiectif properly used '
= a2 ell201 on SOCIENY .
s Meay 2 pesttin g efTect on soci2i
MMENTS:

'SINESS RISK FACTOR:

FUNCTIONAL FEASIBILITY CRITERION: In terms of intended functions. will it actually do what it is |
tended to do?

the concept is not sound; cannot be made to work
it won™* work now. but might be modified

it will work but major changes mighi be needed ===
it will work but minor changes might be needed
1 will work — no changes necessary — 1

PRODUCTION FEASIBILITY CRITERION: With regard 1o technical processes or equipment required for pr
duction, this invention might. ..

——— bempossible 1o produce now or in the foreseeable fuiure

— — be ven diflcult 1o produce _ 1
huve some problems which can be overcome
! have only minor problems B |
_ _-—— have no problems

STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT CRITERION: Based on available information, there is. ..

~—— only andea with drawings and/ or description: no prolotype
‘ a rough proiotype which demonstrates the conceplt but is not fully developed and tesied s
__a rough prolotype with performance and safety testing compisied .
! a linal prototype with testing completed. however. minor changes might be needed — 1
— — g markel-ready prototype

INVESTMENT COS;IS CRITERION: The amount of capital and other costs necessary for development 10 t
markel-ready stage might be. ..

greater than returns — investment will not be recoverable

| — —__ excessive — might not be recoverable — 1
- ——— heusvy — prapubly recoverable
' = v = mnderute — fecoverable within five years PR |

--—— —low — reco.erable within two years

;’fi\\'B.AC K PERIOD CRITERION: The expected payback period (time required 1o recover initial investment)
‘Ikely lo be. .. :

" e over 10 vean

| ——— T1o 0 vears ' >
R N TTY (] vidrs : .

I O ’ .



PROFITABILITY CRITZRION Pro :'-:i::, 15 defined as the exient 1o which anticipaied revenuss will cover |
seavan R 18ir2es. tndirect. and cepnizi. Antucipated revenues. ..

e TELS M Dwer o af the raigaant foes

ema MZALL A2 OIPEC OIS DU COnITIDLIE Mimimialts 1o andirect and wapiia cosis IROD I
e e g oo zsduertand mdhir2os Cesis Hu Mg i meel capial costs 1RO
e Sy Gnezndireiand indire st sisand meze memum capital costs (ROD !

wa, et Grractane radirect costs and eadsty 2xceed capnai cost (ROI)

MARKETING RESEARCH CRITERION: The marketing research required to develop a market-ready prodi
1sesiimated o b=, ..

_axtrzmei difTicult and compler
relztiveiy difficuli and complex
mnderaiels difTicult

relsuvely easy and simple

verv simple and straightforward

. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CRITERION: The research and development required to reach the pr
duction-ready tage might be. .

exiremely difficult and complex
relauvel difficult and compiex
maderaieh difficult

reiatively easy and simple 1}
— e veny simple and straightforward

ODMMENTS:

EMAND ANALYSIS FACTOR
. POTENTIAL MARKET CRITERION: The total market for products of this type might be. ..

i

very small — very specialized or local in nature

small — relatively specialized or regional in nalure = — L
—— medium — limited national marke: )
—— — large — broad national. marke! ' — M

yery iarge — exiensiv ¢ national und possible iniernational market

. POTENTIAL SALES CRITERION: Expecied sales of this product might be. . .

very small
—— smuli ‘ SR
— - _ mediom '
l —— lerge ; !
= oven large ’

TREND OF DEMAND CRITERION: The market demand for products of this iy_pe appearstobe...

~— .= Fupudly 2climing — product might soon become nbsolete

o~ dechning — puaestally obsolete in nzar future —D
= - - sieady — daipond cxpected 10 remain constant .
T . .
- D grosung siowl: — modest growth epporiuniy =N

-——— napidh cvpgndone — senificant grew b opporiuniny



STABILITY OF DEMAND CRITERION: Thz fluctuation in demand is like!y io be. . .

. highiv unsianie — subtect o severs unprediciahie uctuznnns

- - LNsidhIs — suszzonble 1 moderaiz unprediciabie Nuciuations el
-—.— prediviable — varighiens can b2 foreseen with reasonshie accuracy
—— slahlz — mwxics: variations can he accuralely foreseen '
e hiphl: sthie — nee suscepuble 1o fiuciuations |
PRODUCT LIFE CYCLE CRITERION: The product life cycle is likely to be. .
- less than 1wo vears
two Lo [nur vears e
five 10 seven vears
eight 10 1en vears I

more than 1en vears

|

PRODUCT LINE POTENTIAL CRITERION: The potential for additional products, multiple styles, qualitit
price ranges, eic.. is. ..

very limited — single product only

i limited to minor modifications only SN |
moderaic — multiple markets/use polential |

high — new product spin-offs likely i s]
very high — could be foundation of a new indusiry .

l

MMENTS:

\RKET ACCEPTANCE FACTOR
COMPATIBILITY CRITERION: Compatibility with existing attitudes and methods of' use is. ..

' very low — will block marke! acceplance

low — some conflict: will slow markel acceptance T T
moderale — no negative effects
high — compatibility will'aid marketing efTort A

'.

L — very high — will give marke! acceplance a strong boosi

'LEARNING CRITERION: The amount of learning required for correct use is. . .

- very high — expensive and/or lime consuming training required

 —.—— high — deiailed instructions required ' C
——— muderate — normal instructions sufTicient for most users
—«—. low — minimal instructions needed N

very low — no instructions needed

NEED CRITERION: The level of need filled or utility provided by this innovation is. . .

—— very low — gimmick soon forgatien by the owner

e low — would only superficially fullill psvchelogical non-essential needs ) : T
—-———- mudzraie — fuifilis bath psy chelogical and physical non-essential needs :
- =—... high — fu!fills cither basic psychological or physical needs PURTTE |

~—=—— very high — fuilfills bath psychological and physical needs

DEPENDENCE CRITERION: The degree to which the sale or use of this product is dependent upon other pro
ucts, processes or sysiems 1s.

~-—-- — ven high — no market control* very high cost

-——— high — liile miarket conirol. high costs ' S §
- == - Munenie — reasonable markel control and cost ‘ _

~~~~~ lw — sirong market conirol fow cost ' PRI,



Statementy

Stigtemienty

Ca VsiBILL Ty CRITERION The sdvanwgss and benatis are. . .

e v angeure — weny Gillioul and or cosi o Ccemmtincate
e DI — TRQUITES SUDStantial o\ plInaion .
e wivmie — Feduites some explanduon

voanie == 2asily communmicaled —

Saeno v sz — advanigices dre onyvious ang Sdsh i Communiiic

Suteamints

PROMOTION CRITERION: The costs and effori required to promote the advantages, features, and benef
likelv lobe...

ta
s

very nigh — prohibitive in reletion 1o expecied sales

high relative 1o expecied sales e
— — moderdiz — commensurale with expecled sales

low relative 1o expecied sales ' —
— ——vervlowrelauve 1o expected sales

Statements

DISTRIBUTION CRITERION: The cost and difficulty of establishing distribution channels are likely 1o be.

veny high — prohibitive in relation 10 expecied sales

———— highrelauve 1o expecied sales —_
— ——— muoderale — commensurale with expecled sales

low relative 10 expected sales _—
ven low relative 10 expecied sales

26. SERVICE CRITERION: The cost and difTiculty associated with providing product service is likely 1o be. . .
very high — will require frequent service and paris
—— high— will need penedic service and parts ) i
moderale — wili need occasional service and parts
———low — nzed for service and parts will be intrequent -
— . ven low — wili require little or no parts and service
COMMENTS:

COMPETITIVE FACTOR:
27. APPEARANCE CRITERION: Relative 10 competition and/or substitutes, appearance is likely 1o be perc

e —— nvemvanfen v — no customer appeal

£ - [T = LD ZUSIOMST appRal iy

E o e compeniion subsitutes

_-; s ST — s CUSlomer appeal Bt
— e UTE N = his Sirong Ccustomzrappeal

e R SR g ; ; : . .

=2 FUNCTION CRITERION Relative e competing and/or substitute products., services or processes, the fur
performed migh: be perceived as. . .

) e eoovefLmLennr — g senifican: compeniose disadvanidge

£ —_— infunor — nmic compztitive disadvaniags o

£ oo — simelar — i competinonsubstiutes

7 ¥

e SUIRDOE — o competnn e advantag2

A . b, 3 o . ™ sl -



St ARLITY CRITERION Rulose e and-wl sl sttutes, wurabiliis of this produs: o« Shel 1o
rourond @S, .

sams ew el CEVEHIET S ZURIINEE e Y P s

e TRt — RN DE B CumpUalis T diaadvg el |
oo N Nl — e COMP2UION. Subsiitutzs

soper o — mughs be promuoied as arnimnovemzne

wreosab2ing — 2ash) promciad uy g /i IMprovemen:

PRICE CRITERION: Relative 1o compelition and/or substitute products, the selling price is likely to be. . .

‘ much higher — a definile competitiv e disudvan:age

~__ mighar — a compzuiive disadvantags
' simtlar 10 competition/subsiituies
i high — only a small market share 1s likely
moderale — markel penetralion can be gained with reasonable elorl and expense
l -~ low — asignificant marke! share might be possible

much lower — & deflinite competinve advaniage

EXISTING COMPETITION CRITERION: Existing competition for this innovatior. appears to be. .

very high — new entry mught be difTicult and/or relatively expensive

lower — a competiuive advantage
veny low — entry might be eusy and/or relatively inexpensive

- NEW COMPETITION CRITERION: Competition from new entranis or competitive reaction is expected
be...

’__ very high — product lead will bz very shar:

l

- men — product lesd will be relstinely shar I
moderate — market share can be muuntinzd
iow — product lead will be relatnvels jong ]

verv low — a sirong chance 10 sustan large nuirke! share

PROTECTION CRITERION: Considering palents (or copyrighis), technical difficulty or secrecy, the prospe
for protection appear to be. . .
no fegal protection or secrecy possible

L no legal protection but some secrecy might be possible
______ — hmiuied legal protection but some secrect might be possible
l cme - —commght be paiznied. copyrighiod and-or saort-run s2erecy possihic !

-— arn delinileh be patented. cuponghiad Lnd r lang- lerm secrey possible

MMENTS:

My opinion. tne likelihood of this idee. process or produc: being successful in the marketplace is:
102 an X a: the appropriaie place on the line mdrked A - B

delinagn i wili probadiy omigh be it wili prubably i will defir
\luc-c-_-“ful not be suceessiu, stccessiul be su.cessful - be succsas
| | ' | |
b 5% 2 =
CII ; 23 | 50 . 73 100
] || I
. I E

=
e
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Exhibit 3

Radio Shack Model II Computer

specifications:

48K RAM
Dual Disk Drives
Monchrome Screen

\\

e |
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Radioshack Dot Matrix Printer

specifications:

132 Column Capacity, 80 Columns Used
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=tinc competition (P.129)

;
18]

m

Sxizting comeetition for thiz innovation aepears to hbe low -
2 =19niTicant market Zhare might be pPozzible,

feew comestition (F. 131

Cnmpefztann from new entrants or competitive reaction i1z exeecte
o be figk = erody i J aial 1 =

G 2 (or Coeyr1Shnhs i AY JARTiouaTey Be
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:notne marketpiace 1z
7 Propasiv No ER “ropally Definmitel
i CSuyccezztuy? SucceznTol Epcoens Ty Ciuccesatu
v
e —— — —— e —— — ot e o e e e e -'-————--——u--.-———---..-u. ————— ....__..-..______.._.:.
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Candidate for the Degree of
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Report: AN EVALUATION OF THE OKLAHOMA STATE INNOVATION EVALUATION
CENTER

Major Field: Business Administration

Biographical:

Personal Data: Born in Roanoke, Virginia, January 21, 1954 the
son of Dr. and Mrs. J. B. Webb.

Education: Graduate from Monterry High School, Lubbock, Texas, June,
1977 ; received the Bachelor of Science Degree from Oregon
State University with a major in Chemistry, May, 1984; completed
requirements for the Master of Business Administration degree
at Oklahoma State University, May, 1984.

Professional Experience: Manufacturing Supervisor, Texas
Instruments, Inc., 1982.
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