Capital structure restructuring in high technology startup companies

Analysis through the restart of Silicon Valley startup companies

Abstract

High-tech startup companies in Silicon Valley
often restart themselves by restructuring their
capital structure when their business does not
progress as originally planned.
will analyze the restructuring method which is
relatively well-established in Silicon Valley as the
restart mechanism of startup companies.

Restructuring of capital structure, usually lead

In this paper, we

by one of the existing investors, is done by new
financing which dilutes the ownership of existing

investors so severely that their economical value
becomes virtually worthless.
restructuring is accompanied by changes in
business model, business field and management.

Restructuring is an useful tool to generate new
businesses utilizing prior funding and developed
technologies which did not materialized into an
originally planned business and it should be able
to be applied to startup companies in Japan.

In many cases,
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Mr. Charles C. Wu (New

America Partners) Mr. Frank Lin
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base capitalization table
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5) issued base

AA  pre-money valuation  $0.1M

6) VentureOne Restart
7) Early stage
Draper, Fisher, Jurvetson 1998 1999
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(Jurvetson, 2003)
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