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1) Executive Summary  
 
Redwood is a Columbus, Ohio based LLC founded by former Battelle executives over 12 years ago.  
Redwood has assembled an extraordinary team for this Program.  Each member of the five-person 
Redwood team is an accomplished technology commercialization professional with decades of experience 
in performing business and technical evaluations.  This team, combined with identified external subject 
matter experts, has extensive experience in all six of the Ohio Third Frontier technology focus areas.  More 
detail on the Redwood team is provided in Appendix 1 of this report and on our website 
(www.Redwdinnnov.com).  Details of the TVSF program and the review process are provided in Appendix 2. 
 
 
Seventeen (17) TVSF Round 40 applications, totaling $3,225,000, were received and evaluated.    
 
The proposals consisted of 3 Phase 1 applications totaling $425,000 (1 Phase 1, Option 1 applicant of 
$225,000, 2 Phase 1, Option 3 applicants totaling $200,000) and 14 Phase 2 applications totaling 
$2,800,000 for a combined total of $3,225,000.    
 
Funding is recommended for 2 Phase 1, Option 3 applications totaling $200,000 and 8 Phase 2 applications 
for a total of $1,600,000 yielding a combined total of $1,800,000.  This translates to a 59% recommended 
application funding rate for Phase 1/Phase 2 TVSF Round 40, compared to the average of 51% over all 40 
TVSF rounds.  The recommended approval rate for Phase 2 proposals in this round is 57%.  
 
 

2) Evaluation Results 
 

Summaries of the evaluations of the proposals for Round 40, incorporating the interview, and funding 
recommendations are shown below in Tables 1 and 2.    Round 40 interviews were conducted via video 
conference.  The total recommended funding for Phase 1 and Phase 2 projects is, respectively, $200,000, 
and $1,600,000.  Note that the Table 1 and 2 column widths are proportional to the weighting of the 
evaluation criteria.  For example, in Table 1, Selection Committee which is weighted at 20 is four times as 
wide as project selection which is weighted at 5.  Note that a yellow evaluation indicates that the proposal 
meets that particular criterion. 
 
 
More detailed evaluations and recommendations for each Phase 1 and Phase 2 proposal may be found in 
Section 3 of this report.   
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Table 1 

 Phase 1 Proposal Evaluation and Funding Recommendation

TVSF Round 40
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FY25-2596 Parallax Advanced Research 100,000      100,000      
3.75 3 3 3 3 3.5

3

FY25-2598 University of Akron Research Foundation 100,000      100,000      
4 3 3 4.75 4 3

4

Sub-Total 200,000     200,000     

FY25-2597 Shawnee State University 225,000      -              
4.75 2 3.75 3 1 3.75

3

Sub-Total 225,000     -              

Total 425,000     200,000     

Option 1: $200,000 to $500,000, 1:1 cost share, 1 year to allocate funds, 2 year project period.

Option 2: $1,000,000, 1:1 cost share, 2 years to allocate funds, 3 year project period.

Option 3: $100,000, internship component, 1 year to allocate funds, 2 year project period.

Column width is proportional to score weighting in each category

Evaluation Scale Weak Meets Exceeds
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Table 3 lists the funding approval rate by TVSF round.  This round’s approval rate of 59% of the total 
submitted proposals is on the high side of the average over all rounds.  The Phase 1 applications 
recommended for approval comprised 12% of the total submittals for this round.  The historical range of 
recommendations for individual rounds has spanned 27 – 100%, with an average of 51%. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2 

 Phase 2 Proposal Evaluation and Funding Recommendation

TVSF Round 40
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FY25-2599 Airtrak Robotics 200,000      200,000      
4 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3

FY25-2600 Bisc Therapeutics, Inc 200,000      200,000      
4 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 3

FY25-2601 CARTx Therapeutics 200,000      200,000      
4 4 3 4 4 3 3 5 4

FY25-2602 ComHealth Data Solutions, LLC 200,000      200,000      
3 3 3 3 3.5 3 3 4 3.5

FY25-2605 NeoIndicate, LLC 200,000      200,000      
4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 3

FY25-2606 Pavaka Wound Care, LLC 200,000      200,000      
4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

FY25-2610 Volynt Aero, Inc. 200,000      200,000      
4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

FY25-2611 WaterWise Technologies, LLC 200,000      200,000      
3 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3

 Sub-Total, $ 1,600,000  1,600,000  

FY25-2603 FlightProfiler 200,000      
-               2 2 3 3 2 2 2.5 4 4

FY25-2604 Glengary Brain Health, Inc. 200,000      
-               4 5 4 2 2.5 2 2 3 4

FY25-2607 Saturn Sports, LLC 200,000      
-               2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3

FY25-2608 Tactical Triage Technologies, LLC 200,000      
-               2.5 2 1 4 2.5 1 2 2.5 2

FY25-2609 Viscous Biologics, LLC 200,000      
-               3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2

FY25-2612 WhichFoodsR 200,000      
-               2 3 3 4 2 2 3 3 2.5

 Sub-Total, $ 1,200,000  -              

 Total, $ 2,800,000  1,600,000  

Evaluation Scale Weak Meets Exceeds

Column width is proportional to score weighting in each category
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Table 3.  TVSF Approval Rate by Round 
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3) Proposal Summaries 
Phase 1 Proposal Summaries - Recommended for Funding 
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Proposal Summaries – Phase 1 Not Recommended for Funding
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Phase 2 Proposal Summaries – Recommended for Funding
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Proposal 25-2601 CARTx Therapeutics Amount Requested: $200,000 

Licensing Institution Nationwide Children’s Hospital Amount Recommended: $200,000 

Prior Phase 1 Applications:  Yes Prior Phase 2 Applications: No Innovating off-the-shelf 
CRISPR/AAV generated CAR T-cell 
therapies to treat cancer 

Biomedical/ Life Sciences Rev1 

Company Snapshot: CARTx has developed a versatile, off-the-shelf, affordable CAR T-cell 

immunotherapy platform that genetically engineers a certain type of T-cell using CRISPR/AAV to treat 

cancer patients more quickly, effectively and less expensively. 

Rating 
(R/Y/G) 

Category Highlights/Issues/Comments          

 
 

G Management Team 

Highly experienced team with a well-developed board of advisors. 
CSO is a leader in the field and director of core facility at NCH. CEO 
is retired exec from GE Healthcare. CMO has cellular therapy clinical 
trial experience.  

 
G Opportunity/Market Size 

CAR T-cell therapy market is $10B. CARTx platform technology has 
large market potential.  

 
Y Intellectual Property 

Protection 
Exclusive license agreement recently signed for patents and 
applications from NCH.  

 
G 

Proof of Concept 
In vitro human and in vivo animal models have successfully 
demonstrated the technology as part of TVSF Phase 1 project.  

 
G 

Potential Investor/ Business 
Partner Engagement 

Seeking a lead investor for initial fund raise. Significant engagement 
with Rev1 Ventures and other venture and institutional investors.  

 
Y Business Model 

Standard business model for advanced therapies: show Phase 1 
data to attract large venture and strategic partners.  

Y Project Plan/ Budget Narrative  TVSF funds will be used to convert protocols to GMP and submit IND 
to FDA for approval to start human trials, using Ohio-based entities. G Growth Plan in Ohio Committed to Ohio operations. Excellent fit for Ohio tech ecosystem. 

G ESP Interaction Regular engagement with Rev1.  

   

 
Evaluator Recommendation This application is recommended for funding. 

 

Evaluation Scale Weak Meets Exceeds 

 

Comments and Recommendations: Breakthrough platform technology for off-the-shelf CAR-T therapy 

seeks to reduce costs tenfold, while simultaneously improving safety and efficacy of CAR-T for blood and 

solid cancers. The technology has been successfully demonstrated in the laboratory and seeks Phase 2 

TVSF funding to help ready it for clinical trial. The highly experienced business and technical team is 

actively engaged with potential investors. The technology fits within and leverages the growing Ohio cell 

and gene therapy ecosystem.  
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Proposal Summaries – Phase 2 Not Recommended for Funding  
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4) Round 40 Analysis 
 
Figure 1 shows the proposal activity and funding recommendations by technology source for Phase 2 
proposals.  Ohio State University and Case Western Reserve University each submitted the most proposals 
with 3 of which two are recommended.  Single application submissions were received sourcing technology 
from Ohio University, Cleveland Clinic Foundation, University Hospital Health System, US Army DEVCOM, 
Miami (OH) University, Cleveland State University, Air Force Research Laboratory and Nationwide 
Children’s Hospital.  One each from Miami (OH) University, Cleveland State University, Air Force Research 
Laboratory and Nationwide Children’s Hospital are recommended for funding.   
 
Figure 1.  Round 40 Funding by Technology Source 
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Figure 2 depicts Phase 2 proposal activity and funding recommendations by Third Frontier focus area.  In 
this Round, seven of fourteen were in Biomedical/Life Sciences (50%), four of fourteen were in 
Software/Information Technology (29%), two of the fourteen were in Sensors (14%) and one of the 
fourteen was in Advanced Manufacturing (7%).  
 
Four of the fourteen in Biomedical/Life Sciences (29%), two of the fourteen in Software/Information 
Technology (14%), and one of the fourteen in each of Advanced Manufacturing (7%) and Sensors (7%) were 
recommended for funding.  This round represents 50% in Third Frontier Technology areas that were 
Biomedical/Life Sciences.  The last 21 rounds have averaged 53% of the applications in Biomedical/Life 
Sciences.  
 
 
Figure 2.  Round 40 Phase 2 Proposal Activity by Third Frontier Technology Area 
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Figure 3 shows the aggregate ratings by evaluation criteria for all Phase 2 proposals.  Setting aside the 
Growth Plan in Ohio and ESP Interaction categories, the Intellectual Property Protection had the lowest 
percentage of weak scores in this round.  Business Model followed by Investor/ Partner had the highest 
percentage of weak scores in this round.   
 
Figure 3. Round 40 Phase 2 Proposal Rating Summary 
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In the previous twenty Rounds, business model was the lowest rating in Rounds 20-23 (53% average > 
meets) and Round 26 (28%).   The RFP was revised prior to Round 24 to elicit stronger business models and 
it appears that the proposals have provided stronger business models in Rounds 24-39 (68% average > 
meets). Rounds 20 to 40 the overall average is 65%.  Round 26 appears to be an anomaly.  Future rounds 
will be monitored to see if the improvement continues. 
 
Figure 4: Rounds 20 to 40 Phase 2 Analysis of Business Model 
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Figure 5 shows the percentage of Biomedical/Life Sciences applications for the last twenty-one Rounds.  
Round 40 represents 50% in Third Frontier Technology areas that are Biomedical/Life Sciences.   The overall 
average is 53% of the applications in Biomedical/Life Sciences. 

 
Figure 5: Rounds 20-40 Phase 2 Analysis of Biomedical/Life Science Focus 
 

 
 

 
 
Carry Through and Reapplication   
 
Phase 1 Carry Through:  There were 5 Phase 2 applicants that previously received Phase 1 funding.  Three 
applications are recommended for funding.  
 
Phase 2:  There were 5 Phase 2 reapplications in this Round.  Four were first time reapplications and all four 
are recommended for funding.  One was a fourth time reapplications, each a different and related technical 
aspect   and is recommended for funding.   
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Appendix I 
 
 

Summary of Redwood team and qualifications  

 
Redwood, as a company, has been providing technology commercialization services for over 9 years while 
each team member has been active in this field for over 25 years.    
 
Each Redwood team member  
 

• possesses an advanced technical degree and extensive business proficiency  

• has worked across the spectrum of technology commercialization from invention to successful market 
introduction 

• understands how to assess a concept case from the perspective of aligning technologies to product 
applications in specific markets 

• has lived, both conceptually and literally, the iterative process of understanding market needs and 
wants, value chains and who the customers are within the value chain 

 
Team members have all worked for major corporations, research institutions, venture capital firms and 
technology start-up companies gaining a comprehensive understanding of what is necessary for 
development teams to successfully commercialize a technology.  The Redwood team has served as 
evaluators for the Ohio Advanced Manufacturing program and an individual team member served as an 
evaluator for CALF, TIP and IOF loan programs for over a decade. 
 
The five members of the Redwood team are highly qualified evaluators for the TVSF program and have 
combined experience and expertise in the following areas (combined years): 
 
Commercializing technology into market pulled products (125+ years) 
 
Market/Technology Assessment (140+ years) 
 
Startup/ Spin out companies (50+ years) 
 
Board member/Advisor to Startups (30+ years) 
 
Evaluating/ monitoring RFPs/ Funding selection (40+ years) 
 
The following is a brief summary of the five principal team members used in this evaluation Round. 
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Herb Bresler 
 
•       BS Biological Sciences, University of Maryland; BS Secondary Science Education, University of Maryland; 
PhD Immunology and Infectious Diseases, The Johns Hopkins University School of Hygiene and Public 
Health 
•      Former Senior Research Leader and Chief Scientist for Health and Life Sciences, Battelle Memorial 
Institute, responsible for evaluation of new technology-based business opportunities, intellectual property 
development, licensing and tech transfer; created and implemented new metrics to increase returns on 
discretionary R&D; cultivated approximately 1150 invention disclosures, 900 patent applications, and 120 
granted patents, leading to $52 million company funding  
•       Recipient of four R&D 100 awards for breakthrough medical devices in neuroscience and diagnostics 
•       Former Director of the Laboratory of Cellular Immunotherapeutics at the Arthur G. James Cancer 
Hospital     and Research Institute at The Ohio State University 
 
 
Jeff Crompton 
 
• M.A., D.Phil., University of Oxford, Materials Science 
• Founder and Former CEO AltaSim Technologies LLC 
• Former Market and Technology Leader, EWI 
• Former Technology Manager, Calgon Specialty Chemicals 
• Former Principal Scientist, Alcan International 
• Led development of innovative technology for computational analysis, medical products, aerospace 

and automotive markets 
• Led commercial implementation of technology in production operations in North America, Europe and 

Asia 
• Former Wolfson Industrial Fellow, University of Oxford 

 

John McArdle 
 

• BE, Manhattan College, MS, Northeastern University, Chemical Engineering  

• MBA, Finance / International Business, University of Chicago (Booth School of Business)  

• Former Business Development Manager, Battelle  

• Former Product Line Manager – Koch Industries  

• Former Technical Sales Manager, Allied Signal Corporation  

• Recognized expert in water and wastewater treatment technologies  

• Successful track record of introducing innovative technologies for a variety of municipal, industrial, and 

military applications in domestic and overseas markets. 
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Jim Sonnett 

• BS, University of Virginia, MS, University of Massachusetts, PhD, University of Delaware, all in chemical 

engineering 

• Former Vice President – Science and Technology, Battelle Health & Life Sciences 

• Former R&D Leader – W. L. Gore & Associates and E. I. DuPont 

• Built and led high impact innovation organizations in aerospace, electronics, and life sciences 

• Former Board Member – Velocys, Ventaira, Battelle Ventures 

• Adjunct professor – Ohio State University Fisher School of Business 

Susan Stanton 
 
• BS, Millersville University, Chemistry, MPh, Syracuse University, Organic Chemistry, PhD, University of 

Rochester, Organic Chemistry 

• Personally developed 12+ products and led new product development teams at Mobay, Alcoa & 

Nexicor 

• Holder of 10+ patents 

• Former VP Market and Technology Assessment at the National Technology Transfer Center 

• Over 15 years as an angel investor in technology-based startups  

• Over 15 years as an evaluator for Ohio Third Frontier funds including IOF, CALF and TIP 

• Over 8 years teaching market and business analytics to STEM graduate and post doc students. 
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Appendix 2 
TVSF objectives and phases  
The Technology Validation and Start-up Fund (TVSF) provides grants under two phases to transition 
technology from Ohio Eligible Research Institutions into the marketplace through Ohio start-up companies.  
Under Phase 1, Ohio Research Institutions may apply for a pool of funds to support validation/ proof that 
will directly impact and enhance both the commercial viability of their unlicensed technologies and ability 
to support a start-up company.  Under Phase 2, Ohio start-up and young companies may apply for funding 
to commercialize a technology they intend to license from a university or an Ohio research institution.   
 
The goals of Phase 1 include: 

• Generate the proof needed to move technologies to the point that they are either ready to be 
licensed by an Ohio start-up company or deemed unfeasible for commercialization.  The 
institutions are encouraged to work with potential Ohio licensees to identify the proof needed.   

• Perform validation activities such as demonstration and assessment of critical failure points in 
subsequent development, prototyping, scale-up and commercialization in order to generate this 
proof with strong preference for these activities being performed by an independent 3rd party 
source.   

 
The goals of Phase 2 include: 

• Accelerate the commercialization of technology by Ohio start-up companies that license 
technology developed at Eligible Institutions during the critical early stage of life of the company.   

• Generate the proof needed to move technology to the point where it is able to be commercialized 
or additional funds for commercialization can be raised.  A clearly identified path to subsequent 
funding opportunities and working directly with potential investors to define the proof needed for 
investment into the company is strongly encouraged.   

• Funded activities may include, but may not be limited to, beta prototype development and 
deployment to potential customers for testing and evaluation and market research/ business 
development in order to generate the proof needed. 

Based upon these goals, the proposal evaluation criteria were developed.  The proposals were then 
evaluated based on the criteria.  
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Description of review process 
 
Review summary.   Our overall review process flow and outcomes by stage are shown in Figure 1.  A similar 
process has been successfully used by Redwood in prior projects for public and private clients.  Discussions 
were held with the TVSF program manager after all but the initial step in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1.  TVSF Evaluation Process 
 
 

 
 
 
Review and Assign Proposal   In this first step proposals were summarized and a primary evaluator was 
assigned who has the appropriate background and no conflict of interest.   
 
Stage 1 Evaluation   Stage 1 evaluations were conducted for each proposal using the criteria shown below 
in Tables 1 and 2.  Differentially weighted criteria were used to evaluate Phase 1 and Phase 2 proposals.   
Each proposal was rated on a 0 (absent) – 5 (Outstanding) scale for each criterion, an approach used by the 
NSF and in other State of Ohio programs.  The weightings reflect the experience of the Redwood team and 
our belief that some factors, for example team and market opportunity in Phase 2, are more important 
than others.   
 
The entire review team subsequently discussed all the evaluations to ensure consistency and agreed upon 
which applicants to invite for interviews.  Interview questions were then provided in advance to each 
applicant. 
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Stage 2 Evaluations (Interviews) The standard procedure for this step is:  In-person, 45-minute interviews 
were held with each invited applicant to discuss the advance questions plus other topics of interest to the 
evaluators.   Two Redwood team members participated in the interviews in person with additional team 
members joining via Zoom or a conference call.  

 
Integration and Quality Control   Proposal evaluations were updated based on interview results.  A 
calibration review was held by the review team to ensure that evaluations were performed consistently 
and that any changes made were a result of team consensus.  Based on this review, proposals were 
recommended for funding. 
 
Table 1 – Phase 1 Evaluation Criteria 
 

Criterion Weighting Description 

Alignment and 
Compliance 

Go / No go 
Institutional alignment with TVSF intent and compliance 
with RFP 

Project Selection 
Committee 

20 
Skills, background and commitment of the committee 
members 

Deal Flow; Budget 
Strategy 

15 
Is the projected deal flow consistent with the requested 
budget to enable committing funds within 1 year? 

External Participation 15 

Does process ensure validation activities will be 
performed by 3rd parties; ESPs and state-funded 
programs/organizations are enlisted to enhance 
commercialization activities of the project? 

Track Record 15 
Is there a strong Phase 1 or comparable program track 
record of licensing and newco creation?  If not, is there a 
plan for improvement? 

Metrics 15 
Realism and impact of proposed metrics, including 
licensing, start-ups. 

Project Management & 
Experience 

15 
Is there a strong project management strategy and 
appropriate experience of people who allocate the pool 
of funds and manage individual projects? 

Project Selection Process 5 Is there a clear, appropriate process for project selection? 
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Table 2 – Phase 2 Evaluation Criteria 
 

Criterion Weighting Description 

Alignment & 
compliance 

Go / No Go Proposal alignment with TVSF intent and compliance with RFP 

Management Team 20 Skills, background and commitment 

Opportunity / market 
size 

15 

What is the market segment and total addressable market?    
Is it a platform or breakthrough technology or incremental 
improvement?  If breakthrough, is it compatible with viable 
commercialization pathways? 

IP Protection / License 15 
Is IP adequately protected, does it enable the business model, 
is it differentiated from likely competition, is license likely 
within 9 months? 

Compelling Proof of 
Concept 

15 

Was meaningful input from potential customers and key 
performance metrics used to design Proof of Concept?  Are 
the competitive advantages compelling for potential 
customers? 

Potential Investor / 
Business Partner 

Engagement 
10 

Is there company engagement / collaboration independent of 
licensing institution, including financial backing? 

Business Model 10 
Is the business model realistic AND achievable?   
Can the service / manufacturing model be scaled? 

Project Plan / Budget 
Narrative 

5 Is the budget consistent with proof in 1 year? 

Start-up in Ohio 5 
Does a start-up exist or is it planned?  Will the start-up be in 
Ohio? 

ESP Interaction 5 
Is team engaged with ESP?  Has team incorporated feedback 
from ESP into the project, proposal or business plan? 
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