Commercial Impact of Thomas Walker Lynch Intellectual Property Portfolio

The following table shows estimates of the value of hypothetical startups that could have been built on
my historical IP portfolio. (I hope the buyers did just as well with it.)

It aggregates historical industry comparables, market trajectories, and derivative value pathways.
All values are expressed as 2025 startup-equivalent valuations for ease of comparison.

See the appendix for detailed methodology, assumptions, and sources.

Table 1 — Stylized 2025 Startup-Equivalent Valuations

2025 Valuation Central

IP Cluster Comparable Startup Model Range Case

TrustLedger-type fintech/agent-

$3.3B-5%6.6 B $4.0 B
trust

Distributed Trust (Symbiosis)

SecureStream-type

Multimedia Auth / DRM identity/DRM $2.4B-$%$4.8B $3.6 B
Relationship / Social Graphs Social Herd-type network $2.6 B-$5.5B $3.8B
‘l\ﬁ)ﬁmode, Numerics & AMD NumCore-type hardware/IP $1.2B-%2.6B $1.8B
Concept Spaces / Embeddings EmbedMind-type vector Al $3.0B-%$6.5B $4.5B
Portfolio Synergies ApexForge-style platform $25B-$11B $6.7 B

All ranges and central cases in Table 1 are rounded for readability. The Appendix shows the Year-5
SOM, revenue, and EBITDA calculations that underlie these figures; small differences (a few percent)
are due to rounding rather than changes in the underlying assumptions.

Appendix 1 — Derivation Method

The purpose of this analysis is to demonstrate the relevance of my historical patent portfolio and to
highlight my “batting average” as an innovator.

To avoid confusion: none of the IP currently being pitched for commercialization appears on this
website. The commercial proposals I am actively working on are described separately at

https://reasoningtechnology.com.
All patents discussed here were either acquired by third parties or originally assigned to my employers.

Since they have already been sold, this exercise does not attempt a hyper-precise valuation of specific
past deals. Instead, it asks a simpler question:

“If a competent team had used this IP as the core asset for a focused startup in 2025, what
kind of valuation would have been reasonable by Year 5?”

The calculations follow a standard TAM—-SAM-SOM pipeline calibrated with contemporary market
forecasts and deal multiples.*1,2,3,4,5,6,8


https://reasoningtechnology.com/

1.1 Step-by-step framework

Step Formula Rationale

The theoretical ceiling if the invention captured 100% of a
Global addressable market in clearly defined segment. TAMs are drawn from large-scale

1. TAM 2025 (USD) industry forecasts (Gartner, IDC, Statista, TBRC,
etc.)."1,3,4,6
TAM x Geographic focus x Serxflceable share after jurisdiction, standards, and adoption
2. SAM Resulatory / sector fit barriers. For example, a technology focused on regulated
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EBITDA  (15%-35%) 20%.18.10
. 8x-15x EBITDA .
6. Exit (SaaS/fintech/Al), or 4x—6x Based on observed private-company M&A and late-stage

. . . . - . A
multiple Revenue (early hardware/IP) funding multiples in the 2022-2025 window.2,8,9

7. Equity EBITDA x multiple (or Yields a stylized 2025 pre-money valuation for a mature
value Revenue x multiple) Series C/D startup or strategic acquisition.

1.2 How TAM, SAM, and SOM are interpreted here
1. TAM (Total Addressable Market) is always a 2025-era global dollar figure for the relevant

» <

category (for example “DRM and content protection”, “social network advertising”, “Al
infrastructure”)./1,3,4,6

2. SAM (Serviceable Addressable Market) narrows TAM to segments that the IP is structurally
well suited to serve: geography, regulation, and product fit. For instance, an identity-verification
patent is more naturally aligned with high-compliance financial markets than with casual social

apps.

3. SOM (Serviceable Obtainable Market) estimates the Year-5 revenue footprint a focused
startup could reach if execution is competent but not miraculous. The percentages are anchored
to real growth patterns: regtech and security vendors that reached mid-nine-figure ARR within
~5-7 years; social and Al infra players that reached low-nine-figure ARR; and CPU/IP vendors
with modest but durable royalty streams./2,4,5,7,9

The resulting valuations are not meant to reconstruct any specific historical transaction. They simply
show that the inventions lay in market spaces that, in aggregate, plausibly support multi-billion-dollar
outcomes.




Appendix 2 — Cluster-by-Cluster Walk-through

2.1 Distributed Trust (Symbiosis)

This cluster covers patents around distributed trust relationships, agent-mediated authorization, and
identity-anchored transaction flows—concepts that line up with modern regtech, KYC/AML
automation, and “agent-trust” architectures in Web3-adjacent fintech.A1,2,9

Inputs and assumptions

1. TAM
1.1 Global regtech and compliance-related spend—including dedicated regtech software, legal-
tech for compliance, and broader risk/controls tooling—is large and growing.
1.2 Independent estimates put the regtech software market itself in the tens of billions of
dollars by the mid-2020s, while legal tech and compliance tech collectively are projected
around $50B by 2027 and rising.A1,2,9
1.3 For modelling, I treat TAM = $450 B in 2025 for “regtech + compliance-tech and adjacent
KYC/AML spend,” which bundles the narrower regtech segment with the broader compliance
IT footprint that the IP could reasonably touch. This is deliberately conservative relative to total
financial-services IT and risk spending./1,2,9

2. SAM
2.1 Focus on highly regulated financial markets, where KYC/AML, digital identity, and trusted-
agent architectures are most valuable (roughly 30% of global spend).
2.2 Further discount by 15% to reflect jurisdictions or segments where adoption is structurally
slower.
2.3
- SAM =450 B x 30% x 85% ~ $115 B.

3. SOM (Year 5)
3.1 Assume a well-executed specialist platform captures 1.5% of SAM by Year 5, roughly in
line with ambitious but documented regtech and analytics vendors.A2,9
3.2
- SOM ~ 115 B x 1.5% = $1.72 B annual run-rate.

4. Revenue model and margins
4.1 This cluster monetizes via SaaS licenses for agent-trust infrastructure plus per-transaction
KYC/AML fees.
4.2 Comparable regtech and identity-risk vendors operate at gross margins in the 80%—90%
range.\2,9
4.3
- Revenue (Year 5) ~ 1.72 B x 85% ~ $1.46 B.
4.4
- EBITDA margin (blended fintech SaaS)  28% - EBITDA ~ $0.41 B.



5. Exit multiple and equity value
5.1 Post-2022 fintech and regtech deals show a wide spread of valuation multiples, but private-
company EV/EBITDA clusters roughly in the high single to low-teens range for solid,
profitable platforms.A2,8,9
5.2 Using a conservative 10x EV/EBITDA multiple:
- Equity value ~ 0.41 B x 10 ~ $4.1 B, rounded to $4.0 B in Table 1, with a stylized range of
$3.3 B — $6.6 B to capture 8x—16x scenarios and execution variance.

2.2 Multimedia Auth / DRM

These patents center on tying identities and rights management to multimedia streams and devices—
ideas that map to modern streaming DRM stacks, second-factor checks around media use, and
enterprise content protection.”\3

Inputs and assumptions

1. TAM
1.1 Global DRM and content-protection markets are projected to grow from mid-single-digit
billions in the early 2020s to well above $10B by the late 2020s, driven by streaming, gaming,
and enterprise information-protection.A3
1.2 For modelling, I adopt TAM = $18 B in 2025 as a composite of core DRM plus adjacent
identity-bound content security. This sits modestly above narrow DRM-only forecasts but
within the range implied by adding neighboring security segments.A\3

2. SAM
2.1 Focus on streaming plus enterprise deployments—roughly 70% of TAM (consumer-only or
legacy implementations are excluded).
2.2
-SAM ~ 18 B x 70% ~ $12.6 B.

3. SOM (Year 5)
3.1 Assume 8% penetration of SAM by Year 5, comparable to successful security platforms that
become core infrastructure but still compete with multiple incumbents and in-house
solutions.”3,8
3.2
-SOM ~ 12.6 B x 8% =~ $1.01 B.

4. Revenue model and margins
4.1 Revenue is primarily per-stream or per-device licensing, often bundled with identity hooks.
4.2 Mature DRM vendors reach very high gross margins; I use 92% as a round number.A3,8
4.3
- Revenue % 1.01 B x 92% ~ $0.93 B.
4.4 EBITDA margin at scale ~32% — EBITDA ~ $0.30 B.



5. Exit multiple and equity value
5.1 Security and identity SaaS deals often command low-teens EV/EBITDA when growth is
healthy but not speculative./8
5.2 Using 12x EV/EBITDA: equity value ~ 0.30 B x 12 ~ $3.6 B, with a range $2.4 B — $4.8 B
spanning 8x—16% outcomes and margin variance.

2.3 Relationship / Social Graphs

This cluster addresses relationship modeling, social-graph inference, and herd-like network behavior—
ideas similar to what later emerged in LinkedIn-style professional graphs and interest-based
communities. 4

Inputs and assumptions

1. TAM
1.1 Global social media and social-network advertising revenue is widely projected in the
hundreds of billions of dollars annually by the mid-2020s./4
1.2 Representative forecasts place social media ad spend around $150B to over $250B by 2025,
depending on definition and methodology./\4
1.3 T use a conservative TAM = $120 B for graph-centric social and community platforms,
below several published 2025 estimates to keep the model grounded.

2. SAM
2.1 Restrict to B2B-leaning graphs, specialized communities, and high-value network niches—
roughly 40% of TAM (LinkedIn-like, professional communities, and specialized interest
graphs).
2.2
-SAM ~ 120 B x 40% ~ $48 B.

3. SOM (Year 5)
3.1 Assume 4% SOM, reflecting an aggressive but not unprecedented trajectory for a
differentiated social graph with strong network effects. 4
3.2
-SOM ~ 48 B x 4% ~ $1.92 B.

4. Revenue model and margins
4.1 Monetization via ads, premium graph APIs, and subscription-like features around access and
analytics.
4.2 Apply a 60% effective take-rate on the SOM to reflect that not all value flows through the
platform’s monetized layers.
4.3
- Revenue ~ 1.92 B x 60% ~ $1.15 B.
4.4 EBITDA margin ~30% - EBITDA =~ $0.35 B.



5. Exit multiple and equity value

5.1 Social and community platforms with solid growth often price around low-double-digit
EV/EBITDA (or high-single-digit EV/Revenue) in private transactions.”4,8

5.2 With an 11x EV/EBITDA multiple, equity value ~ 0.35 B x 11 =~ $3.8 B, range $2.6 B —
$5.5 B reflecting multiple compression or out-performance.

2.4 Microcode, Numerics & AMD Work

This cluster comprises microcode, numerics, and hardware-adjacent inventions, including contributions
that fed into advanced microprocessors and math units. The closest modern analogue is a CPU/GPU IP
company with deep microarchitectural know-how and royalty-bearing designs./A5

Inputs and assumptions

1.

TAM

1.1 The global semiconductor market surpassed $600B in 2024 and is projected toward $1T by
the end of the decade.A\5

1.2 Microprocessors and GPUs alone account for over $100B of annual revenue, with a separate
but smaller CPU/GPU IP licensing segment for core designs and subsystems./\5

1.3 T approximate a CPU/GPU IP TAM of $22 B in 2025 by taking a fractional share of the
microprocessor/GPU market plus other licensable IP blocks (RISC-V and custom cores,
specialty accelerators, etc.).\5

. SAM

2.1 Focus on the royalty pool outside of the fully integrated x86 incumbents, plus RISC-V and
custom-core designs—roughly 45% of TAM.

2.2

- SAM ~ 22 B x 45% ~ $9.9 B.

. SOM (Year 5)

3.1 Assume a 3% SOM, consistent with a successful but niche IP vendor landing a mix of
consumer and datacenter sockets but competing with ARM, RISC-V consortia, and in-house
cores. A5

3.2

-SOM % 9.9 B x 3% =~ $0.30 B in annual royalty stream.

. Revenue model and margins

4.1 Revenue is a royalty on silicon shipped (for example ~1.5% of chip ASP), so achieving
~$300M in licensing revenue corresponds to enabling tens of billions of dollars’ worth of
silicon. That is aggressive but still well within observed volumes for leading IP cores./5

4.2 EBITDA margin for a lean IP/licensing business is lower than Saa$S but still attractive; use
18% - EBITDA ~ $53 M.

. Exit multiple and equity value

5.1 Semiconductor IP exits often price off revenue (4x—6x) rather than EBITDA, especially for



high-growth or strategically important assets.A2,5
5.2 Using 6% revenue, equity value ~ 0.30 B x 6 ~ $1.8 B, with a range $1.2 B — $2.6 B
allowing for 4x—8x% outcomes and royalty-rate variance.

2.5 Concept Spaces / Embeddings

These patents relate to concept-space encoding, semantic embeddings, and vector-space operations—
very close to what is now implemented in vector databases, retrieval-augmented generation (RAG)
systems, and embedding-centric Al infrastructure.\6,7

Inputs and assumptions

1. TAM
1.1 IDC, Gartner, and others forecast global Al infrastructure and Al-enabled IT spending to
reach the high hundreds of billions of dollars before 2030, with vector databases and related
services growing quickly as part of that stack.\6,7
1.2 Specialized estimates for vector databases alone suggest a climb from low-single-digit
billions in the mid-2020s to more than $10B by the early 2030s.A6
1.3 I treat GenAl infrastructure TAM = $85 B in 2025 as a stylized slice of broader Al
hardware, software, and services, and assume 35% of that is addressable by embeddings/vector-
centric platforms (databases, similarity search, embedding APIs, and RAG orchestration). That
yields a working TAM for embeddings/vector infrastructure of ~$30 B.\6,7

2. SAM
2.1 SAM = TAM x 35% =~ $30 B, focused on managed vector DBs, high-scale embedding APIs,
and platform-grade semantic infrastructure.

3. SOM (Year 5)
3.1 Assume 5% SOM by Year 5, aligned with aggressive but plausible growth for a first-tier
infra vendor in a rapidly expanding category, especially if the IP confers a defensible edge in
representation efficiency or search quality./6,7
3.2
-SOM ~ 30 B x 5% =~ $1.5 B.

4. Revenue model and margins
4.1 Revenue comes from API requests, managed clusters, and per-token or per-vector
storage/compute contracts.
4.2 Vector infrastructure can run at gross margins around 70%-85%, depending on how much
of the stack is owned vs. resold; I assume 80%.
4.3
- Revenue ~ 1.5 B x 80% ~ $1.2 B.
4.4 EBITDA margin ~25% — EBITDA ~ $0.30 B.

5. Exit multiple and equity value
5.1 GenAl infra deals and late-stage rounds have supported EV/EBITDA multiples well into the



teens for leading platforms.A6,7,8
5.2 Using a conservative 15x EV/EBITDA, equity value ~ 0.30 B x 15 ~ $4.5 B, with range
$3.0 B — $6.5 B allowing for market compression or premium positioning.

2.6 Portfolio Synergies (ApexForge-style Platform)

The five clusters above are not isolated silos. In a world where they had been bundled into a single
company (“ApexForge”), they would form a coherent, multi-module platform:

1. Distributed Trust underpins identity, KYC/AML, and agent-trust across use-cases.

2. Multimedia Auth / DRM protects streams and content with identity hooks.

3. Relationship / Social Graphs model people and organizations across contexts.

4. Microcode & Numerics provide low-level performance and trust anchors.

5. Concept Spaces / Embeddings tie all of the above into a shared semantic substrate.
In such a configuration:

1. Cross-sell and wallet share
1.1 Revenue synergies in M&A and multi-product SaaS often come from cross-sell, with
research showing 15%-25% improvements in cross-sell rates and meaningful gains in share of
wallet when product suites are unified./5,10,11,12
1.2 A conservative assumption is that bundling these clusters into a coherent platform yields
~20% higher effective revenue than selling each cluster standalone into the same accounts.

2. Blended margins and multiples
2.1 A four-module platform built from high-margin SaaS, Al infra, and IP can plausibly
maintain a blended ~28% EBITDA margin without counting additional scale
efficiencies.”6,8,10
2.2 Using a 10x blended EV/EBITDA floor (anchored to fintech and security SaaS rather than
the richer Al infra multiples) intentionally understates potential upside.A2,8

3. Stylized synergy outcome
3.1 If the four software-heavy clusters (Trust, DRM, Social, Embeddings) achieved Year-5
revenues in the ballpark of the standalone estimates above, a 20% cross-sell uplift and 28%
blended EBITDA margin would support a platform equity value in the low- to mid-teens of
billions of dollars under conservative multiples.
3.2 Comparing that to the sum of standalone central cases for those four clusters, and then
allowing for overlap risk and execution variance, leads to a net synergy premium in the rough
range of $2.5 B — $11 B.

That synergy range is intentionally broad. Its role is not to assert a single “correct” number, but to
capture two points:



1. The IP clusters are structurally complementary and could have underpinned a richer platform
story than the individual patents might suggest.

2. Even after aggressive discounts for overlap and market risk, the implied upside over the sum of
parts is comfortably in multi-billion-dollar territory.
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