
 
Managing Start-Ups 

UNIT I: Start-up Opportunities 

Case Study: FromCart – The Indian E-commerce Innovation 

FromCart is a mobile-first e-commerce start-up founded in 2019 by Priya Sharma 

and Rajesh Kumar, two entrepreneurs from Bangalore who identified a significant 

gap in the Indian market. They recognised that whilst major e-commerce 

platforms dominated urban markets, smaller towns and semi-urban areas 

remained underserved. The duo conducted extensive market research across 

tier-2 and tier-3 cities and discovered that local shopkeepers and small retailers 

lacked affordable digital solutions to reach customers beyond their physical 

locations. 

Their innovative idea was to create a platform specifically designed for small 

retailers, offering them free or low-cost tools to establish an online presence. 

Unlike their competitors, FromCart prioritised simplicity and localisation, 

supporting 15 Indian languages and integrating with local payment methods such 

as cash-on-delivery and mobile wallets. Within their first year, they generated 

their "big idea" through brainstorming sessions involving 200 small retailers, 

which shaped their product roadmap. 

The entrepreneurial ecosystem in Bangalore proved crucial to their success. 

Access to mentors from established tech companies, participation in government-

backed incubation programmes under NASSCOM's Start-up India initiative, and 

networking at entrepreneurial forums helped them refine their business model. 

By leveraging the rise of the start-up economy in India, they attracted early 

investors by year two and achieved the status of a unicorn candidate within three 

years. 



 
Discussion Questions: 

1. How did FromCart's identification of business opportunities in tier-2 and 

tier-3 cities demonstrate effective application of "The Six Forces of Change" 

in the entrepreneurial ecosystem? What factors from the Indian 

entrepreneurial ecosystem were most critical to their growth? 

2. Evaluate how FromCart's brainstorming approach with 200 small retailers 

contributed to idea generation and venture choice. How could this 

participatory methodology serve as a model for other start-ups seeking to 

validate their business concepts? 

3. Discuss the role of government initiatives such as Start-up India in 

facilitating FromCart's journey. What additional resources from the 

entrepreneurial ecosystem could have accelerated their market 

penetration further? 

UNIT II: Start-up Capital Requirements and Legal Environment 

Case Study: TechMed Solutions – Navigating Capital and Compliance 

TechMed Solutions, founded by Dr. Aditya Patel, a biomedical engineer, created 

an AI-powered diagnostic tool for detecting early-stage cancer. The venture 

required substantial initial capital for research and development, regulatory 

approvals, and establishing a manufacturing facility. Dr. Patel faced the critical 

challenge of estimating his start-up's cash requirements, which involved 

developing comprehensive financial assumptions across multiple cost categories: 

technology development (₹40 lakhs), regulatory compliance (₹15 lakhs), 

manufacturing setup (₹25 lakhs), and working capital (₹20 lakhs). 



 
The legal environment proved exceptionally complex. TechMed had to navigate 

approvals from the Indian Council of Medical Research (ICMR), obtain licenses 

from state health departments, and comply with the Medical Devices Rules 2017. 

Dr. Patel conducted a thorough process mapping exercise, identifying all 

regulatory touchpoints and timelines. He also positioned the venture strategically 

within the healthcare value chain, partnering with diagnostic centres rather than 

attempting direct distribution. 

To reduce launch risks, TechMed adopted a phased approach. They conducted 

initial pilot studies in two hospitals, refined their product based on feedback, and 

then scaled operations. They also investigated tax benefits available under the 

Start-up India scheme, availing themselves of corporate tax exemptions and 

customs duty waivers on imported equipment. A critical financial metric they 

monitored was the "burn rate," ensuring they had sufficient runway to reach 

profitability. 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Analyse the financial assumptions developed by TechMed Solutions. How 

should a start-up in the biomedical sector allocate its initial capital 

differently compared to a software start-up, and what justifies these 

differences in resource requirements? 

2. Evaluate TechMed's phased launch strategy in light of risk reduction 

principles. What were the potential trade-offs between slowing market 

entry and validating the product before full-scale operations? 

3. Discuss how understanding the legal environment and tax incentives under 

government initiatives shaped TechMed's positioning within the value 



 
chain. What role did compliance considerations play in their overall 

business strategy? 

UNIT III: Starting Up Financial Issues 

Case Study: FreshFarm – Navigating the Funding Maze 

FreshFarm, an agri-tech start-up founded by three agricultural engineers, created 

an innovative platform connecting organic farmers directly with consumers. With 

a registered office in Pune and operations across Maharashtra, the founders 

developed a unique business model that required substantial capital investment 

in supply chain infrastructure. However, they faced a critical decision: how to fund 

their expansion without diluting equity excessively. 

Initially, FreshFarm relied on bootstrapping, with the three founders investing ₹12 

lakhs from personal savings and taking loans against their homes. This enabled 

them to build their MVP (minimum viable product) and acquire their first 500 

customers. However, rapid growth opportunities demanded additional capital of 

₹1.5 crores for logistics infrastructure and technology enhancement. 

The founders explored multiple funding avenues. They pursued equity financing 

from angel investors and early-stage venture capital firms, negotiating a Series A 

round that valued the company at ₹8 crores. Simultaneously, they investigated 

debt financing through bank loans and government-backed agricultural credit 

schemes. They also launched a limited crowdfunding campaign on a popular 

Indian platform, raising ₹25 lakhs from 300 individual backers who became brand 

advocates. 

A strategic alliance with an established FMCG company provided non-dilutive 

funding in the form of marketing support and distribution access. The FMCG 



 
partner also provided preferential terms on logistics, reducing operational costs 

by 15 per cent. However, this partnership required careful negotiation to preserve 

FreshFarm's brand autonomy and customer data ownership. 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Compare and contrast FreshFarm's bootstrapping phase with their 

subsequent equity financing strategy. What factors determined the optimal 

timing for transitioning from bootstrapping to external capital infusion? 

2. Evaluate the crowdfunding campaign as a funding mechanism. Beyond 

capital, what additional benefits did the 300 crowdfunding backers provide 

to FreshFarm, and how could this approach be replicated by other start-

ups? 

3. Critically assess the strategic alliance with the FMCG company. What were 

the potential risks and benefits of accepting non-dilutive funding in 

exchange for partnership obligations? How could FreshFarm have 

structured this agreement to maximise value whilst maintaining 

independence? 

UNIT IV: Start-up Survival and Growth 

Case Study: EdTech Ventures – From Start-up to Market Leader 

EdTech Ventures was founded by Meera Saxena, an experienced educator, and 

Vikram Singh, a software engineer, with the vision of democratising quality 

education through technology. Their platform offered interactive courses for 

school students, initially targeting tier-2 cities in India where traditional tuition 

centres were prevalent. 



 
During their first three years, EdTech Ventures experienced distinct growth 

stages. In the launch phase (Year 1), they focused on validating the product with 

2,000 students and building foundational technology. The venture life pattern 

dictated that they prioritise user retention over expansion, maintaining a burn 

rate sustainable for 18 months. Meera and Vikram managed the venture 

personally, making daily product decisions and teaching content curation 

decisions. 

Entering the growth phase (Years 2–3), they expanded to eight cities, increased 

their student base to 50,000, and hired their first management team, including a 

Chief Operating Officer and a Finance Manager. However, they faced significant 

challenges. Retention rates plateaued at 60 per cent, and they discovered that 

their organisational structure, designed for a 20-person team, was inefficient with 

150 employees. The founders recognised the need for management skills and 

value creation focus—moving from operational decisions to strategic decisions 

about market positioning and competitive differentiation. 

A critical incident occurred when they discovered that their primary competitor, a 

well-funded start-up, had launched in their strongest market. Rather than engage 

in a destructive price war, EdTech Ventures pivoted their value proposition, 

focusing on personalised learning through AI, a capability their competitors 

lacked. This strategic shift required leadership succession planning, as Meera 

transitioned from Chief Executive Officer to Chief Product Officer, allowing Vikram 

to elevate to Chief Executive Officer with strategic oversight. The venture 

established an advisory board comprising industry experts to provide guidance 

during scaling operations. By year four, EdTech Ventures had successfully scaled 

to 200,000 students across 25 cities, achieving profitability through operational 

excellence and organisational effectiveness. 



 
Discussion Questions: 

1. Analyse EdTech Ventures' progression through different growth stages. 

How did their management requirements evolve, and what specific 

management skills became critical at each stage? Why did the founders 

struggle with transition, and how could they have prepared better? 

2. Evaluate the leadership succession decision whereby Meera transitioned 

from Chief Executive Officer to Chief Product Officer. What factors should 

entrepreneurs consider when deciding to step back from executive 

leadership, and what mechanisms can ensure institutional knowledge is 

preserved? 

3. Examine the strategic pivot in response to competitive pressure. How did 

this represent a transition from "growing with the market" to "growing 

within the industry"? What organisational capabilities and support 

structures were necessary to execute this transformation whilst 

maintaining venture sustainability? 

UNIT V: Planning for Harvest and Exit 

Case Study: StartupHub – The Successful Acquisition Story 

StartupHub, a Software-as-a-Service (SaaS) platform for small business 

accounting, was founded in 2018 by Rohit Malhotra with an initial vision of serving 

Indian small and medium enterprises (SMEs). The platform offered cloud-based 

invoicing, expense tracking, and financial reporting, addressing a genuine pain 

point for unorganised SMEs who relied on spreadsheets or manual record-

keeping. 



 
For five years, StartupHub grew steadily, reaching 50,000 paying customers with 

a monthly recurring revenue of ₹2 crores. However, Rohit and his co-founder 

Neha recognised several critical realities. The SaaS market was consolidating, with 

larger players like Zoho and Microsoft investing heavily in the SME segment. 

StartupHub faced increasing competition on pricing and features, which 

constrained their margins. Additionally, Rohit wanted to explore other 

entrepreneurial opportunities, whilst Neha was contemplating semi-retirement. 

Rather than pursuing an Initial Public Offering (IPO), which would require 

navigating stock market regulations, quarterly reporting obligations, and 

maintaining public company standards, they evaluated alternative exit strategies. 

The founding team explored three pathways: (1) remaining independent and 

reinvesting profits for organic growth; (2) liquidation, which would return capital 

to investors but potentially undervalue the business; or (3) strategic acquisition by 

a larger accounting software company. 

A multinational accounting software company, XYZ Solutions, approached 

StartupHub with an acquisition offer of ₹250 crores—a valuation that represented 

12.5 times their annual recurring revenue, significantly above market multiples. 

More importantly, XYZ offered retention agreements for the founding team, 

allowing Rohit and Neha to remain involved in product strategy for three years. 

This arrangement provided "cashing out but staying in," enabling them to realise 

their investment whilst maintaining influence over their creation. 

The acquisition was structured as a stock-and-cash deal, with part of the 

consideration held in escrow to incentivise operational targets during the 

integration period. The integration proved smooth because StartupHub's 



 
customer-centric culture aligned with XYZ's philosophy, and the combined entity 

achieved significant synergies through cross-selling and technology integration. 

Discussion Questions: 

1. Evaluate Rohit and Neha's decision to pursue acquisition rather than an IPO 

or continued independence. What factors specific to the SaaS market, their 

personal circumstances, and their venture's maturity justified this choice 

over alternative exit strategies? 

2. Analyse the acquisition structure whereby StartupHub's founders 

remained involved through retention agreements. How did this "cashing 

out but staying in" approach create value for both the acquirer and the 

founding team? What potential challenges could arise from this dual-role 

arrangement? 

3. Reflect on how StartupHub's exit strategy was shaped by their earlier 

decisions regarding management, organisational culture, and competitive 

positioning. How did building a venture capable of integration into a larger 

organisation differ from building a venture destined for IPO or independent 

growth? 


