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This memo is meant to help discussion of future of NPAC. There are two major issues


NPAC cannot preserve its intellectual property as this is owned by some unclear combination of the University and those associated with NPAC activity in question. Portland Group, Carrier, Careweb, VDCE, Financial modeling illustrate the difficulty in different ways


NPAC cannot naturally fund its “overhead” or infrastructure. Below we discuss the critical near term operating expenses but there is also no obvious way to replace NPAC Network and Computer Hardware as it becomes obsolete. This will become critical a year from now!





One needs to address both these questions in any plan for NPAC. We believe that both problems are so hard that there is no evolutionary road to solution and suggest that if one wishes to preserve important parts of NPAC activities, one needs to formally close the organization – declare success – and start a new organization  or multiple organizations with enterprise plans and groundrules that address problems 1) and 2). We give a few details on basic issues and then discuss some scenarios/options. In general we stress that NPAC alone cannot solve these difficulties and cooperation is required from the University – if only in clarifying that a certain approach is nonviable. I will refer to a generic future center as newNPAC.





1)Intellectual Property Issues


There are many possible enterprise (business) models for “centers”. One is typified by a (small) business with a group of people working together with a clear understanding that business itself (not the director or  programmer who wrote code nor manager of project) owns any artifacts produced by the enterprise. The enterprise could owe a fraction of  revenues on any product to an outside entity such as the sponsoring venture capital group. A second model is that of the University department where largely independent faculty do their own thing and own (after University takes an agreed fraction) their own thing. The CASE center is organized accordingly to the second model. NPAC’s funding model is that of a small business as it is largely responsible for supplying its own funding based on concepts and artifacts that it invents (Web computing ideas in VDCE) develops as investments (e.g. database technology used in Carrier, Careweb, or financial modeling) or from a previous contract (Compiler technology in Portland Group). However the IPR (Intellectual Property Rights) rules are applied as though NPAC was a department. This mismatch between funding and IPR enterprise models is a fundamental problem for NPAC. Indeed much of ECS faculty and others (e.g. Dean of Nursing) concerns and dislike of NPAC stem from their perception of it as a department without understanding that it’s funding model prevents it from operating as a department. 


I believe that one can only run a center if IPR and funding model largely agree. If a future newNPAC is to be of the general size of NPAC, I believe it must operate with the rules of a small business. Employees of newNPAC must assign their IPR rights to the organization. One can split NPAC into components with different rules – a largely University funded (via tuition/base budget) distance/continuing education unit can operate with traditional University department rules.


Finally we note that the situation is not totally lost. Various horses such as Careweb have fled the stable under current IPR rules. However NPAC’s crown jewels remain including WebWisdom (generic nifty Web education technology), TANGO collaboration and related artifacts from Rome Lab CIV project, Web based Neat Tools from work of Lipson and Warner. These will be lost (to either NPAC or newNPAC) through current leaky IPR sieve unless we change mode of operation very soon!





2)Overhead Issues


Consider the total cost to NPAC of Computer systems Support, Administrative Staff, Equipment Maintenance, Operating Expenses (from paper to phones and SU network charges). In 96-97, this is estimated as $966K including fringe benefits but not overhead and not including charges earlier this year for staff who will not be replaced and assuming CASE picks up all of Woodcock’s salary. Of this money, $386K is borne by New York State through InfoMall and
