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ABSTRACT

Total processes for Value Analysis are parallel to
processes for generating high-value patents. The
managerial skills for drawing high economic
returns from Value Engineering Change
Proposals (VECP) are parallel to the managerial
skills for building patent properties of individual
or corporate profit centers.

A “Value Improving Practice” wounld add a
remaining portion of 20-year patent lifetime to
selected 3-5 year VECP income life.

Harnessing the full cooperative, inventive power
of professional contributors calls for leadership
that offers “a piece of the action” personal
“incentive”.

TWO “VALUE-IMPROVING” PROCESSES

Managers of Value come to understand that:

(1) Processes of VECPs are compatible with
processes of U.S. Utility Patents:

VECPs evolved from principles in patent law.
Similarities strengthen one another.
Differences extend their economic power.

(2) Patents become properties of high value
within present research and licensing markets.

Example 1: Profit-driven US Industries have

altered the corporate position of Intellectual

Property. '
A general high-tech firm’s reorganization
to enhance bottom line, moved their
Intellectual property organization from a
working division of their legal
department to a corporate division,
reporting through a Vice President level
and responsible for a corporate-level
profit line.

One electronic industry corporation was
reported to have earned 1/4 of its total
profit in some years from its licensing of
intellectual property.

Texas Instrument and Motorola represent
electronic producers with policies of equity for
patent-ownership to stockholders and from
inventors.

Equity toward inventors starts with incentive-
level compensation for professional contributors:
A person who is inventor or part of inventor team
is awarded:

$1,500 at patent application.

§ 750 at patent assignment

$ 750 as part of $7,500 for every 10
inventions.

Total $3,000 per invention (or part thereof).
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Example 2: Federal Government
Federally-employed scientists and engineers may
assign commercial rights from their inventions to
Cooperative Research and Development
Agreements (CRADA). One Federal agency
(NIH) has grown its annual royalty income to $40
million; net $20 million.

Present law permits Federal employees to accept
commercial royalties to augment their regular
salaries by as much as $150,000 per year per
employee.

Example 3: Universities

State University of New York (SUNY) @
Binghamton shares 40% of royalty funds with
inventor(s), and conducts the marketing efforts.

Virginia Tech & Va. State Univ share revenues
equally between inventors after expenses for
patenting, marketing and development. (1991)

Note. Not all universities disclose their full policy
re intellectual property agreements on internet.

Example 4: Historic Contrasts:

Founders of Edison Electric, RCA, Bendix and
Hughes corporations used patent property for
license-based income, but seldom attributed
market success of the invented products to their
inventors.

Ownership of industrial patents was arranged by
signed patent agreements at employment of
experts or scientists. Until recently most such
patent agreements meant assigning all intellectual
property to their employer for a token
consideration.

Ownership of industrial patents that were
inventions of shop persons without written
employment agreements often were allocated to
employers according to “common law” of “shop
rights”. This means that if an employee used
employer’s assets or materials or paid time of the
employee to develop his invention, the employer
had a claim on ownership of the resultant

property.
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However, examples 1-3 above reveals a modern
paradigm shift in motivation relating to special
economic gain from the invention process. Our
modern era of corporate downsizing among well-
educated, growingly-independent employees has
built a greater equity environment for inventors.

Responsible managers must consider an
individual’s perception of equitable sharing, and
“do right voluntarily” if he expects his high-value
performers to stay with his team, and to be pro-
active in generating value-added intellectual
properties.

Processes for both VECPs and Patents work in a
province of idea people, where their intended
outcome is “Intellectual Property”.

A past paradigms of long-term loyalty is now
traded for anticipated equity in shorter terms.

Where an inventor’s offered incentive is
perceived as not equitable, an economically-
motivated person, with invention talent may
reasonably opt to refrain from sharing his
insights with his employer’s represemtatives.

The remarkable rate of recent US business
growth offers pragmatic evidence that a benefit-
sharing equity paradigm has shifted.

(3) VECPs share benefits between contractors and
government agencies..

Virginia has improved return-on-investment
from 10 to 1 in its first year of Value Analysis
(VA) to more than 60 to 1 by its third year. A
VA discipline within professionally excellent
talent yields robust economic strength within
research or construction.

(4) Defense Department authorized a deviation
within FAR 48.001, 48.102, 48.104 & 52.248.1.

The deviation authorized a 2-year test of adjusted
VECP incentive rules for a greater contractor
share of savings for longer periods.







