
Minutes* 
 

Senate Research Committee 
Monday, February 2, 2009 

2:15 - 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Dan Dahlberg (chair), Melissa Anderson, Linda Bearinger, Arlene Carney, Jerry Cohen, 

Tricia Conway, James Cotter, Tom Hayes, Michelle Lamere, Frances Lawrenz, Jennifer 
Linde, Timothy Mulcahy, Mark Paller, Steven Ruggles, George Trachte, Karen Williams, 
Jean Witson, Lynn Zentner 

 
Absent: Peter Argenta, Leslie Delserone, Robin Dittman, Genevieve Escure, Federico Ponce de 

Leon, Andrew Van de Ven 
 
Guests:  none 
 
Other: Associate Vice President Pamela Webb 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) research infrastructure plan; (2) 2008 annual research report; (3) University-
industry relationships] 
 
 
1. Research Infrastructure Plan  
 
 Professor Dahlberg convened the meeting at 2:20 and turned to Associate Vice President 
Lawrenz to lead the discussion.  Dr. Lawrenz distributed copies of a set of slides. 
 
 This is the third presentation to the Committee about the Research Infrastructure Plan process, Dr. 
Lawrenz noted, and she reviewed the goal:  "to develop a strategic approach to planning research 
infrastructure that improves forecasting, informs decision making, and permits nimble responses to new 
opportunities in order to increase capacity, competitiveness, and support of the highest quality research."  
The objectives include aligning infrastructure investments with institutional goals and strategies, 
implement and manage an infrastructure planning process, leverage investments across colleges and 
campuses, forecast major needs and expenditures in order to increase competitiveness, and provide 
leaders with information to enable timely and flexible investment decisions.  
 
 Dr. Lawrenz described the process that has been used, including broad consultation on goals and 
process (including this Committee, the Council of Research Associate Deans, the Provost's Research 
Council, and the President's Executive Team), creation of an advisory group (composed of research 
associate deans), hosting listening sessions for faculty, gathering data on existing infrastructure, 
developing infrastructure priorities and recommendations, and building consensus around the planning 
(with academic leadership and faculty governance).  This is the point where they are now.  Coming up is 
aligning the infrastructure planning with planning being done by the libraries, information technology, the 
capital plan, and biennial budget planning, with the ultimate goal creation of a continuous update and 
improvement loop.   
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 From the six listening sessions (with 120 in attendance plus 65 web comments), several points 
were made.  Common findings across disciplines included more emphasis on translational and broader-
impact research, increased need for computing and imaging, more integration across disciplines, an 
expanded global view and international work, and the conclusion that general trends are easier to predict 
than specific needs.  The criteria suggested for use in setting priorities were these:  leveraging strength 
versus nurturing new ideas, for the greater good versus investments with the highest financial return, and 
basic versus applied or instrumental research.  People have different views, Dr. Lawrenz reflected.   
 
 Dr. Lawrenz mentioned two key concepts that are part of the discussion.  One is "infrastructure" 
itself, which is defined as major research services, capacities, or equipment and the technical support staff 
to meet the needs of research and scholarly efforts that (1) are valuable to the University as a whole and 
(2) cannot be provided solely by local, regional, or collegiate efforts.  The term excludes buildings, new 
faculty, and cost pools.  The second key concept is "infrastructure clusters," which is an effort to organize 
infrastructure into conceptually coherent sets base on the nature of use.  One example is spatial analysis, 
which includes equipment from CFANS, CLA, UMD, Public Health, and Pharmacy.  Thinking about 
clusters is intended to allow better coordination, broader faculty involvement, and view of the larger 
picture. 
 
 A major part of the process was conducting an inventory of existing infrastructure.  Associate 
deans identified 345 unique shareable items.  There were 181 requests for detailed information about 
operating budgets, revenue sources, numbers of users, and resources needed to sustain or grow.  There 
were 104 responses, which they found surprising because the point of gathering the information, Dr. 
Lawrenz related, was to make decisions about providing funding in the future.  They found an enormous 
breadth in function and services and 50% of respondents said that current resources meet the needs of 
users, so not everyone is in dire straits.  30% of the infrastructure serves between 21 and 100 users but the 
range is from fewer than 10 users to over 1000.  30% of the infrastructure has annual operating costs 
between $100K and $500K; the range is $3000 to $7.9 million.  Multiple locations with similar functions 
are not uncommon, which may provide opportunities for efficiency and cost-effectiveness through 
increased coordination.   
 
 The advisory group recommended overarching principles.  (1) Limit the amount of infrastructure 
to be supported at the institutional level, focus (not be everything to everyone), promote shared 
infrastructure at the expense of individual setups, and increase capacity for sharing remotely and use 
across campuses and with other research facilities and universities.  (2) Adopt a portfolio approach to 
provide diverse types of funding which would allow items to be compared and prioritized.  (3) Set 
priorities for infrastructure that is of University-wide value requiring University-wide support.  The group 
also recommended as step one that infrastructure elements must meet minimum criteria to be considered 
for funding, including committed and passionate faculty leadership, impact (economic, social, scholarly, 
or competitive), breadth and depth of use, and lack of an adequate alternative source.  Step two should 
organize infrastructure "clusters" to assist in setting priorities, encouraging shared use, and informing the 
planning process.  (Step three comes in a few paragraphs.) 
 
 Ms. Chesley, referring to the recommendation to focus, asked if things will be cut.  The idea is to 
focus within diversity, Dr. Lawrenz responded.  Professor Bearinger raised a question about shareable 
items purchased with grant funds; Dr. Paller said that excess capacity from grant-funded items can be 
shared and Ms. Webb added that if the PI knows beforehand that something will be shared, the cost can 
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be apportioned in the grant application.  Ms. Chesley inquired if the deans decide if a group has sufficient 
resources or is this University-wide?  The latter, Dr. Lawrenz responded, but the administration could 
decide not to put money into an area if a college or colleges are already heavily supporting it.  Professor 
Dahlberg commented that if an area is a priority, however, this could mean more support.  Dr. Lawrenz 
said that is correct. 
  
 Dr. Lawrenz provided examples of clusters that already exist (advanced imaging, aquatic and 
atmospheric modeling, high-performance computing, proteomics and spectroscopy, and spatial analysis 
were among the 16 listed.  This is only a first cut, she emphasized, and said the list is fluid.  Professor 
Cohen observed that technologies advance and that there are overlaps.  Dr. Lawrenz said they hope to see 
more articulation and more interaction.  They did the best they could to identify conceptual areas.  
Professor Cohen said it was commendable to identify clusters rather than walls that separate people.  The 
clusters could change every couple of years, Dr. Lawrenz said, and what they do NOT want to see is a lot 
of tiny pieces scattered all over the University—that defeats the purpose of identifying a research 
infrastructure.   
 
 Dr. Paller said that identification of clusters should help strategic positioning and avoid 
duplication; is one possible outcome to fund activities through the clusters?  That is the idea, Dr. Lawrenz 
said, as well as to use the clusters to help inform what should be funded.  If one-third of the faculty use 
something, like advanced imaging, and another technology is not used by very many, would they fund 
both?  If there are more funds, they would fund both, Dr. Mulcahy said; in lean times, they may need to 
be more focused.  They hope to use the expertise in the clusters to help decide where the biggest payoff 
would be, not to try to fund everything.  What is also important about the clusters is that they provide a 
way for his office to develop a budget proposal for the University's requests to the legislature for funding.  
The recommendations also provide a set of organizing principles as a way to solicit faculty views about 
critical needs.  Professor Cohen commented that in his college, the clusters generate different visions of 
what is needed, and closer to leading-edge research, than do departments, which try to balance internal 
needs.  The infrastructure planning process will want to get past departments to those who are involved in 
the creative-edge research. 
 
 Step three is to rank clusters in priority groups using several criteria:  centrality to mission, 
quality-productivity-impact, uniqueness and comparative advantage, enhancement of academic synergies, 
demand and resources, efficiency and effectiveness, and development and leverage of resources. 
 
 When they are done, the advisory group recommends that the initial clusters should be further 
refined and reviewed for comprehensiveness and that representatives of clusters should be convened to 
prepare brief pre-proposals to address needs, as funds permit.  The group also recommended that 
clustering and priorities should be reviewed every two years in alignment with the biennial budget 
request, data should be shared with colleges and available on the web to help inform decisions, and 
remaining issues should be resolved (interface and alignment with the libraries and information 
technology planning process and investigation of issues related to repositories of data, freezer farms, and 
special collections).   A number of colleges are not aware of the range of the infrastructure they have. 
 
 Dr. Lawrenz outlined the remaining steps and summarized the benefits of the planning process 
they have developed:  a more ecumenical perspective, a web-based resource directory, efficiencies and 
cost-savings, a tool to aid resource allocation, and a model for future decision-making.   
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 Did they meet with the people who run centers, Professor Dahlberg asked?  They did not, Dr. 
Lawrenz, but those individuals were asked to fill out the survey and there were meetings with people in 
the cluster.  Professor Dahlberg said he hears about the lack of inclusion of faculty in planning processes 
and need to be included from the beginning on the committees.  Having said that, there need to be faculty 
on the advisory committee as they move forward.   
 
 Are they telling people or groups they are a cluster?  They are not, Dr. Mulcahy said.  They need 
to know what is in each group so that when they ask for funding, his office knows what the group 
offers—and so they can respond by identifying what they do and do not have.  The intent is not to 
micromanage facilities; they want awareness of what exists and to optimize capacity.  They also rely on 
the Research and Scholarly Advisory Panel and this Committee, and while some may not see them that 
way, the research associate deans are faculty who can identify faculty needs.   
 
 This is an important step because in the past, infrastructure investments have been arbitrary, 
Professor Ruggles commented.  It was a question of who knows who.  This makes the process more 
systematic and will help people understand how decisions get made.  Professor Anderson suggested that 
the system Dr. Lawrenz described will gather information, not change the decision-making process.  Dr. 
Mulcahy said that the way decisions are made now do not always include the analysis one would think 
they should have.  This planning process provides a way to compare proposals and guide decisions.  He 
said he sees it as a significant improvement, although not the be-all and end-all.  Who makes the decision 
will not change, Professor Anderson observed; it is likely the decisions will be better because there will 
be more information on which to base them.  Dr. Mulcahy agreed and said it coincides with the idea that 
he and this Committee have been advocating for several years:  that his office has not been playing as 
strategic a role in the research enterprise as his counterparts at peer institutions do and that there has been 
a need to make the role more beneficial to the research environment.  This process supports the change in 
his role that has been taking place.  Moreover, he receives a lot of requests for matching funds from 
limited resources; he has to ask if a request in February is likely to be more important than requests that 
may come later, and this process will help him decide.  Awareness and more information are the biggest 
transformations provided by the new process. 
 
 Professor Cohen said he liked the process.  He asked if the cluster funding will be seen as 100% 
the responsibility of the Vice President for Research.  Dr. Mulcahy said it would not and that this 
planning process is not an attempt at an institutional takeover of the clusters and centers.  He surmised 
that there was only a 60% response rate to the survey because the other 40% saw it as an attempt to 
capture and centralize services and they did not want the central administration to know about them.  
There is no way his office intends to take over these clusters. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg thanked Dr. Lawrenz for her presentation. 
 
2. 2008 Annual Research Report 
 
 Professor Dahlberg next asked Vice President Mulcahy to review his 2008 Annual Research 
Report to the Board of Regents.   
 
 Vice President Mulcahy distributed copies of a set of slides outlining his report to the Regents on 
the status of research at the University.  It was accompanied by a written report; both the slides and the 
written report are on the web at 
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http://www.research.umn.edu/communications/regents_presentations/index.html.  Dr. Mulcahy touched 
on a few of the highlights: 
 
--  Sponsored research awards rose 8.3% in 2008, to $675 million; sponsored awards increased by 25% 
or more in the Institute of Technology, Veterinary Medicine, and Pharmacy.  Nursing increased by over 
20%. 
 
--  2007 R&D expenditures (the latest date data are available) grew about 5%, from $595 million to $624 
million.  (NSF sets rules on determining what is R&D.)  R&D expenditures have increased at Minnesota 
every year since 1999, and this is the figure that most research universities use to compare themselves 
with one another.  The goal is to be among the top three public research universities, so there must be 
attention to research and awareness of this number—but neither this or any other single number indicates 
the status of this or any other university.  But  
 
--  The source of funding remained unchanged:  71% from federal sources, 44% from NIH, 10% from 
NSF. 
 
--  Gross revenues from patents and licensing increased to $89.6 million, a 25% increase—but over 90% 
of it came from Ziagen, the AIDS drug.   
 
--  The University improved significantly in the Shanghai world rankings of universities, moving from 
#33 to #28.   
 
--  Sponsored research expenditures rose 6.1% over 2007, with an increase of over 20% in the School of 
Public Health. 
 
--  The new technology-transfer office is doing better as Ziagen goes off patent. 
 
--  Sponsored expenditures by source remain largely unchanged 1999-2008, but most growth over the 
period came from an increase in federal sources.   
 
--  Minnesota ranked #9 among public universities in R&D expenditures, according to NSF, the same as 
2006.  It ranked #14 among all universities.  The University tends to beat up on itself, but it is one of the 
top-ranked universities in the country and in the world. 
 
--  According to NSF rankings of R&D expenditures (Minnesota is #9), there are five top schools (UCSF, 
Wisconsin, UCLA, Michigan, UCSD), two in a second group (Washington, Ohio State), and then a group 
that includes Minnesota.  In terms of expenditure growth in R&D funds, Minnesota has seen an increase 
of 68% since 1999, or #13 among its peers in the rate of increase—up from #15 in 2006.  The gap 
between Minnesota's funding in 2008 and getting into the top three was $199 million.   
 
--  For the period 2004-2007, Minnesota saw the second-largest change (increase) among top public 
research universities in the rate of growth of its R&D funding.  The rate of growth is slowing at some 
prominent institutions, including some ahead of the University.  There is a concern, however, about 
institutions racing up from behind.   
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--  The sources of funding for R&D at top public universities differ significantly.  Some have more 
institutional funding, some more state, and some more industry.  The University has room to improve in a 
number of categories.  Ohio State, for example, tripled its R&D funding from business and industry from 
2005 to 2008; Ohio State focused on raising more support from the private sector and was aided by a 
state-funded science-and-technology initiative that provided matching funds.  The University of 
Minnesota only raises about 20% as much ($30 million) from business and industry as Ohio State does 
(about $145 million).   
 
--  Looking at total R&D expenditures in constant dollars over 35 years, up until 1992 Minnesota was 
generally near the top, then it went flat for about 10 years (and in 1998 fell below the mean of its peers), 
then picked up to grow at about the rate of its peers—but it still remains below the mean of the peer 
group.  Dr. Mulcahy said his question is what was going on, and offered one explanation.  From 1985 to 
1991, Minnesota R&D spending increased about $28 million per year; then there were budget cuts in 
1992 so it declined about $2 million per year for about seven years; then it increased by $29 million per 
year from 1999 to 2002; then there were budget cuts in 2003 which reduced R&D expenditures again by 
about $2 million per year; then in 2005 expenditures increased again by about $14 million per year.  
Every time the University gets going, budget cuts are made that appear to correspond to a slow-down or 
reversal of the growth in research spending.   
 

Dr. Mulcahy, quoting Einstein, noted that "not everything that counts can be counted, and not 
everything that can be counted counts."  He said he does not want the Board of Regents or others to 
believe it possible to capture the University in these kinds of metrics; he can report the statistics, but they 
do not convey the impact of the research on the state or region or the importance of the University to 
both.  The President's Emerging Leaders team reported several conclusions:  (1) measurement of the 
impact of University research locally, nationally, and internationally is critical in fully illustrating 
the University’s stature; (2) ultimately the importance of our research measurement efforts lies in 
highlighting the impact of our research on our disciplines, our community, and the world; and (3) 
capturing impact may well be paramount in fully illustrating the University’s stature."  Dr. Mulcahy 
provided some examples of impact, people who have had a profound impact on the area, the state, or the 
nation; these are markers of a great university, he said, but very difficult to quantify. 
 
 Dr. Mulcahy offered several conclusions. 
 
--  Total R&D expenditures increased nearly 19% between 2004-2007; second-largest growth rate among 
top 20 public research universities  
 
--  University research funding is on a positive trajectory 
 
--  Significant improvement in Shanghai Rankings 
 
--  The University’s research and scholarship have broad, significant impact; we must capture impact as 
an important metric for success 
 
--  The research enterprise is healthy, but vulnerable 
 
--  Cuts to the University’s budget correlate with a downturn in research productivity  
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--  Funding challenges reinforce need to identify areas of synergy, to leverage mutually beneficial 
approaches and partnerships, and to be smarter and more strategic in resource allocations 
 
 Professor Bearinger asked about the impact of the CTSA (Clinical and Translational Science 
Awards).  Dr. Mulcahy said it would not contribute as much as it would cost but will be essential for 
clinical and translational research.  Dr. Paller said the grant is about $7 million per year, one-third of the 
total budget, but many of the parts are already funded and that will continue.  The CTSA replaces grants 
from NIH of about $1 million.  There is the suggestion, or expectation, that having a CTSA will be the 
path to other granting opportunities in the future, Dr. Mulcahy added.  The impact could be profound.  It 
does represent a commitment of new dollars as well as existing dollars, Dr. Paller said, but how much is 
unclear given the current budget problems.  It will be up to the President to decide if there will be new 
dollars, but preserving the CTSA will be the highest priority of the AHC. 
 
 Given what is likely to happen with state funding, a slowdown in the movement forward, and the 
unpredictability of the federal government, is it likely the University will push more in the direction that 
Ohio State has gone, Ms. Witson asked, and do things with the state or the faculty to increase funding 
from business and industry?  Dr. Mulcahy said the University would develop strategies in each of the 
funding categories.  They are talking with groups about the state legislature adopting science and 
technology initiatives that would contribute to increased research support for universities.  A number of 
states have an advantage over Minnesota in this regard. 
 
3. University-Industry Relationships 
 
 The preceding point led to a brief discussion of the University's relationship with business and 
industry.  Dr. Mulcahy related that when he came to the University, he met with CEOs and VPs from 
business and industry.  The state of Minnesota has 20 Fortune-500 companies, which should provide the 
University with a tremendous advantage—but their presence has not translated into much of a benefit for 
the University.  The private sector sees the University as opaque, difficult to get into, slow to respond, and 
difficult to deal with on intellectual-property contracts.  He spent a lot of time the last three years on these 
issues and the University is finally beginning to see dividends.  With federal research support flattening 
out, companies can do a lot of research and the University needs to capture it. 
 
 They may do a lot in-house, Professor Dahlberg commented.  Many companies have evolved to 
relying on outside research, Dr. Mulcahy responded.  A recent report on the source of top innovations 
since 1975, and whether they came from industry, universities, or partnerships between the two, 
demonstrated that in the 1970s and 1980s they came from companies.  Since then, companies as a source 
has declined and it is partnerships that have grown.  Does that mean industry is using universities as job 
shops, Professor Dahlberg asked?  Not if they don't let them, Dr. Mulcahy said.  It is a common concern:  
being a better partner with industry means subverting the discovery process in the university and cause a 
distortion in what research is done.  Those are real concerns and should not be underestimated, and the 
University must declare the conditions under which it will forge relationships with industry.  The 
University must be clear that it will not distort what the faculty do.  If industry makes a proposal, one 
hopes the University can say that there are faculty who would be interested in it, but the institution must 
protect academic freedom and public rights.  When he came to Minnesota, Dr. Mulcahy related, he was 
impressed with its academic freedom policy and the openness in research policy.  At the same time, 
universities will be in jeopardy if they isolate themselves.   
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 How much do the University's policies keep business from dealing with it?  They do not have a 
problem with academic freedom or a diverse student body, Dr. Mulcahy said; what they have problems 
with the University's stance on intellectual property and time it takes to negotiate an agreement.   
 
 Professor Hays asked if there been any thought given to how to improve the research 
infrastructure vis-à-vis space and the people who are hired to use and develop technology.  There has 
been, Dr. Mulcahy said.  Dr. Lawrenz has recognized that in the infrastructure planning, many key people 
are not on the faculty.  The University needs to be sure it has the key staff it needs, and they heard from 
the center directors that it is difficult to recruit and retain such people.   
 
 Professor Bearinger said that Dr. Mulcahy indicated faculty may be cautious about entering into 
relationships with corporations.  She asked Dr. Mulcahy if his office has orchestrated any sessions that 
would coach faculty on how to do so.  Dr. Mulcahy said he did not intend to imply that faculty are 
hesitant about relationships with industry; the distribution of views is bimodal:  some faculty want them, 
some are concerned about them and ask if they should exist.  There are a lot of shades of gray, and to 
adopt as a strategy more partnerships will require that they address issues that some see as a threat to the 
University.  The concerns are legitimate but they can be overstated, and this issue is a battleground in 
universities.  Some faculty see partnerships as valuable, some see them as a risk to the mission.  Nothing 
will change the minds of some people, Professor Dahlberg observed; those who are afraid of partnerships 
will never take them and will never be approached.   Dr. Mulcahy agreed that some faculty probably 
would not change but said he believed that some might if presented with persuasive evidence about the 
benefits of partnerships with industry.  The problems can be managed and some faculty may not 
recognize the benefits that accrue to the University from such partnerships (including, for example, about 
$50 million in scholarship funding in the last 6-7 years).  When one recognizes the benefits and adopts 
systems to monitor them, partnerships can be accepted.   
 
 Professor Anderson said these issues come up frequently, as does the question of whether 
universities are selling their souls or contributing to the welfare of the institution when it engages in these 
partnerships.  She recommended Science for Sale: The Perils, Rewards, and Delusions of Campus 
Capitalism by Daniel S. Greenberg as a balanced view of the issues.   
 
 The idea that a university professor would turn down funds is hard to believe, Professor Cohen 
commented.  But universities and industry have different ideas about doing research:  industry has a cadre 
of people who work on a problem while universities have faculty who work on a problem for 30 years. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg thanked Dr. Mulcahy and adjourned the meeting 4:00. 
 
       -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


