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Recommendations from the Research Scientific Programming Committee 

 

Executive Summary 
 

 An emphasis on interdisciplinary research and principles of innovation will underwrite the 
research programming decisions for the North Campus Research Complex.  Interdisciplinary 
research programs addressing areas of strategic importance to the university and the region 
will be strongly encouraged. 
 

 The research framework for populating the heart of the campus will involve flexible groupings 
of research technology clusters and research thematic clusters.  Research technologies will 
anchor the programmatic framework; selection of the first round of technology clusters will 
reside with UMHS leadership. 

 

 Both bottom up (self-directed) and top-down identification of research thrusts or areas of 
strategic interest will be encouraged.  Medical school faculty have identified emerging areas of 
research that would warrant growth.  Other schools and colleges will bring key areas of 
emphasis forward exemplified by their participation in research clusters. 

 

 Flexible space for exploring new ideas and supporting the collaborative environment will be 
part of the research environment. 

 

 Incubator space will be part of the research environment. 
 

 Innovation and a focus on collaboration will underpin space and infrastructure investments. 
 

 The campus will be a testing ground for new ways to work. 
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Developing a research framework for NCRC 
 
Rationale 
A number of compelling studies have highlighted the need to fundamentally alter our approach to 
scientific research as we march into the 21st century.  At the national level and across many forums 
there is an increasing call to bring together the diverse skill sets of mathematics, chemistry, 
physics, and engineering to spur thinking in unique and novel ways as we address great problems 
in the biomedical sciences and more broadly across all our sciences.  In this report, we propose to 
create a novel framework for conducting and sustaining interdisciplinary research at the NCRC that 
translates knowledge to real world application. The University proposes to build a research 
enterprise at NCRC that purposefully facilitates collaboration, integration, and translation in all the 
operational, organizational and infrastructure decisions.  
 

Principles 
As we used guiding principles to set our course in the NCRC planning process (see Appendix A), we 
took our ideas and translated them into a set of guiding principles that steer the programmatic 
decisions for NCRC.  An important benefit to describing guiding principles and criteria to 
continually add new research programs rather than ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ άǇƛŎƪǎέ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴƻǿ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǿŀȅ 
for any group of researchers to come forward with ideas unconstrained by our knowledge 
base/expertise in biomedical research.   
 
First we defined the critical drivers in our conceptual framework: 

 Faculty organized and directed research projects, driven by science, innovation and 
opportunity 

 Intense focus on Interdisciplinary clusters of researchers 

 Co-location of multiple schools, private sector, government 

 Incentives aligned to promote collaboration/translation 

 Innovative space design and assignments 

 State-of-the-art technology research/services 

 Promote a culture of entrepreneurship 
 
Framework 
We considered lessons learned from populating the BSRB along thematic clusters as well as 
observations and insights from the expansions taking place at some of our peer institutions.  We 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άbŜǿ .ƛƻƭƻƎȅ ΧέΣ άGeography 
ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άTaking Risk to Transform ScieƴŎŜέ (see appendices) that questioned and 
explored new ways to work.  We asked ourselves what could and should we do to take the 
research enterprise at the University of Michigan to the next level.  A competitive advantage that 
we noted and embedded in our framework was that, unlike a number of our peer institutions, the 
breadth of research at the University of Michigan is unparalleled.   The presence of top tier 
research in engineering, medicine, public health, dentistry, chemistry, mathematics, pharmacy, 
natural sciences and psychology, among others, provides us a unique opportunity to bring 
ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŘƛōƭȅ ǊƛŎƘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘŜŀƳǎΦ  wŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ άǇƛŎƪέ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ōŜǎǘ 
research area, a task we felt better left to the experts in any given field, or to try and weigh the 
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value of a work to describe a new enzyme in cancer vs. a new battery design we would provide a 
framework to value, reward, nurture and support collaboration and innovation amongst our 
scientists.  Our goals with this novel research framework at NCRC is to accelerate our scientific 
progress along two axes; an interdisciplinary axis and a discovery-to-delivery chain axis.   
 
Horizontal Integration (interdisciplinary collaboration) 
Interdisciplinary collaboration is a catalyst to scientific breakthrough. If we create a research 
enterprise where it is άbusiness-as-usualέ for scientists of different backgrounds to collaborate, we 
will catalyze the rate and frequency at which scientific breakthroughs occur. Breakthrough science 
is about posing the right questions that in turn lead to hypothesizing and proving the right 
answers. The University of Michigan already hosts the expertise needed to get to the right 
questions and answers, it is a matter of integrating that expertise into a more fluid, reinforcing and 
sustainable enterprise where we reward collaboration.  We propose to create a research 
enterprise that eliminates those barriers and incentivizes collaboration in new ways, making 
horizontal integration the norm. 
 
Vertical Integration (the discovery-to-delivery chain) 
The primary aim of scientific research is to improve the everyday lives of humanity.  Some 
researchers operate at the very early stages of this value proposition; others relish the late stages 
of seeing ideas become practices and products.  All too often, however, discoveries dwindle in the 
laboratory after publication and never find their way along the discovery-to-delivery value chain, 
or if they are moving along, it is at an unacceptably slow pace. Society should rightly ask of its 
researchers ς άwhat are you doing to create value from our investments?έ  If we create a research 
enterprise where the culture, incentives, and resources are all appropriately aligned, we will 
catalyze the rate and frequency at which scientific breakthroughs are translated into real, 
immediate benefits to humanity. We propose to integrate these efforts into the NCRC research 
enterprise itself. 
 
We have created a framework that: 

 Leverages research strength in technologies to assemble research technology clusters 

 Allow us to flexibly overlay research thematic clusters that are highly interactive with and 
synergize with research technology clusters 

 
The purpose behind this organization is to facilitate and encourage innovative research and 
collaboration from idea generation through clinical/commercial delivery and onto embedding new 
practices and procedures into the real world.  Clusters would have resources available to then 
including seed funding, space, shared facilities and have an opportunity to propose new faculty 
hires.  Research clusters could be composed of UM faculty alongside scientists from the private 
sector and/or government in keeping with our aspiration to attract the best science on a given 
problem.  Research technology clusters are distinct from core services (which will also be integral 
to the campus) as traditional cores provide a technical, high-quality service whereas the 
technology cluster is in itself a fundamental area of research excellence with independent funding.   
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 Research technology clusters have two components.  The first is a research cluster (5-20 PIs join to 
perform research on a given topic) that investigates improvements and advances to a given 
technology area.  The second feature of a technology cluster is the interaction and application of 
state of the art technologies to other research problems.  Distinct from a traditional core services 
where the goal is to share access to commodity services and expensive equipment the technology 
clusters will support the intellectual exchange that encourages researchers to tackle their science 
with a broader tool box of cutting edge approaches.  The technology clusters represent nationally 
and internationally recognized scientists that are advancing their science and applying devising 
novel applications in new research fields.  Their expertise will support the ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊǎΩ research 
enterprise and be available to other researchers on the campus and throughout the 
university/state/nation. 
 
Research thematic clusters are groups of approximately 5-20 PIs that join together to perform 
research on a given topic.   The cluster by definition displays interaction amongst the PIs and is 
also expected to join the community by interacting with other units at NCRC and, thus, an added 
benefit from locating at NCRC.   
 

 
Cluster example ς New themes (red circles) can be formed by replacing clusters. 

 
Note that both the thematic and technology clusters can be organized around themes that 
facilitate the solution to large, societal problems or to increase external visibility.  These themes 
can result from top-down administrative directives or from grass-roots efforts of faculty teams.  
Themes are not physical entities thus allowing clusters to belong to multiple themes, and themes 
can be organized or reorganized at will, allowing faculty to respond essentially instantaneously to 
ƴŜǿ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ όŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ ŜǾŜǊ-changing research climate) 
 
 

A structure that centers on research clusters is innovative and, although such organization has the 
ability to greatly accelerate research here at Michigan, there are certain principles and details that 
need to be discussed and refined in order for the strategy to be successful.  They include:  
 

 Programming of themes vs. organic growth ς Populating the NCRC with research 
clusters is fundamentally different from the current university structure.  These 
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clusters could be assembled by administrative suggestions (i.e., programming) or 
faculty self-organization (i.e., organic growth).  A mixture of both these processes is 
probably desirable. 

 Selection of clusters ς The selection of the clusters could be managed by a process 
similar to the junior faculty cluster hire process or a comparable system that lets 
those involved have direct input.  The balance of thematic and technology clusters 
will likely need to be monitored - most likely by allowing a maximum number of 
technology clusters (40-50%). 

 Permanency of clusters/PIs ς PIs that relocate to NCRC may be a member of more 
than one cluster.  The clusters may have a natural lifetime set by the original 
proposal or could be evaluated on a periodic basis.  The permanency of individual 
PIs must be addressed as this issue will affect moves to and from NCRC, however 
this is not likely to be different from the usual mechanisms used to inform where a 
researcher resides. 

 Level/structure of administration ς The proposed functioning of NCRC requires a 
relatively flat, horizontal administrative structure that is there to ensure the local 
needs of researchers are met.  With excessive administration, the PIs would 
essentially be beholden to two entities: their departments and the NCRC 
administration.  Departments/schools will need to stay involved in NCRC activities, 
and the ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎ main allegiance would remain to the department.  The role of 
the central administration should be to facilitate the entry/exit/support of clusters, 
track progress and maintain balance/distribution of clusters and provide 
translational/commercialization/agency support.  The elimination of additional 
layers of administration would hopefully facilitate research between non-linked 
clusters, thus forming new clusters/themes. Central administration should be 
responsible for maintaining the facilities, ensuring local amenities support the 
collaboration culture and for providing excellent communication resources. 

 Distribution of resources (seed funding, faculty slots) ς The ability of clusters to 
acquire seed funding and faculty slots should rest with the clusters themselves.  
There are numerous ways to play out incentives that will support collaboration>  
For example, researcher at the site could be annually ƛǎǎǳŜŘ άŎƘƛǇǎέ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŦƻǊ ƻƴŜ 
year: chips for faculty ǎƭƻǘǎ όƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ άǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎέ ƻǊ ƴŜǿ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎύ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛǇǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŜŜŘ 
funding.  To obtain seed funding or a faculty slot, researchers would merely need to 
collect a set amount of chips.  The number of chips distributed to the faculty and 
the number necessary for money/slots could be controlled by the central 
administration in devised to align with other incentive programs managed by 
departments/schools/colleges.  Chips could be multiplied if certain criteria were 
met such as approval of a translation research committee or a demonstration of 
preliminary work. 

 Financial model (funds flow, space) ς A viable financial model must be developed to 
control costs.  As an example, space in NCRC could be considered virtual extensions 
of existing departments.  Occupancy costs would revert to the academic home of an 
individual researcher.  Note that there would be some 
common/collaborative/interaction space that could not be attributed to individual 
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units and would, thus, increase the costs at NCRC but the formation of joint labs 
and shared facilities should reduce costs. 
 

ILLUSTRATIVE examples of Incentives 
 

 
 

 Support for moves/transitions ς Based on initial conversations, significant resources 
may be needed not only to prepare NCRC for the research clusters but also to 
entice the appropriate researchers to move to the site.  These resources may be 
used to offset space fees, purchase equipment, or establish graduate-student/post-
doc (innovation) fellowships. 

 Education ς The linking of IC and space with departments encourages the transfer 
of fundamental knowledge gained in research to the curriculums of the 
corresponding units. A separate, complimentary proposal on education 
programming is anticipated in the coming months. 

 Defining principles ς While the basic concept of research organization at NCRC is 
relatively easy to convey τ a decentralized community of researchers that self-
organize along research themes sustained by research progress τ the successful 
operation of the campus will depend on adherence to a set of underlying principles 
and continual refinement of the process as time progresses rather than a rigid 
adherence to a single structure.  Thus, the principles for operation at NCRC need to 
be developed and refined; a suggested set of principles might be: 

-  Self-organized ς Clusters formed on interests. 
-  Collaborative ς Unique, collaborative space. 
-  Innovative ς Flexible, responsive, nimble. 
-  Empowered ς Researchers control decisions. 
-  No boundaries ς Free to move among clusters. 
-  Co-location ς Co-location of researchers/facilities. 
-  Efficient ς Minimal administration and bureaucracy. 

 
As we have aspired for innovation to permeate the entire NCRC, these issues and details need to 
be addressed.  There will be other aspects of the campus in addition to the technology and 
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research clusters, such ƛƴŎǳōŀǘƻǊ ǎǇŀŎŜΣ άōƭǳŜ-ǎƪȅέ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƻǊǎΦ  
The campus should experiment with new ways to bring scientists together informally, invest in a 
culture of collaboration, measure the impact of these investments and adjust on a recurring basis.  
Efficient communication/transportation will be incredibly important at NCRC, both among 
researchers at the site and between those researchers and the rest of the community.   An 
educational component and opportunity for continuous learning should be interwoven into the 
culture at NCRC again taking advantage of the enriched interdisciplinary environment.  The space 
at NCRC is a unique environment and we should seize the opportunity with a unique structure.  
The proposed structure is similar enough to current operation that catastrophic failure is not 
probable but unique enough that successful operation could be used as a model for other 
institutions throughout the world. 
 
 
Other important facets of the research framework that will accelerate the translational axis: 
Core Mall 
The NCRC research enterprise will include a variety of core services that provide technical, high-quality 
services to investigators in addition to the technologies that are embedded within the research technology 
clusters.  These core services will be state of the art and administered centrally to simplify and streamline 
access.   
 
Integration Space (or Flex Space) 
Laboratory and office environments reserved for start-up projects (new interdisciplinary groupings) funded 
by seed money that allow researchers to explore a new fields of work.  Agreeing to and devising a 
mechanism to provide seed funds should be part of the business model. 
 
Incubation Space 
Environments reserved for start-up companies spinning out of the University or seeking to accelerate their 
path through collaboration with University researchers.  
 
Clinical Research Space 
Environments reserved for early-phase clinical trials with the goal of translation.  Although state of the art 
clinical research space is not part of the existing facilities there is a critical need to provide additional 
clinical research space as part of the NCRC.  Bi-directional knowledge transfer back and forth along the 
άōŜƴŎƘ ǘƻ ōŜŘǎƛŘŜέ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ƛǎ Ǿƛǘŀƭ ǘƻ advancing our mission as the #1 translational research institution 
in the country. 
 
Central Administration 
Responsible to develop a vibrant campus community, administer shared services, and incentivize 
collaboration and creativity via distribution of resources and other programs.  Embedded at NCRC will be 
services critical to supporting translation including proximity to tech transfer, contracting and other lines 
involved with enabling external collaboration and partnership. 

 
Relationship of NCRC to the research enterprise across the University 
Every segment of the university research community is challenged to know, understand and 
compete for funding within their unique area of emphasis.  These competitive funding 
mechanisms reinforce and drive priorities every day.  Breakthrough science in a given field is 
recognized and rewarded; our deans and chairs survey the landscape and make critical decisions 
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on who to hire or which field is blossoming.  The organizing principles for NCRC are not based on 
selecting those one or two key areas for growth, but about providing the landscape for our bright 
and entrepreneurial faculty to collaborate unhindered.  Strategic decisions about the specific areas 
of emphasis should and will reside with the individual schools and colleges within the University. 
 

ILLUSTRATIVE of strategic directions from schools/colleges impacting 
areas of research emphasis 
 

 
 
 
 
Critical Elements of Success 
Sustaining an interdisciplinary community at NCRC will require that we consistently reinforce the 
guiding principles as programming decisions are made today and at future points in time.  The role 
of an Executive Director (ED) will be to drive, nurture and re-inforce the innovation culture every 
day with an outward and welcoming face to collaborators and an equally robust commitment to 
internal partnership.  In addition to committed and connected leadership the site should 
continually model innovation and experimentation with state of art ICT solutions, a well-funded 
program of incentives that reward interdisciplinary science and a culture of problem-solving.  The 
culture of NCRC should explicitly set the expectation that we will experiment, re-invent processes 
and find not only scientific but organizational and procedural solutions to our challenges 
 
It is impossible to measure progress against goals without some measures of performance.   
We need to openly brainstorm, debate, agree on and communicate the criteria that will define success for 
NCRC.  Access to seed funding, rewards and incentives should be linked to agreed measures of productivity. 

 
 

- Every School/College at UM can 
and will make strategic decisions 
about the focus of their  research 
enterprise.

- We propose to embed and 
incentivize interdisciplinary and 
collaborative research at NCRC.  
The strategic directions of our 
schools and colleges WILL, by 
virtue of the choices made, 
shape the thematic direction of 
research at NCRC.

- UM Leadership should have the 
opportunity to identify thematic 
areas for focused investment.

NCRC
Research
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Next Steps 
 Communicating the research framework with outreach to all interested Departments within 

the University. 
 

 Aligning behind the financial models that will determine occupancy costs, capital recovery, 
move/renovation and future incentives for NCRC is critical to the next phase of planning.  
University leadership needs to provide guidance.  The working assumption is that individual 
schools and colleges will assume the costs of participation.  Underwriting and subsidies can be 
determined at a local level and/or through targeted growth decisions.  Transparency is key to 
any of these decisions. 

 

 LŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŀƴŎƘƻǊ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎΩ.  Research leaders will work to identify one or two initial 
areas of technology focus to help crystallize initial research proposals. 
 

 A call for Letters of Interest will be issued to enrich the existing cohort of research proposals 
for programming the campus.  A peer-review team, led from the Office of Research, will be 
assembled to weigh the merits of various proposals against organizing principles, initial 
technology investments and criteria under development.  Technical merit of a given proposal 
will reside with the relevant experts. Recommendations will be provided to the Directors 
Committee for discussion and decision making. 
 

 Feasibility testing will be undertaken to consider scenarios with varying configurations of space 
utilized, portioning of space, timing of ramp up, sustainable business principles and options for 
incentivizing occupants. The NCRC planning team will conduct a feasibility analysis in which 
variations of this model are tested. The objective is to demonstrate the magnitude of 
resources in question (how many faculty/new hires over what time frame), and to uncover key 
additional key questions that will need to be answered prior to identifying specific research 
programs to move. The analysis will include the assumptions listed under Feasibility Analysis 
Assumptions, below. The analysis will include additional solicitation of feedback from faculty. 

 

 Implementation Planning:  Once the initial sets of research programs moving to NCRC are 

identified, Implementation Planning will begin in earnest.  

What is going ǿƘŜǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜƴΚ  hƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ άǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŜƴƎƛƴŜǎέ ŀƴŘ άǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

ŎƭǳǎǘŜǊǎέ ŀǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘǎΣ 

organizational models, timing of move-ins, etc.  This will most likely be a rolling activity 

initiated as soon as our first cohort of programs are identified and continue into throughout 

ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇƘŀǎŜΦ  Lǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘƛǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜǎ άōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ ǳǎǳŀƭέ 

and under the auspices of the NCRC leadership to act out an agreed growth plan in 

collaboration with stakeholders throughout the university. 
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Unresolved questions 
bƻǘŜΥ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǘŀƎŜ άǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻέ ŀƴŘ άǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾƛǘȅέ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ as part of 

feasibility analysis 

 How permanent will Technology Centers be? These must be more permanent that Research 

Clusters given the high cost and permanency of equipment, as well as the need to signal to 

potential research clusters the technologies that will be at their disposal ς but how permanent? 

 Will Technology Centers be in the form of institutes or decentralized affiliations? 

 How temporary will Research Clusters be? Will faculty move their labs to NCRC given the transient 

nature of research projects? Is it necessary for them to move their labs? 

 What NCRC resources will be available to incentivize risk-taking? Will NCRC resources be available 

to partner with departments in recruiting key faculty? 

 How much space should be committed to Technology Centers vs. Research Clusters? 

 After the initial start-ups what body/process will determine the Technology Centers to feature?  

 What body/process will determine the Research Clusters to accept, both initially and on-going?  

 Should a peer-review process be utilized as part of performance measurement? (i.e. should faculty 

at NCRC vote which clusters to devote resources to and which to transition out of NCRC space?) 

 If faculty not part of a Technology Center move their labs to NCRC and are later judged 

unproductive, is there a process for transitioning them out of NCRC space?  Is there anything 

different from the existing space policies? 

 It is presumed that faculty affiliated with Technology Centers and Research Clusters will maintain 

their appointments in their home departments ς what are the implications for NCRC funding, for 

the costs of space utilization, etc? 
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BACKGROUND to the Research Scientific Programming Work Product 
In the initial phase of building a research strategy for the North Campus Research Complex (NCRC) 
a series of faculty working groups were assembled.  The lynch pin for thinking about the research 
enterprise in the medical school was the Research Scientific Programming (RSP) committee lead 
by Dr. Steve Kunkel, Senior Associate Dean for Research.   
 
The RSP committee played a central role in coordinating the various conversations and activities 
throughout this phase of planning and ultimately synthesizing the work streams from a series of 
subcommittees.  The RSP committee was specifically charged with the following: 
Á {ƘŀǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎΩǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎǊƻǎs faculty work groups and committees throughout the 

planning process 
Á Regularly communicate progress to all stakeholders including workgroups, committees and 

senior leadership 
Á Develop vision for a successful and highly innovative research enterprise that marries medical 

school programs with other schools/colleges across the university; include well defined 
measures of success 

Á Identify and articulate areas of research for targeted growth and spending that spans obvious 
investments to high risk/high reward endeavors 

Á Incorporate thinking from work groups into comprehensive plan reflecting in infrastructure 
and partnership recommendations  

Á Develop a timeline that envisions staged growth at 2, 5 and 10 yr horizons 
 
To develop a growth strategy, we identified a series of work streams and tasked faculty on these 
workgroups with debating and addressing topics on how we do research (INNOVATION 
committee), what are our areas of research strength and potential areas for future growth 
portfolio  (Research Assessment Team), and how we support these researchers  with 
infrastructure  (IT and CORES committee).   
 
In parallel with the efforts of our INNOVATION, RAT and IT&CORES teams, a separate group was 
specifically charged with building recommendations around Public and Private Partnerships (PPP, 
co-chairs Dr. J. Baker and M. Parnes) at NCRC and finalized their report in early October.   
 
Drs. Mark Burns (CoE), Max Wicha (Med) and Jeff Myers (Med) lead the INNOVATION committee.  
The innovation committee was charged with proposing novel ways to work that will foster, drive 
and support the interdisciplinary culture aspired to in the guiding principles for NCRC (appendix 
xx).   
 
The IT and CORES committee surveyed the current practices related to core services within the 
medical school and across campus, tallied critical core components that should be part of the 
NCRC campus and provided recommendations for efficiently managing cores aligned with our 
willingness to embrace new work models.  Drs. Ul Balis and Bob Lyons lead the IT and CORES 
committee which was a small group of individuals but who used an extensive network and 
interview process to capture information more broadly.  Given the challenge of adequately 
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querying the breadth of researchers on campus, the IT and CORES committee focused their 
recommendations on cores to support biomedical and health-related wet lab researchers.   
 
The research portfolio committee, called the Research Assessment Team (RAT), was chaired by 
Drs. Christie Carter-Su, Eric Fearon and Ken Pienta.  Given the breadth of scientific know-how and 
the tools available to query grants and identify experts, the committee was instructed to limit their 
portfolio assessment to biomedical research activities in the medical school and to identify areas 
where cross college collaboration was robust. 
 
IPUT to RSP:  sources of information and work incorporated 
The RSP committee was comprised of co-chairs from each of the subcommittees it had convened 
(INNOVATION, RAT, IT & CORES), leads from the PPP committee and a cohort of both junior faculty 
from within the medical school and key leaders from CoE, Dentistry and OVPR.   
 
We acknowledged and encouraged both the INNOVATION and PPP committees to explore 
overlapping subject matter.  Although the subject matter covered by the committees had overlap, 
the two groups approached the work in distinct ways with complimentary output.  Both the PPP 
and the INNOVATION committees described a proposed future state for the research enterprise 
where ideas and opportunity moved unconstrained by traditional departmental, school or college 
boundaries.   
 
The PPP committee focused on the exchange of ideas inward and outward to drive economic 
growth in the private sectorΦ YŜȅ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ttt ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ b/w/ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ άōŜέ 
included: 

 An innovation catalyst for the University, the state, and the region that serves as a 
transformative magnet for partners, resources, talent, and global recognition 

 A site that integrates research, education, and commercialization through innovation, 
reinforcing, novel programs, demonstrating the highest quality design and management of the 
facility 

 A test bed for novel legal and administrative structures that facilitate innovation and 
encourage translation and commercialization 

 An environment that models excellence in design, aesthetics, and planning for the engagement 
of its staff, partners, and visitors 

 A driver for development of the area near the site that pays particular attention to its 
relationship with the surrounding community 

 
 The INNOVATION team took an approach that described in much more detail the structural and 
administrative elements necessary to embed collaboration in the way groups would populate 
NCRC.  The INNOVATION team strongly recommended that all aspects of organizing NCRC be held 
true to principles of innovation.  The committee argued that the cǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ άƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ 
ŎŀƳǇǳǎέ ŘŜŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ōƻth structural and cultural changes in the way 
we currently work.  They laid out a set of activities to enrich and nurture the new campus.  Key 
principles in their report were:  

 A new organizational structure (administrative framework) for new campus 
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 Co-location of basic research, clinics and industry for continuous cross fertilization 

 Virtual collaboration infrastructure 

 No walls or boundaries between disciplines 

 Training programs for innovators  

 Transparent, cross-disciplinary review and prioritization for resource allocation 
 
Specific recommendations from IT and CORES laid out a path to creating access, excellence, ease 
and convenience in the way we provide core services to researchers.  The team found it 
impractical to specifically call out which cores would need to be relocated to NCRC without first 
having a better understanding of which types of research programs would be located there.  
Nonetheless, ǘƘŜȅ ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōǊƛƴƎ ǳǇ ōƻǘƘ άǎǘƻǊŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǾƛǾŀǊƛǳƳ ŦƻƻǘǇǊƛƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
earliest wet lab occupants.  The team argued for a common administrative structure for cores that 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎ ōǳǘ ōȅ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎΩ 
utilization of services.  Beyond the basic infrastructure and connectivity the IT recommendations 
are in the form of a living set of needs that will undergo continual refinement  as we begin to map 
NCRC occupants AND, most importantly, as the University refines it thinking and investments in 
cyber infrastructure.   
 
The largest task encompassed as part of research planning was the charge to the RAT.  This group 
of scientists was asked to survey our research, identify strengths and recommend growth 
opportunities.  At the outset this team indicated that their access to information and their breadth 
of expertise would limit the scope of this effort to a view of biomedical research (which included 
interactions and opportunities outside the medical school per se).  The group set about inviting 
input from several chairs, Deans from other schools and colleges, a spokesperson for the 
destinations program (areas of clinical emphasis and excellence within the health system), a view 
from the combined perspective of our basic scientists (the Endowment for Basic Sciences), and 
other interested parties, self-identified or contacted because they represented recognized areas of 
research strength.  Tools and support from the Grants review and Analysis Offcie in the medical 
school gave this team access to various data sets and perspective on our research enterprise.  The 
team also reviewed SWOT (strengths/weaknesses/opportunities/threats) analyses prepared by 
each of the medical school departmental chairs.  In their report, the RAT described but did not 
prioritize seven research themes that represented areas of strength and five emerging areas that 
would warrant future investment.  Importantly, this effort to describe current strengths and future 
growth areas was limited in scope to our biomedical research enterprise.  Although the group 
worked diligently to understand who medical school researchers collaborated with, it was 
impractical to expand the scope of their report beyond the biomedical arena. 
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Existing strengths 
Biological integration of metabolism 
Inflammation 
Molecular and Functional Imaging 
Nanotechnology and micro devices 
Organogenesis and Stem Cell Biology 
Structural biology 
Systems biology 

Emerging areas 
Epigenetics 
Experimental Therapeutics 
Microbes and Health  
Neuroscience 
Regenerative medicine  
 

 
Regarding the selection of emerging areas, the RAT found it challenging to predict the most 
promising emerging areas of research at UMMS over the next one to two decades, as 
unexpected discoveries and/or new research approaches and technologies might yield entirely 
new areas of research. Nevertheless, the RAT highlighted  areas of research that might be ripe 
for further investment using the following criteria: 1) views of RAT members about the level of 
national and international excitement around potential scientific and public health impacts of 
research in a given area; 2) the likelihood for intermediate and long term extramural research 
support from the NIH or other sources in a given area; and/or 3) whether UMMS and the 
University had made some initial early investments that seemed likely to blossom with more 
substantive support. 
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Appendices: 
 

Appendix A 

 
Guiding Principles for growing the research enterprise at NCRC 
Å Decisions will be grounded in our mission 
Å Faculty leadership will drive strategic planning 
Å Collaboratively identify research and educational synergies and assemble 

interdisciplinary teams 
Å Identify and co-locate natural affinities 
Å Develop plan that maximizes future growth in a fiscally sound manner 
Å Expand external collaborations and develop partnerships  

 
 

Appendix B 

Public and Private Partnership (PPP) Report ς finalized  
LINK PENDING 
 
 
 

Appendix C 

Innovation Report ς finalized  
LINK PENDING 
 
 

Appendix D 

IT and CORES Report ς Recommendations will be refined as part of implementation  
LINK PENDING 
 
 
 

Appendix D 

Research Assessment Team (RAT) Report ς finalized  
LINK PENDING 
 
 
 

Appendix E 

Research Scientific Programming Committee Membership 
LINK PENDING 

 
 
 


