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South Carolina

Research Centers of Economic Excellence

Minutes of the Review Board Meeting

October 30, 2006

Welcome and Introductions

Chairman Rook called the meeting of the South Carolina Research Centers of Economic Excellence Review Board to order at 10:30 a.m.  The meeting was held on the 17th Floor of the Meridian Building in Columbia, SC.  Review Board members present included:

Benjamin T. Rook, Chair

Sam Tenenbaum, Vice-Chair

Paula Harper-Bethea, Secretary

Melvin C. Williams

Harry Lightsey, III

Ed McMullen

John M. Rivers, Jr.

Raymond S. Greenberg

James F. Barker

Andrew A. Sorensen

Review Board members not in attendance:

Robert W. Pearce, Jr.

Donald Babb

Others in attendance included:

Gordon Bayliss, USC

John Raymond, MUSC

Rob Davis, SCRA

C.H. Maguire, SC Commerce Dept.

Jessica Daly, Clare Morris Agency

Trisha Ostrowski, Clare Morris Agency

Regina Fields, Health Sciences SC

Bill Hogue, USC

Angie Leidinger, Clemson

Harris Pastides, USC

Thomas R. Kurfess, Clemson
Karen Burg, Clemson
John Ziegert, Clemson

Chris Przirembel, Clemson

Kathy Coleman, Clemson

Ed Walton, USC

Gail Morrison, CHE

James Atkins, CHE

Tina Anderson, CHE

Julie Carullo, CHE

Arik Bjorn, CHE

Voting Note

Welcome and Introduction

Chairman Rook introduced Mr. Melvin C. Williams as a new Research Centers of Economic Excellence board member.

Consideration of Minutes

The minutes of the August 28, 2006, Review Board meetings were discussed.

· Action on the August 28, 2006 Minutes

Mr. Tenenbaum moved and Ms. Harper-Bethea seconded a motion to approve the minutes.

· The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.

Introduction of Endowed Professors

President Barker introduced Dr. Thomas R. Kurfess, the newly appointed BMW Chair of Manufacturing and Director of the Campbell Graduate Engineering Center at Clemson ICAR.  Dr. Kurfess holds four professional degrees from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and has served as a faculty member at Carnegie-Mellon University and Georgia Tech University.

President Barker introduced Dr. John Ziegert, the newly appointed Timken Chair of Automotive Design and Development at Clemson ICAR.  Dr. Ziegert holds degrees from Purdue University, Northwestern University and the University of Rhode Island.  He has served as a faculty member at Brown University, the California Institute of Technology and the University of Florida, where he was Newton C. Ebaugh Chair in Mechanical Engineering.  Dr. Ziegert has also worked for Pontiac Motors.

President Barker made positive comments regarding the Clemson ICAR program, and also introduced Dr. Karen Burg, the newly appointed Hunter Endowed Chair of Bioengineering.

Chairman Rook invited Drs. Kurfess and Ziegert to share comments and updates regarding their respective positions and research centers.

Dr. Kurfess stated that the automotive manufacturing sector continues to grow steadily in the United States.  He shared his enthusiasm for the tremendous opportunities developing because of the industrial partnership between Clemson and BMW.

Dr. Kurfess envisioned that Clemson ICAR would become an “engineering nerve center” for the U.S. Southeast automotive industry:  “We’re going to be providing the masters and Ph.D. engineers for those facilities for the really high-end jobs.”  He added a warning, as well, suggesting that the education of highly-trained engineers was the most important element to securing the success of the U.S. automotive industry.

Mr. Tenenbaum asked how Dr. Kurfess intended to reach out to school children in terms of recruiting.

Dr. Kurfess responded that while younger students might not readily identify such complex sciences as nanotechnology, cars remain an easily understood concept:  “The idea is working with our industrial partners, as well as with other organizations, school districts, community colleges, to make sure that students understand engineering is an exciting opportunity.  The car itself really excites them.”

Dr. Ziegert shared that he had been hired only two months prior and was still acclimating to his new position.  He was very impressed by the visionary thinking that “put together such a large-scale public-private-academic endeavor” as Clemson ICAR.  He stated that he had been content with his academic position at the University of Florida, but the lure of ICAR was too much to turn down.

President Sorensen introduced Dr. Richard Webb and presented a titular of his scientific achievements.  USC recruited Dr. Webb from the University of Maryland in 2004, to be the first Research Centers of Economic Excellence endowed chair at the USC NanoCenter.

Dr. Webb is a member of the National Academy of Sciences and earned his Ph.D. at the University of California, San Diego for his work on Helium-3.  He has worked previously for the Argon National Laboratory and the IBM T.J. Watson Research Center, where he managed their quantum electronics program and was granted three Outstanding Achievement Awards.  Dr. Webb is also the recipient of the 1992 American Physical Society Buckley Prize, as well as Oxford University’s Simon Memorial Prize.

President Sorensen said that Dr. Webb’s hiring was followed by the recruitment of Dr. Thomas M. Crawford, who joined the NanoCenter after working for the Seagate Technology Research Division.  President Sorensen added that, within two weeks, USC intended to announce the hiring of another Research Centers of Economic Excellence endowed chair in a related field.

Dr. Webb stated that he was proud to be at USC, and that he was working hard to develop an international reputation in nano-electronics.  He anticipated that the research center’s outreach program to high school students and undergraduates would be very effective.

Mr. Tenenbaum inquired whether the Review Board could assist in the recruiting of graduate students into the newly-formed research centers.

Dr. Webb replied that two postdoctoral associates accompanied him from the University of Maryland.  He stated that it was difficult to find qualified graduate students in his particular sub-field, but that he would be doing active recruiting.  He added that his program required national visibility for him to succeed in this endeavor.

Dr. Kurfess agreed that visibility and marketing were key to recruiting qualified students.  At ICAR, prospective students are shown the Michelin test track, the BMW production facility and the Timken facility so they can “kick the tires a little bit.”  He stated that while ICAR’s facilities are unrivaled, national marketing about the program remains a problem.

Dr. Ziegert emphasized the importance of graduate students to academic engineering programs:  “We need to leverage our time by having talented graduate students.  They’re the ones who actually turn the crank.  Students greatly impact productivity.”

Dr. Ziegert added that at the University of Florida’s mechanical engineering program, foreign national applicants outnumbered U.S. citizens by a ratio of 40 to 1.

President Sorensen endorsed the statements of all three professors, and emphasized the importance of marketing the research centers to U.S. students—especially African-Americans, who in his opinion are “enormously underrepresented in engineering and the physical sciences.”

Conversation ensued, begun by Mr. Rivers, about the recruiting of South Carolina school children into mathematics and scientific fields.  President Barker mentioned the National Science Foundation’s STEM program.  Dr. Przirembel stated that the Society of Automotive Engineers’ World In Motion program is a successful means of student recruitment.  Chairman Rook noted that while the Review Board’s charter is to create jobs, a byproduct of the Act is the education of South Carolina schoolchildren.

Dr. Greenberg regretted that no MUSC Research Centers of Economic Excellence endowed chair could be present due to scheduling conflicts.

Chairman Rook suggested that in the future, an annual social function corresponding with a formal board meeting be held at various university research centers.

Mr. Tenenbaum asked the professors present to cite the major reasons they accepted their respective universities’ employment invitations.

Dr. Kurfess answered that a $10 million endowed chair was unprecedented.  He added that the strength of the faculty and the facilities themselves were major motivating factors, as well as the support from the state.  Also, the quality of life was tantalizing.

Dr. Ziegert reiterated that he had been content with his position at the University of Florida, but the quality of the faculty and administration at Clemson University were what wooed him away.  Also, his wife was able to find an academic position at Clemson.  He also found the geography and the campus itself very appealing.

Dr. Webb said that he had established a world-class laboratory at the University of Maryland, but numerous facility and infrastructure problems frustrated him.  President Sorensen’s guarantee of excellent facilities were a major factor in his decision to accept USC’s invitation.  He missed traveling a short distance to his political connections in Washington, but the improvement of his facilities made it worthwhile.

Discussion ensued about the challenges of modifying engineering and scientific laboratories at existing campus facilities.

Chairman Rook concluded by exhorting the professors present to build world renown programs and to assist in the recruiting of other qualified scientists and researchers to join South Carolina research centers.

· No Action Required
Request to Amend Clemson’s Research Infrastructure Certification for the Restoration Institute and Anderson County Innovation Center

President Barker updated the Review Board concerning two Clemson Research Infrastructure Act proposals.

He reported that the reverter clauses had been removed from the North Charleston title agreements, and that Clemson was now prepared to present the certification of the Restoration Institute to the Joint Bond Review Committee and the Budget and Control Board.

President Barker reported that there were no new developments with the Anderson County Innovation Center proposal.

· No Action Required
Report of the Marketing Committee

As Chair of the marketing committee, Ms. Harper-Bethea introduced two members of the Clare Morris Agency, Ms. Jessica Daly and Ms. Trisha Ostrowski, presenters of the marketing report in light of Clare Morris’ illness.

Ms. Harper-Bethea listed several current marketing challenges.  She stated that the Review Board needed to establish branding, logo and name identity for the Endowed Chairs program, as well as develop an Endowed Chairs Website.  She also noted the need for the marketing agency to work in tandem with the university marketing teams, so that the same economic development messages were being presented publicly.

Ms. Daly delivered a PowerPoint presentation.  Her initial point was of the demonstrable need for a recognizable brand name and a single message for the program.

The Clare Morris Agency had conducted two online surveys of 25 ‘stakeholders’ and 54 ‘non-stakeholders.’  (Non-stakeholders included economic developers, legislative staffers and business leaders.)  The survey demonstrated that program brand equity exists, but that there is general confusion regarding the two common names by which the program is called:  ‘Endowed Chairs’ and ‘Centers of Economic Excellence.’  While those surveyed had heard both names, 65% were not aware that they referred to the same program.

Ms. Daly added that most of the people surveyed were able to define the program coherently.

Each person surveyed was given the following four preferred brand name choices:

1. Endowed Chairs;

2. Centers of Economic Excellence;
3. Endowed Professors for Economic Excellence;
4. Endowed Research Program.
Nearly all preferred a name which included the term “economic excellence”.  Those surveyed found “endowed chair” a term that would confuse the general public, preferring instead the term “endowed professor.”

Ms. Daly suggested that the brand “Centers of Economic Excellence” (abbreviated CoEE) be adopted formally by the Review Board.

Dr. Kurfess noted that the title of his BMW Chair altogether disregards the state’s contribution.  General discussion ensued about the complex nature of naming centers and chairs.  Dr. Przizembel stated that in his opinion the original concept of the Act was to create “a single Center of Economic Excellence, with individual chairs with particular sponsors.”

Ms. Daly shared that all three universities have referred to the program in press releases as “Centers of Economic Excellence.”  She suggested that individual chairs be referred to as:

CoEE Endowed Professor in insert center name.

Mr. Lightsey noted that it was important for the matching sponsors to be nominally represented in the chair name.  President Sorensen affirmed this notion, saying that oftentimes funding was contingent on the name placement of a contributor.

President Barker asserted that changing “endowed chair” to “endowed professor” would have a negative effect on recruiting and marketing academics for the research centers.

Ms. Daly offered the following logo and program tagline for the Review Board’s consideration:
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General discussion ensued about the proposed brand, logo and tagline.

Dr. Pastides found it lacking pizzazz and wondered whether a more accessible tagline, such as Kentucky’s ‘Bucks for Brains’ slogan, would be a better approach.  He also shared a preference for the word “jobs,” or a similar word that points to economic development, in the tagline.

Chairman Rook stated that the graphics appeared dated and busy.  Mr. Tenenbaum expressed his satisfaction with the word “excellence” in the branding, and also liked the geographic outline of the state of South Carolina silhouetted over a globe.

Mr. McMullen was surprised that only one logo was being presented for the Review Board’s consideration.  He had expected multiple options from which to choose.

President Barker expressed his desire for a logo that incorporated notions of public, private and academic spheres united toward innovation.  He also wondered how this logo pointed back to the Act itself, which, he suggested, would be an especial concern to legislators.  Mr. Tenenbaum said this was the reason behind using the word “centers.”
President Barker responded by asking whether the Review Board’s charge to the marketing experts was to gain public recognition or legislative support.  Ms. Daly responded that it was both, which was a particular challenge.

Dr. Ziegert stated that it was important to emphasize economic development over the academic sphere, and agreed with Dr. Kurfess’ earlier point that the matching donor name or brand should not be excluded from individual chair names.  He did not prefer the word “opportunity” in the tagline, stating it was “too wishful.”

Ms. Daly turned the discussion to the program official Website, and introduced a mockup design for the Review Board’s consideration.  She envisioned links for research center sponsors, program testimonials and success stories, press releases, economic development figures, as well as video clips showcasing various research centers.  Ms. Ostrowski posited that the Website would launch by the end of 2006.

Dr. Przizembel wondered how the Website operators would obtain the economic development data.  Ms. Ostrowski asked the universities to begin tracking such data for release to the Website.  Ms. Harper-Bethea shared that economic development information presented on the Website could only be provided by the universities.  Chairman Rook suggested, however, that an outside entity be hired to conduct the economic impact analysis and statistics.

Ms. Daly concluded by saying her agency intended to keep the General Assembly updated on the state of the program, which would include a monthly one-page newsletter during the legislative session.

Ms. Harper-Bethea noted that since the Review Board had yet to decide on an official nomenclature for the program, the marketing firm is only able to refer to the program by the name accorded in the legislation itself.

Ms. Daly distributed talking points about the program to Review Board members.

· The Review Board requested that multiple potential logos, taglines and brand names be presented for consideration at a future Review Board meeting.

· No Action Taken
Consideration of Revisions to Program Guidelines
Dr. Morrison led a discussion about proposed changes to the South Carolina Research Centers of Economic Excellence Program Guidelines.

The first issue for consideration was the funding spectrum for individual proposals, as the Act itself (II-75-30) specifically states that individual proposals be not less than $2 million and not more than $5 million.  Brief discussion ensued.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change I

· Mr. Rivers moved and Mr. Lightsey seconded a motion to conform the Guidelines to the proposal funding range stipulated in the SC Research Centers of Economic Excellence Act between $2 million and $5 million per proposal.  The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.
The second issue for consideration was whether program proposals should specifically fund endowed chairs or centers of excellence, a question precipitated by the advent of the Duke Endowment Grant.  Dr. Morrison proposed that the Guidelines be changed to reflect that individual proposals may be for either a single endowed professorship or for multiple professorships clustered in a research center.  Brief discussion ensued, during which the university presidents endorsed the proposed change.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change II

· Mr. Rivers moved and Ms. Harper-Bethea seconded a motion to augment the Guidelines to clarify that individual proposals may be for either a single endowed professorship or for multiple professorships clustered in a research center.  The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.

The third issue for consideration was the $2 million minimum endowment deposit required from any approved program’s non-state matching funds.  Dr. Morrison explained that this was a significant disadvantage to smaller proposals, leaving little for expendable funds, and suggested that the Guidelines be changed, such that the minimum endowment deposit amount be changed from $2 million to 40% of the non-state match total.

Discussion ensued, and Dr. Przizembel expressed his concern that an amount less than $4 million might not generate sufficient prospective faculty interest.  President Greenberg stated that all of the state match would still be required to go into the endowment, but that the institutions would have more flexibility regarding the non-state matching funds.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change III

· Ms. Harper-Bethea moved and Mr. Tenenbaum seconded a motion to augment the Guidelines, such that the minimum endowment deposit amount of the non-state match be changed from $2 million to 40% of the non-state match total.  The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.
The fourth issue for consideration was the proposed introduction of an estimated endowment funding schedule, detailing the schedule of non-state matching cash deposits to the endowment, to be presented by the lead fiscal institution of individual proposals to the Review Board.  Such a schedule would be subject to accounting true-ups, as individual pledges are received and deposited into the endowment account.

Discussion ensued, in which Dr. Atkins clarified the notion of an accounting true-up, and explained that the Commission on Higher Education staff was having difficulty tracking the pledges received by individual Endowed Chairs programs.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change IV

· Mr. Rivers moved and Ms. Harper-Bethea seconded a motion to add to the Guidelines a requirement that lead fiscal institutions of individual proposals submit a non-state matching cash deposit schedule to the Review Board.  The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.
The fifth issue for consideration was the addition of a quarterly report, submitted by lead fiscal institutions of individual programs to the Review Board, of received pledges of non-state matching funds, consisting of legal or financial data, including but not limited to, a transmittal or award letter from the non-state match source, internal accounting documentation of the institutional fiscal agent, inventory list, appraisal or other such information necessary to demonstrate the value of the pledge, and confirming that the pledge is from a non-state source.  A similar document must be reported to the Review Board by the fiscal lead institution upon the receipt of every certified pledge received.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change V

· Ms. Harper-Bethea moved and Mr. Tenenbaum seconded a motion to add to the Guidelines, the requirement of both such reports, to be presented to the Review Board by the fiscal lead institution of each individual Endowed Chairs program.  The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.
The sixth issue for consideration was a proposed decrease in the minimum drawdown amount for individual Endowed Chairs programs, from $500,000 to $100,000.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change VI

· Ms. Harper-Bethea moved and Mr. Tenenbaum seconded a motion to modify the Guidelines, such that the minimum drawdown amount for individual Endowed Chairs proposals be changed from $500,000 to $100,000.  The motion was approved with all members of the Review Board present voting in favor of the motion.
The seventh issue for consideration was a proposed change that would allow the use of in-kind non-state matching funds to facilitate the startup of research efforts, but that the value of such funds, if they are in-kind donations, be evaluated and certified using acceptable cost share accounting standards consistent with U.S. Office of Management and Budget circulars.

Dr. Morrison explained that a proposed in-kind match for the USC Brain Imaging program precipitated this proposed change to the Guidelines.

Discussion ensued, in which Dr. Atkins proposed that OMB Circular A-110 be used as the framework for such cost share accounting matters.  President Sorensen asked why OMB Circular A-110 was being specifically suggested.  Dr. Atkins explained that this was the document currently used by the Commission on Higher Education Finance and Facilities division, as well as the Office of the State Auditor.

Dr.Przizembel stated that OMB A-110 is used by all accountants handling federal grants and contracts, and has proved appropriate for administration of federal research grants.  He recommended that OMB A-110 be used where appropriate, but that it not be adopted as the only criteria for Endowed Chairs cost share accounting.

· Action on Proposed Guideline Change VII

· Ms. Harper-Bethea moved and Mr. Tenenbaum seconded that this issue be tabled for future consideration, pending a Cost Share Work Group, convened by financial representatives from all three research institutions, the Commission on Higher Education and the Office of State Treasurer, followed by an Executive Committee conference call that discusses and considers the resultant resolutions.  The motion passed by general consensus.
Chairman Rook recessed the meeting at 12:50 p.m. for a lunch break.

Consideration of SC LightRail Proposal

Chairman Rook introduced Dr. William F. Hogue, Vice President for Information Technology and Chief Information Officer at the University of South Carolina.

Dr. Hogue presented a brief history of the South Carolina LightRail project.  He noted that South Carolina remains one of only 12 states without a dedicated statewide networking resource for fostering development of the knowledge economy.

Dr. Hogue stated that he was officially representing the CEOs of Health Sciences South Carolina, and asked the Review Board “to support our statewide efforts on behalf of economic development and competitiveness, essential support for clinical and scientific research, to strengthen our ability to compete for federal grants, to improve health care and expand access to educational opportunity.”  He requested that the Review Board approve the $3.5 million SC LightRail Proposal.

Dr. Morrison asked the Review Board to review the National LambdaRail handout.

Chairman Rook stated that while the Review Board was committed to the effort of SC LightRail, there remained questions about the Review Board’s authority to approve such a proposal.

General discussion ensued about the project.  Dr. Greenberg stated that the $3.5 million request was only intended to jumpstart the project.  He explained that it was nearly impossible to negotiate with vendors without at least a ‘letter of credit,’ and that any General Assembly support would not be available before July 2007.  He added, “If we don’t get in the game, South Carolina will be at a huge economic disadvantage in terms of information technology.”

Dr. Hogue referred to the project as a phased approach, with this proposal being the first phase.  Chairman Rook wondered about the project’s investment return to the Endowed Chairs program, which prompted Mr. Tenenbaum to inquire about the ultimate ownership of SC LightRail.

Dr. Hogue replied that Health Sciences South Carolina would function as the main governing board.  He clarified this to mean that HSSC would not own the network itself, but would lease dark fiber from private vendors, which, he explained, is the National LambdaRail method of operation.

Mr. Rivers stated that a number of questions remained about the project itself, such as usage rights and return on investment by various funding entities.

President Sorensen noted that there was no formal business plan for SC LightRail.  He concluded by asking the Review Board to trust the universities with the $3.5 million so that negotiations could begin, and promised that the universities would not spend the money without the Review Board’s specified consent.  Presidents Greenberg and Barker affirmed this claim.

Mr. Rivers stated that he was willing to support the proposal so long as it was legal to do so, and so long as the universities did indeed seek the Review Board’s approval for any deal the universities might be able to negotiate.

Chairman Rook wondered whether it was legal to appropriate the interest accrued from the Endowed Chairs account to pay for the proposal.

Mr. Tenenbaum stated that the Act could be interpreted to mean the interest could be used in this manner, but ultimately the Review Board should ask the General Assembly to amend the Act so that it was explicitly permissible.  Mr. Tenenbaum added that he did not think the proposal itself was good and that it lacked essential information.  He concluded by saying that if SC LightRail was so important to the state’s economy, which he believed it was, then the General Assembly should fund it completely.

President Sorensen said that ultimately the universities were requesting a fishing license, and reiterated that the universities would not spend the money until they had developed a formal business plan and received the Review Board’s approval for any specific deal.  He added that if SC LightRail were funded through the General Assembly, then the State CIO would be in charge of the project, a prospect not looked upon favorably by the universities.

· Action on LightRail Funding Request
· Ms. Harper-Bethea moved and Mr. Rivers seconded that the Review Board support the concept of the SC LightRail project, with the determination that an official vote on the proposal be tabled until which time that the legality of the proposal be determined.  Further, the Review Board requested an expanded, modified version of the proposal.  Chairman Rook abstained from voting on the matter.
  Further discussion ensued, with questions being raised again regarding the use of Endowed Chairs accrued interest; connectivity inadequacy being a recruiting deterrent for potential endowed chairs; and other statewide dedicated network funding models.  President Sorensen suggested that Dr. Hogue, Mr. Tenenbaum and Mr. Rivers meet to discuss the proposal modifications.  The motion passed by general consensus.
Update on Status of Institutional Annual Reports

Dr. Atkins shared that each institution’s Endowed Chairs annual reports had been submitted to the Commission on Higher Education.  He posited that more information may be required from the institutions, especially for the benefit of establishing the program Website.

Chairman Rook applauded the reports and requested that an Infrastructure Act project summary be provided to the Review Board for the subsequent board meeting.

· No Action Taken
Update on 2006-2007 Proposals Received

Dr. Atkins provided a review of recently-submitted proposals.  Seven proposals were submitted requesting a total of $35 million.

USC submitted three letters of intent for five chairs totaling $16 million.  MUSC submitted two letters of intent for an unknown number of chairs totaling $11 million.  Clemson submitted two letters of intent for four chairs for $8 million.

Dr. Pastides said that the policy vote just taken by the Review Board would necessitate a decrease in the three Health Sciences proposals to $5 million, thus reducing the total amount of all proposals to $32 million.

Dr. Atkins asked that in the future the institutions track the specific endowment allotments in the individual proposals.  Discussion ensued.

· No Action Taken
Update on Program Audit

Dr. Atkins updated the Review Board on the ongoing audit, stating that the deadline for the draft report was November 30.  He suggested that the auditor may need a deadline extension.

· No Action Taken
Update on Program Accounts and Balances

Dr. Atkins gave an overview of the Endowed Chairs accounts and balances report:  Since the program’s inception, the institutions had drawn down a total of $41.6 million.  Operating expenses for the program totaled $612,000.  Interest earned equaled $7.3 million, with the account balance totaling $115 million.  Individually, Clemson has drawn down $16.6 million; MUSC $20.7 million; and USC $4.3 million.

· No Action Taken
Other Business/Announcement of Next Review Board Meeting

Dr. Morrison introduced Dr. Anderson and Mr. Bjorn as new staff members.

Subsequent 2007 meeting dates were set for February 26 and June 18.

Having no other business, Chairman Rook adjourned the meeting at 1:42 p.m.
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�  Mr. Lightsey exited the meeting during the lunch break, and was not present to vote on any action items thereafter.


�  Not an SC Research Centers of Economic Excellence endowed chair.


�� HYPERLINK "http://www.nlr.net/about/" �� National LambdaRail� (NLR) is a major initiative of U.S. research universities, regional networking organizations and private sector technology companies providing a state-of-the-art national scale networking infrastructure.  NLR exists both to serve “big science” and other discipline-based research initiatives in advancing knowledge and understanding and to support network research in developing new networking technologies and capabilities.  Refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.nlr.net/about/" ��http://www.nlr.net/about/�.


�  See Chairman Rook’s Ethics Form attached at end.
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