
 

 

 
EDUCATION, RESEARCH & INNOVATION WORKING GROUP 

2 p.m. to 4 p.m. 

August 25, 2020 MEETING 

 
PARTICIPANTS: 

● Working Group Co-Chair- David 
Woolstenhulme, Utah Commissioner 
of Higher Education 

● Working Group Co-Chair-Stephen 
Handy, Utah State Representative 

● Alan Matheson, Executive Director, 
The Point 

● Steve Kellenberg, Planning 
Coordinator, The Point 

● Diogo Myrrha, Partner Album  
● Kelvyn Cullimore, President & CEO 

BioUtah 
● Donna Milakovic, Senior Director of 

Community Outreach, Utah Valley 
University 

● Erin Talkington, Project Manager, 
RCLCO 

● Jeffery Nelson, President, Nelson 
Laboratories 

● Muriel Xochimitl, President, X-Factor 
Strategic Communications 

● Lisa Berreau, VP for Research, Utah 
State University 

● Nathan Lee, Technology & 
Innovation Director, UDOT 

● Randy Rassmussen, CEO, BioFire 
Diagnostics  

● Will Dere, Associate VP for 
Research, Health Science Center, 
University of Utah 

● Brenner Adams 
● James Thayer 
● Jeffery Nelson 
● Chris Klomp 

 
MEETING NOTES: 

● Co-Chairs Representative Stephen Handy and Commissioner Dave Woolstenhulme 
started the meeting by welcoming working group members.  
 

● Director Matheson provided a brief recap of the key concepts identified by the working 
group members in the July meeting: 

○ Make the site an appealing gathering place, distinct from other developments, 
where innovation companies would like to locate. 

○ Develop an innovation center, associated closely with industry, that includes lab 
space, research facilities, a significant university presence, strong anchors, and 
accelerators and incubators to foster early-stage companies. 

○ Remain neutral with regard to which academic institutions participate.  Institutions 
will lead in areas where they have expertise. 

○ Implement cutting-edge technologies into the development (such as solar, 
autonomous vehicles, smart cities, IoT, AI, blockchain) to create a place where 
people can “visit the future.” 
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○ Create opportunities for interdisciplinary collaboration to create disruptive 
innovation. 

○ Accelerate innovation by creating a “sandbox” where certain regulations and 
other barriers are suspended and we can conduct test-bedding earlier and faster.  

○ Focus on healthcare (digital health, big data, facilities for clinical trials) and 
leverage university expertise. 

○ Consider smaller, innovative manufacturing facilities that enhance the quality and 
speed of manufacturing processes.  

○ Create an educational hub focused on STEM that excites students through 
after-school programs and creates a pipeline of talent for industry.  

○ Maintain State control of the project long-term (eg., through development 
agreements, joint ventures, etc.) to ensure the State achieves its broad goals. 

● Director Matheson provided a brief overview of next steps for the working group through 
the end of the year.  

● Steve Kellenberg, The Point Planning Coordinator, introduced himself 
○ Steve provided an overview of the planning process 

■ August 2020- Developing candidate list for RFQ process 
■ September 2020- Anticipated issuing RFQ 
■ October 2020- 

● Short-list consultant teams who will be invited to propose on an 
RFP 

● Issue RFP 
■ November- Vision competition 

● Consultants will bring proposals showcasing proposed vision for 
the site 

■ December- consultant team selection 
■ January- Site evaluation, opportunities and constraints 
■ February & March- Conceptualize development alternatives 
■ April & May- Framework plan refinement 
■ June- Guidelines and documentation  

○ Working groups will provide 4-6 key concepts that will provide overarching 
guidance for master planning process 

● Director Matheson provided a visual overview of the next steps.  
○ He explained that The Point is looking for 2-3 key priority concepts from the 

Education, Research & Innovation working group at this meeting.  
● Working group members had an open discussion regarding the results of the key 

concepts that they identified as their priorities.  
○ Should the “Develop an innovation center” and “Accelerate innovation” be 

combined? A few ideas: 
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■ “Develop a culture of innovation by incorporating cutting edge technology 
and healthcare, a space where one could “visit the future,” sandbox and 
facilitated regulations.” OR ”Develop a district to inspire a culture of 
innovation by incorporating cutting edge technology in clean tech, 
healthcare/Life Sciences, digital security and deep tech, a space where 
the world will “visit the future.” An exploratory sandbox with reduced 
regulation, increased collaboration and rapid idea generation, research 
validation (through university presence and otherwise) and market 
testing.” 

■ “Create an innovation and research district, incorporating cutting edge 
technology and healthcare advances, a space where anyone can "visit 
the future" whether visiting, working or growing a business in the district.” 

■ “Develop a district to inspire a culture of innovation by incorporating 
cutting-edge technology in clean tech, healthcare/Life Sciences, digital 
security and deep tech, a space where the world will “visit the future.” An 
exploratory sandbox that will attract capital with reduced regulation, 
increased collaboration and rapid idea generation, research validation 
and market testing.” 

○ The terminology of "healthcare" can be very broad and mean different things to 
different people.  It could include digital health, health care delivery and 
development of devices, drugs, biologics and diagnostics.  I would love to see us 
be a little more specific and include healthcare, life science, and digital health as 
unique areas of focus.  

○ Innovation is loosely defined so we need to be very clear in how we articulate our 
preferred approach to innovation in the RFQ. 

■ An innovation district is not just a building.  
○ Continue to carefully consider how long the government should retain ownership 

of the site.  
○ Utah has a tech appeal around the world.  
○ Physical classrooms don’t necessarily represent “innovation.” They also take up 

a lot of space that may be redundant since universities in the area already have 
physical space in the area.  

■ Can The Point facilitate collaboration with smaller, complementary 
physical space to existing university space.  

■ We don’t need more buildings for educational classrooms at the site; we 
need to improve opportunities for collaboration between industry and 
academia.  

■ Need shared space/venue to attract international experts and 
private/public sector collaboration on the site.  

■ Space, mentorship, capital, linkages to capital 
■ Human capital is more in demand than physical capital 
■ “Collisions” and random interactions should occur in shared space 
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○ Universities are a major source of innovation that shouldn’t be discounted but we 
should be inviting private industry into the conversations and vice versa.  

○ Should we change from “healthcare” to “life sciences?” 
○ How are national models including a university presence? Suggested examples 

include: 
■ Research Triangle Park in NC.  Collaborative approach with Duke, NC 

State 
■ University City in Philadelphia with Drexel and Penn State 

○ How can we get innovation faster that helps us to improve decision making?  
○ Identify existing industry strengths that are already present in Utah and leverage 

those while simultaneously creating opportunities for new technologies and 
additional innovation 

■ High-tech/bio-tech 
■ digital health  

○ Overlap larger “pillar” opportunities 
■ ex- fintech and medtech “blends” 

○ When does capital recruitment happen and how?  
○ What is the right approach to attracting private capital? 

■ Capital will follow good deals and opportunities 
■ We need to market Utah well. 
■ State of Utah would define strengths differently than how venture capital 

would define the strengths and how industry would define strengths. 
● Are they dying markets or growing markets?  
● Are we investing in industries just because we’ve been doing it 

already for decades?  
● Director Matheson recapped the feedback from the open discussion. He asked working 

group members to identify which subgroup they would like to participate in: 
○ Subgroup #1- Innovation District- How do we create a place that incorporates 

cutting-edge technology, a community of the future, culture of innovation, 
sand-box ideas? 

■ Sandbox 
■ Culture 
■ Limit Regulation 
■ Crossroads of the World 
■ Areas of focus 

○ Subgroup #2- University/Industry role: What are the roles for universities and 
industry? What physical facilities are needed, programming, connections, gaps? 
How can we best attract capital? 
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● Muriel Xochimitl provided an overview of the public rollout of The Point, including the 
following:  

○ Invited working group members to the press conference scheduled for Monday, 
September 14 at 9 a.m. at the Utah Correctional Facility.  

○ Provided a preview of the website and social channels.  
○ Showed The Point video that explains the project.  

● Director Matheson thanked working group members for their participation.  
● Representative Handy concluded the meeting. 
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