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CHAIRPERSON COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN: Good afternoon.  Good afternoon, Stephen. 




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  Hello.  How are you, sir?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I’m good.  Yourself? 




DR. LATHAM:  I’m fine. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Good.  Good. We have a couple of new members today. But before I have Warren introduce them with their CV’s, I would ask for a moment of silence and remembrance as we think of our missing colleague, Jerry Yang, a man who was -- about whom not enough good things could ever have -- have been said or will ever be said.  Certainly he’s somebody who started off from very, the most humble of surroundings, and became an international authority, an iconoclastic scientist.  He was also a very fine gentleman to associate with, and kind, and considerate. I heard stories, which are most likely true, about Jerry towards the end of his life when he was very ill that stories that his staff would find him asleep at his desk or asleep at his work station when they entered the premises early in the morning because he’d worked all night because he felt he had not enough time to do all the things that he needed to do.




So I would ask us to take a brief moment and recollect what a fine individual he is, and how we hope to carry on some of the things that he very much wanted to accomplish.  




(Whereupon, a brief moment of silence was held for Jerry Yang.)




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Thank you.  That being said, I would like to ask Mr. Wollschlager if he would briefly introduce our two new colleagues who -- our three new colleagues who were -- one of whom is an old friend and two new friends, and to bring -- bring to us some -- a huge knowledge bank and great reputations. So if you could, perhaps, introduce them for us, Warren.  




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’d be happy to do that.  And if I may, Commissioner, just in terms of Dr. Yang there is a public memorial service being held for him this Friday if anyone wanted to -- it’s being held up at Storrs.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  It’s in today’s Courant, the announcement of the meeting.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Speaking of David, I’ll go around the room for introducing our new members.  Dr. David Goldhammer, Associate Director of -- Associate Professor of Molecular Cell Biology, and serving in two different capacities both as the Associate -- no, the interim director of the Center for Regenerative Biology at Storrs, so you’re interim there, but you have been named and taken on the role of Associate Director of the University Stem Cell Initiative that was recently announced by Dr. Vilan. 




So we’re very -- many of you may know David from his work either on StemConn or through the various retreats. I’ve certainly had the pleasure of getting to work with him on a number of initiatives.  I’m certainly looking forward to his stem cell expertise and having you review all of the applications. 




Do you have anything you want to say to the group? You’re certainly welcome to. 




DR. DAVID GOLDHAMMER:  Well, I’m happy to be here, and I hope I can be of service.  I just will say just briefly that my area of expertise is in skeletal muscle development and muscle repair, so we study -- stem cells, and also we do some work on human embryonic stem cells.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Seated in between our two distinguished attorneys is Dr. -- I hope I pronounce your name correctly, Dr. Saraswathi Nair. Dr. Nair is with Norwalk Hospital as well as with Norwalk Pathology Associates.  You’re with the pathology department. Your role in that department is?  




DR. SARASWATHI NAIR:  I’m the Chairman of the Department of Pathology.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Chairman, that’s what I thought.  Extensive training, international training as well as here in the states in Connecticut. She brings a lot of medical expertise and so we’re very happy to have you here. Would you like to address the group at all?  




DR. NAIR:  Thank you for having me.  I’m honored to be here. I do not do any research any more. I’m purely in the clinical aspect of -- I practice at pathology so I’d be happy to do what I can for this group. And I must say I’m far removed from stem cell research.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  You’ll fit right in with most of here then.  




Finally, to Commissioner Galvin’s left, is Dr. Jeffrey Seeman.  Dr. Seeman is currently the Dean of the College of Environmental and Life Sciences at the University of Rhode Island.  He also serves as Director of the Rhode Island AD station, if that’s still the case. He holds an appointment as Professor in Molecular Biology.  He has served on the Governor’s Blue Ribbon Panel for math and science education, is a member of the Board of Directors of Rhode Island’s Adventure Capital organization, which is called the -- Technology Fund.  




And I think I got to know you originally, of your work anyways, Dean Seeman, through your appointment by the Governor as Co-Chair of the Rhode Island Science and Technology Advisory Council. So welcome, and if you have anything you’d like to say to the group. 




DR. JEFFREY SEEMAN:  Well, it’s certainly a pleasure and a privilege to be here.  It’s great to follow Warren across the borders of Rhode Island, this strange little place into some place that much more approximates a real state with a great program. So I’m really excited to be here, to participate in this, to learn about what you do, and hopefully add some value and maybe even take some good ideas back to Rhode Island.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner, I was wondering if folks might just take a minute to go around the room. We did try to introduce the new members. I’m not sure that we accomplished that.  Can we go around the room and say who they are? 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Certainly.  Do you want to say who you are, Dr. Canalis, or are you remaining enigmatic?  




DR. ERNIE CANALIS:  I’m Ernie Canalis. I’m a Professor of Medicine at the University of Connecticut. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Dr. Canalis and I have become good friends so we occasionally exchange a bit of levity.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  I’m Milt Wallack. I got involved with stem cell work, I think, six years ago as part of the stem cell coalition and it’s been a pleasure to be working with this group through those years.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  I’m Mike Genel, Professor Emeritus in Pediatrics at Yale.  




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Henry Salton, I’m from the Attorney General’s office and I’m counsel to the Committee.  




DR. NAIR:  Saraswathi Nair. 




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  I’m Marianne Horn and I work with Warren in the Office of Research and Development on legal and ethic issues. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m Bob Mandelkern. I, like Dr. Wallack, I was involved with the Connecticut Stem Cell Coalition, which worked hard, and long, and successfully to apply for the adoption of our great -- of stem cell research.  And I serve as a lay member on the Committee and as the Parkinson Disease advocate for the State of Connecticut.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  June Mandelkern, Bob’s much better half, his lovely wife, is sitting back there.  June usually accompanies him to the meetings otherwise he gets totally out of hand.  We’re always glad to have you here.  




I would like to inform the Board that Dr. Amy Wagers has resigned from the Committee.  We’re sorry to see her go.  




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  Hello.  This is Dr. Kiessling. I’m sorry I’m late.  




MS. HORN:  Welcome.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Hi, Ann.  Amy has resigned from the Committee. We had some warning about that that she was so busy with her research work in Boston and that the commute was so difficult for her that she didn’t feel she could do her full time job justice. And we can all understand that.  I’d like to personally thank her for her high quality assistance, a very expertise person, a very calm when sometimes not all of us were, including myself.  And she’ll be very much missed. We have to understand that the very people we want here so badly, who are deeply involved in research are some of the busiest people in the region. And sometimes they, like Dr. Lynch, are just simply overwhelmed by their regular duties and it’s difficult for them to take the time to come down here and be involved in activity outside of their area of operations. But we appreciate every minute we have to spend with all of you folks.  




Amy will be missed, but the bad part is we’re losing somebody that we really liked. The good part is that we just got three people that are new friends and we’re glad -- will enjoy working with them, and having the advantage of their experience, and aplomb. 




And with that I will ask the members if they have read through the minutes from the January 20, ’09 meeting.  Those minutes should be in front of you. If you have any questions about that we can discuss that. So I will first entertain a motion that we accept the minutes of the 20 January 2009 meeting. May I have a motion to that effect?  




DR. GENEL:  So moved. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Thank you, Dr. Genel.  


DR. WALLACK:  Second. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And thank you for the second. The floor is now open to discuss those minutes or to make any deletions, additions, or modifications including those made to be able to read them clearly.  I will -- looking down on my opening remarks we have -- received no information or communication that the grants, in any way, will be affected with the budgetary shortfalls.  So we’re moving ahead with that and hopefully we’ll have a full allotment and be able to do all the things that we need to do.  Are there any other deletions, comments, or additions to those particular minutes?  All in favor of accepting the minutes of the last regular meeting, 20 January, indicate by saying aye. 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  There are none. Those minutes are adopted and will be put in our files.  We’ve introduced our new members. We are now going to turn to a part of the program that Connecticut Innovations is managing about our grants from 2008. It’s Bahr and Zecevic, Dan?  




MR. DAN WAGNER:  Correct. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  I just wanted to give a quick update.  These are the two grants that were funded based on the Evergreen Lee grant not moving forward.  So we received contracts and they should have dollars tomorrow night actually.  So they should be off and running.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  If you don’t mind I’ll interject that the grant involved was a relatively large one. It was -- if I don’t get the mathematics right Dan will correct me, but it was over -- it was a 900,000 dollar grant, and it was from a non-university source.  And they had a great deal of difficulty in getting our -- their escrow committee started -- their escrow committee put together, and in fact, were -- despite some -- a lot of last minute work they were really unable to get their escrow completed and therefore they lost the grant.  And I’m saying most of this for the benefit of the new members.  




Last year when we deliberated on grants we, as we have had every year, we had more good grants than we had funding for. And so we agreed that we would rank several grants, grants to be funded, in essence, to be funded should something happen as happened to Evergreen, and there’d be a grant that just wasn’t contracted. And, in fact, there were two grants that were -- the No. 1 and No. 2, which we had decided last -- late last winter or early last spring that would be the first two to be funded if we got money. And they were both -- Dan, I think they were what, both approximately 450?  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And so those -- that’s what happened. That’s why there are two new grants because the escrow failed on that particular grant.  




And it brought up a lot of very interesting comments about if one is not part of a university system how do you get an escrow? And there was a fair amount of talk among us about don’t we want to encourage non-university entities to apply. Yes, we do. But there were some moves -- some more moves afoot to be able to find some way of getting the escrow, etcetera, etcetera. But that -- we’ll probably hear more about that as we review this year’s grants.  




Thanks, Dan.  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  And so that’s just a quick update for them.  Their contracts started, their start date was January 1st and they have been off and moving ahead while we’ve been finishing up the paperwork. 




Do you want to move to the next thing is a budget reallocation from UCONN, Dr. Choudhary? And he’s requesting a change in effort, of his own effort from 25 percent to 70 percent.  And in coordination with that to move 44,000 dollars from one of the grad associate positions to his line item to cover his costs.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We do not have a quorum to vote on that because we have -- is that a Yale grant?  




MS. HORN:  That’s a Yale -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- UCONN.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  A UCONN. 




MS. HORN:  UCONN, we have seven members here who are eligible to vote on UCONN. We need to have eight.  And the same with Yale, the next matter, even with Ann joining us on the phone. So maybe we could skip to No. 8 and come back if we get another member who joins us?  




MR. WAGNER:  Sure.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And for our new members, one of the problems that we have is that having distinguished scientists from Connecticut most of them are distinguished enough to have professorial appointments or involvement at either one or -- either or or sometimes both of our great universities in Connecticut. And as such they can’t vote on something that affects their own university. So sometimes we do a bit of telephone tap dancing to get enough people to vote. So we will -- 




MS. HORN:  -- we will check on the phones. Steven and Ann, you’re the only ones on the phone right now?  




DR. LATHAM:  As far as I know.  




MS. HORN:  Trianna is not on line?  Okay, thank you.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, we will skip to Item No. 8.  




MR. WAGNER:  I just wanted to make note that this UCONN request has been since November.  So this is a PI that is basically, his entire salary is based on grants.  So they have not paid him since he’s been -- changed his percent effort from the 25 percent to the 70 percent.  So they need a letter from us confirming that the -- that his -- that he’s working on this and we’re going to pay for that. So this is something that we’ll probably need to do a telephone conference or -- so this is kind of dragging along quite a bit.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Marianne, we do not have a quorum to vote on UCONN?  




MS. HORN:  We don’t, no.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, then I move that we accept the request for reallocation on this grant, UCHC-033, and get approval and put it on the table until we can get a quorum.  




MS. HORN:  I believe we’ve done that before, we’ve tabled it. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, we’ve done it quite often.  




MS. HORN:  Maybe we could have a special meeting just for the purpose of voting on that.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It sounds like we should do it pretty quickly if this professor is not being paid.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, if we don’t get anybody else who joins the call we’ll have to do it that way. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  So then we can skip down to just the 2009 grant proposals. So we have received all the proposals, and everybody should be able to access them by the network. Ernie had told me that he had issues with that so we’ll get him his awards.  We also -- we’ve received all the non-disclosure agreements at this point and we’re still waiting for the conflict of interest.  So I forwarded that e-mail to everybody from Chelsey kind of walking everybody through the steps just to review -- if you can review the submitted grants to make sure that you don’t have a conflict, a school, institution conflict or if it’s your neighbor’s sister’s brother-in-law, or something, we just need to know that before we can go ahead and match up the pairs for the review process.




So if you can go ahead and get those in. We have received probably four or five of the conflict of interest so we just to need the collect them up from everybody as soon as possible so we can, again, pair everybody up and then assign the grants to be reviewed. 




And I don’t know if you want to make mention of the peer review, Warren? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, just -- things are going to be a little bit tighter if this body agrees in terms of timeframe then there were the last couple of years. Right now peer review is scheduled to complete their initial scoring of the applications, scoring and ranking and get those materials to the Chair by the 7th of March.  Again, they lost two or three weeks when there was some miscommunications about the program.  




They have then scheduled their final program review meeting to reconcile and complete all of those scores and rankings on the 17th of March, the same day as this body has an advisory committee meeting that day.  So that -- if they take a week to get the final materials out to all of you, we’re looking at getting those materials to you by the 24th of March.  Right now you’re looking at moving forward with a two-day meeting on the 31st of March and the 1st of April. There is a weekend in there, but we’re talking about you having possession of the peer review materials for about a week, perhaps a little bit more, but not much more. 




That’s the tentative schedule.  When we move forward with shooting for the -- March 31st and April 1st date we were also shooting for an earlier completion date for peer review committee.  So the question for the group is do you feel comfortable sticking to the schedule of March 31st and April 1st knowing that at best right now you’ll have only seven to ten days of receipt of the peer review committees. And, again, that’s best-case scenario.  




DR. CANALIS:  Best?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I think the issue -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- the 24th I can’t do it.  I’m leaving for Europe on the 25th -- (inaudible) 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m pretty comfortable with the 24th unless something goes -- and you can’t predict what’s going to happen in terms of that body.  They -- for three years they’ve done it and they’ve stuck to their schedule.  I know, for sure, that they’re meeting on the 17th. That day is set in stone.  Even if you didn’t have the final product I’m sure we could get enough materials to you so you could move forward.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Those are going to be electronically sent to members, is that correct? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, they actually come to CI through DPH, and then we kick them off electronically. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  So there is no delay in getting them?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  -- the 31st -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- right, the 31st and 1st.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would say, Dr. Galvin, that the key issue here, Warren, is how quickly we can get our assignments because you’re talking of the 24th being the Tuesday, we have Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday. The weekend is lost. And then we’re supposed to be meeting for final decision.  The review that we have to do of the peer review reports is essential because those reports are what guide all the members of the Committee in their decision.  Dan, how many requests for proposals do we have?  




MR. WAGNER:  Um, I don’t know it’s close to -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- 76. 




MR. WAGNER:  70 something, I was going to say close to 80.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  We have 76 and we’re probably going to have to do ten to twelve each per member. And I need the pairing with the scientist to be able to give accurate evaluation of the scores and so on. So I think that schedule, especially with one of us scientists having to go to another meeting, is a very tight schedule to come in adequately prepared on the 31st.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I would agree it’s tight. I will say that we discussed this in the Department and had a question as to do reviewers from this body wait to start their reviews until they’re in receipt of peer review.  I didn’t think so. I thought that the review process would begin as soon as you got your assignment.  




DR. WALLACK:  I don’t really see any problem in the schedule you set up.  We, in fact, discussed this before. I think we discussed this at the last meeting.  And I think there was a consensus that we were okay with it. And I would just do -- if I were I would do the best you can to get it to us on the dates you’ve indicated.  And we’ll do everything we have to in order to get it done.  And we should go on with the agenda.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would say the Chair of Peer Review knows that you have scheduled a meeting on the 31st.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s not like they’re working in the blind. And many of you know Dr. Winer. I mean he’s -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- he’ll get it done. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me, may I, Bob? You said that we can start our collaborations and evaluation of the peer review reports how?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  What I suggested is that once you get paired up with a scientist. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And get your assignments of the ten or twelve or whatever that review process could begin prior to receipt of the peer -- the peer review.  I don’t think it --




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- you mean prior to the receipt of scores and rank?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  You’re looking at at least six other criteria besides the peer review. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m quite aware of that, but peer review score and rank does play an important part in the review that we put forward, in my opinion in the past years. 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Can I comment?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Sure.  That’s what you’re here for. 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  For the new members, can you -- can someone say a few words about what the nature of the review that the Advisory Committee members do?  The scientific review is being done by the peer reviews. So there is six criteria.  So I’d like to know a little bit more about what is expected and what is accomplished by the Advisory Committee review.  I assume there is programmatic priorities that are taken into account and other things as well, but it would be very difficult for me to review without knowing the scores because I don’t -- I expect that this isn’t really a scientific review that we’re doing. We’re reviewing other aspects of the grant.  




MS. HORN:  In the request for proposal I think we gave it to you last week when we met with you. There is a section on page five called, Selection Criteria.  And the Advisory Committee does look at scientific merits. It does look at conformance to high ethical standards, but it also looks at more programmatic and Connecticut specific criteria.  The ability to perform the proposed research, commitment of the host institution, collaborators including cost sharing, potential for collaboration across disciplines and institutions, and benefits to the State of Connecticut. 




And then we have a catch all here with alignment with funding priorities as determined by the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee. To this point the Committee has basically decided to fund the best research that comes along rather than funding any particular initiative. There is another section in the grant that talks about priority being given to funding that’s not fundable. We’re using federal dollars.  And funding -- we’ll fund animal research provided that it appears to have applicability to human subjects’ research in the near term.  




So it’s sort of buried in a few areas within the proposal there are the criteria that this Committee looks at.  Is that helpful?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, the last three years, David, CI and the Department have gone out of their way to pair a researcher with a non-researcher, or at least with a scientist with a non-scientist specifically so you had some capacity to look at scientific merit rather than just simply accepting the peer review scores.  That’s why we pair up a scientist with a layperson otherwise we wouldn’t do that.  




DR. WALLACK:  And there’s been times when we had a peer review score that was superior to another peer review score and we have chosen to fund one that did not have a stronger peer review score.  A lot of it had to do with the ability, the perceived ability of the institution; you touched upon this, to get the project done.  So there are some variables. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Dr. Nair? 




DR. NAIR:  I just have one question. I’m assuming since I’m very new to this process and I haven’t seen anything here that one of the newer members would be paired with somebody who has done this previously especially because we are on such a short deadline and we haven’t done this before.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Of course.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We’ll arrange that, yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Goldhammer, the -- I have found that the report of the Advisory Committee, who evaluated the peer review rank and scores, are almost essential because there being 75 proposals that are to be vetted and we have to apply the standards that Marianne listed to each one of those proposals.  That without a guide from a Committee member to report to the whole Committee we could never accomplish it. So that is the process and it’s a delicate process because you’re in waters where you have to take scores and rank and evaluate and report to the whole Committee objectively. 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So it’s a process and the first time I engaged in it I went running up to Massachusetts to do face to face and work with my associate. But in the last year or two telephonic evaluations have been sufficient or there isn’t enough time for anything else. So it requires having some time to get on the phone with your co-person to evaluate what you have to -- what you’ve been assigned to do because then it’s a responsibility to guide the whole Committee. So it’s a process that has to be done and Mike will comment further on it.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, the reality is this date has been fixed for some time and to change the date at this time and get a -- and get a review date that allows us to fund the grants is likely to be very difficult, very difficult if not impossible.  I mean I think that’s just the reality because as I recall it was difficult enough to get those two dates fixed.  So, you know, like it or not I think we’re sort of -- we’re sort of stuck with it.  




I think one can certainly review the grants in general. I quite agree with David.  I think that -- I’m not going to spend as much time on a grant that has a peer review score of four as I will with the one that has a peer review score of one and a half.  So in that sense having the peer review scores is helpful. 




But I think that allows one to triage this pretty effectively for -- with the time that one has before the meeting. I mean the reality is 75 grants, I think 40 of them were -- or so were pilot studies, if I recall.  




DR. CANALIS:  What?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seed grants. 




DR. GENEL:  Or something like that, as I recall, a preponderance of them were.  Well, the reality is that we’re not going to be able to fund probably more than ten or 15 of them. So I think one can easily -- so the reality is I think we’re stuck with it and we’re going to have to make due. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Warren?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Was that Mike? 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That was Mike, yes. 




DR. KIESSLING:  I agree with Mike.  I think that although the schedule is going to be very tight, I think trying to reschedule the meeting of the Advisory Committee is going to be really difficult.  




And my other comment is that there is some paper wrestling that’s going on very near the telephone microphone. It’s making it difficult to hear. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It’s noted, so noted. Warren, do those grants come back all at once or is there anyway we can get them as their completed? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  They come back all at once because there is a direct conciliation meeting where all of the grants are discussed by the entire Committee.  


CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  But the minute they’re finished they should be electronically transmitted to CI, who then should be able to send them out to the members.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Occasionally there are some changes that are made at that Peer Review Committee so that, you know, originally the draft score gave a 2.2 and said there were no ethical issues.  And then somebody weighs in and says, wait a minute, I have this and this. So that’s why it takes, sometimes, a day or two to turn it around with a final product.  But the work is substantively done prior to the Committee. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think if things hold true what was it like 15 or 20 percent of them are -- maybe 15 percent are very poorly written or way off the beam.  You know, not having much to do with -- so there is probably 20 percent of them. So we’re talking -- there is probably 14 or 15. You look at them and some of them you can’t even understand what they were looking for.  So it gets -- but we do get, for the new members, we do get a grouping around two and a half, two, and that’s -- the ones are easy, you know, and the fives and the fours are easy, but then you get in around two and a half and there is a lot of consideration to be given. 




Dr. Canalis, did you have a comment? 




DR. CANALIS:  A question.  When can you make the grants available, the proposals, when can CI do that?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  They’re already there. 




MR. WAGNER:  They’re all posted on that website, but I can get them to you. As soon as we have the pairing set I’ll send you -- I’ll FedEx yours. 




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Dan, can you do that for me also? 




MR. WAGNER:  Sure.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, why don’t you do it for -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I have difficulty opening your website. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Can we do that for everyone unless somebody -- 




DR. CANALIS:  --  yes, I think that’s a good idea. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Somebody wants to opt out and say, don’t send me the FedEx package.  Okay, so as soon as the pairings are made the partners, the pairs will get those documents that they need, they need to review. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  No.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just the ones -- just for clarification, Commissioner, I mean we’re talking about thousands of pages per person here. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I thought we were talking about just the ones -- or can they get a CD of just the ones that they are going to look at themselves or all 76?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  No, the ones that they need to do, they need to do. 




DR. CANALIS:  And a CD is fine.  I’ll take a CD with the grants that I’m supposed to be reviewing and I’m happy.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay? That’s fine. 




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Don’t we get one other thing, and yes, I’ll take the hard copy like I’ve done in the past, Dan.  




MR. WAGNER:  Um, hmm. 




DR. WALLACK:  But -- and I think Gerry Fishbone, who is not here, he is out of the country, wants the same thing if I’m not mistaken.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That’s pretty old fashioned, don’t you realize.  




DR. WALLACK:  I’m not ashamed to say it, that’s fine. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  All right. So noted. 




DR. WALLACK:  But in addition, Bob, could we get the first two or three pages of even those grants that we’re not going to be looking at just so that when we’re sitting around the table we at least have the summary page of each of them. That’s not that much paper.  


MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s thousands of pages, Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  No, no. I’m looking for -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- summary pages, just the summary pages.  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, the summary page, right, right.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  One extra page. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right, right. Well it’s the first two pages.  It’s the cover page and the summary page.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Maybe we can find a way to work with you guys, Dan, to share this workload because it’s not insignificant. It’s a lot of -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And a lot of downloading and a lot of -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- well, in order to expedite this do we -- should we be -- have somebody deliver it, have a Departmental employee deliver those so we’re not making tons of copies, or is it -- what’s the most expeditious way to get the material out to the people who need it.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, if they want hard copy I think then it’s just fine.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  But maybe CI and DPH can just split the copying, the duties so that we can get them done as quickly as possible.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  Would it be satisfactory to have a set of all the grants available the day of the review?  You know, like a hard copy of all the grants available so if you want to look at the summary of any single grant you can go and look at it?  That would circumvent having to make enough special packets for each one of us. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You’re talking about the March 31st date?  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, it would be March 31st date if you had all the grants available in hard copy, one set.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We had two sets last year. 




DR. CANALIS:  Two sets, so you’re -- you know, if a member wants to look at a summary or whatever it would be available then.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I interpret -- yes, I think that’s fine. I interpreted Milt’s remarks so that you can get kind of some sense of if you’re looking at one grant and there is -- it’s one of 15 that are asking for the same stuff it probably gives you a little bit more focus.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s exactly right.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, remember all of this is also on line. I mean all of it now is on line and the peer review reports will be on line also.  So that’s really the quickest way to get it out.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think if Dr. Canalis would like a disc we’ll make him a disc. 




DR. CANALIS:  The problem is I couldn’t access from my site. I had -- I couldn’t open it. I mean I was -- I will try it again.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, why don’t we just -- Ernie, why don’t we get you what you need. There are certain things that I’ve blocked from accessing from my site because it’s a State of Connecticut site. And I had -- one of our regional medical directors got upset with me because I wouldn’t answer his e-mail. And the reason was that I wasn’t getting his e-mail and his name is Lustig, L-U-S-T-I-G, and the filters read lust and so I was not allowed to read anything about lust, and so I didn’t get -- I didn’t get Neil’s stuff. But you may have some -- but whatever you need so that you have -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- CD.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  CD is fine, okay.  That’s fine. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If it’s okay with the Chair and the Committee members, can we just find out -- we’ll find out from individuals what they want and we’ll give them whatever they want.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Sure. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If they don’t want all the paper we won’t give them to them.  If they do, we’ll give them whatever they want. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Whatever keeps them happy. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  For the record, can we say that it’s really very nice that everybody wants to keep everybody as happy as they want to keep everybody?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think that’s -- that goes back to the ‘60’s, Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  I think it’s great. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You weren’t one of those guys, were you?  




DR. WALLACK:  No, I just want to be happy. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  All right.  And, I believe, that brings us -- Dan, are you through with Item No. 8? 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, so I mean have we -- I stepped out briefly, but we’re good for the 31st and the 1st?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We’re set for those dates and we’ll get the stuff out to you, hopefully -- hopefully on or after, immediately after the 17th of March. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  In whatever form you need just let Warren know what -- name your position and we’ll send it to you in whatever you want.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We’ll get all the peer review scores from all of them out there.  




MR. WAGNER:  I think we’re good with that and that is -- that meeting has been scheduled by Lynn at the Farmington Marriott for those two days. So -- and I think she’ll follow up with confirmation and we’ll get directions and what not to everybody well before then.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I know Lynn has asked everyone to get back to her with -- regarding your needs for accommodations and stuff. For those of you who are new, perhaps you didn’t get those e-mails, but if you can let Lynn Townsend know how many nights you need to stay, that would be great.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And I know she did quite a bit of highball negotiating to get us the best possible rate and it just didn’t work out for the -- it worked out for that Marriott better than the one down here.  I think because of AV stuff or something. 




MS. HORN:  We checked out both sites and the Farmington location was much, much nicer to have a two-day meeting in.  And we checked specifically the sound to make sure that the sound would not be an issue as it was last year.  




DR. GENEL:  It’s right off 84, isn’t it? 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  Item No. 9, is there anybody here -- Dr. Landwirth is not here.  So is here anyone here who can represent his point of view for us?   




MS. HORN:  I will do my best to be Dr. Landwirth.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Stay the way you are, I prefer it that way.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  We had -- we had an ethics and law subcommittee last month and one of the issues that we’ve been discussing are the IFFCOR documents that you have sent -- were sent out to you. One is an article that over -- an overview for translation of the stem cell research.  Another one is the actual guidelines for the research and that’s a pretty extensive guideline for clinical translation of stem cells. 




And the document that we thought would be of interest, particularly from the Health Department’s point of view in terms of educating people about engaging in some kinds of stem cell research that are being really widely advertised. A lot of the sites are bogus, to put it charitably, and people selling their life savings and everything they have to go some place for a treatment. This patient handbook we were thinking would be a good thing to put on our DPH stem cell website as a start in terms of educating people about some of the basic terms, what are they talking about in terms of clinical trials, therapeutics, what is there already out that’s approved, and what should you be careful about, what should you look for in an informed consent form.




This is -- it’s pitched for physicians and for the public.  And we thought in the -- in the subcommittee that it would be a good place to start to post this on the DPH website, the patient handbook. There was a lot of discussion about how this would be great to take it out further into the community and do more education of physicians because that’s where they can really counsel their patients that there is no point in selling off the family farm because you’re just going to end up dead and broke.  But given the resources and time and so on, I’m not sure how much farther DPH could take this at this point.  




There was also some discussion about maybe next year setting aside some of the grant money to do some community and practitioner education. So I just bring that forward to the group. But I think we’ll go ahead and post this patient document up on the DPH website with a little paragraph explaining what it’s there for.  And you can refer people to that.  If a friend’s family, physicians are looking to refer people to stem cell therapies.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, thank you. I have a couple of comments. One is does that leave the reader with some place to call after they look through that sort of information?  




MS. HORN:  Well, that’s an interesting question.  There are -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- and could we give them Henry’s number?  




MS. HORN:  We could give them Henry’s number for sure.  I have his cell number.  I was thinking Warren’s actually. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  There are some web links on this, but we could leave them the Office of Research and Development phone to, as a start. And then we could triage the phone calls whether back to their own physician or other resources.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We actually do receive, we got one today, a lot of inquire about gee, I have this type of cancer can you tell me where to go for clinical trials. And we get that through our website quite a bit. So I would expect we could follow the traffic.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And much of educating -- it’s tough to get physicians to come to meetings to educate them on stuff that would be nice to know, but they don’t have to know. I was working with a group doing patient safety things this morning.  Would it be possible to find out what it would cost to do the following, to put the information we wanted the practitioner to know onto a disc and mail it to them, and link that to a couple of hours of post graduate education.  




MS. HORN:  Um, hmm. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And you have to do that with some sort of a pre and a post evaluation or at least an evaluation of what I learned. And I wouldn’t think it would be terribly expensive per capital to put those out.  




MS. HORN:  Certainly not once they’re developed.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Wendy’s group has experience, you know, with mailing to that practitioner group.  So we could probably do some of it. I don’t know if the ISSCR has any tutorials associated with it, something that we could adopt that might serve for CME. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, I think we might -- Hartford Hospital put out one to conform with our licensure requirements.  Have so much domestic violence and HIV and that type of material and they give it to all the members of the staff, which is probably 400 or 500.  I don’t think it’s terribly expensive per copy to put them on. I wondered if we could work with the University of Connecticut to put it out -- since they’re a sponsoring agency to -- or one of the hospitals that might want to get involved with a sponsoring agency and I think St. Francis is. I know Hartford is. And say, look, we’re -- we’ll sell you this. This is what you may, the questions you may get. This is what you should know if you think the post evolution, whatever you have to do, you’ll get two hours of graduate education credits.  




MS. HORN:  Well, we can certainly look around to see the ISSCR does have these guidelines. I’m not aware of anything and maybe folks around the table are aware of the type of a training programs specific to stem cell research that might exist. And if not, maybe that’s something that we could consider putting aside some grant funds for a proposal to develop those for next year.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It sounds like a great project for a graduate student.  




MS. HORN:  It does.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Dr. Genel. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, I’m a little perplexed. Isn’t it a little premature in the sense that to promulgate a two hour CNE for physicians for stem cell therapies?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think basic, stem cell basics.  




DR. GENEL:  The basics. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  Because I’m not sure how many orthopedic surgeons are saying -- are very cognizant of some of the technique and what we would do. Maybe just as an informative piece and my -- I think -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- I follow you. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  The content is informative.  And most guys, if they could sit down and read something like that and spend an hour and get a couple of hours -- a couple of hours credits. I do some stuff that Harvard puts out and it’s usually for a couple of hours credits you’ve got to put in a couple of hours. So if you can get something that’s pretty concise and that you can read at your leisure I think a lot of people will go for that.  And particularly if it’s free as opposed to paying $65 or $75 an hour.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think the Harvard Stem Cell Institute puts something out. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Of that nature, so we’ll definitely -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- well, probably somebody else has already got it we could get some help from them. Okay.  




MS. HORN:  That’s a great idea. 




DR. GENEL:  One thing about these guidelines, I looked them over.  I did look them over this past weekend. There is a section on stuff called innovative therapies, which is a very novel sort of way of rationalizing doing research, if you will, on a few patients without a rigorous typical clinical trial, and doing it in the fashion that would allow some knowledge to be gained, and setting forth some criteria for how they should be done. I thought this was a very interesting -- this is a very interesting concept and I had subsequent discussion with one of the authors of the guidelines, Jeremy Sugarman, and we talked about this. This is likely to get, I suspect, it’s going to get a fair amount of attention and perhaps a little controversy.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, that’s a very good piece of discussion that we should probably get into about we want to make sure we word this so it doesn’t create a whole lot of problems and people -- so that the average person who picks it up can read it, and understand what we’re trying to do.  I haven’t read it in detail so I don’t know what scientific -- is written, but it might be interesting to beta test it on a group of people and see what they come away with understanding. So we don’t have a line of people in Warren’s office saying where do I -- I’m very sick and everything else has failed, where do I go?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  My sense that it was pitched a little bit high for the average consumer and a little bit low for the practitioner. And they were trying to get both of them covered by the same document.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, well, maybe we should take -- before we put it on the -- what I don’t want to do is raise false hopes and have people -- and one of the things, Mike, that we get a lot of is we have a very busy department and we have a lot of people calling in. And people call in a couple of times and they get put on hold and they get infuriated. And then it kicks off a whole series of things that have to do with I couldn’t get the information I wanted, and etcetera, etcetera.  So I think that the more clearly that’s worded with some FAQ’s after it -- 




MS. HORN:  -- the patient handbook itself is frequently asked questions.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  It’s set up in that format.  What are stem cells?  What is stem cell therapy?  What diseases or conditions are stem cell treatments well established? And it goes through those.  Who else should I ask?  Should I be cautious about it?  Should I get a second opinion?  What’s an informed consent?  What’s should be in an informed consent?  




So it walks them through, in pretty good detail, what they should be asking for. They should be asking for certain protocols.  It shouldn’t be something that you have a lot of patients saying, oh, I got cured from this.  You need to dig behind that. The guidelines are much more detailed and get into a lot of unsettled areas and areas where they’re recommending this and recommending that.   And I think it’s not appropriate for rotations.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, we might want to take a look at that and be a little more selective and talk to the authors about it.  We get -- I get letters and calls from people who have rare, relatively rare diseases and they’re looking for some kind of treatment that’s only -- only exists in Germany or someplace and they don’t understand why they can’t get the medicine. And it’s like a two or three pager on that.  But I think when you hold out hope to people who are desperate and then they call and they don’t get the kind of answer they want then in a way it’s even worse. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, the other issue is the proliferation of foreign stem cell therapeutic centers. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  And I think the guidelines deals with that in terms of -- but that’s something I think would be of value for -- to be on the public site. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  In that regard in today’s Courant there is such a report of a miraculous cure from a paraplegic on a visit to Costa Rica, undefined, unevaluated, no guidelines, nothing.  And the Courant prints it in today’s paper full blast. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Oh.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So these are the things that we have to be very aware of.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, we call  -- I can’t remember the name of the physician, but remember the Kribysan drug, that thing was made out of peach pits?  


DR. GENEL:  Oh, apricots.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Apricot pits, yes.  People were going down -- 




DR. GENEL:  Lantraum, yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Lantrum, I think Kribysan was the chemical or something.  People were going down to Mexico to get it.  So there is a lot of that out there. 




Okay.  Item C there, all set?  Okay. StemConn ’09, Item No. 10, would you care to comment, Mr. Wollschlager?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I can -- I can start the comments and them maybe turn it over to some of the other folks who are more involved actually then the Department is in planning and getting it together this year, including Dr. Goldhammer.  But at this point, just a reminder for this body that StemCONN is scheduled to be held on the 23rd and 24th of March.  It is going to be held down at the Omni.  The event kicks off in the afternoon, I believe with a 2:00 or 1:00 event.  That day has a series of break out sessions, very, very interesting. And is followed in the evening with a networking opportunity. 




And then the following day is a full days worth of scientific presentations featuring not only nationally recognized speakers, but also giving our own experts a chance to feature some of the work that’s going on in our research universities.  




Dave, do you have more that you want to add to that? 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Not really. So I’m Co-Chair of day two, the scientific session.  And there is going to be a variety of talks, new or IPS technology, human embryonic stem cells, adult stem cells, cancer stem cells. It’s a really good varied mix of participants nationally and also internationally. We have a Canadian speaker as well.  




DR. WALLACK:  The Monday sessions, I think, will be very, very interesting.  There will be a Connecticut Stem Cell update. I know there has been some discussions about that in January. There will be another one in February. And the one on Monday the 23rd I understand is over subscribed and they’ve moved the room. Right now there is about probly close to a 175, 180 people that are signed up for it.  So there will be stuff on translation. There will be stuff on different industrial applications and so forth. So it should be a very -- Monday afternoon should be a very, very interesting day and one -- do you want to comment about the posters, Dave? 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Well, we have -- I don’t remember the number, at least 47 -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- 49.  




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  49. So labs from around Connecticut and hopefully beyond are participating in a poster session that’s held on the scientific day on Day No. 2. So it really should be -- it should be a great event and with a high level of participation.  And there is also a discussion -- a high school outreach program, which I’ll hear more about tomorrow, but at lunch, concurrent with lunch, I think it is, there is an outreach program for high school students across the State of Connecticut.  So more details will probably be on the StemCONN website, StemCONN ’09 website about all of these activities. So if you’re interested you can check that out.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I know there is a meeting tomorrow to firm up some of these details.  Has there been discussion about offering the members of the Advisory Committee free registration? 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  No, that discussion has not come up. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That would seem like a good topic of discussion.  




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  I think that -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- I’d like to hear that discussion.  




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  We’ll bring it up tomorrow.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m not going to be there in person, so -- 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  -- I’ll bring it up tomorrow.  We’ll bring it up. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. Is that it for StemCONN ’09?  Dr. Genel. 




DR. GENEL:  If I might, if I may mention it, the Governor has released a superb letter in support of the stem cell program. I guess it’s only for release on March 23 by the date, but since some of us have seen it I would like to enter it into the record of this meeting. I think it’s a -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- is that embargoed?  


MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m not so sure about embargoed, but the copy -- because it’s actually been signed, but the copy that you have that went out is being amended due to a typo. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Oh, a typo. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  The exact same letter, but one word in the first paragraph. So if you’re going to enter something into the record -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- so we ought to enter -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- well, can I ask that the corrected version be -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- what’s the date on that letter?  




DR. GENEL:  March 23. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  March 23rd. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It’s timed for release -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- with the program that’s being put forward. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I have a letter -- the Governor’s name dated January 28th enthusing about the creation of the two new stem cell lines in Connecticut. 




DR. GENEL:  This was a different -- this is a letter in praise for the accomplishments of the stem cell research program.  




DR. WALLACK:  That was a news conference, Bob, that she spoke at.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  I will point out also that students, both undergraduate and graduate students, have registered for StemCONN ’09 free.  And I’m going to be trying to send a bunch of my Yale biologic students to at least portions of it.  I except that we’ll see some grad students there.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That’s great.  That’s great.  




Now, we have those two pending items. We’re going to have a meeting just to vote on the Yale and on the Huang and the Choudhary.  Dan?  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, even if we have to split it between two phone calls maybe that’s probably the best. Get all the Yale folks and all the UCONN folks.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We’ll have that solved within a week or so?  




MR. WAGNER:  We’ll send out times and see if we can get a quorum. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Dr. Canalis? 




DR. CANALIS:  Can we confirm a quorum before the meeting?  




MR. WAGNER:  I didn’t hear your question.  


DR. CANALIS:  Can we confirm a quorum before the meeting?  We used to do that like before hand that you’re not going to be able to resolve the issues. You used to do that. So you had to reply that you are going to come or not to come.  For no cost extensions is there any way to create a policy this this Committee would allow them?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, it’s up to the Committee if you have a proposal.  




MR. SALTON:  I think you have to consider the fact that you could have a no cost extension or a no cost reallocation to the budget, which is part of what’s -- so you may want to look at if someone is taking a lot of money out of equipment or personnel and moving it around in a manner that even though the bottom line remains the same amount of money it may affect -- and I think we had that in the first year there was some concerns that came up in one amendment which we said this is really undercutting the purpose of the research by doing this.  




DR. CANALIS:  Can you vote, you know, in a written form, let’s say a notarized letter is that legally acceptable to you guys?  Let’s say here we are missing one vote, you know, could that person have gone to a notary and vote?  Is that legally acceptable? We have two lawyers, now I’m taking advantage. 




MS. HORN:  I think the position has been that the discussion needs to take place in public and we’ve opened it to telephonic. And we’ve been trying to find Paul because he would be another vote, but with the legislative session I think that that’s taken him out of the running.  But we can certainly try to do a better job -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, no, I’m not being critical. 




MS. HORN:  For the meetings. No, no, I understand.  It is frustrating to not have -- to not have a quorum and not know going into the meeting whether we have one or not.  




DR. SEEMAN:  Is there any delegated budgetary authority here from this group to somebody?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, there is a up to 20 percent, between 10 and 20 percent of a reallocation request can be approved by Connecticut Innovations without coming to the Committee.  But above that or at CI’s discretion they will bring matters to the Committee for approval.  Both of these matters, I understand, would be -- would fall above the 20 percent. 




MR. WAGNER:  Correct, and the extension.  


DR. WALLACK:  Do you want me to try to get Gerry Fishbone, even though he’s out of the country, would that be helpful? 




MS. HORN:  Can you do that in the next three minutes?  




DR. WALLACK:  I can certainly try right now.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  While Milt is doing that do we have any public comment?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, I would -- I would like to make a comment that falls into the public area particularly for the new members of the Committee who were probably not aware that the President of the Senate, of the Connecticut Senate, has called a forum on stem cell research on Tuesday, February 24. Now, I believe all Advisory Committee members are invited to that and I think it would be good if all members of the Advisory Committee who could would attend that because the purpose is to, as he says, highlight the successes of the past four years.  So the new members, I think, should be apprised of the exact time and place because the President probably did not know of their appointment possibly and they should be issued invitations, I think, also.  




DR. SEEMAN:  I did receive a letter.  It’s on my calendar.  




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  It’s on my calendar as well.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And the young lady to your right?  




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. Nair, did you receive an invitation for that?  




DR. NAIR:  No.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any other public comments?  No?  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I have a public comment. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I just wanted to let folks know that the Chairwoman of the NIH stem cell research committee, Dr. Landon, has agreed to meet with the Interstate Alliance on Stem Cell Research to talk about transition issues around the states, the states that have up and running programs.  So that meeting is scheduled to occur on May 5 down in DC.  So it’s the first time that NIH actually agreed to meet with the body post elections, so it’s pretty good.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think that’s very -- that’s very interesting and I think in terms of some of the things that we’ve discussed about if -- with a new President are we going to -- are things going to happen to the individual states that are not -- that are things they don’t want to have happen.  Perhaps you could outline that organization very briefly for our new members.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, it’s called the Interstate Alliance on Stem Cell Research.  If you type in IASCR on the website it comes up.  And what it is is a voluntary group of states that have either existing public funding of stem cell research programs or have permissive statutory language, they don’t actually have money but they allow stem cell research in their state by statute.  So those groups get together once every three months or so, three to six months, and work on identifying and resolving issues that might have the potential to impact interstate collaborations, sharing of lines, across state lines.  




And Connecticut actually, Marianne and the Commissioner put forward a legislative change that was a direct result of this body’s identifying a potential conflict between Connecticut and California in terms of informed consent. So we’re trying to help lay, as much as possible, a uniform regulatory and statutory framework for the research community so the states won’t get in the way.  




The other entities that come as full participants include the United Kingdom, Canada, ISSCR, and it’s the Secretariats function is handled by the National Academies of Science.  So it’s a good body. It involves ten states. A lot of provider organizations come and, as I say, the next meeting -- we have two day meetings, the next meeting is down in DC. The meetings are open to the public as well. 




DR. GENEL:  Do you expect ten states to be there?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I do.  I expect the states that have been coming to come at least for one more meeting at which point we’ll have to try to identify a new funding stream because a lot of the states have funding restrictions and the NAS is picking up the cost of almost of all the states.  




DR. WALLACK:  We even had more than ten states actually. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, we had -- we’ve had actually states pop in, but I think there is a core group of ten or so.  And all the major players Serium in Maryland, and New Jersey, and New York, Illinois, Wisconsin all come to the table. So it’s a good group. 




MR. JOHN HAMBOR:  I’d like to make a public comment.  I’m John Hambor from Cell Design and I’m here to advocate -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- it won’t get on the tape, John.  




MR. HAMBOR:  I’m John Hambor from Cell Design. I’m here to advocate for the private sector.  I think this Committee is doing a honorable, notable work, and it’s pioneering work in this area.  And I what I urge you is to consider in your funding the private sector.  I think it’s equally important to develop the state’s businesses as graduates and pos doc’s graduate from our fine institutions here like Yale and UCONN we don’t want them leaving the state.  We want them staying here and finding jobs in this ever growing industry.  And so I would urge you to think about that now as you’re thinking about funding. 




I heard some comments recently, Paul Piscatello for example, saying I think there was some strategy about funding industries later in the process. And I would add and urge you to think about it earlier. You want your top people to have places to stay in the state, both in the academic institutions as well as in industry.  Connecticut clearly has an advantage here in getting this program started so early.  We, being one of the first states to fund this type of research and I think to keep the competitive edge you should be thinking downstream about how to retain the top talent that you do have in this state. 




So I advocate, again, for funding and in the private sector again in the next round.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well said, Tom. Thank you very much.  And if there are no further comments I will -- 




MR. DAVID MENAKER:  -- I have a question. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MENAKER:  David Menaker, it may fit in with what Warren was talking about, but with the new administration and probably quickly the signing off of whatever needs to be signed so that the NIH can start to provide funding and so forth for research and embryonic stem cell research, how does that affect what we’re doing here and when do we guess that some of those funds might become available?  And also the ability now to use common facilities for both adult stem cell, etcetera and embryonic stem cell, etcetera, which will save, certainly, duplication of funding and etcetera.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We’re not getting any sort of concrete guidance about what the new administration or the stimulus, stimuli packages will address in terms of health, although the new President has said several times how interested he is in public health and prevention.  None of us have gotten anything other than sort of a very broad brush approach about the President is interested in health and some of that gets translated into universal access and things that don’t directly affect the kind of things that we do here. 




So we don’t -- we really haven’t heard anything concrete.  The concrete information that we’ve gotten in public health has to do with water.  And as some of you know we -- we’re the agency in the state, the drinking water agency, and we’re the ones who guarantee the sanctity of drinking water.  And there are always projects to improve the quality of drinking water and there is never -- there is this thing called the drinking water revolving fund. And, of course, for the fund to revolve one person has to pay it back before the next person can use it. 




What we’re hearing is make sure you have stuff ready for drinking water because there is environmental protection is going to send down a big bolus of money for that purpose. Other than that we haven’t heard anything specific. Many other Commissioners have heard things about policing and about highways and about infrastructure. But really nothing except the most, I guess, broad brush is the only way -- the most sort of sweeping generalizations about, yes, we’re concerned about health for everybody, but nothing about how much of this is research, how much of it is going to be for access, how much of it is going to be for health insurance except for Skip, the children’s program.  But we’re not getting any detail at all.




MR. MENAKER:  Well, who do we need to connect with?  Is it Dodd or Lieberman or our representative or who?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think you can connect with all of them.  My impression is that they don’t know.  But your local representative, whatever district you’re in, would probably be the best person to contact.  




MR. MENAKER:  Well, isn’t that basic to eliminating duplication of dollars to know as soon as we can what they’re going to do so that we can make whatever modifications make any sense to avoid any duplication of funding or duplication of effort? 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, we certainly -- I’m not sure that if that information is known it’s certainly not known at the state government level.  It may be known or speculated by the elected representatives, but we have -- and we do hear a fair amount of detail about improving policing and highways and infrastructure.   




MR. MENAKER:  But doesn’t it make sense to go after that information if it’s key?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  If it’s there. I’m not sure it’s been decided yet and Warren may have a -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- what is this the stimulus package?  




MR. MENAKER:  I’m just talking generally. You’ve got the stimulus package even we know that the Democratic administration is going to eliminate some of the duplication and the availability of common facilities, etcetera, etcetera.  I think we need to find out what that is and when it is.  




DR. WALLACK:  David, my understanding is that the President supposedly informed people, in reference to your question, that sometime this week or next week he was going to come out with a presidential edict that he will liberalize the whole area of what you’re talking about with embryonic stem cell research. The -- there were no specifics yet involved as the Commissioner is saying.  I would imagine, however, that common use of facilities is probably an inexpensive way to go. He doesn’t have to put any funds after that.  




So having said that there was also 6.5 billion dollars put in on the amendment from Marlin Spector into the stimulus package to NIH.  




DR. GENEL:  The total is eight and a half.  


DR. WALLACK:  Well the other two was for -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- there is 20 billion to NIH and eight and a half -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so there was between say eight and a half million dollars that supposedly is going to be made available to universities for scientific research.  But there is nothing -- there was nothing specific in that as of yet, at least that’s been published, about whether or not that’s going to come down for stem cell.  But the President, as I started off by saying, will be coming forward with supposedly doing that. He was supposed to do it last week.  Obviously he didn’t get to it.  He’s in Denver today, but supposedly in the next week or two. So the answer will be out there. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin? 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dave, I would say that the Parkinson organizations nationally are taking the position that the pressure should be put on the administration because the fear is that the President may throw the change of stem cell research into the legislative hopper rather than doing it by executive order.  So our position to the Parkinson community nationally is to e-mail, call not your representative but the President who made noises frequently about changing the Bush restrictive stem cell research policy by executive order.  And that is what I would say is my position on it that that’s where we could possibly get the best bang for the buck, as the common saying goes. 




MR. MENAKER:  I guess my final point is then who on this Committee is going to be the aggressive person to find out what and when by going to the administration or whoever.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well each of the advocacy groups are involved in doing that. Besides Parkinson’s obviously JDRF is doing that.  And it’s going to be published. I mean and each of our government relations groups for each of our advocacy organizations is, in fact, David intimately involved with that. So it’s being done as we speak.  I know we had a call for letters to the White House through JDRF last week.  And many of us, myself included, have already responded. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think CAMERA is leading that effort. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. 




MR. MANDELKERN: Yes, CAMERA is leading it, that’s the umbrella group. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any further comments?  


MR. MENAKER:  I’m sorry, Warren, who was that again?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Committee -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Commission for Advanced Medical Research.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s an umbrella group of about 50 organizations.  




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Just one comment, if the restriction was lifted today it would be about a year before it might get into the hands of researchers based on NIH deadlines and review processes. 




DR. WALLACK:  But the good think, David, is that the common use of facilities though can happen immediately. 




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  That can happen immediately, exactly.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any further comment? If not, I’ll entertain a motion to adjourn. 




DR. WALLACK:  So moved. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We stand adjourned. 




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:26 p.m.)
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