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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  Okay. I’m going to call the meeting to order.  I have no opening remarks. I would like to introduce our two new folks who are here from CI who are going to be helping us with logistics and administration.  Pamela and Chelsey.  



MS. PAMELA HARTLEY:  Hello. 




MS. CHELSEY SARNECKY:  Hello. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Welcome. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re glad you’re here and we’re glad somebody could make sense out of the telephone system because I certainly couldn’t. 




We don’t yet have a quorum so we cannot vote on Item No. 2, which is approval of the minutes.  Warren does, though -- would like to introduce a new member of the Stem Cell Committee, who is not present, but will be here at the next meeting. Would you -- 




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, thank you very much, Commissioner. I’m happy to report that we were able to recruit Dr. Arinsa Livingston, Dr. Trina Livingston-Arinsa, I believe she pronounces it. She’s an associate professor with the New Jersey Institute of Technology, PhD back in ’99, a long history of research from a lot of different funding sources. Actually the Department recruited her heavily last year trying to get her on either the peer review or the Advisory Committee because she was being considered for both she sort of fell through the cracks and didn’t get appointed to either. So we’re thrilled to have her on board.  It’s going to be a four-year appointment to replace Dr. Willy Lensch. So it’s a gubernatorial appointee.  




Besides her research she’s very involved in mentoring women into science and takes that very seriously as well.  So she only found out that she was appointed earlier this week, was going to join us telephonically for just a half hour. We thought it would be best if she joined us in person at the next meeting. So we’re excited to have her. 




And just a note for the record, Commissioner, I just passed out updated lists of both the Advisory Committee membership and contact information as well as the peer review contact information. And although it’s in a later part of the agenda I’ll just note for the record that we’re up to 13 appointees now.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to -- is there anything else you need to do?  We can see if we can handle that Item No. 6 now as far as the new appointees to the peer review.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, that’s fine. I think some of the discussion and -- prior to making any of the appointees we had contacted members of this Committee and got some good discussion going.  Certainly a consensus that folks who get appointed should be well experienced with research, should be getting funded from different funding sources, preferably somebody who has been a peer reviewer, and that we should keep copies of CV’s of everybody appointed and review them. We’ve done that.  




It’s an interesting group.  We’ve increased our participation from both Europe and California.  I’m excited about a particular Dr. Martin Puror, who was formally the head of the Australian Stem Cell Center, just recently came to USC.  He was recruited to start up a new stem cell research institute at USC.  So he’s -- he had actually agreed to work with us last year when he was still in Australia, but the time frame in the statute lapsed so we weren’t able to appoint him. 




So we have two pending appointments. One I was holding off on recommending to the Commissioner because we wanted to make sure that if Dr. Livingston wasn’t appointed to this body that she would be appointed to the peer review. That’s the list.  If you have any questions or anything we’ll be happy to share additional information about them. But so far it looks like we’ll have 15 by the time reviews are ready to go. 




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Yes, will Dr. Weiner still be the Chair?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right now he is the Chair, and we have a conference call scheduled with him tomorrow at noon our time, 3:00 his time.  So we’re hoping he maintains -- that he agrees to continue to be Chair.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  I see that Michael Carver has accepted the offer to stay on, is that right? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. There was some information that perhaps he was going to resign the Board, but we never got that from him and we’ve been in communication with all of them now so he’s still there. 




DR. WALLACK:  That’s great.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thanks to Warren’s good work we’ve had -- just a second.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  -- yes, sir. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ve had -- we have enough people on there so that it’s not all this work is going to evolve onto five individuals. And I think it’s 40 hours or less work for a person. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, last year with another -- with five persons we were told it took over a 100 hours. So if you get up to 15 with about the same volume work it would at least be more like 30, 35 hours.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  That’s just much more reasonable.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Just -- Bob Mandelkern, I just wanted to congratulate you, Warren, on this, you know, impressive roster of peer reviewers. It’s not just numbers, but the quality is outstanding from all over the country and all over the world. And you say you anticipate two more recruits?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, we’re looking to get some additional expertise and diversity in terms of areas of research expertise.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Wonderful. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Actually one thought was to go back to Dr. Eggen, who was unable to serve on this Board because of time commitments, but he’s certainly an expert and brings a different area of research specialty that would be helpful, I think, to the peer review.  So we’re going to do that.  In addition we have about five or seven outstanding letters of interest out to various folks.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Wonderful.  Congratulations.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anything further, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, I just want to welcome our new colleagues from CI, Commissioner. We had -- Marianne, and Denise, and I had a chance to go down to CI and meet. We’ve seen each other at the Yale opening since then and I think it’s going to work out great. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Great.  Dr. Canalis, did you have a comment?  




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Yes, the opposition, of course.  You know, I’m concerned that three out of 13 members of the peer review committee are junior faculty. And, you know, as I expressed in my e-mails, you know, I have pretty strong feelings that people need to have demonstrated a long term funding. It is a chronic problem with NIH peer review study sections. And you want to have established investigators, and unless these people are established investigators then I’m going to have concerns and doubts about the value of the review.  And, you know, that’s -- and I feel very strongly about that.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I saw the e-mail and I also saw the discussion back and forth between various members of the Committee so there was a consensus on that. We certainly did get copies -- I will point out that one of the five that conducted the peer review last time around was also an assistant, and there were no concerns raised with his participation at that time. So I would -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I have less difficulty with somebody with an assistant professor level who has an established laboratory and funded by a national foundation in this -- in the United States, I would expect NIH.  




MS. AMY WAGERS:  Can I make a comment here? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  




MS. WAGERS:  I guess I would ask that we not speak in generalities about these people, but maybe specifics because I think that just making general comments -- maybe you could look specifically at the qualifications of these individuals.  




DR. CANALIS:  I was not privy to their CV’s so it would be inappropriate for me to make anything but general comments.  You know, I did point out that the CV’s should be reviewed carefully. And I do not know your CV and it would be very difficult for me to comment about, you know, your track record. So I cannot comment on specific individuals. But in general terms I think if you witnessed the problems that NIH study sections have had it’s happened with inexperienced, junior ad hoc investigators.  And I have made this point before and I will make it again. And this will probably be the last time. But I think it’s going to be a shortcoming.  




DR. JERRY YANG:  I’m Jerry Yang. I’d like to make a comment on that too.  I know that federal funding agencies like NIH, USDA and NSF do invite junior faculty (assistant professor) to serve on their review committees. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we basing -- Dr. Canalis, is the faculty appointment level -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, both, the track record. I would assume that somebody who is an associate or a full professor of a department is somebody who is an established investigator otherwise he would have not or she would not have made that appointment.  See if I have an assistant professor that is an established investigator, you know, well funded I have much less difficulties. But certainly I would scrutinize junior faculty far more than senior faculty.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Not to argue with you, but my -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, that’s okay. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My -- one of my responses would be the most junior person on the page is Dr. Lensch in terms of faculty appointments.  And some of the faculty appointments are heavily politicized and sometimes people do their work at one institution and they get a faculty appointment some place else. And it kind of depends on more than just your scientific skill and expertise in some cases. I know that the system Dr. Lensch is in is very slow to promote.  And I guess you don’t get to be a professor until you maybe get a Nobel Prize or something. But I think we do need people with experience, but -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- is he funded by NIH? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  He does have several funding sources.  




DR. CANALIS:  NIH?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t have -- he’s funded by quite a bit.  I want to also -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- just a moment, please.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can respond to that, again, we appreciate the input of this Advisory Committee, but we also have certain statutory requirements that need to be met by any appointee and all of those requirements are met.  So I do appreciate your comments.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, you had a comment, Bob? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I had a comment, Dr. Galvin.  First of all, some of the people who are in the less senior category have sacrificed their careers for pro bono work in many areas and that’s why their careers may have suffered in terms of promotion. That’s point No. 1. 




And point No. 2, correct me if I’m wrong Warren, I believe every lead investigator works with the second investigator and vice a versa. There is no one person whose input gives us a -- a grade and a rank, a score and a rank, excuse me.  I’m not a NIH person. I lose the terminology sometimes.  But I think -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- it’s a two person review and then actually the entire committee -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- yes, it’s a two-person review, then an entire committee and then we certainly have expert science in our advisory committee also to overview. And I think with the competition that’s out there for peer reviewers now from various states I think this is a very admirable panel that we’ve put together. I’ve read all the vitae that were put on the website and read as much of the publications as I could possibly understand, and I found all of those references highly impressive.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think the point that Dr. Canalis was attempting to make is I think a valid one that based on his many years as an experienced investigator he has made an observation that some of the problems that the National Institute of Health has had has been -- have been secondary to having junior people without significant experience make judgments about grants. And perhaps we could ask Dr. Canalis to make a statement as to what he thinks is appropriate and include that among our criteria or at least have it as a reference point for our criteria. 




DR. CANALIS:  It’s hard. You know, I mean it’s obviously -- there are a number of subjective statements floating.  You know, I mean I’m not -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- what would you like to see happen, Ernie? 




DR. CANALIS:  I would like to have reviewers who are established investigators as documented by being funded by a major funding source such as NIH.  That is -- that would be my criteria.  So you have a track record of the funded investigator, then I would feel much more comfortable, you are an experienced person in the field.  




MS. WAGERS:  I thought -- I just want to add that I -- there is a point that it’s important for an investigator to have demonstrated the ability to win grants.  However, in some ways the -- (inaudible -- on the phone) and so I think having the criteria be that you’ve been funded by the NIH doesn’t make sense with the commission of the panel.  




DR. CANALIS:  That is not what was meant. I said the word, the word such as was missed. 




DR. YANG:  However, junior faculty can be invited, although the number of junior faculty has to be limited. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I appreciate everyone’s comments. And since I’m the appointing authority in the future I will carefully consider what’s -- what type of track record the individual has in terms of practical experience in obtaining and managing grants, and perhaps I will look at a bit secondarily at whether they’re an associate or an assistant or a full professor or whatever. I do think -- personally I think Dr. Canalis’ comments are well taken and I will keep them in mind as we appoint individuals in the future. Thank you.  


DR. GENEL:  Commissioner? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  May I make an inquiry?  Warren, how many calls did you make in order to fill the 13 slots?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, they weren’t calls they were correspondence.  




DR. GENEL:  Correspondence. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Quite a few, dozens. 




DR. GENEL:  Dozens?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  I’d say about 50.  


DR. GENEL:  50?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  It’s a very -- no, actually it’s been a very nice response. A lot of folks have responded saying they’re just too busy doing reviews or whatever.  So I would say somewhere around 50. 




DR. GENEL:  Yes, I mean there is also competition from other state -- other state programs that are also looking for peer reviewers I presume. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. I’m happy to say that two of the folks on this newly constituted committee served as peer reviewers for Maryland.  And, in fact, a couple of scientists from Connecticut served as Maryland peer reviewers as well. So there is a bit of give and take.  







COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. I think that Dr. Canalis’ point is well taken, duly made, and let us move on.  




Pamela, would you like to discuss the budget modification and the six-month fiscal reports?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Sure.  In terms of the budget modification, we received a letter from Yale University dated October 3 and the revised two-year budget. This pertains to a seed award. The project was led by or is being led by Dr. Jung. And the code number for that is 06STA02.  And at the September Advisory Committee meeting the Committee had agreed to allow a reallocation of 10 percent of the budget into indirect costs, which had not previously been in the budget.  




So what was sent was a revised two-year budget, which I have here.  And it shows indirect costs of -- actually it appears to be 9 percent, so everything looks to be in order and we have the revised budget.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any questions on it? This was the item we discussed last time about the indirect costs that were left off of one grant, and so it’s resolved. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  The status of the six-month fiscal reports.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  The six-month fiscal reports, as you know there are 21 projects.  We have received to date 13 of the fiscal reports. I’m awaiting some additional ones. Some are not due until November, and a few are actually due this month.  So by the next meeting we should have received all of them I think with the exception of one, which was not due until April.  So I can report further then. 




I’ve reviewed the 13 that we have received and I guess the only thing that would stand out is four of the 13 fiscal reports showed -- it seemed as though they were noticeably under budget.  So -- and I think that was in large part explained by delays in hiring. So once they hire these new people they’ll be back on budget, I assume.  But that was really the only thing that I’ve noticed so far.




And then also in terms of the reports the Committee, I believe, had requested a progress report on some of the larger awards namely the group project proposal, the core facility grant proposals, and the hybrid grant proposals.  So we have received all of those progress reports. They’re anywhere from one to three pages in length, and we could certainly share that with you at some point.  




We did receive one extra one actually from Yale. Although it was not required Dr. Krause submitted a progress report.  So there are a total, a grand total of five progress reports.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, I think if there are members who want to see those very early reports perhaps Ms. Hartley could send them electronically on an individual basis.  I’m not sure there’s enough longitudinal history here for them to be of great advantage this early on. But if there are individuals who would like to see any or all of them and they could communicate perhaps to Warren we’ll make sure they’ll get shipped out.  Thank you.  




We’re now on Item No. 5 and I’m going to ask Marianne to just discuss briefly Item No. 5, use of grants to fund collaborative research involving out-of-state research components.  And this -- Henry has a decision on this, but Marianne can tell you a little bit how did we get involved in -- what’s this all about?  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  Okay.  Well, this is actually an issue that looking back to almost our first meeting there was an issue about whether state funding would go to any entity or research being conducted outside of the State of Connecticut. It wasn’t strictly to be spent in the state.  And it came up again yesterday or the last month’s meeting, Nancy Rion mentioned that that had been an issue that had been brought to her attention as a couple of institutions in their letters of intent were talking about collaborations and what did that mean, and did that actually mean collaborating on the research here in Connecticut or did it actually mean sending Connecticut funding out to another entity and do the collaborating in their own backyard rather than ours. 




So at the end of that meeting it was suggested that we get some more legal advice on that, and Henry and I have had several discussions.  And at the culmination of those discussions we’ve put together a letter that was sent out to everybody, under Dr. Galvin’s signature after a discussion with Dr. Galvin, basically saying that that the money is meant for research being conducted in the State of Connecticut. Henry has looked very thoroughly at the legislative history and that the legislative intent appears to support that statement. The language in the statute supports that the research is to be done in Connecticut. 




We did indicate in the letter that if there was some very compelling reasons, some extraordinary circumstance, some piece of machinery that it made economic sense, is it going to be a one time use, it made sense to have some Connecticut dollars flow out of state because this machine was never -- it wouldn’t make sense for us to purchase that. That would be the kind of thing with justification that the Committee might look at funding. I think when you start to try on other hypotheticals you very quickly once you open the door to funding research outside of the state you’re on a very slippery slope and it becomes very difficult to draw lines.  




So then we thought we would just bring that back to the Committee for discussion, disagreements, other points of views, concerns.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think we even got to the hypothetical that seemed to be the most illustrative, for our purposes, would be a -- perhaps an out of the United States, another country who want to have an effort and do want some portion of their grant to be used to develop the grant in say Madagascar, just so we don’t offend any countries or some part -- or Sweden, which doesn’t do this stuff.  And would that be okay to send -- if they wanted a two million dollar grant and a million to spend over here or a million and a half and five hundred to spend over there, could we do that?  It was our feeling that they couldn’t. And once again if they did some sort of a -- I can’t quite think of anything they’d need as a one time thing -- would we assist them in a sense of funds. But by and large we kind of came to the opinion that it would be only an exceptional basis that we would fund something that was not in -- not within the Connecticut borders.  




MS. HORN:  The situation of funding an out-of-state, out-of-country researcher actually paying personnel costs for somebody who is a specialist in that particular area and so you might argue that the following argument could be made just as with the machinery that this was the only person who is working on this particular area of research. But I think the intent in the legislative history was to recruit people to come to Connecticut to -- if there is collaboration going on that’s wonderful, but that collaboration, the funding for that collaboration, should be advancing the research in the state and not advancing someone who may or may not ever decide to relocate here to Connecticut bringing all of that benefit with them.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie.  




DR. CANALIS:  Just to clarify, this also means that you cannot subcontract out part of the work, subcontract out of the state you cannot.  




MS. HORN:  That’s right.  




DR. CANALIS:  Just to have it on the record so we understand -- 




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Clearly going outside the state you would -- the applicant would have to really demonstrate something unique. Like, for example, someone says I want to bombard tissue with a proton accelerator and there is like one -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- it costs billions of dollars. 




MR. SALTON:  Yes, it costs billions of dollars, something like that. But if someone said, you know, I’m going to ship out 50 percent of the work to a lab in Wisconsin -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no way.  




MR. SALTON:  That’s not going to happen.  


DR. CANALIS:  Okay, fine. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, Mike had his hand up before me.  




DR. GENEL:  That’s all right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Senior faculty member.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You’re the oldest guy here.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I am the oldest guy here and I’m proud of it.  I gather, Marianne, this recommendation is for us to consider when we are voting the funds at the long end because peer review does science and ethics, we do Connecticut application to use a generic covering. So this is for our attention at the end of the road, am I correct? 




MS. HORN:  It is, but it was also because the grants are coming in in November and there were concerns by some people who were applying about, well, we’ve been talking about collaboration and encouraging people to collaborate when rubber meets the road what does that really mean in terms of where the funding can go.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So it really is our ultimate concern because peer review may or may not take that under consideration when they score and they rank.  




MS. HORN:  That’s correct. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, I’m going to tease that out a little bit further. This would not preclude our funding an application that called for collaboration with an investigator out-of-state so long as the funds for the research were used in Connecticut, is that correct?  




MR. SALTON:  Correct. So if and if somebody got money from Wisconsin to fund that partner out in Wisconsin and he didn’t put one dime into that -- into going to Wisconsin that would be -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- how would you propose to monitor that?  




MR. SALTON:  It would be through the budget. They would have to substantiate the budget and show that no personnel costs -- for example, if someone said I’m going to utilize Dr. Smith in Wisconsin his personnel costs and indirect costs and everything else could not be included in the budget they submit here.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, no, presumably a collaboration would be with somebody with an investigator who already is established and funded. I mean I would not see -- that would be the type of collaboration that I would envision.  And I would presume then the this is a -- this is not precluding funding from this program being used to support a Connecticut part of a collaboration that was outside of Connecticut.  




MR. SALTON:  Correct.  




DR. CANALIS:  As long as you do not contract any money out of the State of Connecticut. 




DR. GENEL:  Yes, right, okay. 




MS. HORN:  And I would point out -- 




DR. YANG:  -- yes, this is Jerry Yang. There are several items to be addressed in this question regarding collaboration to other states and other countries.  For example, if they are our Connecticut scientists and grantees, but they need to collaborate with experts (to learn techniques, etc.) working in other states, or other countries, can they use their Connecticut Stem Cell grant funds to travel to the collaborate, purchase the needed supplies and mail them to the collaboration labs to conduct the proposed collaboration work? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My interpretation on what the two attorneys have told me is that the money has to be spent within the state.  I think that if we, for some reason, wanted to send people, as we did to Australia, that would require a vote of the Board to decide to disperse funds for that purpose. But as far as the grants are concerned, the scientific grants the money has to be spent within the borders of the State of Connecticut.




Now if there was a -- some exceptional one time thing where there was only one individual in the world who could do the procedure and we wanted to send a trainee we’d have to consider that individually. But I think that what we’re trying to do is get a message to the potential grantees that you’ve got to spend all the money in Connecticut.  Not that we wouldn’t look at something exceptional, but that by and large don’t send us a grant saying that 25 percent will be spent in Wisconsin and 75 percent will in Connecticut because it will be rejected on a technical basis.  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Yang, in the proposal under travel it does say that funds may be requested for field work necessary for carrying out the project and up to 5,000 dollars per year, per PI to travel to conferences to present findings.  




DR. YANG:  Yes. California grants also support collaboration to invite visiting scientists to California or send California scientists to other states or countries to learn a technique under California grants budget.  This is also allowable in federal grants, foundation grants or other countries grants budgets that I reviewed. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think other than what Marianne said about -- would you read that part again about the 5,000?  




MR. SALTON:  Page nine of the draft. 




MS. HORN:  Funds may be requested for field work necessary to carry out the project and up to 5,000 dollars per year principal investigator to travel to conferences to present findings.  So there appears to be room in there to put in for funding for training as well as up to 5,000 dollars -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- up to 5,000 dollars remembering that this is taxpayer’s money. It’s Connecticut taxpayer’s money. It’s got to stay in Connecticut with the exception of reasonable exceptions. So although other entities might do it in a different way we can’t do it that way because it’s taxpayer’s obligations that they paid and they’re entitled to have the money spent within the borders of the state.  




MS. HORN:  And we looked at policies from Maryland and from California and we are consistent with those states and their state funding.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Wilt, did you have a comment?  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  I’ll start by saying that I totally agree, Bob, with your interpretation of where the money should go.  We have a meeting coming up in Boston next week on the interstate collaboration.  And it seems to me that right from the start we’ve encouraged collaboration.  We established the retreat process. We’ve -- and all of this was directed that way. Could we extend this conversation a little bit further to maybe specifically encourage and sort of talk about that at next week’s meeting at some point in the agenda so that we encourage the collaboration between states as well as -- well, let me start this way.  Remind people that we encourage collaboration within the state and then also extend it to say that we encourage collaboration if it’s possible to do so with entities outside of the state as well as long as that research is being done in the State of Connecticut.  




It would be an opportunity, I think a unique opportunity to really bring people into the process, our process if you will, and it may be a very positive outcome.  So if you’re comfortable with that perhaps sometime during that meeting we can bring this up.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m conceptually comfortable with that.  I think you have to look at what’s underneath all of this because we want to build Connecticut as the, you know, as the No. 1 and premier organization doing this kind of research. And some of that is of a competitive nature.  So we’re certainly willing to collaborate, but what we want to do is bring jobs and scientific expertise to Connecticut. So being very helpful to people and starting as Warren did the interstate collation is wonderful, but we’re really very parochial by nature of this grant and motivated for our best interest and not for anybody else’s as unscientific as that may sound. 




DR. WALLACK:  My intent would be to exactly do what you just suggested, Bob.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Any other comments?  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think in concurring with your comments we’ve been quite successful already in that the heads of both the stem cell program at UCONN and the stem cell program at Yale were recruited as the result of our leading the way with funding. So we have already been -- and I know that when we did the tour of the Yale facility that was dedicated a week ago Friday there was another outstanding scientist who had just been recruited to head some of the stem cell work from another outstanding university. I’m sure Paul remembers the name better than I do, but it was impressive to see these people who all come on board because of the funding of our stem cell research. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I do agree that we certainly want people to the state because of the grants and because of the Governor and the legislature -- legislators creating a permissive atmosphere to do this kind of work. And I dare say that the fellows at New Haven probably would have brought people anyway, but it’s a great deal of -- talking -- it’s the whole atmosphere of transparency, of collaborative science that’s -- so I think you’re correct, and I think that we have done -- done a really good job, and we’re off to a great start.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I think also it’s unfortunate that you were unable to make the opening, Commissioner. I know you tried on the way.  But the whole environment in the research lab was so uplifting, was so enthusiastic, was so -- the whole thing -- my wife looked at stem cells through a microscope which was a fascinating experience.  So the whole atmosphere from junior investigators, through junior faculty, through post-doc, through grad students the enthusiasm knocked the walls over there.  And all of it was based a lot on the establishment of this core facility and it was remarkable to experience.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Very good.  I’m going to go down next to Item No. 7. We’ve gone over peer review appointments.  Dr. Wallack is here and almost directly from Spain. 




DR. WALLACK:  Directly from Spain. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Directly from Spain.  He hardly has stopped to shave or shower. And perhaps, Milt, you could talk a little about donations and fund raising. Or you can talk about Spain and Barcelona, whatever.  




DR. WALLACK:  There really isn’t much more to report other than what was reported at the last meeting since I’ve been really out of the country for two weeks during that time.  But I do have a question that I’d like to raise at this time.  We’re being funded through the budget process.  And I just wonder in the sense of furthering, enhancing the monies available to us is it appropriate to begin thinking about whether to not we want to talk to the state about bonding for some of these monies. 




And I know we’re in an enviable position. That will stay there God willing. But in addition in a parallel fashion if we can get something very aggressively looked at through that vehicle. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, the bonding agenda did not pass, so there is no bonding program right now. And the legislature will first have to address itself to bonding for the 2008 fiscal year, which is -- we’re already five months into that.  Bonding issues are very contentious right now. And member of the group or the group can raise any kind of issue they want.  My personal advice would be that it’s probably a very poor time to approach the Bonding Commission until they finished what they’ve started -- when did they start that in May?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  At least that’s when it started getting discussed publicly.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So that bonding agenda has not yet passed.  So there will be an opportunity to present more material to the -- for the 2009 budget, but the OMB secretary has informed me that he considers 2009 will be a difficult budget year maybe due to revenue. You know, those things are all secondary to projected revenue and a whole lot of different things, how much they get in on the state income tax. But I think this will be a difficult year. I’m not sure that a bonding initiative would be successful.  




DR. WALLACK:  Is there a way that we can at least have some discussion about that to peel that out?  And if so, who would -- who would be the point person involved with doing that? Would it be one of the Committee members?  Would it be professionals?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, there is several things we can do. You know, we can certainly approach it -- approach the secretary at the Office of Management -- Budget Management and ask him what his opinions are. And they’re at the point now where they are asking us, as they do every year, what -- you know, this is a short legislative year, so they’re asking us are there things -- that if we can get you some more money are there things that your department would like to do. Simultaneously we have to submit a 10 percent -- what would we do if we got a 10 percent budget reduction.  So those two lists are being compiled right now. 




I can certainly ask Mr. Secretary Gennero what his opinions are.  That doesn’t really -- if he says I don’t want to, we don’t want to look at that that doesn’t preclude somebody making a budget option or a legislative option.  




My opinion is that we’ve done very well and we’re very far along and so we’re sort of a success, that they like to say, this is great but now we’ve got to do things about primary care, and about dentistry and about pediatric psychiatry. So it’s sort of, although we know how active this is, but it’s sort of something -- something that they’ve gone on beyond. I don’t know maybe Warren can say that in a better way than I can, but -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- I thought that was well stated.  Partly why we’re trying to maintain visibility and sustainability and growth through events like StemConn and stuff is just that to try to remind our elected officials about how vibrant our activities are, and how -- what’s going on amongst our sister states in terms of how quickly we might fall from a leadership position to the tail position. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, just as an example of that, Warren was on the Ray Dunaway show, which has got hundreds of thousands of listeners this morning. And as good a guy as Ray is, and he’s a terrific guy and he comes from a medical family, his question to Warren was kind of, heh, whatever happened to stem cells? And I heard a lot about you a couple of years ago -- what did he say, I haven’t heard much about you?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, it’s been a couple of years. Whatever happened?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s been a couple of years. Whatever happened to it? StemConn was a great initiative.  So it’s kind of that, oh boy, that’s today’s news and then Saturday morning it’s the Red Sox. 




DR. WALLACK:  Well, one follow up is, you know, we’re in the midst of trying to continue the conversations with Pfizer.  It’s -- we don’t know if we’ll get from them exactly what we’re hoping to get from them as far as participation, which means enormous dollars from them.  Perhaps what we might think about is if they don’t want to participate in the level we’d like them to if they can at least help us with an economic impact study.  Their offices are able to do that.  And perhaps that could feed into -- and this was the other side of what I was thinking about, feed into the rationale for someone like Gennero to maybe look a little bit more favorably.  




So I don’t think we have to discuss it a lot more, but maybe that’s, you know, some of the strategies that we could use as we go forward. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, that’s certainly a strategy.  And the secretary is a very careful, and responsive man, and very detailed orientated. He’s an attorney by trade, and senior senator by political affrication. And he will first ask me, in his very friendly way, about how much more money would -- do you want?  And I -- well, what do I say, another five million a year or ten million or whatever. And then he’s going to -- his next question, not to paraphrase this very bright man, but is what are you going to do with the money?  And I’d say, well, we’ll get some more grants out.  




Well, what have you done with the 20 million dollars that we already gave you?  Well, we’re working on it. Well, why don’t you -- and then he would conclude by saying, why don’t you come back when you get some results.  And I think that’s -- that is the difficulty, ladies and gentlemen, that we have with the venture capital, which is sitting at Pfizer and Wyeth, and General Electric, and Geron, and other places.  The venture capital is sitting there waiting for a product. And as long as we’re in the phase of doing research and we don’t have an identifiable saleable product we’re not going to raise much money. 




Mark Lalande pointed out to me, in his wonderful way that he has, is that some of our product is going to be selling technology to other states, i.e., somebody from Texas wants to learn how to do these procedures and so we say, sure, we’ll show you how to do that and we’ll charge you for 10,000 bucks to train two scientists or 50,000 to train three or whatever.  Or we’ll sell you stem cell lines.  But right now that’s the only identifiable product, and that’s not something that a drug alone -- you know, a big pharma or a big high tech company is going to -- is going to invest in. 




So we’re kind of at that stage where you’ve all heard me say it, we’ve used a lot of start up capital and we’ve started up, but we don’t have anything -- we don’t have anything identifiable that we can sell. And I could go down to say, Pitney Bowes, and with Milt -- he cleans up pretty well, you know, we both get new suits and all that stuff, nice ties, and go down to Pitney Bowes and they say, just a minute, Dr. Wallack.  Let me understand this. You want me to give you money to give to somebody else.  They say would you like some more coffee, Doctor. Thank you very much.  Tell me about your periodontal practice.  



So that’s not going to work until we have an identifiable product because these people won’t just give you money just to give you money.  It just doesn’t work that way.  




Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I just wanted a point of information has the bond impasse at the legislative executive level been resolved yet?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No. So, Milt, I don’t know if you were able to follow this while you were traveling, but at the moment we have a bonding impasse about past issues in the state at the legislative, executive level.  So bonding is a very delicate area at the moment to touch.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  They’re about 600 million dollars apart. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The Governor on one side and the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- the other question I would like to raise is in approaching possible contributors, collaborators, whatever one would call them I would take as an advocate, as a patient a much more aggressive point of view.  We are all waiting for product, but science doesn’t work in turning out products when the funds have only been out approximately three to four months into the hands of researchers.  What has to be solved, it seems to me, is the hope, the promise of this research, the enthusiasm of the researchers, the excellence of their science not in terms of what we can market and do a bottom line today. Because I was at a stem cell summit meeting in Boston last week and there is nothing but venture capitalists smelling, sniffing all around the place looking for product.  And you -- they were one of the three sponsors of this meeting that was attended between five and -- 500 and a 1,000 people at 500 bucks a shot registration.  




What has to be told to people is that science takes time.  Stem cells have only been around for a few years and then they were dropped because of the administration’s policy.  So you don’t wait for product. You think in terms of funding research, enthusiasm, science, and that’s what has to be sold not just bottom line to these people. And I don’t deny the importance of bottom line having run a corporation for 40 years.  But there are other things that go into the nature of our work.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Milt, and I, and Lynn and I have made the rounds and everybody -- and Myron and I have done the telephonic rounds with Geron. And they’re just simply not interested in things other than the bottom line. They -- maybe a foundation might give you a little bit of money, but we deal with foundations all the time.  We have our own foundation. It’s very difficult to get -- to get money. People who give you money want -- if you go to say, a large grocery chain and ask them for money they’ll give you money for a project, but they want a return in 18 to 20 months.  




And if you say, well this -- for instance, if we went to a large grocery retailer and said, we’d like a couple of million bucks to do obesity research and modeling of programs in pre-teens and teens particularly of Latin origin.  And they -- if they asked us when can we see results on that?  Well, maybe in 20 years.  It just doesn’t work. 




Yes, Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Commissioner, might this be an appropriate time to just remind folks about the delegation from Connecticut that’s over in -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes, go right ahead. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  In the U.K. even as we speak.  Just a reminder there was a press release that went out, but Governor Rell, the administration was invited to appoint members to a 12 or 13 person delegation that was traveling from the U.S. to the U.K., a four day series of meetings in different universities, different businesses, different elected officials. And the intent was not only to learn more about how they do business, the business of stem cell research in the U.K., but specifically to foster trans-Atlantic relationships of a business and economic nature.  




So I do think -- and our delegation is headed up by Commissioner McDonald of DECD. And it also includes Mark Lalande and Paul Pescetello. So we’ve got a group over there right now -- the Commissioner called them all together and sort of had them put together a strategy for selling Connecticut rather than just going over and saying, well, we’re good guys come on over.  They actually have put together a marketing strategy and that’s what they’re selling even as we speak hopefully.  




So I think there might be some merit in those types of collaborative efforts that are -- may not bring more money specifically in through this body, but hopefully will bring more money to the state.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So I think I would agree with Bob that this is not a good time to approach a bonding issue.  If it’s the sense of the Board I will approach the Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management and ask him what he thinks. He’s a pretty candid and straightforward individual.  




DR. GENEL:  Commissioner?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  I’m sorry, your view is blocked so I have to -- what is the status of the money for this current year, the 10 million dollars for which we just put out an RFP?  I mean is that -- is that money in the budget?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There is no indication that that money will be augmented or reduced.  But like everything else I just had -- I’m not flush with cash in my department. And I just had -- as we do every year at this time OPM asked -- the Office of Policy and Management asks us what would you do if you had to sustain a 10 percent cut?  So that’s always possible. We don’t think the 10 million will be affected. And bear in mind that they’ve had the 10 million for two and a half years, so it’s really -- it’s really 8.3 something -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- this is from the tobacco fund.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  And presumably that would be the money that would be potentially available for ’09. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. GENEL:  Potentially.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We don’t -- you know, we don’t see anything that’s coming over the horizon that would say our whole state has to take a 10 percent cut. So you’re not going to get 10 million, you’re going to get 9 million. But that’s not inconceivable. I think Henry has lived through, Mr. Salton has lived through some times where those things actually happened, but we don’t think so.  




MR. SALTON:  Warren used to have a full head of hair. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. SALTON:  It’s a 10 percent cut.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would presume to cut back to the previous point rather than the exact dollars. And the point I was trying to make, Commissioner, was that on some of these delegations I strongly believe that patients and patient’s advocates can lend a measure to these committee, not to be the dominant voice, but to be an additional voice that does move people and does bring them to see the value of the work we’re doing.  I know that that expression of sentiment on the part of many of the advocates and patient people when the public hearings were held on our legislation I know from what legislators told me personally that this testimony moved many of them in their votes.  




And I also feel strongly that this same breadth of feeling expressed to people who have purse strings is capable of moving them also.  And I would think that possibly in the future when these delegations are put together that that might be reflected in the composition of the groups.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s certainly a very appropriate series of remarks.  Bear in mind that the State Department of Public Health is a part of the executive branch of the state government. We work for -- we don’t work for the legislator we work for the Governor. And as such any initiatives we might want to undertake are overseen by the Office of Policy and Management. So I can’t just walk up and say to the  Governor, look, I’d like another few million dollars. It has to go through a process.  The legislature themselves voted overwhelmingly for this initiative. 




And you’re exactly right and that’s what I tell people is that things get done or not done on the basis of what your state legislators, the senators and the representatives want.  And if they’re sensitive to the issue, and it’s brought up then there will be a vote. And if they are enough individuals who are willing to contact their representatives and tell them how important this is then it will be a positive vote. That’s the way that things get done.  




And people who function in a legislative branch are people who might -- who by history and by nature want to be involved in the process of making political determinations and decisions. And they do so because they represent -- they stay in office because they represent their clientele or their constituents adequately. So when their constituents tell them we’d really like you to get behind this they listen because that’s what they’re supposed to do.  




So I would agree with you. I think that efforts of involved consumers to approach significant and appropriately appointed placed senators and representatives will help.  




Anything else, Milt?  




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Stem cell conference reports and announcements.  Anything Warren? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just as Dr. Wallack mentioned that we’re having the third quarterly meeting of the Interstate Alliance up in Cambridge this coming Wednesday and Thursday.  And the public invited. Certainly we’ve shared the info with the members of the Advisory Board. You’re welcome to share it with others. It’s open to the public and we’re looking forward to it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  One more. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Milt. 




DR. WALLACK:  We have on Thursday, March 27 of ’08 there will be a StemConn ’08. And it will be a miniature version of what we did in ’09 in that it will be a one-day meeting.  And it will be probably hosted at Wesleyan. And we’re very, very excited about that. And then following that in ’09 right now the dates of the last weekend -- the last week, I’m sorry, Monday and Tuesday, I think it’s the 24th and 25th, I’m not sure exactly, of March of ’09 there will be a two day StemConn going on.  So those activities are well under way. 




The Chairman of -- the new Chairperson, it will be a single Chairperson as opposed to the three, Warren, myself and Paul Pescetello that presided over ’07, Laura Grabel from Wesleyan will be chairing at least the ’08 and hopefully the ’09 also.  So I think that’s an exciting thing to be able to announce and it’s consistent with the kinds of discussions and the dissemination of information that we have just been talking about. 




That leads me to something that came up in our last meeting of StemConn and that was that there was a request that they asked me to put forward to you, Bob, and that is the date that we’re supposed to make the decision by for the next grant -- round of grants is April 1st, I believe. Is that accurate?  I think that’s accurate. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Would it be possible to consider -- which would mean Friday, the 28th as a working date, would it be possible to consider moving that date to Thursday the 27th only so that we can coordinate in a very positive way what this Committee will have done by that date and try to gain the kind of press and public acknowledgement of where we’ll be going through the next round. So that would be my question about whether or not we could push that a couple of days and coordinate the announcement with the StemConn ’08, which would be on Thursday the 27th of March.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t have any problems with moving dates around. Warren and I are fairly flexible in our schedules. I don’t know about other members of the Committee and I that’s, I think, we’d have to poll them.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner, I just say that there is a lot of variables to be able to make that kind of a commitment. It depends on peer review getting their work done by the non-mandated date. It’s just sort of date we set to try to coincide with the funding cycle.  There is all kinds of stuff having to do with the secure list serves. We can certainly shoot for it.  




Right now the meeting of this body to review applications for funding would be that meeting of March 18th. 




DR. CANALIS:  March 18th, that’s when it’s scheduled?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  Because that’s when the meeting in March is scheduled.  So we’d probably be looking if it went like last year we’d be looking at least a day, a day and a half to try to get the work done if we have the same bio.  Now maybe it can go more quickly because it’s a more -- more junior investigators this year.  So maybe it can get done in a day.  I suppose that date could be pushed back to somehow coincide with that, but that would be up to -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- well, if that would be the date that would work out well because we’re only -- we would still have ten days after that or so, nine days -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- well, we can publicize it. Just remember the news media were at your deliberations last year and they might be there -- we might not be able to keep it secret.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Gavin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think we have to keep forward the process of this Committee and if this is accurate that Pamela and Chelsey we seem to be dealing with over 93 letters of intent for 52 million dollars, which is five times the amount of money that we have to disperse. And last year we took two days to dispense and decide on applications for only three times the amount of money we had to dispense.  




It may very possibly be that the deliberative process will be very difficult this year particularly where we have achieved our objective. We have 52 seed grant letters of intent. There are six applications for core facilities.  There are eight applications for hybrids, and many applications for senior investigators.  




So just as we had some question about the numbers that we would get it is an astounding attribute to our success that we have now requests for five times the amount of money we have to distribute. And rather than saying the time should be compressed and geared to other efforts I think our main objective should be to continue the excellence of our science and granting these proposals, and give it the sufficient time and a clear agenda for this purpose. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think what we did last year was to have two days, one day and then a second day for things that we couldn’t properly decide on the first day.  We’ll do the same thing this year.  I seriously doubt that I can ask a distinguished bunch of scientists to spend three solid days reviewing them. So we’ll have to find a way to move on with this. I don’t know how many core facilities we need in a small state.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m encouraged by the number of seed grants. I think those move along pretty quickly if last year was any experience. So hopefully we’ll -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- just a point of information. Are we hopefully going to pair as we did last year a scientist and a non-science person to review the peer -- the peer review committee’s suggestions and the proposals?  I thought that was what really helped us to move well and intelligently through the process.  Do you know what I’m referring to?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think there is going to be any material difference between the way that we consider the grants this year.  We may want to -- we may want to sit and decide do we want to seriously entertain certain kinds of grants.  Do we want to change our -- change our -- the weighting of new scientists seeds grants and the like.  But we will do it the way that we did it successfully last time and we will allocate two days. But it’s very difficult to keep most of these scientists beyond a day and part of the next day because of their outside responsibilities. 




I -- the suggestion was made by one of my colleagues that there is probably going to be very little material for the November 20th meeting, which is the Tuesday before Thanksgiving when most people are traveling.  And since we won’t be considering grants until early in 2008 the December meeting is also one where we may not have a significant agenda to have people come in from out of town, out of town and out of state.  So I would -- it is my opinion that we could probably accomplish anything we needed for the November meeting electronically.  It is a very bad day because most people are traveling or getting ready to travel. 




Marianne Horn made the comment that we’ve had great attendance and it’s falling off a little bit. I think maybe folks need those two holiday dates to do their thing with their families or travel about.  And that perhaps those two meetings should be electronically done, and then meet again on January 15th. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Can’t we just get together voluntarily?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  We don’t have a quorum today.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ll take you to lunch.  




MS. HORN:  The grants will be coming in November 1st.  And CI is going to be sending around to you, they may even have some forms here today, of non-disclosure forms for folks to sign.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, I do have them. 




MS. HORN:  Great. So if anybody is here who wants to sign it it will help her out, CI out. And then as soon as the grants come in and they’re organized you would be able to have access even though you won’t be officially looking at them or voting on them for quite some time. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So with the permission of the members now present I will ask Warren to poll everyone as to whether they want to have a December meeting.  




DR. GENEL:  Before, Commissioner, and there perhaps Marianne you can -- when we tried to communicate electronically before we were advised that that constituted a public meeting. 




MS. HORN:  Yes. This would not be a meeting of discussion. This would be a meeting to just send out information.  




MR. SALTON:  I think what was intended was that the information as it came in November would just be sent electronically for your perusal, not for the purposes of any deliberation.  




DR. GENEL:  Any communication or anything. 




MR. SALTON:  Yes, it’s a one-way communication. 




DR. WALLACK:  I would endorse that we follow your prescription and not have the meetings in November and December.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, anybody else have a comment on that?  And Warren will send the electronic inquires to members who could not be here today.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Are there any absent members of the Committee who will need the six-month fiscal reports or the progress reports?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think Warren needs to poll everybody. So if you sent out a blast fax to everybody -- or a blast mail to everybody about do you want those reports?  Is there anybody here who wants those reports, any or all of those reports?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Maybe, Commissioner, we could work collaboratively with CI since they’re in possession of those and get all the joint correspondence regarding them.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure. It would just be the Board members who are not present here today.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we’re talking what seven people?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Eight. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Eight. Okay.  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Yang, you’re not on the phone, right?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is there any hope that the membership of the Advisory Committee will be filled out to where it can go because we’re seriously under manned now. I can see us having problems having quorums. Is there any hope of getting us to the full 16 plus our esteemed Chairman, His Highness?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There are two vacant positions as you point out, Bob. And I know that the Department has been in touch with the appointing authorities for those two outstanding vacancies and we’ve provided recommendations.  So -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I think it’s the same individual has got to appoint both?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No. One is by Senator McKinney.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Who is now in the leadership position in the Senate. And the other was, I believe, Senator Williams because I believe he appointed Dr. Eggen. And we actually provided him with the name of a very distinguished professor also from Harvard. So -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I spent some time with him yesterday. He wanted some information so I can probably request it again.  We have pursued this with great diligence to the point where the legislative assistants tell us, please, don’t call again.  He or she is aware of your needs and when they have a chance to do the appropriate review they will get back to you, but do not call me again. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  What about the replacement for Dr. Lensch?  Has that been filled?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, that’s -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- that’s the one -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- that’s Dr. Arinsa.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Canalis. 




DR. CANALIS:  For the peer review as well as for this Committee, at one point I had raised the possibility of people from UMASS. I mean it’s much closer to Hartford than Boston. And cell biology at UMASS, you know, is a very reputable department.  Was that ever pursued?  I mean -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- basically we pursued -- we did get a number of specific recommendations from members of this Committee as well as some members of the peer review committee who were making their own recommendations where they recommended specific names, and those were the folks that we pursued.  




DR. CANALIS:  Do I need to provide specific names or -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- well, I mean -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- Gary Stein is chair of cell biology at UMASS.  I’m just looking for alternatives outside Boston, you know, closer. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we’ve got the names. And then what we do when we get the names and the background Warren usually googles them up, and gets the background, and then if they appear appropriate we send them letters and say, would you be interested. And then we get a list of people and we send it over to the appointing authorities, and that’s where it is.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’d be happy to contact Dr. Shein, is that his name?  




DR. CANALIS:  Gary Stein. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Stein. 




DR. CANALIS:  He’s chair of cell biology and he is basically a cell biologist.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  What’s happened is sometimes it’s helpful if somebody knows somebody.  




DR. CANALIS:  I know Gary well.  You can give -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- can I give your name? 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay, great.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m just giving you alternatives.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s great. I’ll do that tomorrow.  




DR. CANALIS:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have some time for public comment, but I first want to let CI know that in November we’ll only need one sandwich and one soft drink.  


DR. CANALIS:  Turkey though.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want a cookie?  







DR. CANALIS:  I’m not sure. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No cookie, okay. Is there any public comment? 




MS. HARTLEY:  I just have a question. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Maybe Marianne can answer it. We talked about non-disclosure forms, the conflict of interest forms. Does this Committee have to sign off on those as well? 




MS. HORN:  They do, but we do that at the later date once they’ve actually gotten assignments and they’ve looked at the grants in more detail then they can let us know if they have a conflict, which grants they won’t be voting on. We put it together in a chart.   We need to have a quorum for each one of the grants.  The non-disclosure is the most important thing right now and then I have one right here. If anybody else wants to give me one or give them to Nancy, or Pam rather.  And we can start moving on that. And you’ll send us out something the grants have arrived. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner, most of the turkey -- all these applicants are UCONN which is going to -- it might create a problem.  Well, I mean I have -- I just noticed that. I have not thought about it, but like you and I are in conflict with virtually every -- we’re in conflict, we might as well not come on March 18th.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, UCONN sent in how many applications?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It was about a two to one ratio.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That was deliberate. Yale explained that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Yale decided they’d send in -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that’s okay, that’s not the issue.  The issue is I think we need to be very careful about forum and things like that because -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- you can’t vote, I can’t vote, Gerry can’t vote on UCONN.  




DR. CANALIS:  We’re down three for a quorum.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It does go to Bob’s point that we need to get those vacancies filled. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ve gone personally on one of those things twice and they tell me they’ll get to it, and then I get a back message from my legislative liaison, you know, we think you’re annoying.  You’re annoying us.  




Do we have any public comments?  Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  One question, Chelsey, is this up to date?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is -- 




MS. SARNECKY:  -- as of yesterday.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anything else?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Move for adjournment. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re adjourned. 




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:31 p.m.)
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