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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  I will call the meeting to order.  Please be aware that we are recording and transcribing the proceedings.  Post Recording Service is transcribing the proceedings.  Connecticut Innovation is recording the proceedings today and CTN is recording it by television so that it will be available for people who are not here and would like to view the proceedings.  I’m instructed to tell you to please make sure you speak into the lower of the two mics., the one that is not labeled CTN, when you have a question to ask, but also it would be greatly to the advantage of our transcriber if you would identify yourself when you speak.




I’m Dr. Robert Galvin.  I am the Commissioner of the Connecticut Department of Health.  By statute I am the Chairman of this Committee and responsible for convening the meeting.  I’d like to make it clear that I am not a stem cell scientist, I am a flight surgeon and a primary care physician by training and certification and I am -- will rely on information and skill given to me by others who are on the Committee.




Before we start on any formal proceedings I would like to go around the room and have everyone introduce themselves so that our audience know who is here.  Can we start at the upper right -- to my upper right please?




MS. DEB LINCOLN-SMITH:  Deb Lincoln-Smith, I’m the stenographer.




MR. ARNOLD BRANDYBERRY:  Arnold Brandyberry with Connecticut Innovations.




DR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m Warren Wollschlager, Chief with the Office of Research and Development with DPH.




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  I’m Willie Lensch.  I’m a Research Fellow at Children’s Hospital Boston where I work on embryonic and adult stem cells and I’m a member of this Committee.




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  I’m Milt Wallack.  I’m co-chair of the Connecticut Stem Cell Coalition.




DR. MYRON GENEL:  I’m Myron Genel.  I’m a Professor Emeritus of Pediatrics at Yale University and I’m enlisted at Yale Child Health Research Center.




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  I’m Marianne Horn.  I’m with the Department of Public Health in the Office of Research and Development, Director of Legal Services.




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Henry Salton, Office of the Attorney General.




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  I’m Charles Jennings.  I’m a former researcher, former editor, and former executive director of the Harvard Stem Cell Institute.




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  I’m Ernie Canalis.  I’m professor of medicine at the University of Connecticut and I’m Director of Research at St. Francis Hospital in Hartford.




DR. XIANGZHONG JERRY YANG:  I’m Jerry Yang.  I’m professor and founding director for the Center for Regenerative Biology at the University of Connecticut and a member of this Committee representing State of Connecticut Industry and Technology Department.




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  I’m Julius Landwirth.  I’m the Associate Director of the Yale Interdisciplinary Center for Bioethics and a member of this Committee.




MS. NANCY RION:  I’m Nancy Rion from Connecticut Innovations.  I’m director of Technology Initiatives and staff for the Committee.




MR. RUSSELL TWEEDDALE:  Russell Tweeddale of Connecticut Innovations.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Denise, could you start another round as we go around the periphery and identify everyone?




MS. DENISE LEIPER:  I’m Denise Leiper with the Department of Public Health, Office of Research and Development.




MS. CATHERINE KENNELLY:  Cathy Kennelly, Chief of Administration, Department of Public Health.




MS. STACY OWENS:  Stacy Owens, Ethics Liaison for the Department of Public Health.




DR. JOHN ELLSWORTH:  John Ellsworth (phonetic), Department of Psychiatry, Yale University.




FEMALE VOICE:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.), Department of Psychiatry, Yale University.




DR. BOB RUDOLPH:  Bob Rudolph (phonetic), Department of Pharmacology and Psychiatry, Yale University.




DR. ANDY WEGMAN:  Andy Wegman (phonetic), neuro-surgery resident and Research Fellow in Biomedical Engineering at Yale University.




MALE VOICE:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




MR. BILL HATHAWAY:  Bill Hathaway with the Hartford Courant.




MR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  Paul Pescatello (phonetic), I write in CURE, Connecticut United for Research Excellence.




MS. NANETTE CHAR:  Nanette Char (phonetic) with Char Consulting.




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  I’m Lynn Townshend.  I’m Executive Assistant to Commissioner J. Robert Galvin and Communications Manager of Department of Public Health, Office of Communications.




MR. MARK HAROWITZ:  I’m Mark Harowitz (phonetic).  I’m a professor of orthopedics at Yale.




FEMALE VOICE:  Maria (indiscernible, too far from mic.).  I’m with the Connecticut Department of Public Health.




MR. KEVIN RAKIN:  I’m Kevin Rakin from Genaissance Pharmaceuticals and Clinical Data.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And a special welcome to Kevin Rakin and also to Dr. Jennings, who are attending their first -- their first meeting with us.  Welcome gentlemen.




MR. RAKIN:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We welcome your expertise and your experience.  We have a rather extensive agenda today followed by an informational session.  We may need additional or follow up meetings.  We don’t want to rush anybody or rush any of the items.  We will continue the meeting later if we can’t finish by the 3:00 o’clock deadline when we begin the second meeting.




In your folders, labeled minutes, are the minutes from the last meeting and if you’d kindly take a few moments and peruse those and then we will see if we can adopt those.  Presumably everyone’s had an opportunity to look at the minutes of the meeting and I’m advised that only those members who were present for the last meeting can vote on this particular item.  I need a motion to adopt the minutes of the last meeting if that’s the pleasure of the group.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I need a second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any discussion?  All in favor?




DR. WALLACK:  Just a couple of minor things.




COURT REPORTER:  You need to identify yourself.




DR. WALLACK:  Milt Wallack.  In item number two, bullet four, the awards is to be made on or after July 1st, but it states here July 1st.  I thought that my recollection was that we talked about our goal being June 1st.  We wanted to go forward as of July 1st or -- if anybody else has that same recollection I don’t know what you want to do with that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My understanding was 30th of June.  Was that correct Warren?




DR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  My recollection -- Dr. Warren Wollschlager.  My recollection is that there’s 30 -- anytime after the 30th of June.




DR. YANG:  I have a point too.  I’m Jerry Yang.  On number 11, in the last meeting we discussed the letter to be sent to public including Connecticut industry and Paul volunteered to provide a list of Connecticut industries not just universities.  Number 11.  Letters.  Letter will be sent from Commissioner Galvin to universities presidents, major hospitals, non-profit foundations informing them of grant application.  It should be also non-profit industries also.




MR. SALTON:  Mr. Wallack, did you want to move to amend the timeline, the date, on number two?  It’s supposed to be June 30th or July 1st?




DR. WALLACK:  The supporting documents I think also talk to the issue of the end of May, May 30th or June 1st.  I mean, it’s not a big thing, but I just wanted to know for the clarity and, you know, for definition if we wanted to change that.  So if the Committee feels that there’s a reason to do that I would move to do that, to amend it.




MR. SALTON:  Well can it -- the minutes reflect what the discussion was.  Whatever -- these are again, anticipated, but what was the discussion, the time the minutes were taken, that’s the critical factor.  So if you want to change it there would have to be a motion to amend it to a specific date.




DR. WALLACK:  Since I brought it up for what it’s worth I would then move to amend it.




MR. SALTON:  To what date?




DR. WALLACK:  To June 1st is my recollection.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.  So there would have to be a second then.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any discussion?  All in favor signify by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Carried.  Any opposed?




DR. GENEL:  I’m opposed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Majority carries and we will amend that to read 1st of June.  Now moving along to -- I’m not sure I understood your question Doctor.




DR. YANG:  The question of number 11 for letter.  Letter will be sent from Commissioner Galvin to university presidents, major hospitals, non-profit foundations informing them for the grant application.  In our last meeting we also mentioned non -- or for profit companies in Connecticut, industry.  And Paul volunteered to give a list of all of the Connecticut companies, actual potential entities for applications.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That was done.  This meeting was also noted in three separate newspapers that cover the breadth of the State.




DR. YANG:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes sir?




DR. GENEL:  May I just raised a question regarding the text of the minutes per se?  I look upon these more as an outline rather than as a true minutes of the meeting.  Is this the style that is common for public meetings in Connecticut or is it possible to have a -- is there a transcript available of that meeting and would that not be -- represent the minutes rather than what I see as an outline?




MR. SALTON:  These are typical minutes that we see of public meetings.




DR. GENEL:  These are typical?




MR. SALTON:  Yes they are.  But obviously today there’s going to be a transcript of today’s meeting and the Committee may consider that as a step for future meetings as well.




DR. GENEL:  I mean, my problem is I think that while the items here may in fact be accurate they do not -- they do not reflect the texture of what was discussed very well and I would prefer to see more complete -- more complete minutes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re transcribing this meeting verbatim and that can certainly become the foundation for the complete part of the minutes.




DR. GENEL:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  Charles Jennings.  If we have agreed to amend the award date from July the 1st to June the 1st that raises two questions.  One, do we also bring forward the Peer Review Committee’s deadline in order to preserve the same amount of time for subsequent -- I’m in item two now, third bullet point.  And then under item three it says, date of completion for developing and implementing application process is June the 30th but obviously that will be moot if we’re setting ourselves a more aggressive deadline here.




MS. RION:  If I could clarify that for you.  My -- our understanding is that we would try to announce the decision of the Peer Review and the Advisory Committees by June 1st and by July 1st we would try to get the money out to the institutions.




DR. JENNINGS:  I see.  I see.  Okay.




MS. RION:  Does that clarify that?




DR. JENNINGS:  That clarifies my second question.  But the first question is whether we want to bring the deadline for the Review Committee earlier to reflect the one they’ve just -- I’m sorry, to give us an additional month of time to review whatever input they give to this Committee?  The answer might be no, but --




MS. RION:  I think perhaps we can leave these minutes as recorded and that will be a discussion that we need to have later in terms of this timetable and whether it’s really going to work.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  If not, I’ll entertain a motion to accept the minutes as submitted with the understanding that we will further discuss timelines in the informational meeting later on today.  Do I have a motion?




DR. CANALIS:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So moved.  Second?




DR. GENEL:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All opposed -- all in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The vote is carried.  There’s several action items from our last -- the last meeting.  Several recommendations were discussed but not adopted by vote and I will raise for the record the following.  The recommended adopting Robert’s Rules of Order for meetings, we indicated that telephonic or video attendance is acceptable for Board members who cannot -- Committee members who cannot be physically present for the meeting.  These meetings are public with public notices beforehand.  Board members are reminded they are public officials and must follow the code of ethics.  The Department of Health will contact the State Ethics Commission regarding conflict of interest and ethical issues raised by the Committee.




We need a motion to adopt these recommendations on behalf of the Stem Cell Advisory Committee.  Do I hear a motion?




MR. RAKIN:  Moved.




DR. GENEL:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Carried.  Next, we will have a summary of the statutory principles, Marianne Horn is going to take care of that.  I will remind all of you that it will be very helpful if you will identify yourself when you speak on each and every occasion so the transcriptionist can note that.  Please be aware that these microphones are live and should you want to tell the person next to you a joke or make a comment it gets transcribed.  So it’s best to hold that until we’re outside the room.  Marianne?




MS. HORN:  Thank you Commissioner.  I put together a summary of statutory principles that are drawn primarily from public law that we went over fairly quickly last week and I thought this would provide you with all of your obligations and responsibilities on the Committee that are set forward in a couple of different places in the bill in one spot.  It’s nothing that is mandatory, but again, I just thought it might be helpful for the Committee to have some of the framework that we have been discussing about how the meetings will be run in a two page document in front of you.




So it goes to the name of the Committee, it’s mission, which was taken from the Public Act, the membership, also taken from the Public Act, and what we do in the event of a vacancy.  It goes over the Committee’s responsibilities, and again, these are drawn from several different areas in the Act.  Not only are you to develop the application and review the applications, but you also have responsibilities in terms of promoting stem cell research in the state, promoting and attracting stem cell businesses and really going at part of the economy.




You have to monitor the stem cell research and submit a report to the Governor in 2007 and annually thereafter on the amount of funds that have been expended.  So these are things to keep in mind as we clear the hurdle of getting the application done, which everybody is very focused on but that your mandate is really broader than that.  So we’ll move onto that in subsequent meetings.




One of the issues that those of us behind the scenes have been talking about, and I think it’s on the agenda for today as well, is that sometimes a Committee of this size and spread out across the state may need to break down into some work groups to look at issues such as how we’re going to handle intellectual property.  Some of those -- how we’re going to do fundraising and promoting and so that will be on the agenda.  It’s in there just so that we don’t lose sight that we may need to break into other groups.




It goes over the meeting structure, the dates and locations.  There’s nothing that’s set in statute about how many times we have to meet once we clear the statutory hurdle of meeting once.  So we may meet frequently here and then less frequently and as needed.  If the Commissioner is not here to preside we need to talk about who is going to take over.  I suggest in here that you should elect a vice chair to preside at the meetings and then open to discussion.  If you want to have someone permanently as the vice chair or do that as the need arises.




It has the attendance which is spelled out in the Act and the quorum, which Attorney Salton went into in some detail.  Again, the fund will provide just that Connecticut Innovations is the administrative support for your committee and your primary contact there would be Nancy Rion and we’re going operate under Robert’s Rules.  So if there’s any discussion on that again, it’s not -- this is not mandatory.  I know that California had established bylaws and so in Connecticut we have to -- if we do it in bylaws we have to do that by regulation, which would definitely slow us down.  These will just give us one common framework to operate under.  Is there any discussion on that?




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, at what point in these procedures is it proper for us to discuss having a vice chair?




MS. HORN:  I think you could do that at anytime.  You could do it -- I would think you would want to do that before the need arises, before you’re unavoidably absent or unexpectedly absent.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Then we -- should we make that part of the statutory principles or make it a separate pack?




MS. HORN:  You could spell it out in more detail here if you would like.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s the sense among the Board members, are you ready to discuss that or would you care to wait until later on in the meeting?  I think it might perhaps be a little -- since we have two brand new members it might perhaps be a little more equitable if we all got to know each other a little bit better and perhaps because of the geography and time available, etcetera, of all the members that we should make it an intelligent decision about a vice chair.




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, just for clarification in the principles, item number nine, Administrative Support --




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  -- my question has to do with item number three and could you clarify what is meant by executing the documents of -- and I’m asking that because it’s my sense that the Advisory Committee -- that the Department of Public Health is the -- has the ultimate responsibility as an agent for the State in going forward with the grants and therefore I would imagine in doing so they would be signing the documents, vis-a-vis the grants.  So I’m a little confused with what that particular item means.




MS. HORN:  It is a little confusing.  The Commissioner is directed to make grants from the -- grants and aid from the fund.  However, the Connecticut Innovations has been given (indiscernible, coughing) to execute a (indiscernible, coughing) agreement, so once the grant has been given out C.I. will negotiate and execute those kinds of agreements that are necessary to get the funds out and provide adequate oversight for the money.




DR. WALLACK:  C.I. is going to provide the oversight?




MS. HORN:  Correct.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s not my understanding. My understanding is that the Advisory Committee has responsibility for going forward with the recommendations on the grants and also in the statutes -- in the bill itself it talks in terms of the Advisory Committee then monitoring or in other words, my interpretation being the overseeing of those grants.  So I guess I’m confused about the responsibility.  Now I know that Warren is going to be -- by the agenda is going to be bringing up the role of the Advisory Committee in a little while.  So would you prefer that we defer this discussion until Warren’s presentation?




MS. HORN:  I think that will fill in some of the areas in the law are overlapping.  And I think that the role that Connecticut Innovations provides as support to the Advisory Committee is in the support role, but the law does say that they execute assistance agreements.  That precludes the committee from being comfortable with what those agreements are and having input into what they are and you certainly have oversight responsibility for the research and filing reports annually with the Legislature indicating the status of the research and the amount of money that has been handed out to date.  So we really have to read the law in layers.




So that would -- we can have further discussion on that.  This is just setting forth what the law say and I think there’s going to be a number of different discussions where we have to really thoroughly discuss how the law is going to actually unfold.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Mr. Chairman, along those same lines, number two in section nine says that C.I. will be reviewing such applications.  I know it says that in the statutes as well.  Does that mean reviewing for completion or reviewing for content or would there be recommendations coming, from what sense is this reviewing?




MS. HORN:  Again, we haven’t had detailed discussions with this and with C.I., but my sense about it is that it would be more of a procedural type of review and they would bring it in if it would spare the Committee having to get blanks that are incomplete and making sure that everything is there and legible and getting it out to Committee members.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if I might comment that my understanding is that the Committee Chair is the Commissioner of Health, namely myself, but beyond that the apparatus that we put together to make these things work and convene the meetings is an executive function and Mr. Wollschlager has been involved in that basically full time for several months as had Attorney Horn and Denise Leiper and we have several other employees who have been involved on anywhere from a quarter to a half time.  So we’ve -- I’ve felt that it was our duty as -- my duty as the Executive Agent to put together an appropriate group of experts within the Department to facilitate the process.




As I said a little bit earlier, I’m not qualified to pass out on stem cell research or whether it’s appropriate or whether it’s being duplicated someplace else or whether it’s already been done and the like.  And my medical specialties are very far afield from what these other various gentlemen do and I am here to help as an executive person with an executive agency to facilitate the process, but I am not going to make decisions on the science in the presence of such eminent scientists that we have sitting here at the table.




MS. HORN:  The other area where the overlapping of the law and the role of the Advisory Committee is going to come up, and I know Warren is going to talk about this more with the Peer Review Committee when they make scientific and ethical recommendations to the Peer Review -- to the Stem Cell Research Committee and there will have to be your input in there in addition to that.  Many of you are scientists, there’s going to be some overlapping of responsibilities there.




So this document was really to put together for you all of your roles and responsibilities in one spot.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And now we need a motion to adopt the principles as written and as presented by Attorney Horn.  Do I have such a motion?




MR. WALLACK:  Question first.  Since the question came up about administrative responsibilities, which implies the responsibilities of the -- of our group, of the Advisory Committee, and since we’re going to be having a discussion specifically in a few moments about the role of the Advisory Committee would it be more appropriate to adopt the principles after we’ve had the discussion on the role of the Advisory Committee?  It’s just a question.




FEMALE VOICE:  I agree.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Fine.  You’re up Mr. Wollschlager.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you very much Chairman Galvin.  Again, I’m Warren Wollschlager and I’m Chief of the Office of Research and Development --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m going to interrupt Mr. Wollschlager for just a moment and say there’s been an enormous amount of high quality work on this and basically full time for several months and Attorney Horn has basically been doing this full time for about 90 days and Denise Leiper has been helping Warren for several months.  So what Warren is going to present today is a distillate of -- distilling of many months of work, phone calls, emails, literature searches and the like.  So he’s certainly very well informed on the field of -- and without further ado I’ll let him speak.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- thank you again.  We’ve been tasked by the Commissioner, it’s really coming out of his skin, there are no resources in the Department dedicated other than those that Dr. Galvin made available.  So we certainly appreciate the fact that he has cast the Office of Research and Development with operationalizing Public Act 05-149.




Now to go to the points raised by Attorney Horn in her principles, first of all, I want to point out that the principles as written came directly from the law.  So a lot of the points that are raised for discussion really are going to lead to the direction that the advisory body is going to take in interpreting and implementing the law because the law is the law and it says what it says.  And so for instance, with your comments Dr. Wallack with respect to C.I., that’s specifically articulated and extracted from Section 3F of the law.  So you can’t really change the language of the law as written and that’s what we’re up to discussing now.




I wanted to go back to Section 4 of the summary of statutory principles that Marianne presented.  And what she’s done here is extract from three different sections of the law and put it all in one place the statutory provisions outlining your responsibilities as members of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee.  And it’s more than simply figuring out who gets the money and figuring out a way to get the money.  It’s much broader.  We’ve talked to some of you about that when we were recruiting you to be members.  But if you want to just walk through them you’ll see that sure enough you have to develop an application process as you all know and as we will bring up for discussion later.




We’ve got so much broader responsibilities as well in terms of developing the donated funds program, stimulating economic growth within the department -- within the state of Connecticut, the bio-medical field and really leveraging the dollars -- the public dollars that are being brought forward to support stem cell research in the state.  You have an explicit statutory requirement to go to Dr. Yang’s point earlier to improve and promote both for profit and not for profit embryonic and human adult stem cell research in Connecticut.  And that’s a fairly broad charge, but certainly is going to require a lot of discussion and a lot of work.  And then again, you have to go back to the whole issue of monitor -- deciding who gets the money and then monitoring it.




As the Commissioner pointed out, a lot of us have been working on these issues trying to flesh them out since the bill was enacted back in June and we can only go so far without guidance and direction from the members of the Advisory Committee.  But the one thing that we have done is begun working in small groups on these various issues, not all of them, but certainly we’ve been spending a lot of time talking about marketing for instance.  Marketing the stem cell research program in Connecticut.  Marketing Connecticut as a -- as a center of excellence, a future center of excellence for stem cell research internationally.




We’ve also been looking at things like branding and looking at things like fundraising and looking at things like, you know, a whole host of nine or 10 different activities that we’ve been working with Connecticut Innovations on.  So our thought was to bring to the Committee the responsibilities that are articulated in the law and bring up for a matter of discussion how do you see yourselves discharging your statutory responsibilities under this law and how can we help you?




When I say, we, we’re talking about staff of the Department of Public Health, staff of Connecticut Innovations, we’re both in the law.  As well as the whole body of folks who are very interested in supporting stem cell research in Connecticut.  That could include everybody as broadly as the Connecticut Stem Cell Coalition membership.  We’ve also talked about bringing together interested parties from throughout the world in a Connecticut Stem Cell Steering Council within the Office of Research and Development.  A lot of folks were interested in helping, just couldn’t either for whatever reason couldn’t serve on the Committee or couldn’t make that commitment but want to lend their name and expertise and experience to really marketing and developing Connecticut’s program.




So, you’ve got the list of your responsibilities.  We have been working in small sub-groups, almost subcommittees, but absent any representation or direction from this esteemed body.  So I bring that forward for your attention Commissioner and would like to see if there’d be discussion in the arena.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes sir?




DR. GENEL:  I’d like to know, Warren, can you share with us the work groups, the separate work groups that you have developed?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The ones we’ve -- the ones we’ve spent the most time on have been one specifically for coming up with marketing and we saw that very broadly to include some specific tasks such as development of a web page, but also more broadly how do we market Connecticut as a place to attract the stem cell research community here.  So that’s one of the areas we’ve worked on.  We’ve looked at the funding.  We’ve begun -- just begun preliminary talks about how do we identify alternative sources of funding besides the public dollars.  We’ve also just -- we also have come up with for want of a better word, and these don’t all have official titles, but almost like an economic development committee where you’re looking at more than just fundraising, you’re looking at leveraging, the leveraging of the $100,000,000 that are being put forth through public dollars, how to leverage those dollars to build up the bio-tech community here in the state.




So those are some of the biggest ones that we’re working on right now.




DR. GENEL:  Have you done anything in terms of the ethical issues within the agency?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Not -- we’ve done quite a bit as you’ll hear under -- except for the agenda item since the last meeting Dr. Genel, but we don’t have a specific subcommittee working on it.  But that’s just the kind of discussion we were hoping to generate with this agenda item.  What should be the areas of focus?  Sure, we have to get the applications going, we have to get the dollars out, but there’s a lot more to this bill besides that.




MR. RAKIN:  Kevin Rakin.  I’m still confused what Connecticut Innovations does and what you do or the Department of Public Health does.  You know, you’re making a very good point that it’s beyond the grants and applications, I mean, so for instance, this marketing of the state of the stem cell -- have you got a subgroup that is from both agencies?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We do.  I mean, when the bill passed it had language in there specifically identifying Connecticut Innovations as the administrative staff of this group and that’s in Section 3 for those of you who have -- well, you have copies of the bill with you.  The Department is involved primarily through the fact that by statute our Commissioner is named as Chair of this body and we’re the executive branch representative and will have some involvement in the passing through of the dollars.




That being said, we began meeting weekly with Connecticut Innovations as soon as the law passed and started trying to first identify the tasks that needed to get done including identification of members of the various committees.  The Commissioner did have responsibilities for committee appointment.  But when it comes to providing administrative support to this body that’s really Connecticut Innovations.  If that answers your question.  And I don’t mean to speak for Connecticut Innovations, but -- you seem perplexed Kevin.




MR. RAKIN:  Yeah.  Well, the way I think about it the Committee has to delegate to somebody like, let’s develop a plan, right?  I mean, the Committee doesn’t have -- it’s not putting any day to day analysis like you’re putting in.  Obviously it’s appreciated it.  So I understand Connecticut Innovations’ role, the money, you’ve made a very good point this is much broader.  So I’m still confused.  Who does the Committee turn to to say, is it you, would they say, well Warren, you’re in charge of developing a plan or is it through the Commission or is it Connecticut Innovations?  I mean, who presents -- who distills a plan that the Committee discusses into reelection points and executes it?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, to the extent that we’ve come up with as our first priority development of an application, because that is statutorily defined in terms of a deadline so we took that as our number one priority.  C.I. took it upon themselves to -- with leadership from Nancy Rion and her colleagues to come up with the application, which you have in your package.  That being said, that’s been vetted numerous times through agents of the Department of Public Health.




DR. WALLACK:  Mr. Chair?  Just to pursue one of the points that was brought up Marianne with you before.  And I’m aware of what the bill says and that was why I actually brought up the subject and I’m glad we’re discussing it now.  And I think it’s important to codify where we are at this point so that there’s no confusion going on.  On page five of the document, E, line three, it talks about -- talks about establishing our responsibility, the Advisory Committee’s responsibility to establish and administer what is going forward.  And then item four it talks in terms of then monitoring also.  That’s pretty clear.




If it’s our responsibility to establish and administer and then -- and the ongoing monitoring it seems -- it seemed to me at least that the execution of those documents, or the reason I talked about before, especially since the Department of Public Health and Chairman Galvin is in a sense an agent of that process, might better to consider to go through the Department of Public Health to reside there?  I’m aware of what Warren talked about in Item F and that’s where the confusion lies, because if I read item three where it talks about preparing and executing any assistance agreements I can -- just as we talked about getting the application ready for us, vis-a-vis Kevin, they were going to be doing that, if my first premise is correct could this then not mean also that what we’re asking C.I. to do is not in fact execute the signing of the documents but in fact executing the preparation of the assistance of bringing this?  So that’s where I’m confused.




I know exactly what it says here but I think there’s confusion in the intent, vis-a-vis E, as opposed to F.




MS. HORN:  Yeah.  I think it is somewhat confusing the way it is written and the way the responsibilities overlap and I think that it is something that we’ll have to have through discussions whether we’re going to go with an absolute literal reading of the law or I think there’ll probably be able to come to some kind of accommodation where everybody thinks it’s cooperative and collegial and so on and we all are reviewing one another’s products and I anticipate that that will go forward that way.  But it may be because of the wording of the bill the actual execution has to be done by somebody at C.I. after everybody from DPH and the Committees have weighed in and are comfortable with it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And once again, the -- no one else at the Department of Health is mentioned in the bill except myself and it has been my executive decision to involve Mr. Wollschlager, Ms. Horn and Ms. Leiper and the other -- several people in order to complement what I thought were the strengths of Connecticut Innovation by fleshing out the body of this work with people who were like Ms. Horn as a healthcare attorney, a healthcare administrator, an anesthetist and other people within the Department -- within the Department.  It was my -- and that’s the way I’ve interpreted and with some help from some of the others seated here at the table that I interpreted our role as to get the project going and to supplement and complement skill sets and administrative sets as designed within Connecticut Innovations.




So I see it more as a combined effort.  I certainly didn’t foresee it as something where I would sit back and say to Connecticut Innovations, well, when you select the committee and have the meetings I’ll be the Chair, which is all it says in the statute is I’m the Chairperson.  We’ve taken on a much more aggressive and I think complementary role.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?  Genel again.  Would it be fair to summarize this as saying that the administration of the process will be primarily seated at C.I., but the policy aspects of the process will be primarily at Public Health?  I mean, it’s a somewhat artificial distinction, but I think it seems to me that that is in essence what we’ve been -- what we’ve been talking about.  You clearly have established a collegial relationship between the two agencies that at this point seems to be working quite effectively.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, Dr. Genel, it’s my impression that the evaluation of projects and the scientific and technical nature of making decisions would fall within the purview of this Committee and as overseen by the Peer Review Committee and that the executive -- the executive function handling -- the functional functions and handling those ends of the transactions would reside with Connecticut Innovations.




Once again, the Department of Health has no direct charter to be doing this.  It has my interpretation based on my being Chair of the Committee that in order to keep the project viable and moving along at an appropriate rate that I would have to divert Departmental resources and all these resources are diverted from other portions of the Department.  So I have several people working full time and I have -- for no appropriation.  But it is not per se a Department of Health project.  So I’m quite comfortable with this -- with the Committee making decisions about the science and the appropriateness of a science with review by a Peer Review Committee and in letting Connecticut Innovations handle the administrative and financial end of disbursing and being the watchdog for funding.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman?  Jerry Yang.  I have a question concerning Warren’s statement referring rest of the paperwork for the qualified entity for the institute for the application of the state stem cell research grant.  And of course my statement I basically feel that any entity -- based on number six, any entity that conduct bio-medical research or embryonic or human adult stem cell research.  And of course I said that based on my representation for the state industry and technology workforce when you say need more discussion can you refer that to me?  I don’t really know what it means, more discussion.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I -- the point I was making specific to developing both the private -- profit and non-profit sectors of the stem cell research community, again, that’s a specific requirement of the law you look to eligible institution, as you point out Dr. Yang and it does specifically identify any entity conducting bio-medical as being eligible to apply for this.  My sense in terms of additional discussion was how does the Advisory Committee intend to discharge it’s statutory responsibilities in this arena?




DR. YANG:  Responsibility of?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Of promoting stem cell research within the for profit and not for profit community.




DR. YANG:  That’s for the review process, the application, right?  If they are qualified to apply.  And I think whether they can do it or not is next stage of review.  But I’m talking about the qualifications for applications.




DR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  We’re talking about two different things here.  One is who can apply.  The second is what is your responsibility as a Committee member to promote a climate within the state of Connecticut that promotes stem cell research both in the non-profit and for profit communities.




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  I just want to clarify, they are qualified to apply, right?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Mr. Chairman?  Just following up on that -- Landwirth from the Bioethics Center.  It strikes me that those two divisions of the Advisory Committee’s responsibility really are tantamount to participating in building a stem cell industry in Connecticut.  As I look around the room of my colleagues here it’s hard for me to imagine how we’re going to be able to do that absent a, you know, a professional group of people and I don’t see how we do that without any support who are in the business of building industry and can bring some recommendations to this group.  I mean, it’s not a past time activity we’re talking about here.




MR. RAKIN:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.) let me add like a tangible point or question along those lines.  So if we decide that what we need is a web site, which is very professional, as part of this --




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Could you get on a microphone?




MR. RAKIN:  -- okay.  So if we decide, you know, you’re branding (indiscernible, coughing) on a web site you need to publicize and everything, who does that?  Is that Connecticut Innovations, is that you, is that -- does the Committee have a budget to think about applications like that to fall under this number two?  I mean, how does that work practically?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We don’t have a budget.




MR. RAKIN:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It appears that the Legislative intent was that the entire $100,000,000 is to go for research and only for research.  So although we have requested a budget as a department we are doing it, you know, as we say in the old way, on a pie.  We have several hundred thousand dollars worth of employees, senior employees working on it and there is no budget for developing some of these other aspects.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And then if I may as far as how you would direct the development of the stem cell web page it’s actually on the agenda later on because it’s something that as we’re sitting with our colleagues at C.I. we say, and as directed by the Commissioner, we want to be transparent, we want to market Connecticut, how do you do it?  Well, you need to get a web page.  We have an actual shell of a product to share with the Committee today, but it was done absent direction, or guidance, or emotion from this body.  It was just done because those of us who are staffing this body said, we need to move forward on that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  It’s the consensus of the Committee that we’d like to return to the summary of statutory principles and decide if we want to accept that or not accept it?  Or do we want to defer that till later in the conversation?  I know most of you had --




DR. WALLACK:  You know --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I mean, I don’t care.  We don’t want anybody to feel rushed.




DR. WALLACK:  -- Bob, I think the most important thing Marianne pointed out and that is there’s the sense of -- a good sense of working together and I think if I picked up on your point you’re comfortable with this group talking in terms of the science and addressing that and deferring, you know, the actual funding aspects vis-a-vis, C.I.  If -- since we’ll be working together as well as we will be I don’t really have an issue with that.  I guess my, you know, I was coming from the viewpoint that I was -- I want in my own mind to be sure that what I was reading was right especially since I know that one of the other competing bills last May, I think it was 5912 from Commerce, talked in terms of C.I., you know, having specific funding responsibilities and it was not that bill that went forward, it was 934 with the Department of Public Health, your organization, you know, being the main group administering this.  So that was what I was -- that’s what brought up my comments.  If we’re comfortable, if you as Chair are comfortable especially, with the fact that we can go forward as outlined in the principles by Marianne I guess I’m okay with it also.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I’m comfortable with moving forward as outlined.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  However, it would be my understanding that the Committee would want everyone who does good and solid work in this field to have an opportunity to present their case.  I don’t think that Committee members in general, nor would I be very happy, if we ended up with one single $100,000,000 grant to use for one person, at the exclusion -- of one entity at the exclusion of everybody else.  So I think although we’re all scientists we would certainly look for fairness in transparency in what we do and try to do things in as -- I’m not talking about bio-ethics, I’m talking about individual personal business ethics.  I do think that that in as ethical a fashion as possible.  In saying that do I have a motion to adopt the principles as written and presented?  Now those are the statutory principles that Attorney Horn discussed.  Does everybody know what it is that we’re voting on?




DR. GENEL:  So moved.




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor signify by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.  Now when we were discussing the role of the Advisory Committee Mr. Wollschlager brought up the factor do we need subcommittees to address several different aspects of what it is that we were doing.  Do we need any further discussion on that?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman?  Can the subcommittee include people who are not also members of this Committee to work on an ad hoc basis?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may Mr. Chair?  That’s what we envisioned, you know, perhaps being under the direction of individual or the entire Committee and reporting back or populated by experts who are available to assist the work of this Committee.




DR. JENNINGS:  So when it says, what is that, no less than three, no more than five, that will be total or that will be members of this Committee represented on subcommittee?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think that would be up to this Committee to decide.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have a suggestion that perhaps it might be better for us to have the term work groups rather than subcommittees.  Is that acceptable?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So you’d be amending the guidelines?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  A procedural question along those lines and just to get it on the record about how those -- the appointment process and the invitation process to participate and approval process, how does somebody get to be on such a working group?




DR. GENEL:  Might I make a suggestion Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly.




DR. GENEL:  I think in the interest of simplicity I would suggest that we interpret that ruling as three to five representing members of this Advisory Committee but that we leave to the -- we leave to those particularly working groups the authority and the jurisdiction to add members with expertise as they see fit.  I mean, I don’t think it needs to be anymore cumbersome than that.  So I can envision an Ethics working group for example that might have two or three members of this Committee but that would reach out to involve a number of people in the state or perhaps even beyond the state to assist in that process.  But I don’t see that it’s necessary to go through a cumbersome approval and appointment process since it’s the members of the Advisory Committee who are members of those working groups who are ultimately responsible.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think that makes a good deal of sense.  My only bit of discomfort about that would be if we get into a situation where there would be somebody appointed to a subcommittee who’s in general not compatible with the overall group.




DR. GENEL:  Well, I think there could be a vetting process through the -- through Public Health through the process I think.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think we just -- we’d like to just be able to clear those names and make sure --




DR. GENEL:  In other words, yeah, some sort of a vetting process where the names would be at least go through a review process?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yeah.  Yeah.  So we know there’s good science or good thoughts behind it.  And I think -- Marianne has brought up something that’s I think important.  Perhaps we should meet to consider this for a while and move onto our next item so we can complete our agenda within the time frame.  Is that agreeable to the group?




VOICES:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think that we’ve agreed that we’re going to have several work groups, each work group will be led by three -- that is going to put some of us on multiple work group committees.  I would suggest that perhaps we change it to two?  Is that acceptable?




VOICES:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we need a motion for that?




MR. SALTON:  You’d have to amend your work groups principle.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  How do we do that?




MR. SALTON:  You need a motion to -- you can call for a motion to amend Section Seven of the work groups provision in the principles and just adopt it by the Committee.  It’s Roman Numeral Seven in the principles that were just adopted that describes work groups.  It provides for not less than three, so if we have a motion to amend that paragraph to a smaller number you can have a second and vote on it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we’d have two instead of three.




DR. CANALIS:  But it’s not a group anymore.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I mean, what this does not say are the additional members that I raised.  So the work groups would be composed --




DR. CANALIS:  I thought the members have to be appointed by law?




MR. SALTON:  These are not -- these are members of this Committee, it’s just that the work group would include -- here it provides not less than three members of the Committee, but that doesn’t preclude that work group from inviting other persons to participate in the work of the group, but they would not have member status.  So for example, you can have a committee of three persons looking at marketing, three members -- or two of the Committee and then ask for some technical assistance or advice from a marketing association of Connecticut or the Connecticut Economic Development Association or other groups to provide input to that work group.  They wouldn’t have any formal voting rights.  They wouldn’t be quote, “members of the Committee,” but they would be merely providing technical assistance to the work group.




DR. YANG:  But there’s a question -- Jerry Yang, the question on that issue would be the work group or chair, committee chair, that committee chair has to be a member of this Committee or can be outside the Committee?




MR. SALTON:  It would have to -- I think it would have to be a member of, because the appointment is members including the Chair, it would have to be someone who is a member of the Committee.




DR. CANALIS:  What you’re saying is that the Committee can ask for advice from outside sources, but you also said before is that there is not a budget.  So that is going to make matters a little bit cumbersome when you’re asking for consultants without a budget.  I’d have difficulties with that because this way they are not appointed, they are advisors to committee.  And I also have difficulties with having less than three members of a committee because it’s not a committee any longer.  I’m confused.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think your remarks are very well taken, but we certainly don’t want to dilute the process or the input of the basic Committee.  Your comments about asking people to do things and not being able to compensate them for their time is a very real one and I think we need to table this discussion and decide that -- I personally feel that I, you know, folks like you and I might be giving our time or find this as part of our official duties.  However, if I asked someone in some other state or another town to give me an opinion and use up two or three or four, eight hours of their time I’m in essence asking them to volunteer to do something for no payment and many people may find that not to their liking.  So we will table this and raise it on another occasion.




DR. LENSCH:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. LENSCH:  Just a point of information.  Willie Lensch.  My I just interject quickly that I don’t see that the working groups will have the authority to make decisions simply to bring decisions based on their best faith effort to this group where a decision will be made.  And so in that regard the authority is really non-existent other than to bring a plan for the greater consideration of this group.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s clear, but I do have some hesitation about asking people -- other people -- other than the volunteers in the room and at the table to volunteer their time and I would find it, you know, although I have had individuals come into the Department and do work pro bono for various reasons.  It’s a little hard to approach someone and say, I want you to do something that requires some great thought and intellectual effort and I can’t pay you or compensate you for your time.  So we will move on to our next -- if there’s no objection to our next item, which is very easy, legal and ethical issues.




MS. HORN:  Again, Marianne Horn.  The legal issue that I was working on was to clarify in Section 1C-3 of the Public Act, the issue about direct or indirect payment for infant embryos.  In a sense do you adjust to the opinions on that to the Attorney General’s Office.  I understand there is a draft and I understand it is being reviewed.  I do not have a final draft at the moment.  So we’re making progress there and we will continue to call on a weekly basis to find out how that draft is going and we’ll get it to you as soon as it does become available to you publicly.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The terms direct and indirect on this -- to egg donors really seem to fall on are you going to pay someone to donate an egg for scientific purposes versus pay for the cost associated with harvesting that egg from the individual, which is considered indirect, kind of differently from accounting -- principles of accounting.  But that’s where we are.  If we pay someone’s medical bill for the process required to donate the egg is that not some form of payment versus say, I’ll pay you so many thousands of dollars for the egg.  The same problem comes up, indirect versus direct, in some of our developing our requests for applications in terms of -- and that’s a little -- that’s the standard accounting thing, direct stuff is what you need directly in the lab to do your research, the ice box, the center tubes, the test tubes and the indirect is things that are germane to the institution to advertising for individuals.  Your share of the security guard, whatever that may be.  So indirect and direct and that will come up later on in that context, but in this particular context it just means can you construe paying someone to donate an egg as somehow compensating that.  Although I’m not sure what the alternative would be.




DR. YANG:  My theory -- Jerry Yang, on your statement for request for the Attorney General to interpret the -- I feel it is very, very good and I have to say we have to clarify the direct/indirect means through the embryo or old set of stem cell donors, means of payment to them.  So I think the -- Mr. Chairman the statement, what about the medical cost?  Oversight donors for donating their oversight embryos they do not donate money to cover the medical, you know, stimulation treatment and collection.  That’s a really different issue from, you know, from, you know, public understanding.  But I think the legal -- you’re working with Attorney General Office is there medical chart for the oversight donors, embryo donors -- particularly oversight donors, not embryo donors, oversight donors, the coverage to pay the medical expense is it considered directly or indirect.




MS. HORN:  And I wondered if everybody had received a copy of the National Academy Guidelines?  We sent it to everybody and there is a section in there with a recommendation about how the National Academies are suggesting that this be approached on a national basis really, that direct expenses be picked up, be paid for, so that the medical costs are paid for but there isn’t consensus in terms of time loss or adverse events or any of that kind of thing.  So we’ll just have to wait and see when the Attorney General’s opinion comes out and we’ll share it with you as soon as we can.  I’d like to relinquish my seat if there are no other questions and give it to Stacy Owens to update us on the ethical piece.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Mr. Chairman?  I’m sorry, forgive me.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I just wondered as long as you were talking about the Act and the direct and indirect, I wonder if we can get some clarification on one other point that I’m not sure we discussed here yet.  It has to do with the section before that, this would be Section 1C-1, which talks about the informed consent for donation.  And what literally it sounds like that the informed choice regarding this position of any embryos at -- in fertility treatment include a choice of donating for research all be done at the same time.  There’s considerable controversy about that and I wonder whether the literal reading was intended to say that at the point of entry into a fertility relationship with the physician that right at that point the options, including research, ought to be discussed with the patient, which I think is a controversial point that warrants some clarification.




MS. HORN:  And I think the guidelines suggest that they -- consent be obtained at two different places.  That at the initial discussion and then at the time of --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, we confirm because often they do get -- come up together as a discussion, but at least we confirm.  But that does not acknowledge clearly to me, to my reading at least in the Act.




MS. HORN:  -- no, I agree with you there.  It could have been written more clearly.




MS. OWENS:  Good afternoon.  What I have to say is very brief.  As you recall --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Please move the mic. over?




MS. OWENS:  -- as you recall in our last meeting there was a discussion pertaining to the code of ethics and then as outlined in Section 3D of Public Act 05-149 it specifies that members of the Stem Cell Research Committee are deemed public officials and must comply with the code of ethics.  (Indiscernible, coughing) considering that we have members that are either simultaneously employed by or are members appointed at the institutions that will likely apply for the grants and aid at this juncture what I have done is I have submitted a written inquiry to the Office of State Ethics, which they are presently reviewing, and we should be getting an answer back from them hopefully prior to the next meeting, which I’m assuming is sometime in February.  So that’s exactly where things stand at this point just to note the progress that we’ve made.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comments?  And we have -- actually, we have two things pending.  One is an opinion from the Attorney General about payment for all site -- for donors and the other is an opinion from the Ethics Committee about the appropriateness of those of us on the Board who have connections with potential bidders on the process and whether or not we can make judgements about institutions with whom we have a financial or a teaching relationship.  I don’t think any -- either of those do not need motions, so if there are no further questions I will move on to --




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes?




DR. JENNINGS:  Just one question.  Charles Jennings.  A legal question, since were serving as advisors to the State of Connecticut does the State indemnify us as individuals against any kind of action that might arise as a result of our service on this Committee?




MS. OWENS:  Actually, I think that’s something that we would probably have to inquire about.  I’m not going to give you a definitive answer at this point.




MR. SALTON:  Generally in Connecticut there is an indemnification provision for public officials and the Act does provide that you are public officials and it provides that if you’re sued for acting in your public capacity, official capacity, the Office of the Attorney General may offer you representation.  In addition, the State will indemnify you for damages that may be awarded against you provided they weren’t wanton or reckless or outside the course of your official conduct.  So in a general sense that someone may bring a suite against the body or you individually over some decisions made on grants those cases would come to our office and (indiscernible, voice drops off.)




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further questions?




MR. RAKIN:  I had a question.  Will this opinion clarify -- is this the language in D, in 3D where you say --




MS. OWENS:  Section 3D.




MR. RAKIN:  -- right.  So will it clarify what engages in any business or professional activity means?




MS. OWENS:  Exactly.  That would be sole proprietors.  Actually, I have a definition with me with respect to the business with which one is associated with.  As it stands right now that is a business with which one is associated is defined in relevant part as any sole proprietorship, partnership, firm or corporation in which the Board member or member of his or her immediate family is a director, officer or owner.




MR. RAKIN:  Well, can I ask you a specific question?  So if a company I’m a director of enters into a licensing agreement with a university does that mean you have a conflict under this section, will that opinion clarify some of --




MS. OWENS:  The opinion shall clarify that.




MR. RAKIN:  -- okay.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And just for your knowledge, almost everyone sitting her except Dr. Lensch has a connection with Yale or with UConn or with both and so we’re awaiting those decisions before we move forward.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I just have one question for the clarification of the question of payment to the donor, oversight donors.  I think the payment is zero, that’s really clear, but the question is can the State research funding be used to pay for oversight collection process, medical charge?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think that that’s -- that’s a very good question Doctor.




DR. YANG:  But the clarification, I mean, I need clarification.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And I think that Attorney Owens brings up some other things about suppose in the process of this there’s a problem and an individual has to stay -- has to be hospitalized or needs additional care and/or loses time from work and who is responsible for that?  That’s what we hope the Attorney General will help us to understand so we can move forward with the process.




DR. YANG:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Mr. Wollschlager?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m sorry.  Just maybe a point.  I believe your request for guidance from the Ethics Commission was put forward Ms. Owens before the latest two appointments to this Committee were made?




MS. OWENS:  Correct.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And it didn’t include specific information on the existing Committee members at the time.  So perhaps we need to provide additional information to Ethics with respect to Mr. Rakin and Dr. Jennings.




MS. OWENS:  Right.  As I recall also I did receive the additional information on Dr. Jennings, but I am awaiting the information on Dr. Rakin.  And at that point I will forward the additional information to the Office of State Ethics for their review.  And that’s primarily concerning their present appointments and present employment.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we ready to move forward?  Nancy?




MS. RION:  Thank you Commissioner.  You will probably note in your agenda that we had hoped to start this discussion of the application at 1:30.  Clearly the work that you have been doing is extremely important and I would like to let you -- to reassure you that when we propose that we would get the -- we would publish the proposal instructions by February 1st that was a goal that we put together probably two or three months ago and it was simply a goal so that it’s important that you take all the time you need to deliberate on the application and the specifics of that application.




As you recall, the law says the applications have to be published by July 1st.  So we are -- we were pushing a very aggressive deadline.  I think we can get them out much sooner than that, but I need to be sure that you all understand that the application and how you -- the details of that are extremely important and why we have a goal of February 1st for publishing the proposal instructions and a goal that the proposal should be due by April 14th and that we would announce a decision by June 1st, those are arbitrary dates and as we go through this discussion we have basically a half an hour or so do to what we had hoped to have much more time to do, so we may have to continue this discussion later.




For Kevin Rakin and Charles Jennings, to let you know what has gone on, two weeks after the last meeting that we had, November 29th, we emailed everyone on the Committee a draft of the proposal instructions.  You were all fabulous in responding very positively with some wonderful suggestions, many questions, various challenges which was exactly what we were hoping for.  We compiled those comments together, sent them back to you, we have in the last part of your binder, the last section, that compilation so that you can go through those.




The staff -- and when I speak of staff it is Department of Public Health plus Connecticut Innovations’ staff, we’ve worked very closely together and I would like to reinforce that thought.  We recommended some places where there would be no change, where there would be change.  We’re going to go through the application as you have it right now.  I will introduce each topic.  If along the way you have some concerns please don’t hesitate to bring those up.  Any questions about our process?  Alright.  Let’s begin.




On page one the purpose in the definitions, I just wanted to remind you, were taken directly from the statutory references and we cannot make any changes in those.  So within the application those need to -- need to remain as such.  However, I do want to mention one piece regarding the discussion that I think Mr. Genel -- or no, Mr. Lensch brought up.  In terms of accepting proposals for animal modeling we cannot take out the word, human, as some of you suggested we might do, but if there is some kind of language that we could put in that suggests that, and clearly this is your decision and your recommendation, if you want to say that there is some -- but you would accept proposals regarding animal modeling which led -- leads to human stem cell research that’s clearly your prerogative.  Dr. Genel?




DR. GENEL:  It seems to me that up until the overview what you’re doing is simply replicating an outline material that is in the statute.




MS. RION:  That’s correct.




DR. GENEL:  And I think that we, you know, any clarifications or additions and file that if in fact the purpose of that is simply -- and then I might say you might then say, definitions as provided in the statute, so it’s very clear this is statutory language, not the language of the process, which I think may have confused some of us in terms of responding.  I think if you just say, definitions per statute and PLS, etcetera, etcetera, then list them, then we don’t have to bother with the rest of this.




MS. RION:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  I’m confused again.




MS. RION:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  Is stem cell research from animal models allowable or not allowable by the law?  I mean, there are a number of animal models, you know, that, you know, lead to human, you know, to discovery, you know, to human health.




MS. RION:  Right.  The discussion by staff says that that is open and we had a sense that if it led to the human stem cell research work that it might be permissible, but that is clearly your prerogative to make that decision.




DR. CANALIS:  So it is or it’s not allowable?




MS. HORN:  I think the wording of the law talks about enhancing or promoting embryonic stem cell in adult human stem cell research and gives us a definition of embryonic it defines that as uniting a human egg and -- in human sperm.




DR. CANALIS:  Sure.




MS. HORN:  So if you read the law very literally you could conclude that it’s really to go to human embryonic stem cell and adult human stem cell research.  The other thing I think you can get from the bill is the whole reason behind the funding of this bill was because there wasn’t other funding available for human embryonic research and so they -- other than on the existing stem cell line.  So one of the goals would be to get money in the hands of people who want to do this kind of research where there is no other funding available.  I think where it gets to be -- and this is where I think the Committee can really help us understand, obviously there’s research that goes on that is so closely connected, animal research that goes on so closely connected to human research that not to fund that would perhaps be shortsighted and if you can show the linkage between the research that’s being done in animal models and that it would move quickly to human embryonic research I think that that is permissible reading of the law.




But again, I think if we are going out to supplement existing animal research and the payoff so to speak in terms of human research is years down the road we may be subject to criticism about whether that was the best use of the money.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may?  Charles Jennings.  If the view of the Committee is that we should be supporting animal research that is preliminary or preparative to human research then I think given the slightly confusing language of the statute we have some obligation to get that message out to potential applicants because if they simply read the language of the statute many people will be discouraged from sending applications that are not directly and exclusively involved with human cells.  So I think if we’re adopting a broad reading we need to, I mean, it may be a delicate balancing act, but we have to find some way to get that message out otherwise we simply won’t get those proposals.




DR. CANALIS:  The other issues from a therapeutic point of view, I mean, you will always need, you know, pre-clinical studies even from a regulatory point of view.  So to exclude animal models might be shortsighted.  On the other hand, I agree, and this needs to be well defined otherwise we’re going to have applications that we will consider or not consider competitive.  So we might as well, you know, decide up front whether we’re going to consider.




MS. HORN:  Other comments from the Committee?  It’s your decision.  I think one of the suggestions that I had made was that the research in animals would need to be -- you’d need to demonstrate that that was going to lead fairly quickly to breakthroughs in -- or applications in human stem cells.  That it couldn’t be something that was preliminary, but because I think, as I said, the reading of the law would lead you to believe that it’s really for human embryonic research.




DR. GENEL:  No, if I read this, it says the -- it says under the functions of the Advisory Committee, number three, so it’s Sub E., No. 3, to establish and administer in consultation with the Commissioner of Public Health a stem cell research grant program which shall provide grants and aid to all those -- for the advancement of embryonic or human adult stem cell research.  It doesn’t limit it to embryonic or human stem cell research, it’s for the advancement of, and you know, obviously it will (indiscernible, coughing) animal research would be necessary for the advancement.  So I think this --




MR. SALTON:  I think she can read directly from the statute.




DR. GENEL:  -- I am -- that’s what I’m reading.




MS. HORN:  Yeah.  I’m going back to -- and I don’t disagree with you.  I’m going back to Section 2B where it talks about --




DR. CANALIS:  Of what?  2B of what?




MS. HORN:  -- of the Public Act.




DR. CANALIS:  Which is under Legislation?




MS. HORN:  Yes, under Legislation.




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  Structures to be talking about --




DR. CANALIS:  Could you give us a page on that?  I get very confused here.




MS. HORN:  -- sure.  My page is three.




DR. CANALIS:  Your page is three.  Okay.




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Do you have a mic.?




MALE VOICE
:  Mine says 205.




MALE VOICE:  Yeah, mine is -- yeah.




MS. HORN:  And it’s discussing --




DR. JENNINGS:  So this is not later than the stem cell meetings --




MALE VOICE:  Not later than June 30th, is that where you are?




MS. HORN:  -- that’s right.  It’s discussing the application development and it says, for the purpose of conducting embryonic or human adult stem cell research.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may?  Conducting is not the same as advancing to follow Dr. Genel’s --




MS. HORN:  Correct.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- so I’m not sure if that’s the answer we wanted, but --




MS. HORN:  Right.  I think again, reading the law, looking at it’s intent, you have to look at how it speaks about embryonic and stem cell research and in a practical way say are you under the purpose of conducting embryonic or human adult stem cell research able to support some animal research that is going to lead directly to embryonic or human adult stem cells and particularly given the language later in the statute where one of your rules is to promote and advance could more logically lead to improving adult research.




DR. LENSCH:  May I interject a few points, just points of information?  I think these comments would also be acknowledged by Jerry and by Charles, just as in historical context this field comes before us because of work that has been done in model systems.  The term, model, implies that we are both modeling basic developmental processes, but in the terms of understanding human disease they model human diseases whether using mice, non-human primates, fruit flies, worms, bees, this field historically is founded upon work that was done in mice.  The first embryonic stem cells were derived from mice.  Two papers published in 1981 that led directly in 1998 to the methodology by which human embryonic stem cells were used.  And so I think that it is not at all difficult to bring a very well thought out rationale for how animal studies should continue to be a part of what the State seeks to do in this funding and it’s just a matter of deciding whether we’re going to do it or not and I personally would argue that to exclude animal models from what the State hopes to find would be very shortsighted in terms of what the State hopes to do to address both human frailty as well as to improve the standing of the State in the field of bio-medical research.




DR. GENEL:  May I just add to that?  I think really very eloquently addresses I think addresses the sense of what I was suggesting.  We could ask applicants who are proposing animal or in vetro models to indicate what the -- what the implications were in terms of human application in your application process.  In other words, it only needed to be some sort of wording that allowed a -- some direct or a probable connection towards the advancement of embryonic and human adult stem cell research.




MS. RION:  I have the sense then that there is some sort of agreement.  Is anyone uncomfortable with that?  The negative that we’ll put together some sentence and clearly you can ask them that once again before this goes out to ask the applicants to demonstrate the relationship or the probable relationship connection between animal research and human stem cell research.




DR. GENEL:  I think that animal and in vetro because --




DR. JENNINGS:  I was under -- I mean, you could have, you know, outstanding in vetro models, you know, that, you know, have clear relevance to human disease.




MS. RION:  Okay.  Great.




DR. JENNINGS:  You could have an animal cell line that, you know, gives you a significant amount of information as much as a human cell line, so to exclude that, you know, it would probably be a mistake.




MS. RION:  Thank you.  That’s very helpful.  Jerry?




DR. YANG:  I agree with all the comment.  I think all we -- the focus is the human embryonic stem cells not funded by the Federal Government.  However, complimentary research and also animal models are essential, if not impossible at this stage, in human, you know, the documents are already accepted in animal models.  But again, if it can be done in human that’s what the focus is.  It’s really not impossible animal models have to be needed, but we have to have a focus here.




MS. RION:  Thank you.  Alright.  The next discussion point will be on page two, the Institutional Review Committee.  There were several discussions throughout the application of Committee members recommending that we talk about the establishment of escrow committees.  The staff suggestion here would be to add under the Institutional Review Committee that applications involving the use or creation of human embryonic stem cells must be reviewed by an institutionally-based escrow committee as recommended in the NES Guidelines.  Does anyone have --




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman?  That’s clearly where they go in principle, but the reality is that -- I predict that the reality is that many of the institutions that we’re talking about will not be able to convene an escrow in time to meet this deadline.  I know a number of institutions are struggling to find members and convene first meetings and figure out what on earth an escrow is supposed to do and whether all that can happen in time for them to meet this rather aggressive deadline I think is -- I question whether that’s likely to happen.




MS. RION:  That’s very helpful information.  Can you give us some sense of how long that takes in your experience?




DR. JENNINGS:  Potentially months.  Yeah.  And I, I mean, I can’t speak for major institutions in Connecticut --




MS. RION:  No, that’s okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- but that’s certainly my experience at Harvard is this is not a swift process.




DR. YANG:  I want to follow up with that comment.  Jerry Yang again.  I think the very, very important comment and it’s important to have the escrow to do the review, however, lots of universities do not have subcommittee yet.  If we put that as a requirement for current proposals, no proposals available.  I think we can make that requirement for the final conduction of determine.  Really once you get the proposal approved you have to get approval from escrow.  In order to get approved in time.




DR. JENNINGS:  One way to do it might be to say you must commit to establishing such a committee and specify the timetable and demonstrate steps towards that end and in the meantime there has to be some sort of institutional approval.  If the institute has not yet convened a fully functioning escrow there should be some sort of high level institutional approval for the kinds of experiments that would in future fall under the escrow as recommended by the NIS Guidelines.




MS. RION:  I just wanted to point out, the Peer Review Committee is to make recommendations to your Department and to the Advisory Committee about whether to adopt the Guidelines in whole or in part and have them adopted by us as regulations.  So I’m a little uncomfortable with us saying that we are requiring parts of the Guidelines at this point and I wonder -- I’m hearing that they would be very useful and vital actually to this whole process.  We’d very much like to see them, but I think if we could phrase it so that we stop short of requiring them that given the fact that the Guidelines may well be adopted in whole or in part as regulations applicants are strongly encouraged to consider having Escrow Committees or reasonable models similar to an Escrow Committee.  Or to follow the Guidelines themselves, not just for the escrow, but for all of the things that the Guidelines cover.




DR. LENSCH:  Willie Lensch.  Perhaps just as a point of commentary to put this in context, the role of the Escrow Committee is meant to be independent of the Institutional Review Committee, which normally and I think very well that all institutions oversees the conduct of research both to protect patients as well as the institution.  The National Academy has recommended a more specific set of guidelines recognizing that there are specific ethical concerns relating to the conduct and practice of human embryonic stem cell research and that an additional level of oversight would be prudent.  If a more permissive national environment should come to be the case I believe I am most confident that it would reflect a majority of the recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences.  After all, the National Academy of Sciences is charged with advising our Federal Government on different matters relating to the practice and conduct of science.




If though it definitely is still out there as to whether or not Escrow Committees will be adopted simple wording may be escrow or similar committee, which would continue to recognize that additional oversight and vigilance is required in ethically challenging areas of bio-medical research, but that something above and beyond the standard Institutional Review Committee Guidelines would still be needed.




DR. CANALIS:  I have difficulties with this.  Number one is, Institutional Review Boards are going to ask for advice and who will they ask for advice from?  You know, unless there is an Escrow Committee they have no place to go.  Normally, an Institutional Review Board is not set up to judge many of these research projects.  I mean, if you look at compositions of most of the IRBs you can go through Connecticut and see they are well suited to approve or not approve this stuff for research.  So to put the burden on an IRB that is not suited without an escrow and going against national guidelines I think it is not wise.




You know, these are national guidelines, they are set for a purpose.  So simply because the time concern we’re going to circumvent national guidelines?  You know, I mean, I think before funds are disbursed we need to ensure that we’re in full tilt of compliance.  Maybe this is good for the Ethics Committee, but I have serious difficulties with that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, it may be worth making the distinction between, so the guidelines recommend both substance and process and one might consider the escrow to be a recommendation about process and we could require applicants to follow the substantive recommendations even as they don’t yet have the specific process, that is the escrow that is recommended by the Academy Guidelines.  That may be one way around this dilemma.




MR. SALTON:  I think that one thing you could consider doing is saying to applicants, as part of your information package that it’s by statutes anticipated the Peer Review Committee is going to recommend and the Commissioner will adopt in regulations all or portions of the National Guidelines in that if you submit an application, which is in non-compliance, you run the risk of being -- having your application rejected because it’s not in compliance with the regulations, whichever ones are adopted.  So that it’s probably prudent for every applicant not to run that risk and say, in anticipation of upcoming regulations adopting these Guidelines the applicant will -- should submit them in accordance with the Guidelines.  Whether or not it’s practical as you said to say to someone, you have to have an Escrow Committee for the first round of these grants, it may not be, but perhaps for the next round the applicants will be able to come in and say, I’ve formulated an Escrow Committee at the end of 2005 and I’m now ready to go with my next application.




MALE VOICE:  2006.




MR. SALTON:  2006.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The question about that language and the Bioethics Center, especially with the substantive issues that the Escrow Committee is supposed to deal with and how would we justify, regardless of what you call the Committee, not dealing with those issues.  I mean, I think each institution that’s applying for a grant or researcher has to have some capacity and some process for addressing the issues that are particular to stem cell research.  Call it whatever you want and have all the structure and components of an escrow described in the Guidelines.  But the issues need to be addressed and we can certain demand that.




DR. CANALIS:  Do you foresee and IRB addressing those issues?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, that’s the problem of the institution.  If they don’t do it, and they generally don’t, they’ve got to find some way to do it while they’re in the process of developing a formal escrow or even if they decide not to they need to address those issues in a credible way.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, one problem, specific problem with deferring it to an IRB is that the IRB is mandated to deal with human subjects and there might be an implicit admission that a human blastocist is a human subject and that’s probably somewhere that we don’t want to go.  So they are quite distinct roles I think.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I want again make a clarification on that issue.  I think the comments on the example for IRB or Committee approval are certainly very important for grant applications.  But even to submission to in that USDA or National Science Foundation it’s now the requirement you have to have approval, funding approval.  You can submit that without approval, however your grant can be conditional approval pending on the final approval from the university.  If you want a timetable we can say, do not submit proposal until their approval.  If you have 100 applications all got approval, that’s not possible.  So I think as it goes through the timetable you can submit that, but the final review say you have to get this approved before you can get the funding.  A timetable.




MS. RION:  If there’s some concurrence here that we would like the institutions to commit to establish an Escrow Committee prior to disbursement of funds?




DR. CANALIS:  I would go along with that.  Prior to disbursement of funds, yes.




DR. YANG:  I agree.




MS. RION:  Anyone --




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, what happens in the case of a for profit company?  Is it likely that for profit companies will also establish escrows?  Perhaps Mr. Rakin could comment?




MR. RAKIN:  I really don’t have a response to that.




DR. YANG:  I feel a company like (indiscernible) and ACT do have, you know, procedures not like a university, they have a consultant and forms to do the approval.  So it’s not that they cannot do it in for profit company, your company, you know, Pfizer or others, they can do it but there are other similar committees like university committees you have to go through.




MS. RION:  And is the Committee comfortable if we draft some language that would reflect the words of Henry Salton that the Guidelines, it’s anticipated that they will be adopted as regulations and that in anticipation of those that applicants should be looking to comply with the requirements of that?  It’s just subtly different, we don’t have the authority right now to say we require you to comply with the regulations -- I mean, with the Guidelines.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman, just a minor point, but I think in terms -- we are discussing this all under definitions rather than on policy.  So I would think that the section on definitions needs to redefine Institutional Review Committee without the last sentence about what the Review Committee does and I think there should be a definition added for Escrow, which might incorporate reference to the NIS Guidelines.  Under definition somewhere later on in the application process what we’re talking about needs to be stated.




MS. RION:  Alright.  So the suggestion is that we define the Escrow here and put --




DR. GENEL:  Define Escrow with refers to the NIS -- specifically with reference to the NIS Guidelines as a -- under the items that are defined under definitions and delete the last sentence under Institutional Review Committee that you have there.




MS. RION:  -- okay.




DR. LENSCH:  Some clarification there, and I would be interested in hearing from Charles on this, I believe the Institutional Review Committee must be involved in terms of the donation of an embryo for research.  It’s not solely the charge of an Escrow Committee to decide on that process and IRB would be involved on the decision to donate and then in Escrow on the use of cells.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, I don’t mind it staying there, it’s just that I thought if we were defining what the terms are there’s no need to define what the Committee charges.  It’s only to define what the Committees -- and the statutory language --




DR. LENSCH:  I see what you’re saying.




DR. GENEL:  -- does not include that the (indiscernible, coughing) that sentence.  So it’s, you know, it’s a minor point.  I just think in terms of keeping things where they belong, it doesn’t belong there.  But I agree with you.




MS. RION:  Alright.  Any further questions or discussion about that?




MALE VOICE:  Can you restate what -- which direction we’re heading?




(Laughter)




MS. RION:  I will try to.  I believe under the Institutional Review Committee section on page two we will define Escrow at that point and we will -- Mike’s suggestion is that we remove that last sentence.  I think we need to -- no?




DR. GENEL:  That’s right Nancy.  I would define Escrow separately, not under Institution Review Committee.




MS. RION:  Okay.  Separately.




DR. GENEL:  In other words, I would have a separate line definition for Escrow with reference to the NIS Guidelines.




MS. RION:  That makes sense.  Yes.  That’s a good suggestion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we all understand that?




MS. RION:  So it’s a definition there and then later in the proposal where we’re talking about requirements --




DR. GENEL:  That’s right.




MS. RION:  -- then we would include the discussion that Henry suggested as well as the commitment to establish Escrow Committees prior to disbursement of funds.  Is everyone comfortable with that?




DR. CANALIS:   You’re leaving the IRB there, right?




MS. RION:  Absolutely.




DR. CANALIS:  Because we have adult stem cell research also.  I mean, you have human beings involved.




MS. RION:  Absolutely.  We require both.




DR. CANALIS:  Fine.  Okay.




MS. RION:  Any questions, other questions?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we all okay with that?  We’re coming up on the hour of 3:00 and we have just a few minutes for a short -- a relatively short discussion if who may submit is a relatively short topic, I’m not sure.  Go ahead Nancy.  We’ll be breaking in about five minutes and I’ll stop talking and get a little air.




MS. RION:  Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you Commissioner.  I think it’s really important if we can have one more discussion.  It would be about the funding amount.  If there has been any question that has come to Connecticut Innovations as well as Department of Public Health it is about funding amounts.  What are we looking for?  Are we looking for specific project grants?  Are we looking for institutional grants?  Much larger.  Is there a limit of the amount of money that you are looking for in terms of the proposal?  Is there a limit per institution?  So I guess I would encourage you to have a discussion at this point on your sense of whether you are looking for institutional grants or project-specific grants or a combination of those.  I mean, there are all sorts of possibilities that are open to you, but that’s a decision that it would be extremely helpful at this point for the researchers to know.




DR. GALVIN:  And I think once again we’re not in a winner take all scenario.




MS. RION:  Absolutely.




DR. GALVIN:  For a 10 year, $100,000,000 project or two five year $50,000,000 projects.  So we want to -- certainly want to entertain a wide range of proposals and make sure we don’t exclude any worthy individuals.




DR. YANG:  I’d like to make a statement.  Jerry Yang again.  In our last meeting I think we had a discussion on this issue and Woody made a very good comment I think about (indiscernible) to follow the inlet models to have a program, you know, program grant and also individual health managed, see what we can achieve, (indiscernible) grant for fair competition in the state, for the benefit of the state of Connecticut.




DR. LENSCH:  Willie Lensch, Children’s Hospital, Boston.




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Are you on a mic.?




DR. LENSCH:  There’s certainly a wide and incredible variety of grants that are submitted through the NIH as specific as a post-doctoral fellow working under a supervisor, individual independent investigator grants which are known as RO-1s in the parlance of the NIH.  Program project grants, where multiple investigators come together under an umbrella of a research program that also includes costs for shared resources to maximize the potential for those projects to work without the need for individual investigators to buy everything, especially when you’re considering capital equipment.  And so the NIH model is very broad and I think that we have an opportunity here at the outset to not take submission types off the table because it’s really very difficult to know what the research is going to bring and that to keep this as broad as possible at the outset, which does not necessarily mean that all grants will have equal footing.  This is something else that we’re going to have to take up, but in terms of identifying what types of grants we can accept I think the more the merrier because again, we don’t know where the research is going to take us.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, Charles Jennings.  I completely agree with that and I think moreover we, at least speaking for myself and probably for many other members of this Committee, we don’t yet know the whole range of current and planned activities within the State of Connecticut so I think it would be a mistake to specify too narrowly one particular format or type of grant at this point given that we don’t yet know what kinds of people will be applying or what kinds of projects they may propose to this Committee.  I would favor a relatively open -- a relatively open criteria in terms of the size of the grant.




As I understand one of the purposes of the Act is to make Connecticut a favorable environment for stem cell research.  One of the ways you do that I think is to make it attractive for young faculty member people looking for their first faculty appointment to accept appointments here rather than in other states, which are probably very hard to recruit them also.  And probably you’re not going to give $10,000,000 grants to a new assistant professor in their first year of independent research, but you probably want to support those kinds of people if you want to make this into an encouraging -- into a strong stem cell environment on a 10 year time scale.  So I think it makes great sense to have a wide variety of grant structures and sizes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re going to need to continue this at a later date if we’re going to have our information hearing.  I need to tell the Board that, you know, we’re going to be trying to point out the -- what the process is.  We will have some public individuals and other individuals coming in.  They will have a sign-in sheet.  I’ve allotted five minutes per question per individual and we will be here until 5:00 o’clock to answer any and all questions to the best of our ability.  Obviously some of the matters that will come up are ones that we still need to deliberate and discuss.




The purpose of this afternoon’s session is to provide basic information about the application process to potential grantees and perhaps Nancy can just give an overview of that because we certainly don’t have chapter and verse.  We want to have those individuals who are interested in applying for grants and raise questions of the Committee regarding issues about the process and whatever positive information we can give them about funding levels and anything else.  I realize that we have not discussed some of these matters in detail, but we will do the best -- do the best we can do.  I believe I need a motion for us to accept the procedures that we’re going to use as I’ve just outlined for the informational meeting and I would propose a -- if someone from the floor could --




DR. JENNINGS:  I move that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second?




DR. CANALIS:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor indicate?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Okay.  And then I will also accept from the floor a motion to adjourn this meeting.  Perhaps before we do that Mr. Wollschlager could think about some dates for us to renew our conversation?




DR. WALLACK:  Before we adjourn would the Chair entertain the notion of having a recess right now and then come back as a Committee after the informational aspects so that we could spend some time afterwards before we adjourn actually?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not aware of time schedules.  We may have -- I don’t know how many people -- if we have time between the end of the public session and 5:00 p.m. I think that’s very reasonable.




DR. WALLACK:  So can I then make a motion to recess and then we can have a formal motion to adjourn later?




DR. JENNINGS:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second?  All in favor indicate?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  So moved.  And we’ll take a 10 minute -- resume at 10 minutes after the hour?




(Off the record)




(Whereupon, public session began at 3:15 p.m.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, would you like to give us an overview?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Sure Mr. Chairman.  My name is Warren Wollschlager.




COURT REPORTER:  I need to get you on a mic.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Dr. Lensch is hogging the mic.  I’m Warren Wollschlager, Chief of the Office of Research and Development with the State Department of Public Health and we want to welcome you to this informational hearing.  We will be providing a brief overview regarding the law and its requirements as well as a presentation from Nancy Rion, again, a very brief overview of our application process as we’ve worked it to date.  I do believe we have a sign-up sheet that is going around.  We ask if folks sign up.  We will hear from those of you that have signed up.  We’re going to try to limit remarks to five minutes or so.  To the extent that folks are asking questions that we can answer we will try to answer them.




But we’re very interested in hearing from members of the research community who are potential applicants.  Before we get around to finalizing the application I think it’s important to hear from the experts out there and that’s partly what we’re trying to accomplish today.  So it’s informational in the sense that, yes, we will be giving you some information, but indeed it’s also informational in the sense that we hope that you’ll be giving us important information.




We are having the proceedings transcribed.  We will have a record of these proceedings and we will then turn around and come back with a written response to issues and questions raised during today’s informational hearing.  So if you haven’t signed up and you have an interest in speaking the sign-up sheet is with Commissioner Galvin as we speak.




Alright.  Very quickly, can I just ask you to walk us through the next slide?  Alright.  No big secrets here, but for the matter of the record here we’re talking about Public Act 05-149.  We, when I say we, it’s a number of us, including the members of the Advisory Committee have been working on this bill since actually before June 15th, but it was actually enacted on that date.  It’s actually one of four states now to engage in some level of public funding for embryonic and human adult stem cell research.




You can see the prohibitions there as well and we’re excited about it.  And we’re excited about having the 20,000,000 through the next two years as well as the promise of 10,000,000 additionally through 2015.  The 100,000,000 I think is a significant investment of public dollars, certainly needs to be leveraged to attract other dollars besides public, but I think I’d like to take this opportunity to go on the record thanking our elected officials for their leadership in allocating such a significant amount of dollars.




Guiding principles, and these are guiding principles of the Department and I’ve certainly been the beneficiary of remarks from Commissioner Galvin, is that first and foremost we want to be transparent in our decisions how to go about using these dollars.  Many of you have probably seen the web page for instance that the California Stem Cell Initiatives has where they have the transcript of the proceedings right up on the web.  Jersey just posted a list of all of the recipients of all of their stem cell dollars.




The intent here is to be as open and transparent as we can be every step of the way and that’s partly why we’re meeting today is to hear from folks before we just roll out and say, this is the way it’s going to be in the State of Connecticut.  We are -- that’s okay, as the State of Connecticut we’re not actually -- the Department of Public Health, the Commissioner is the Chair of the Advisory Committee and has appointments to the Peer Review Committee, but the Department doesn’t actually have a whole lot of other responsibilities articulated in the law.  We’re really there though to try to implement the will of the people as enacted upon by the members of the General Assembly.




Now the Advisory Committee, we just had our second meeting of the Advisory Committee.  It’s fully populated with eight appointees, plus Chairman Galvin, and you see the responsibilities there.  It’s more than just deciding on the application process and who gets the money and making sure the money is well spent, it’s actually developing an entire research initiative in the State of Connecticut leveraging the $100,000,000, creating an economic and business environment that would not only support but attract and further the growth of stem cell research in the State of Connecticut.




Next slide please?  The esteemed members of the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee of Connecticut are listed up above and I believe that yes indeed, they’re all still in the room with us today.  Again, this hearing gives potential applicants a chance to speak directly to members of the Committee and as I say, they’re all with us here today.




I’m going to now, as I say, my remarks are very brief.  We want to get to hear from you.  I’m going to turn it over to Nancy Rion from Connecticut Innovations who has been working diligently on the application process.  Nancy?




MS. RION:  Thank you Warren.  It’s a pleasure to be here and certainly a pleasure to work with staff to the Advisory Committee and that’s indeed what we at C.I.I. and Department of Public Health are doing.  And the Advisory Committee is the committee that must make the decisions regarding the whole application process as well as the details.  So they are currently having those discussions.  They have had many.  There are many decisions which they have not been able to make yet.  I realize that may be a great frustration for many of you who are researchers who might have been coming today for some answers that unfortunately you will not get.  They will be coming, we promise you that.




In talking today we’ll talk a little bit about the timeline, the purpose of the grant program, the available funding, the proposal requirements of selection criteria and the review process.  We put this timeline together probably three months ago.  It’s a very, very aggressive timeline.  We were hoping to have the proposal instructions available to all researchers in the state by February 1st.  That may still happen, it may not.  The statute says that we must have the proposal instructions available to you by July 1st.  Certainly I have every confidence that that’s going to happen much before July 1st.  I’m not so confident at this point that it will be by February 1st.  We will keep in touch with you and certainly let you know as soon as they are available.




If the proposals were due by -- if the instructions were available by February 1st the proposals would be due by April 14th.  The peer review would be during the month of May.  The Advisory Committee would meet in May.  We would notify institutions of the funding decisions by June 1st.  We would make every attempt to have funding available to institutions by June the 30th.  So let me just reemphasize that’s a proposed timeline.




Clearly, as I’m sure you’re all aware, but I want to reemphasize the law that the purpose is to support the advancement of embryonic and/or human adult stem cell research in Connecticut as described in the law, which is an Act -- and the title of the law is, An Act Permitting Stem Cell Research and Banning the Cloning of Human Beings.  As many of you know, the Act signed by the Governor states that there will be $100,000,000 available over the next 10 years for stem cell research.  There is $20,000,000 available through June 30th and the next -- this first competition requesting proposals will be for $20,000,000.




The 2006 proposals may request funding in installments over multiple years.  This is a decision which has yet to be made by the Advisory Committee.  They have discussed over four years, but that’s not a final decision at this point.  And report each additional year following that $10,000,000 will be available.




For most of you who are experienced researchers none of this will -- most of it will not be new to you.  We are looking for a description, a scientific and technical description of your project and your methodology, a budget, and a justification of the budget.  Something -- a description of the commitment by the applicant as well as the applicant’s organization.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me Nancy.  I believe that copies of this PowerPoint will be available to people who wish to see it?




MS. RION:  They will be.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’ll be posted?




MS. RION:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. RION:  We are looking for funding from sources other than Connecticut.  Clearly the Legislature has said, here is your -- here is $100,000,000 to fund stem cell research over the next 10 years, and we expect the grantees to be also looking for other sources of funds to fund their research.




Clearly we need to have the assurance of institutional clearance procedures, IRBs, probably an Escrow.  There’s been a lot of discussion on that and we’ll be very specific about that in the application.  The Legislation also requires intellectual property, plans and arrangements for a financial return to Connecticut.  That’s statutory language in terms of the financial return and we can discuss -- the Advisory Committee will be discussing that in detail at a later time.




In terms of selection criteria, scientific merit of course.  Conformance to high ethical standards.  A commitment by the collaborators and the institution.  And once again, financial benefits to Connecticut as described in the law.  In terms of the review process, not so different from national review processes.  There will be a Peer Review Committee -- there is a Peer Review Committee.  It will evaluate the ethical and scientific merit of each proposal and they will recommend funding to this group, the Stem Cell Advisory Committee.  The Stem Cell Advisory Committee will consult with the Commissioner of Public Health, Dr. Galvin, and make the funding decisions.




We will have on the Connecticut Innovations web site the proposal instructions when they are available and we will try to figure out a way to keep something posted to let you know when we anticipate that happening.  Okay.  Our Marketing Director, Gladys Rivera, suggests that we will tomorrow have this PowerPoint presentation available on our web site.  Okay.  Just in addition, this entire day’s program will be broadcast on CTN, the Connecticut Network throughout Connecticut by Wednesday, January 18th on cable or Thursday, January 19th.  So that would be this proceeding as well as the two hour meeting which the Advisory Committee had prior to this informational session.




My understanding at this point is that we would like to hear from you, the public, in particular researchers and folks from various institutions who are interested in participating in this grant competition, your questions, considerations, thoughts about this grant process, knowing that the Advisory Committee has many decisions yet to make.  For instance, the amount of funding that -- the maximum amount of funding that might be available to a specific proposal, that decision has not been made and I understand that that -- you would like to hear that answer and we don’t have it for you today.




But if you have suggestions that you would like to make as to what you think various criteria, amounts, specifics of this grant, this is certainly your opportunity to let the Committee know and have your -- receive your input.  Okay?  And we would ask that those of you who are on the sign up committee come up here so that we can be sure to record your questions.  The intent is not for the Committee to respond necessarily to your questions at this point, but they will be recorded and we will prepare responses.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have a distinguished group of scientists here and we have seven individuals who are going to address the group.  I would ask that they try to keep their remarks down to six or seven minutes so that everybody has an opportunity to present the material that they want the audience to hear.  I believe it would be best if we held questions until the individual has completed their presentations so for continuity sake and our first individual is Mark Lalande, Dr. Lalande, you may take the podium.




DR. MARK LALANDE:  I didn’t sign up.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Somebody signed you up.




DR. LALANDE:  Again, this could -- nor did I what the purpose of the sign up was.  So we realized that we were signing up --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Actually, it was for a large contribution.




(Laughter)




MR. DAVID ROWE:  Okay.  So I’m David Rowe, from the University of Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I guess you get 10 minutes instead of five then.




MR. ROWE:  And this, you know, certainly this is an incredible opportunity that we have been given by the State and clearly greatly shown in passing this bill and giving us this opportunity.  And we’ve been thinking for some time of how we would respond to it and a number of factors have gone back and forth.  Probably the most driving factor in our consideration has been is that when we start to think about what it would take to do human-based embryonic stem cell research that the infrastructure necessary to make that happen was so overwhelming in terms of compliance issues, in terms of -- in terms of ethical compliance issues including Federal compliance issues and in terms of just the expertise that it became clear as we went into this further and further that we had two starkly different choices that we had to consider as an institution.




One would be, and I call this the New Jersey model, that we give the money to those individuals who are already well established and will be highly competitive for the money and they will continue to do the same work that they already are doing and so it will already advance their existing programs the NIH and other funded programs.  And clearly that will be great for them.  Those that are established will get the money and it will greatly enlarge their work.  And if you see what happens in New Jersey, you look at the individuals, they all went to the most highly funded prestigious people split around seven different institutions.




That’s fine.  That’s what they did.  The end of the day however in New Jersey they’re going to say, did they bite the bullet to build the infrastructure necessary to do human embryonic stem cell research?  Do they have all the things necessary to facilitate that and to do that?  And so that was a dilemma that we faced and we decided, this working group that Dr. Lalande put together with David Goldhammer (phonetic) and Ann Hiskus (phonetic) and Ann Jarred (phonetic) and Jerry Yang that we instead would choose a different -- we would choose a route that at the end of the day would build an infrastructure that would allow us to work in human-based embryonic stem cell research.  We would invest in the ethical concerns.  Find a place that’s safe to do the work from a financial Federal point of view.  Attract people that have the knowledge to work with these kinds of cells.  Build the -- build the infrastructure in terms of what’s called gene chip technology in terms of what’s called fact sorting for sorting cells that you have to use and it’s very different than animal work.  It’s all different.  All the rules are different for compliance and work safety and all the rest.  Once you work with human cells all the rules are different.




So we decided as a group that we would -- we would put -- we would invest in the ability to have that infrastructure there.  And so it is very important to us that to see that -- for us in this application that at the end of the day that the intent of the Legislation is that we have the capability to do human-based embryonic stem cell research in the state, that we make it available to anybody who would want to take part of it, be it another university, be it a bio-tech company.  A space where that could be done.  But the knowledge of how to do it, how to be compliant, how to work with the cells in the appropriate way, have the right kinds of technologies that are appropriate for that kind of work.   It’s all different.  Everything’s different.  The viruses you use are different, the -- it’s all very, very different.




So I think that that’s how we have come down on this and how we’ve shaped how we would like to go forward.  And it is my hope that this Committee will say clearly that that is a very high priority.  That at the end of the day the State of Connecticut as least has one place and hopefully two, or one that we share, or something, where someone who would like to bring their technology, their science that they did in mouse cells or in fly cells or whatever it is that they are a world authority in and bring that knowledge base to human.  And we can teach them how to do it.  We’ll have resources, we’ll have a safe place for them to do it.




To me that is the objective that we would like to accomplish with our effort and, you know, and that’s why you’ve heard back and forth various ways of doing this and it has been -- it’s our very serious concern that if an application process is one in which resources go out to maintain existing levels of expertise in enhancing existing levels of expertise those people will be very happy, but there is a much larger group of scientific knowledge that could be brought to bear to this that will not have been included and will not grow the next cycle that we go into.  So that’s what we’re hoping we can accomplish and hope that we’ll get a clear signal that that’s important in the review process.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would you entertain some questions?




MR. ROWE:  Absolutely.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any?  That was a very clear presentation.




MR. ROWE:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Our next speaker is the distinguished Dean of the Yale Medical School, Dr. Bob Alpern.




DR. ROBERT ALPERN:  I don’t know about distinguished, but I’ll try.  Commissioner and Committee, thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to speak and I know one of the intents of this is that the recipients will all work together and although UConn and Yale did not prepare for this meeting together I think some of my comments are going to be similar.  The -- what we envision is establishing a stem cell program at Yale and I think we’re talking about a little bit of a hybrid compared to what UConn just presented so that we do believe that it is important to get going first of all, to be able to establish the infrastructure that will support research.  And secondly, to be able to attract talent to move to Connecticut and to move to Yale.  And then with the infrastructure in existence with the talent brought here we then think it is important to then be able to fund the research.




And what I would say, echoing what Warren said, we would like to use the grants that support research to leverage the funds.  In the case of research that is fundable from the NIH, which would be non-human E.S cells, it would be adult stem cells, it would even be human E.S. cells if they use the established cell lines that the President approved.  All of that we would feel the best funding of research should be funding of seed grants with a plan to lead to NIH funding.




I think in the case of human E.S. cell research that doesn’t involve the existing cell lines we do agree that we’re going to have to fund most of the research.  It’s going to be very difficult to leverage that unless a number of foundations get interested in funding that and we certainly would try to do that.




I want to emphasize some of the -- oh, and let me say, what we would -- what we’re envisioning is that in the early years that we think the bulk of the money would go towards the infrastructure with some funding of research grants and then we see a transition to latter years where there would be very little funding for infrastructure because we’d just be maintaining the infrastructure and then in the latter years the majority of the money would go towards research grants.  So what we’ve seen this year, Diane Krause has led a search committee and we’re in the process of negotiating with a candidate, this is an expensive market.  Basically Proposition 71 in California has raised the amount of money that California schools are offering for the best people and it has raised the expectations.  People that don’t even have job offers from California still have high expectations of what the market will bear.




So what we are hearing is that the amount of dollars that it’s going to take to bring the best, and we only want the best to Connecticut, is on a different level than in other areas of research in which we recruit.  And it’s not going to be enough to tell these investigators, you can apply for grants.  They’re going to want guarantees that we can tell them, you will have this much money for your research.  And frankly these are guarantees that Yale would have difficulty funding on it’s own and so we would hope to be able to make requests for actually funds to fund the research of the people that we would recruit here.




The -- I also believe the infrastructure is very important that we want to be able to provide cores for human embryonic stem cell research, but also it will be important to have cores that can support animal embryonic stem cell research, specifically mouse embryonic stem cell research.  We want to be able to really advance our understanding of stem cells in the mouse as we’re also applying it in humans.




And so we think that that’s going to be important and we will need to purchase equipment and much of the equipment is similar to what you’ve just heard from the University of Connecticut.  And while I understand the desire to have us share things there are some pieces of equipment that have to be in your building or one building away, they can’t be 30 minutes away.  And, you know, we certainly would work with the University of Connecticut to try to be efficient and not wasteful of the State’s money.




I also want to emphasize the importance of having integrated programs and I know one of your interests is that the various universities of the State work together and I think that that’s important.  It’s equally important for institutions to make sure that it’s -- their investigators are working together and that’s where I feel I want to make a promise to you and take the responsibility that we at Yale would work with maximum efficiency so if you wanted to not do what New Jersey’s done but actually fund institutions then we would take responsibility for making sure that the investigators work together in the most efficient way and I would encourage that.




And, you know, I guess I would just like to make one last comment, which regards funding the infrastructure.  I know that there’s been concerns in the State about funding overhead, but I would not be a responsible Dean if I did not tell you that overhead is a real cost and it’s one of the great difficulties we have as an institution is funding the overhead.  So I just wanted to make that plea for whatever rate you feel is indicated and with that I’d like to thank you for the opportunity to speak and I’ll be happy to answer questions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




DR. LENSCH:  I’d particularly like to ask the same question of both speakers.  Do you have an idea of how many new faculty members you’re interested in recruiting?




DR. ALPERN:  So what we’ve done is we’re in the process of building a building and the one floor of it is going to be assigned to stem cell research and so we’re hoping to recruit a director and probably six additional faculty.  Do you want to --




MR. ROWE:  Yes.  So we are in the process right now of hiring a faculty member who is going to build the human component of the core.  That person is coming from another institution and is bring a couple of technicians with him.  So that would be the first hire.  Then we will begin recruitment of a director for the overall division and leadership of the entire operation.  So that is not as well fleshed out yet, but clearly there will be one person and generally, as you’re saying, they don’t come cheap and they don’t come by themselves.  So I think that there will be a number of other people that will be coming.  We haven’t really -- I don’t -- I’m not in the inner circle of that kind of stuff, but I would guess we are thinking of at least a couple of recruitments at that -- with that second round of recruitment.  It sort of gets mixed in with what’s happening out at Storrs.  We can make recruitments that would be primarily at Storrs but would have an appointment and interest in stem cells.  So the numbers are kicked around, but it’s similar I think when the day is done similar to what --




DR. ALPERN:  And let me say, these are the recruitments to what I would call our central stem cell center.  I would envision that many departments, especially clinical departments will be recruiting faculty who would apply stem cells to their discipline.




DR. LENSCH:  But both of you in terms of what you’re envisioning to be a core program it will elaborate into other collaborations within and between institutions, a senior investigator in the field and then a handful of junior investigators, junior faculty?




MR. ROWE:  That’s correct.




DR. ALPERN:  We’re thinking one leader, probably one other senior one and then like five junior.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you both.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you Dr. Alpern.  Dr. Grobel?




DR. LAURA GROBEL:  I have to start by saying I thought we were going to hear from you today and I really wasn’t prepared, but I’m happy to have the opportunity to speak to you.  My name is Laura Grobel and I’m at Wesleyan University and I’ve worked with embryonic stem cells for over 20 years, with mouse embryonic stem cells and more recently with some of the approved human embryonic stem cell lines.  So I know what I’m talking about and I’m not at Yale and I’m not at UConn.  So I’m here to tell you that there’s stem cell research going on outside of those two institutions, so I would urge you to have any funding mechanism be flexible enough to include for example my research lab.




So there’s definitely a need from my perspective for a core facility that would allow us to do human embryonic stem cell research, particularly with the new cell lines derived after 2001 that are not on the NIH registry and also to generate new embryonic stem cell lines.  Whether there be one core, two cores, three cores, I think we have to be careful about duplicating our efforts, but at the same time this was already stated, sometimes an experiment can’t be done at two different institutions, so I think we have to think very long and hard about how to do this.  But we certainly need to make a commitment to human embryonic stem cells specific cores because it’s not clear that we can use the same facilities that we’re doing other research with, facilities that are funded with Federal dollars to do this research.




One of the things that I’m happy to tell you now is that I’ve had conversations with people from UConn, both campuses, and from Yale about stem cell research.  Something that’s happening only as a result of the stem cell initiative and I would encourage you to think about funding mechanisms that are going to support this kind of continued collaboration because the best science is going to get done in an atmosphere of collaboration.  And I thank David Rowe for spearheading that effort.




In terms of spending your money on what kind of stem cell research I think it’s very important that not all the dollars, but some -- a large part of the dollars go to funding research that cannot be funded by the NIH.  That means work on human embryonic stem cells that are not on the registry.  I’m not saying that all the work -- all the money should go to fund that kind of research, but certainly a significant percent of it should be used to fund what can’t be done with NIH dollars.




The idea of do we fund already established stem cell investigators or do we try to entice top scientists doing other kinds of research to work on stem cells?  And I would say, we have to do both.  We have to take the well established investigators and perhaps allow them to move into the human embryonic stem cell arena, but we also have to encourage top notch people who are doing things that are relevant to stem cell research to move into that area.  So I would hope that the funding could do both.  And I think as I look down my list I’ve covered just about everything that I wanted to say.  So thank you.  I’d be happy to answer any questions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I think your remarks about collaboration are very well taken and we did have a symposium with the groups from both Yale and UConn and found an absolutely marvelous amount of interdisciplinary and inter-faculty cooperation.  When we say, collaboration, we don’t mean the two large entities collaborating to keep, as you very well bring out, smaller entities or individuals, we would like to be able to share knowledge and learning and to maybe not duplicate the same projects.  And that’s what we mean by collaboration rather than some attempt to limit it to the two larger universities.  Thank you very much.  Are there questions?




DR. LENSCH:  Sorry to put you on the spot with this, but are you able to comment at all on how much of an expansion your university is interested in in terms of new faculty hires or are you looking to just bolster programs that you have?  Because you very eloquently commented on needing to do both, but do you have programs?




DR. GROBEL:  Alright.  I’ll be completely honest with you.  My institution is not likely going to hire someone else who does what I do.  So I am the embryonic stem cell person at Wesleyan and it’s not likely we’re going to hire anybody else.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you.




DR. JENNINGS:  Charles Jennings.  The question really for all three speakers on behalf of your institutions.  I wonder to how -- to what extent have your institutions developed policies for financial compliance with the Federal funding restrictions so the actual restrictions themselves are written in rather general language and I know a number of major research institutions, I know that Harvard experienced some and Stanford I think is in the same category, have developed rather detailed protocols for what you can and cannot do in terms of using non-Federal money to finance given embryonic stem cell research, that is research on the non-presidential lines within facilities where Federally funded research is also happening.  And of course the principle is that no Federal dollars can be used to finance either the direct or the indirect costs of that research, but the devil is in the details and certainly I know Harvard wrestled for a very long time with how to create detailed policies.  I wondered to what extent have your institutions, how much progress you’ve made down that road?  I think that’s a rather important question for this Committee because it will determine, you know, how much of the infrastructure has to be replicated with non-Federal funds and to what extent one can even set up charge facts arrangements so you can be in compliance without having to buy lots of multi-million dollar machines and build new buildings and all of the rest of it.  And I would be interested to hear from the three of you.




DR. GROBEL:  So being that my institution is so small I’ll go first because I think I’ll be quickest.  That’s why I’m really looking forward to a core facility elsewhere where I can do this work because it’s unlikely that my institution, which is small, and which only I am going to be doing human embryonic stem cell research is going to want to make the investment in terms of infrastructure giving me a separate lab, etcetera.  So that’s why I rely on core from the stem cell initiative.




MS. PENNY COOKE:  I’m Penny Cooke.




COURT REPORTER:  You need to be at a microphone.  And maybe you could state and spell your last name for the record?




MS. COOKE:  Yes.  I’m Penny Cooke, and I’m the Executive Director for Grants Administration at Yale University.  Nancy, it’s nice to put a name to a face.  In terms of this, I think what we have been doing up until this time has been getting up to speed on the rules and regulations relative to how we deal with these issues.  I also think that in terms of Stanford and Harvard, who have already developed well defined plans we tend -- we intend to use as much information as already available and talk to them in great detail.




I think we also intend on having administrative people within our -- within the area that is -- that is created that will be responsible for making sure that they not only understand, but also adhere to all of the very strict regulations that are required.  So I think we don’t intend to recreate the wheel and use as much information as out there to create the appropriate structure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




MR. LALANDE:  I’m Mark Lalande, Associate Dean for Research and Planning and at the University of Connecticut Health Center and we can say that we’ve read the Harvard rules backwards, forwards, sideways and those are essentially what we’re following.  We’ve met several times to go over what spaces would be available to us and we’re planning on developing additional space that has no ties to Federal funding at all.  And we’ve also in terms of cores, at least temporarily to get started, we don’t expect that we can have all those cores up and running and have discussed charge back structures that would be of course without any institutional subsidies at all.




So we’ve had -- because these guidelines are so available to us we’ve had multiple discussions and we have a second thing because we have two campuses, so we have to integrate this information into two campuses.  But we’ve been doing that and have a number of committees that are meeting regularly to make sure that we’re in compliance with all these Federal funding restrictions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much.  You make it sound relatively simple.  I find it rather --




MR. LALANDE:  That’s my job.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- rather complex in terms of if the building is used 60 percent for Federal operations and it’s not at capacity level then you can use it 40 percent of the time for this State-funded initiative.  If it’s used 100 percent of the time or 100 percent Federally-funded then unless you have some way of charging back and paying back for the time that you use that you can’t use it at all and if the building has no connection with Federal funding then you can use it all the time.  So it’s very tricky.  It’s not very tricky when you have a building that’s 100 percent non-Federal and another building that’s 100 percent Federal.  It’s tricky when you have on that’s 60/40 or 50/50 because you have to have very strict accounting measures to make sure that you’re not using more time -- more of the Federal time than you’re supposed to.  Is that a fair approximation?




VOICE:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Mike Snyder?




MR. MIKE SNYDER:  Okay.  Well, I guess I’m an in the trenches researcher at Yale University, someone who is extremely excited about this whole program because we are doing some human embryonic stem cell research with the approved lines and also some mouse embryonic stem cell research.  But we really look forward to the opportunity of being able to do finally what I see as a much more exciting kinds of research.  To be honest, the lines that are out there, they’re fine, but they don’t grow that well.  And the new lines that are out there are really going to provide opportunities for us to do things that I think will have we hope major impact on science and spin offs for the State of Connecticut from an economic standpoint.  So we are very excited about all of this.




I guess from my standpoint I’d like to see as much money as possible go into the cores and the researchers themselves.  That is -- so unfortunately it’s probably, you know, there’s the Dean’s stance and then there’s the researcher’s stance here.  It’s a ying/yang, so, you know, there’s no question that those cost money.  Overhead costs are real.  $20,000,000 is a lot of money but it really goes very, very quickly.  There’s a lot of hands out there and there’s a lot of -- this research is not cheap.




And so we would certainly like to -- I’d like to see as much as possible go -- we certainly needs these cores.  There’s no question.  You can’t do the cutting edge research you’d like to do without them and we need them physically relatively close to each other.  So probably, you know, limit the number of cores.  One at UConn, one at Yale, possibly two at UConn, you’d have to see the logistics there, to be able to just do this kind of research.




I’d like to see the money go into the hands of the actual scientists, the laboratories doing the research, and that would involve I think going into just top scientists as well as draw in new scientists.  I would encourage some of the comments that were mentioned by others here.  That is, I think we really want to fund the best science at the end of the day because I think that will have the most impact and I hope make us the leading state in this area.




I think -- I’m a strong proponent in collaborative and integrated research, so I will just echo the exact same themes of everyone else here.  We had one meeting that was stimulated by this initiative as you’ve heard already and it was just great.  It was really dynamic and for the first time it seemed to me we actually had a bunch of Yale and a bunch of UConn people in the same room and I’m sorry we didn’t have the one Wesleyan person doing that stuff there too, but I’m sure she’ll be at the next meeting and it was just great talking about the different scientific opportunities that are there.  And there’s no question, from that meeting I already had two communications already that I think will lead to collaborative research and this should just mushroom that way.  That is, there should be a lot of collaborative research.




And so I would encourage funding collaborative and multi-investigative projects from the various institutions because I really think they can give you the most bang for the buck.  And that’s really what we want at the end of the day.  I think you want to fund the best science.  I do think the economic spin-offs will come from that.  I think trying to force that to happen by giving money to bad science that you think may turn into, you know, some company or something will probably just be a waste of money would be my guess.  So I think if you fund the best science you will give the best opportunities from that.




Let’s see.  Going over other issues I think one important component that I haven’t heard already is the training aspect of this.  I do think we want to be training the very best scientists in this and we certainly have the institutions to do that.  We draw outstanding graduate students and post-doctoral fellows into this state and I think we want to be training them in this cutting edge research and I think there should be opportunities to do that through this program.  So, you know, if you’re funded by NIH you cannot do this kind of science, at least without the approved lines.  So we want to see that opportunity happen.




I think I’ve touched on most of the other issues.  I do think -- it just seemed like something I think said by Dean Alpern that I was a little confused by from your slide which is funding from other opportunities really doesn’t exist now.  That’s why we do need this initiative.  So we need this money to get this program going and then hopefully that will tantalize other sources coming in.  Maybe that was what your slide was getting at, but don’t expect -- especially as part of the application process us to be able to throw in other money from other sources, at least not at the individual research level.  Some of the institutional money can go that way, but you’ll only get hundreds of dollars out of my pocket as opposed to the hundreds of thousands or more needed.




So I guess that would be the one thing I would not like to see as part of the application process.  So I think that’s it for me.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike, I would once again say that the collaborative meeting between the scientists from both of the faculties was just unbelievable.  When you have a couple of dozen great minds all in one room with those ideas flying around there, there were all kinds of interesting stuff.  Unfortunately there was one or two people in the room who weren’t tuned into the ideas, including myself.  I’m an aerospace medicine specialist by training and far away from being a basic scientist, but it was fascinating to see the cooperation between the two institutions and we will of course include our colleague from Wesleyan at the next meeting.




MR. SNYDER:  Great.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You did mention just for the purposes of some of the press that are here, your remark about it’s hard -- I think if I paraphrase you correctly, it’s hard to grow some of the older stem cell lines.  Could you say a few words about what that means?




MR. SNYDER:  What that means is that they’re difficult to work with in the sense that they do no grow fast.  They’ve also been cultured in the presence of animal products, which makes them actually not usable for therapeutic applications.  So in fact, the lines that are approved it is my understanding are simply not suitable for ultimately for a therapeutic application.  So you will need new lines coming out that will be suitable.




But the fact is they just don’t grow very well.  They’re kind of like a worn out bicycle if you will and I think we need new bicycles.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you Commissioner Galvin.  If I could just get a little more clarification on one point?  All the speakers have talked about the availability of cores and I’d just like to get --




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Could you turn that mic. towards you?  There you go.




DR. LENSCH:  -- I’d like to get more of a flavor for what types of cores you’re envisioning here.  So it sounds like a central core for the culture of embryonic stem cells, including the physical space where people from other institutions could come to conduct that, a flow cytometry core of very expensive equipment and micro-arrays of different types.  Do you envision other types of cores?  Just for my own information when I’m thinking about this process.




MR. SNYDER:  I think you hit some of the major things.  I think to the extent possible I’d like to see some collaboration perhaps even on some of the micro-A cores.  We can see how that works out.  I think that was one of the valuable aspects of the joint meeting we had last time.  We could see how much might be shared between institutions within the state and that could save some money.  I’m sure there are other kinds of cores.  Certainly there has to be at some level an administrative core to keep track of -- that’s not funded by NIH dollars to keep track of it and Dean Alpern will be happy to hear this, this would help keep track of the differences so we don’t make any mistakes in getting NIH equipment into these labs.  I think we have to be very, very careful about that.  We want to be as clean as a whistle at all levels and there’s got to be somebody monitoring that I believe and there are probably other things and I think David wants to say something.




MR. ROWE:  So in (indiscernible, too far from mic.).  So there are many areas that would not -- mice will be used heavily --




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  I need to get you on a mic.




MR. ROWE:  -- I’m sorry.  Mice will be used heavily to evaluate the ability of these cells to acquire adult tissues.  They’re very specialized mice, they’re all immune compromised mice so that takes a very special facility to do that.  The viruses that are used to bring genes into cells that would be used to manipulate the cells require very special kinds of viruses for doing that kind of work.  The histology for analyzing these things are very different.  I’m surprised you didn’t say protomyics (phonetic), that’s huge, and that is another one that we could do in a shared manner.  And so I think the list goes on as -- I went to a session last week at MIT called, Systems Biology of the Stem Cell and wiring diagrams of how cells are wired, it all comes from this incredibly sophisticated stuff.  Again, we could do that very much in a collegial way.  So there are many opportunities for doing that way.




If I could maybe just pick up on one thing you just said I wanted to hear about the training?  I had the opportunity to give an outline of where we thought we were going to new graduate students, they were awestruck.  Wow.  They want to be part of this.  So this is just wiring the young kids to want to come into this stuff.  So -- and you know, we need to get our young folks to want to do this and they were wired to want to do this.  So I think that’s a huge, huge --




MR. SNYDER:  And they will be certainly both our future scientific and business leaders as well so.




MR. ROWE:  -- right.




MR. SNYDER:  And I think Diane probably should also comment on core.  She’s clearly spent a lot of time thinking about this when she gets her chance.




DR. GENEL:  Let me let Dr. Krause speak first, then I have a question.




DR. DIANE KRAUSE:  I have -- my name’s on the list.  I’ll make my comments all at once.




DR. GENEL:  Alright.  Well, then if I may?  First of all, Genel from the Yale Child Health Research Center.  We had some discussion earlier in the Committee regarding the connection between basic research in animal and animal models and in vetro models to the statute, which by law requires the Committee to develop applications for purpose of conducting embryonic or human adult stem cell research.  And then later on states that we are required to administer a stem cell research grant program for the advancement of embryonic and adult stem cell research.  And I wonder if you might comment on what relevance research outside of human embryonic stem cells or adult stem cells perhaps in animal models or in vetro systems is relevant to that objective?  And if I may invite the other presenters to comment on this?




MR. SNYDER:  Sure.  One thing that I wasn’t completely clear on from that statute it actually says embryonic and human adult stem cell research --




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MR. SNYDER:  -- so it wasn’t clear to me when I read that.  Does that mean mammalian embryonic and human adult stem -- there’s no -- I’m missing the critical adjective in front of embryonic --




(Laughter)




MR. SNYDER:  -- and we were left pondering that I know over a phone call discussion here.




MS. HORN:  I think if you look at the definition of embryonic in the earlier section it does talk about human embryonics.




MR. SNYDER:  So it’s all human.  Okay.  Thank you for that.  You’ve actually saved us a lot of wind time I think.




(Laughter)




MS. HORN:  That’s why I get the big bucks.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There is an empty seat if someone would prefer to sit rather than stand.




MR. SNYDER:  You know, there’s no question mouse has been the great model system for this and there’s just been a wealth of studies done on mouse embryonic and to some extent adult stem cells.  And so one cannot simply ignore those studies or that literature that’s out there.  So my own view is that they all need to go forward hand in hand.  I certainly think that in order to leverage maximum research, and not everyone will agree with this, but I do think I’d like to see a lot of the money go to human embryonic stem cells research simply because there is no other way of doing a lot of that research.




But having said that, to ignore mouse research and other animal systems like Dresof (phonetic) and Celegan (phonetic) many of you may think, why are we studying these things?  But they’re actually just incredibly good model systems for this whole field.  So you don’t want to rule out studies in those areas because they’re just too valuable to leave out.  So I do think they need to be rolled into this and quite frankly the best application package might have a bit of both at the end of the day because that makes for the strongest scientific program and so I could easily envision that.  I would like to see the Committee -- the Review Committee and the Design Committee keep a very open mind about that.




Although it is true at the end of the day I would like to see a lot of money go into the human embryonic stem cell research simply because there isn’t -- there aren’t many opportunities in that area.  So I don’t know if anyone else --




DR. GROBEL:  Just to add something, our goal is to be able to take human embryonic stem cells and make all different types of cells from them.  And so people who have spent a large part of their career studying how to make a liver cell, or how to make a bone cell, these are people who know a lot about the signals that may be involved in getting an embryonic stem cell to makes bones.  So I think we have to be aware that those folks may have a lot to offer to stem cell research as well.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Ann Hiskes?




MS. ANN HISKES:  Hello.  I’m Ann Hiskes from the University of Connecticut and I’m here to add another voice to the discussion and another perspective to the discussion.  I’m not a scientist, I’m a philosopher of science who does philosophy of science and the ethics of science and I’ve been asked by the two Provosts to put together the bio-ethical oversight component for our University’s stem cell initiative.




So I want to just reiterate and emphasize some of the points that have already been made.  In putting together the Escrow Committee it’s opened up a whole new world of collaboration between the humanities, the social sciences and the life sciences.  It’s opened up a world of collaboration among bio-ethicists at Yale, Wesleyan and Harvard and I have people in this room to thank for that.  And certainly this is one of -- this is one of the great social benefits that will have accrued just from the -- the conception of funding human embryonic stem cell research.




I’m in the process of putting together a wonderful committee of bio-ethicists who are experts in the legal and ethical aspects of human embryonic research.  And I want to ask a question, but also plant the seed of an idea just as when the Human Genome Project was funded a certain amount of money was set aside to address the legal, social and ethical implications and consequences of research in the human genome.  And I’m just wondering if this Committee has thought about the possibility of setting aside a certain amount of money to address the legal, social and ethical consequences of human embryonic stem cell research?




I would like the State of Connecticut to be a leader, not just in the area of science, but also in the area of the ethics and legal issues, particularly issues of intellectual property that accompany scientific advances in human embryonic stem cell research.  And certainly this is a place where the sciences and the humanities can partner and join hands.  I think that they grow and develop together.




So basically, that’s the point I wanted to make.  That there’s another side.  Not just the science, but the social and ethical and legal implications of the adventure we’re embarking on.  Any questions?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excellent comments.  It brings back, you know, some recent reading I’ve done about how science didn’t progress very far in the post-classical times because people thought that illness would visit upon you because you offended the Gods or hadn’t sacrificed appropriately and so we had a very large division where things were just not looked at empirically or scientifically.




MS. HISKES:  Right.  And I’m glad you reminded me.  I had notes scratched down.  But our Committee, the bio-ethical part of our Escrow Committee is really looking forward to addressing these issues.  You know, we’re at the frontiers of ethical and legal knowledge and insights and not only do we want to develop guidelines that could enable us to review proposals and provide guidelines to the scientists, but we’re also very interested in the educational mission of the Escrow Committee.  We would like to if possible provide the Symposia, Colloquia to educate the scientists, graduate students, undergraduates and also the public on the ethical, legal and social implications of human embryonic stem cell research.




And of course, you don’t want to hear -- have another -- a person with another hand out, but you know, any support that you might see for such endeavors would be greatly appreciated and I think very important.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




MS. HISKES:  Thank you.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes?




DR. JENNINGS:  I have a question.  A question for UConn and for Yale.  I’m sorry, Charles Jennings.  Could you give us any sense of the likely timeline for the formation of an Escrow, something that was discussed in Committee earlier, how soon do you expect your Escrow to be in a position to actually approve or disapprove --




MS. HISKES:  Well, we still have a few more members we’d like to appoint.  In fact, I’ve been looking for a good community member, an informed sophisticated person.  I’ve had nominations of several clergy.  I’m looking for nominations of physicians or educated members of the public.  So this is an appeal I make, anybody with suggestions please let me know and I guess my email address is on that sign-up sheet.  So I’m looking for a few key members to ask to serve on our Escrow Committee and then we’re going to set up rudimentary policies for sort of the no-brainer kinds of things.  What do we want to do for already approved cell lines?  But it’s going to take time to reflect and have good discussions about when is it justified to destroy embryos for the sake of creation of new stem cell lines?  What kinds of research projects justify this?  What should the level of expertise of scientists be so that you don’t use these resources frivolously?




So a timeline?  Well, we’re going to have to have something up and running in March.  But I see some of the more sensitive questions are going to take some time and it’s not clear to me what proposals will actually be put forward for the first year of funding to develop new human embryonic stem cell lines.  So hopefully we’ll have some breathing room.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We do have a couple of very interesting folks that we’ll -- Mr. Wollschlager and I will forward you the names of a couple of people who might be very interesting to consider for that committee.




MS. HISKES:  Thank you very much.  That was one of my goals for today.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Krause, you get to be the clean up hitter here, summarize, all that stuff.




DR. KRAUSE:  I’m Diane Krause.  I’m from Yale University and I again wanted to thank everybody here for all of your efforts in getting this underground underway because the putting Connecticut on the map for stem cell research is really -- it’s really going to work and this Connecticut money really will move things forward and I think what we’re talking about is what’s the best way to move things forward and who’s going to do it and in what kind of a time frame.  But I really think it will happen.




I have several comments related to things that have come up, so I’ll just kind of give them randomly.  One is regarding the Escrows.  Probably the furthest along of Yale, UConn and Wesleyan is Wesleyan in developing their Escrow because it’s already there.  And Yale is in the process now of developing their Escrow and using very much the models that already exist elsewhere in California, in Massachusetts as well, with using the same distribution of representation that you would have on an IRB with ethicists and physicians and people from the public etcetera.




Regarding collaborations, we -- as scientists we already know that we do better work when we collaborate because each of us has expertise.  But I wanted to reiterate that just having this bill be passed has started some collaborations between Yale and UConn and I’m meeting Laura Grobel for the first time today, so collaborations will happen.  Whether or not every single grant we write in the collaboration, Dr. Galvin, I can assure you it’s happening, because that’s how the work goes forward.




For example, we’re talking about putting into our Yale grant that any new embryonic stem cell lines that we would make in the first years would all be made at UConn because they’re establishing the facility to make new embryonic stem cell lines, we’re just going to learn how to grow them and teach the other researchers at Yale how to grow them.  Amongst the cores, we definitely need one to work with human embryonic stem cells and that includes the personnel who would work in those cores and do the training in those cores.  The cores for then analyzing those cells, we talked about flow cytometry, animal work if you were going to analyze these cells in animal models.  And then it gets a little tricky and Charles Jennings brought this up.  If we wanted to use an existing core for a human embryonic stem cell that ends up getting very tricky.  So for example, confocal microscopes are very expensive.  If there was some way that we could pay for a portion of one instead of getting a new -- entire new one to be used 100 percent for embryonic stem cells we haven’t figured that out yet, we’re in the process of determining that.




I wanted to reiterate Dean Alpern’s comments about what we at Yale foresee being in this grant or being allowable in the grant and I didn’t exactly see it in what’s written but I know that that’s still under discussion.  I’ve been working with David Rowe and David Goldhammer at UConn to figure out how we should put these grants together and I think we’re in agreement that we want to have the cores and the personnel for running them and we need administration, we need an accountant to oversee the very complex financial aspects of keeping the NIH funds separate from non-NIH funds so we can account for every dollar when we’re audited, which we will be for using these non-NIH human embryonic stem cell lines.




We at Yale would also like to be able to include at least part of our recruitment costs for a new Director because these are the kinds of things that are not normally in the budget since it’s now so expensive to bring in advanced senior human embryonic stem cell researchers and human stem cell researchers in general.  And of course, to put a lot of the money towards individual scientific projects.  And we see that again starting out being a lesser percentage of what we ask for and then once the cores are built and we have a Director making the science be predominantly most of what we would put into our budget.




Regarding the science, the main point is that this be innovative good science if it can -- if it has to do with human embryonic stem cell research that’s great.  But if you told every person at Yale, we’ll give you money if you write a human E.S. grant, you’ll get a bunch of crappy grants because it’s not necessarily where they’ve been working.  But if you said, we want you to do work that will advance our understanding of human embryonic and adult stem cells, you’ll get superb grants because work on the fly can be made incredibly relevant to the work in the human adult stem cell.  Advancing that research doesn’t mean you have to be working with a human embryonic stem cell or working with a human adult stem cell as long as in your grant you make the connection of how you’re advancing our understanding of these cells.




So I think the most important aspect is that it be innovative and that it be good.  If it’s a grant that can be funded by the NIH in the future all the better.  Let’s write a seed grant for an exciting new idea that isn’t mature enough to get NIH funds, but is exciting enough that the Connecticut funds could be used for it and then future NIH grants can go towards that.




I want to reiterate that we want to be able to put training into these grants and we’re not talking about sitting in the classroom and learning how to, you know, I’m not talking about classroom training.  We’re talking about on the job training of post-docs. and graduate students because right now post-docs. and graduate students can’t touch a human embryonic stem cell line because most of them are funded from NIH funds.  So we need to have our non-NIH post-docs. and grad students being taught by non-NIH personnel, non-NIH funded personnel.




So what else did I want to say?  I think that was all of my points.  The final thing was just that this research you can do a lot of excellent research on adult embryonic, I mean, adult and embryonic human cells that is not specifically working with a human embryonic stem cell.  So you can do very good work in any particular system, but you have to justify how it’s going to move the -- our understanding of stem cells forward.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  That was a very clear presentation.  I notice that you did touch on the cost of recruitment and the figure I’ve heard mentioned at the Farmington campus was probably $100,000 to recruit a senior scientist and I’m not sure where --




DR. KRAUSE:  That seems awfully low.  Maybe they bring in the post-docs.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- what would you estimate that (indiscernible, everyone talking at once.)




DR. KRAUSE:  Oh, between one and two million.




DR. ALPERN:  Actually, I can tell you because I have a request on my desk and to get a really top flight person, at least the person we’re trying to get, in addition to the fact that you would have to have all this core equipment because he wouldn’t come, he wants 2.5 million.




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s for a director.




DR. ALPERN:  Yeah.  For the director.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I was speaking strictly of -- but that’s what you would consider recruiting costs?




DR. KRAUSE:  Yeah.  And recruitment includes their science, their salary --




DR. ALPERN:  Yeah.  I would emphasize you are supporting the research.  The difference is you really have to make a commitment up front to support the research rather than tell them that they can apply for grants because they won’t come here without the certainty of a commitment.  But you’re still supporting the research.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your input.  I just wanted to --




DR. KRAUSE:  Yeah.  It’s not going into their salary and just in their pockets, it’s going to research.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yeah.  And I just wanted the audience to realize that that cost is a pigeon that has to find some place to roost and it’s -- in a way an indirect cost because it’s not directly involved in test tube research.




DR. KRAUSE:  But it is.  It’s just that the research per se can’t necessarily be in the grant if you haven’t yet brought the person in.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Found the person.  Found the person.  So I think everybody should know that these individuals are not -- they don’t grow on trees.  They’re not -- they’re not common the type of scientist.  If we’re going to move the state ahead and be preeminent in this research we have to -- we’re going to incur some costs to get the kind of people onboard that we need to get onboard and those are the costs I don’t think that people have considered when you look at the grants, but someone has to pay that money.




DR. LENSCH:  Commissioner Galvin?  Just as a point of clarification for people in the room, when we talk about recruiting I think it’s an assumption for some to believe that we’re talking about how much money you’re going to hold out for in your salary and I think it’s important to stress that salaries differ by institution and around the country.  But what we’re really talking about are the resources that an institution contributes to the science, to the floor plan of their laboratory, to hard money that they can rely upon to purchase expensive equipment and to hire key personnel.  We’re not talking about stem cell investigators wanting to make as much as NBA stars.




DR. KRAUSE:  Exactly.  None of this -- the salary is commensurate with the other salaries at the university.  When we talk about $1,000,000 that’s going into the laboratory directly.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Are there any further questions?




DR. HEUCHANDRA:  Dr. Galvin, can I say a few words please?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes sir.  Would you identify yourself so the Reporter knows who you are?




DR. KRAUSE:  I wanted to make one last comment and then -- one of the elephants in the room here for those of us who are going to be writing these grants is whether the grant mechanism will allow not only the larger grants that Yale and UConn has talked about having with cores and recruitments and then individual research projects, but whether individual investigators will also be applying.  That’s a big question and it could really change things around a lot and we’ve been kind of moving forward on an assumption that might not be correct that there would just be a limited number of applications from each institution.  So the sooner you can answer that question for us the better because it really changes things.  Thank you.




COURT REPORTER:  Sir, you need to state and spell your name for the record.




DR. HEUCHANDRA:  Yep.  My name is Heuchandra.  I’m a professor at the University of Hartford and besides these two stalwarts and Wesleyan I guess you guys must be wondering what a freak from a teaching institute is doing here.




(Laughter)




DR. HEUCHANDRA:  But guys like us, I graduated from the University of Connecticut.  I got my Ph.D. in electrical and systems engineering and folks like us do the backend research on signals.  Somebody said signals and I do a lot of signal processing.  I’ve been on a leave of absence for the last two years doing a lot of work in the health industry and Mr. Arnold Brandyberry from C.I.I. mentioned this two weeks ago and he stirred my interest in the stem cell research.  University of Hartford over the last two years has built a new $35,000,000 ISET building, Integrated Signs and Engineering Technology building, and the new Dean, Dean Lou Menzio (phonetic), I’ve had discussions with him and with President Walter Harrison that we need to also encourage research in teaching institutes like the University of Hartford.  Somebody said that training is not important at the teaching level, but it’s absolutely important at the B.S. level because of the -- where you’re going to train the graduate students they’re going to be coming from the undergraduate population.




So if there is some focus in terms of having some kind of seed grants towards the undergraduate education and extending and disseminating this research into the U.G. field it’s going to be extremely important.  On the other part of the signal processing we have done signal processing for other applications.  I’m sure the eventual need is with respect to doing signal processing at the lowest level and that is what we can do also.  So keeping University of Hartford in your hearts also.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Are there any further public comments?  If not I will adjourn the public portion of this meeting.  We are still in session from our earlier meeting of the Board and I don’t think we’ve had several significant members, including our judge, our aircraft carrier has left and I think we should defer any further discussions for another day and I would entertain a motion to --




DR. YANG:  Well Mr. Chairman, one clarification in Nancy Rion’s presentation hopefully before ending this session.  Nancy, the assurance of the IRB Escrow carries from universities.  We just got in the Committee meeting not a full application, but for funding decisions, right?  Just for clarification.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That being so I will --




MS. RION:  Commissioner?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes?




MS. RION:  Is there any way to establish a date or possible dates from the Committee members who are here?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, there’s several -- do we want to do that electronically Warren and then offer some choices?




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I think you had in the agenda, and I think Nancy this is what you’re referring to, you had two possible dates.  I would think that if in fact we want to go with those two possible dates we should probably be leaning towards the first one because the second one would take us past the deadline that we hope to have going for ourselves.  So I would recommend if the Chair would entertain this that we go with January 26th.




DR. YANG:  I won’t be here.




DR. JENNINGS:  I am probably unable to attend that day, the 26th.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  Well, I think we’ll have to look to the 14th then because we -- I mean, we have to make sure that the -- I would think general representation can be here, so unfortunately I think we’ll have to shoot for the 14th of February.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just a couple logistics.  Warren Wollschlager.  We’re going to need to get this proceeding from our service in order to proceed with some of the discussion on the application anyways.  So -- and that’s going to take a good 10 business days or something like that to get in order to provide some input to the discussion on the application.  So I’m not sure the 26th would be able to turn around anyways.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That being the case, Nancy?




MS. RION:  How about if we agree to -- I will email you all tomorrow and we’ll begin looking for dates.  We’ll start with February 14th, but we’ll also look for other dates if that doesn’t work for all of the Committee members.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would just say I think we need to accommodate, if we can, either electronically or by telephone as many members of the group as possible because there are various points of view and we’re writing new script as we go along and I think we’ve got some fine minds here.  We don’t want to exclude anybody if we can possibly avoid that.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, picking up on what Nancy said, if we’re going to do that I have no problem with electronically doing that and I think to keep some key staff people should be absolutely available.  We might want to start aiming for before the 14th.  Would you entertain doing that as well?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think as long as we can establish a quorum plus then we can reconvene in one method or the other.  But I think we need almost every -- almost all of the nine of us here.  If we miss one or possibly two that we can’t -- if for some reason we can’t connect electronically, I think we should change the date so we can have as many -- as many of the Committee involved as possible.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, are we talking about another meeting or talking about a translation of this meeting we just were in before the public assessment?  I think most people -- most members still around and this really urgent issue to have the guidelines for the applications and I don’t think waiting for February 14th is going to be early enough and most members are around even for short meeting better than waiting for another two weeks.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that my time as some other’s time is limited and I think that it’s my opinion that we should not proceed further without Henry Salton to give us some advice about the directions we’re taking and I really wish everybody would have time to think this over and, you know, once again, we have a lot of fine minds here and we don’t want to rush this process and then realize sometime down the line that we perhaps had a little -- acted a little bit -- without input from as many people as possible.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And maybe we can keep up the nice roundtable of email exchanges we had prior to this and get -- we won’t have to start from scratch next time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s fine.  Yeah.  I think we’ll need a face to face to go over this.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No, no.  Sure.  But we get -- I mean, there was a lot of preliminary stuff that went on electrically that was very helpful.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Exactly.  That was very productive.  Nancy?




MS. RION:  Just to remind the researchers who are still here, clearly if we are -- let’s assume that our next meeting is in the middle of February, all of the deadlines will move.  We understand that it takes a long time for you to put together -- for the researchers to put together proposals and to go through the different review processes and any -- it’s absolutely essential that this Committee makes careful and good decisions in terms of the application.  If that means that it’s due at a later time, it will have to be that way.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree with you.  We don’t want to hurry the process or miss someone’s input because it’s such a very gated group of people with such wonderful ideas and the ability to think through things.  I think we need to proceed expeditiously but without -- but not hastily.  And with that I’ll entertain a motion to adjourn?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second?




DR. YANG:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




(Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 4:45 p.m.)
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