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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  Before we get started, we have some new folks here, and I think it would be appropriate if we, perhaps, if we went around the room.  We’re still waiting for a couple of members.  I think it would be appropriate if we went around the room and everybody reintroduced themselves, so we all know which numbers match up with which jerseys.  




MS. CATHERINE KENNELLY:  In the red jersey, I’m Cathy Kennelly, Chief Administrative Officer for the Department of Public Health.




MR. JOHN BIGOS:  I’m John Bigos, Pulmonologist with the Planning Division of the Department of Public Health.




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




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  I’m Milt Wallack, Stem Cell Coalition and honored to be Advisory Committee member.




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  I’m Willy Lensch, Children’s Hospital, Boston.  I’m a stem cell researcher and honored --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would you two ladies mind introducing yourselves?




MS. CAROLYN SLAYMAN:  I’m Carolyn Slayman, and I’m with the --




COURT REPORTER:  Can you get up near one of the mikes there?




MS. SLAYMAN:  Oh, sorry.  I’m Carolyn Slayman, Deputy Dean from Yale Medical School.




MS. DIANE KRAUS:  I’m Diane Kraus.  I do stem cell research at Yale.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Myron?




MR. MYRON GENEL:  It says Myron, but most people call me Mike.  I’m Mike Genel.  I’m a Professor Emeritus of Pediatrics at Yale.




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  I’m Marianne Horn.  I’m with the Office of Research and Development at the Department of Public Health.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m Bob Galvin, Commissioner of the Department of Health and Chairman of this Committee.  Ernesto?




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  I’m Ernie Canalis.  I’m a Professor of Medicine at University of Connecticut and Director of Research at St. Francis Hospital.




DR. XIANGZHONG YANG:  I’m Jerry Yang.  I’m a Professor and a Director for the Center for Regenerative Biology at University of Connecticut and representing State of Connecticut Industry and Technology Department.  Thank you.




MR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  I’m Charles Jennings.  I’m a former editor and former Executive Director of the Harvard Stem Cell Institute and a member of this Committee.




MR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Julius Landwirth, Yale Center for Bioethics and member of this Committee.




MS. NANCY RION:  Nancy Rion from Connecticut Innovations.




MS. LYNN LEWIS:  Lynn Lewis from Connecticut Innovations.




MR. RUSSELL TWEEDDALE:  Russell Tweeddale from Connecticut Innovations.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if we could start with this gentleman at my far left?




MR. HENRY ZACCARDI:  My name is Henry Zaccardi.  I’m an attorney with Shipman & Goodwin in Hartford here today to speak to you briefly on Freedom of Information.




MS. FUENTE:  My name is (Indiscernible, too far from mike.)




COURT REPORTER:  We’re going to have to have these people come up to the mike.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  Okay.




COURT REPORTER:  Thanks.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Henry Zaccardi.  I’m an attorney with Shipman & Goodwin in Hartford to do a brief presentation on Freedom of Information.




MS. FUENTE:  My name is (Indiscernible) Fuente.  I’m an interested resident in the State of Connecticut.




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




MR. KEVIN CROWLEY:  Kevin Crowley with the Department of Economic and Community Development.




MR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  I’m Paul Pescatello with CURE.




MR. JOHN UTTART:  I’m John Uttart(phonetic) from University of Hartford.  I’m a professor in the Electrical Engineering Department.




MR. BILL GARRISH:  Bill Garrish, Connecticut Department of Public Health.




MS. BONNIE SHRIVARO:  Bonnie Shrivaro(phonetic) with Connecticut Innovations.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If that’s everybody, I’ll call the meeting to order, and you do have a quorum of voting members, and we are able to do business.  I’m going to make my opening remarks after we vote on and approve the minutes.  So if you could all take a look at your minutes, and if there are any additions or corrections to be made, we will make them now and hopefully be able to incorporate them.  Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, Jerry Yang.  I have a correction on page six under Dr. Yang’s statement regarding the ESCRO approval.  I indicated as a requirement for funding, not for applications, so the statements of the ESCRO approval as a requirement for applications and not required, however, for funding is required.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can correct that.




DR. YANG:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any other corrections?  If not, I’d entertain a motion to adopt the minutes of the last meeting, as written, with that one change.




DR. YANG:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have a second?




DR. YANG:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Any discussion about adopting the minutes of the last meeting?  If not, all in favor, indicate by saying “Aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The ayes have it.  The minutes from the last meeting are adopted. I’m going to make some opening remarks.  To my immediate left is Attorney Dick Lynch, our representative of the Attorney General’s Department and a very welcome visitor on all occasions.




MR. RICHARD LYNCH:  Thank you, Commissioner.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I will remind everyone that this is the meeting -- notes and remarks are being recorded, and they will be available sometime within the next seven to 14 days.  If you speak, try to identify yourself, because the gentleman who is working the sound equipment has no way of knowing who you are if you don’t have a name tag in front of you.




I will remind all of you that the remarks go on the records verbatim, so you may want to think carefully before you make statements.  And I am going to make a statement now, about which I have thought carefully.  




Many years ago, I had a professor, who I had enormous respect for, a man named Count D. Gibson, Jr., who is a very, very fine and renowned Public Health Official, and he used to preface some of his remarks by if I could be permitted to philosophize for a moment, and I will take a few minutes of your time to philosophize and to tell you what I think that we’re trying to do here.




And I think that this group needs to consider what we want the landscape to look like in Connecticut, insofar as stem cell research and development of research programs is involved.  And that means we have to look out and say what is this going to be?  What’s it going to look like a year from now?  What’s it going to look like two years from now?




I certainly would defer to the opinions of other Board members about the meaning and the purpose of the legislation, but it is my interpretation, from having read through the legislative issue on many occasions, that this funding and these monies were intended to advance stem cell research into areas where federal policies did not permit the use of federal funds, and that is, of course, into lines of stem cell research, which include stem cell lines of humans and research leading up to that point, and includes, of course, those stem cell lines, which are other than the ones that are those several that are federally approved.




My further opinion on what the legislative intent was that these efforts would be directed towards developing financial and business issues, in order for the State of Connecticut to take a premier position in stem cell research in the United States.




And, indeed, I’ve seen some recent published newspaper accounts, that the effort in Connecticut may detract from other states by attracting stem cell researchers, who are relatively small numbers of people with a relatively large demand.




I realize that there are a lot of folks who are involved and who want to be part of stem cell research and bioresearch and the general process of moving our understanding of human disease forward and enhancing our capabilities to mitigate human disease and human suffering.




However, these funds, in my opinion, are available to move ahead stem cell research with stem cell lines that are not approved by the federal government at the present time.  They are not intended to be a global, in my opinion, they are not intended to be a global source of money for research and other topics and training, which are germane to the development of science, in general, and stem cell, in particular, stem cell research, in particular.




And we are dealing with, in the overall context of scientific research, with a relatively limited amount of money, and it is my understanding of the intent that it has to be used for this purpose, which I’ve gone over, and for the purpose of advancing stem cell research using non-federally funded stem cell lines and for developing an aggressive policy of having a business interest in moving this forward and becoming a preeminent state.




There are some very distinguished people sitting around here at the table with me, and I certainly would defer to their expertise and judgments, should they not agree with what I say.  But we have to get this moving, and we have to move along.  We can’t get sidetracked on many other projects of scientific worth and benefit to the State of Connecticut and to the country in general, because that’s not what the funds, in my opinion, are intended for.  So, with that, I will let the attorney on my right side begin to speak about legal and ethical considerations.




MS. HORN:  Stacy Owens is not available to attend today, and we both had very brief updates, really status quo, in terms of the opinion, that we have requested the formal opinion that we have requested on the meaning of the payment for eggs that we have sent to the Attorney General’s Office.  That is still pending.




My understanding is that they’re trying to move that along as quickly as possible.  They certainly understand we would like to see it as quickly as they are comfortable with its release.




MR. LYNCH:  That’s true, Marianne.  It’s under active consideration at this point.




MS. HORN:  And Stacy reports that it’s a similar situation with the Ethic’s Commission.  You understand the Ethic’s Commission has been reformulated and is working together newly for the first time.  There is a formal request for an opinion on the conflict of interest issues pending with the Ethic’s Commission.  And, again, they are attempting to move that along as quickly as possible, but certainly not as soon as we had hoped it would be.  But as soon as we hear anything on either of those fronts, we will send them out to the whole committee.




MR. LANDWIRTH:  Question.  Any idea about how long that would take?




MS. HORN:  For the Ethic’s Commission?




MR. LANDWIRTH:  Either one.  Both.




MS. HORN:  Well Dick can probably speak best to the Attorney General’s opinion.




MR. LYNCH:  Our office goes through an exhausting process of reviewing and editing it.  We have done one draft of it.  It’s come back with some edits and corrections and some further work to be done in another area.  The prime author of that happens to be on vacation this week.  




I can’t give you an exact date, but I know the Attorney General is interested in getting this out as soon as possible, and I would hazard, you can’t hold me to this, I’d hazard in just a couple of weeks.




MS. HORN:  In terms of the Ethic’s Commission, I understand that they are meeting February the 23rd, and our request will be taken to the citizen’s board for their consideration.  I don’t know how quickly they will move on it, but that’s the timetable, as far as I understand it.




MR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  Commissioner Galvin, I totally agree with your presentation and your philosophizing of the need to move quickly in this initiative and to get the funding out and to basically set up the process, in order to get the research going.




I have, in that regard, put together a statement that I would like to have, if possible, you entertain as possibly a motion, in order to accelerate the process.  Basically, what I’m suggesting in this, and I can pass out, I have copies for everybody, is that we consider a method to move the application process very, very quickly, utilizing certain people on our committee, utilizing them as a subcommittee, and then outlining certain overlying guidelines that have to be addressed, which we can then spend the rest of our meeting addressing.




With your permission, I’d like to pass this out, have it considered as part of a motion, in order to accelerate exactly what you’re talking about.  It talks to some of the issues you’ve talked about, also, having to do with the direct research, as opposed to the teaching and so forth.  Might I be able to do this?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I see no problem with your handing out the information.  I think, prior to discussing this, we may want to let Attorney Zaccardi do his 10-minute presentation, so he doesn’t have to sit through the meeting.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, we’re going to come back to this?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, or you can pass the copies around.  Why don’t we come back to this?




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike?




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.  Commissioner, one item. The California Institute of Regenerative Medicine has recently promulgated some guidelines on egg donation, which I think should be made available to the Attorney General in part of their review.  I have a copy of it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s fine.




MR. GENEL:  Which I’ll be very happy to provide.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You have it?




MS. HORN:  I have it, as well.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  It just came out today.




MR. GENEL:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thanks, Mike.  Perhaps Attorney Zaccardi would like to present now while we’re passing the information around.




MS. HORN:  Yes.  I think that’s a wonderful idea.  I’d like to introduce, and just, before I do that, this is Attorney Henry Zaccardi.  He’s from Shipman & Goodwin.  He provides advice to Connecticut Innovations and is a specialist in Freedom of Information issues.  




As the members of the committee are aware, it came to my attention last week that there had been some e-mails that had been circulated between and among the committee members, and I was concerned that we might be getting into an area where this could be classified as a meeting under the Freedom of Information and realized that that wasn’t something that we had really spent a lot of time with with the committee.  And we asked Attorney Zaccardi if he would come in and give us a very brief, I told him a very brief presentation on this, and he does have a more extensive handout on this for us all.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Well thank you very much.  And I’m going to leave the materials, as noted, and there’s quite a wealth in there.  This is normally a presentation that would take about two hours.  I’m going to condense this as quickly as I can. 




Let me just say, first and foremost, that this is what we’ve referred to many times as the Sunshine Law.  The intention of the legislature in passing this approximately 30 years ago now, I think we just had the anniversary, was to attempt to guarantee the greatest possible public access to both meetings of public agencies and the records of public agencies.  That’s the fundamental thing you need to take away from this, public access.




Now there are certain limitations that are built in.  I’m not going to tarry on those, because of the time limitations.  They are built into the outline.  It also occurs to me, from my discussions with Marianne, that what you really need to hear about more than anything else is the notion of public access to meetings, indeed, strictly construed by the courts to provide the greatest possible access to the public, limited exceptions for so called Executive Sessions.




Based on a brief conversation we had earlier, it occurs to me that what you really need to understand is that certainly, whenever a quorum of the committee entertains discussion through whatever means, they are conducting a meeting.  That is likely to be the ruling if that activity was ever brought before the Freedom of Information Commission for examination and consideration.




What do I mean by that?  Obviously, you’re having a meeting.  You’re in person.  There’s a quorum present.  What if, in fact, a quorum was to begin exchanging e-mail messages, or instant messages, or enter a chat room on the internet and begin discussion back and forth, and there’s a key here, over matters, concerning matters over which the committee has supervision, advisory power, control, jurisdiction?




These are the kind of phrases that are used, and, again, these are definitions that are included in the outline, to describe what a meeting is, okay?  Obviously, in person is not an issue, but if we had a conference call underway right now, because some of the committee members were unavailable, except by phone, you’re having a meeting, and it’s a proper meeting, so long as the public can hear everything that’s going on. That’s the key, and that’s the problem with e-mail and chat rooms and instant messaging.




So having said all that very rapidly, let me just backup for a moment and make sure you understand. The Freedom of Information Act covers all public agencies in the State of Connecticut.  It also covers committees and subcommittees that are created by public agencies.  So it’s important to understand that one cannot, a public agency cannot avoid its Freedom of Information obligations by creating committees and attempting to delegate actions to them.




You’re actually just spreading the Freedom of Information around, so to speak.  Those individual committees, as a general matter, are going to have to comply with all of the notice and meeting requirements, open meeting requirements that are embodied in the Freedom of Information Act.




So recognize I heard the word committee or subcommittees being used earlier.  That’s not going to change the obligations that you face.  And, again, the basic definition is that you’re having a meeting any time a quorum sits down to discuss, act upon, any matter over which they have supervision control, jurisdiction, or advisory power.




Clearly, if you get together at a restaurant and you’re having a social gathering, that’s not a meeting.  The concern, the temptation exists for us to indulge in conversation at lunch in a restaurant over the topics of interest to us.  You could actually stray into conducting a meeting by that type of activity, so we have to be very, very careful to live within the limits of the Freedom of Information Commission and the Act.




I don’t know how you could have a public meeting via e-mail.  I mean we have technology now.  I think it’s called whiteboard technology that can display computer information on a very large screen.  It’s theoretically possible, but it’s not there yet in my understanding.  




The Freedom of Information Commission undertook a very lengthy declaratory ruling process in the recent past.  The net result was they issued a decision not to issue a decision, because this area is not fully developed yet.




Part of the materials on e-mail, at least, as far as records go, I’ve left with you it is an opinion -- not an opinion letter.  It’s a guidance letter from the Public Records Administrator that will give you some information on e-mails as records, but keep in mind they’re not just records.  They are potentially meetings underway.




I have included in my outline a very recent case decided on August 10, 2005 by the Freedom of Information Commission that underscores the concern I’m trying to express to you, that, in fact, e-mail communications violated the open meeting requirements when a, quote, quorum met through e-mail conversations that were not noticed or open to the public to discuss matters over which the agency had supervision, control, jurisdiction, or advisory power, Emerick versus, of all things, an Ethic’s Commission in the Town of Glastonbury, and the citation is there for you. 




Well intentioned, very well intentioned individuals, just trying to do their job.  They were relative newcomers to this sort of volunteerism and public activity, and their agency absolutely under the jurisdiction of the Freedom of Information Act and the Freedom of Information Commission.




I would also urge you to consider, caution, even when you do not have a quorum present, because there is an open issue under the law, an open issue created by two seemingly contradictory decisions of the Appellate Court, which have not been fully reconciled, and the Freedom of Information Commission, as I understand it, does take the position that it is possible to have a proceeding of a public agency, even with less than a quorum present.




And I have had some discussions with contacts and colleagues of mine who were at the Commission.  It’s my understanding that they would love to find some vehicle, a legal case to bring forward to try and resolve this through the Connecticut Supreme Court.  Again, I don’t have time to go over all of it with you.  All the citations and brief blurbs on the various cases are included here.




There is an exception to the meeting rule. There are some exceptions, I should say.  For example, if you were to decide to create a very particular type of committee, a personnel search committee for high level executive employment, I don’t know whether this will ever occur for you or not, that is one exception, but it’s very carefully defined.




I’ve already told you the chance for social meetings are not meetings, again, unless the topic turns to what you have your jurisdiction and advisory power over.  Certainly, so called political party caucuses.  I don’t know whether the composition of this committee would ever need to have political party caucuses, where you break up and go your respective way to conference rooms before rejoining.




There are specific requirements that have to be met, in terms of notice and so on.  There is a requirement for the filing of the schedule of all of your regular meetings with the Secretary of State’s Office before January 31st of every year.  There are requirements for the filing of your agendas for your regular meetings, at least 24 hours prior to your meetings with the Secretary of State, or at your regular office or place of business.




I want to give you one important piece of information that’s available to you as a sort of a power that you possess at your regular meetings.  You have the ability to add to your agenda at regular meetings new business that has not been put onto your agenda.  You have to do it properly.  You have to have a two-thirds vote of the members who are present and voting to add new material, new business to your agenda at a regular meeting.  Should you call special meetings, you do not have that power.  




The reason I use that as an example is to draw a distinction between what we refer to as our regular meetings and special meetings.  There are two types involved.  And, again, with time constraints, I won’t go too far with that.




Now there is another important exception to the general requirement of open public meetings.  It’s the Executive Session exception.  Very narrowly described circumstances within the statute, Executive Sessions can only be called for the limited reasons that the act, itself, sets out.  They are not there just because the members of a public agency believe that it would be, in their view, just appropriate to go behind closed doors.




You have to fit within these limited specific definitions, and, very quickly, they are simply a discussion of the appointment, employment, performance, etcetera, of a public officer or employee, discussion of strategy and negotiations with respect to pending claims or litigation, it is a limited matter, discussion of matters concerning security strategy, or the deployment of security personnel, or devices affecting public security, discussion of the selection of a site or lease, sale, or purchase of real estate, or, this is sort of a catchall, to discuss any matter which would result in the disclosure of public records, which would otherwise be exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act.




And then, given the time constraints, I know I’ve moved very, very quickly.  And if you have any questions, I’m actually pressing 10 minutes already, I’d be happy to entertain your questions, please.




MR. GENEL:  Mike Genel.  This came up because we were actively, the committee was actively engaged in e-mail correspondence on a number of issues that we are going to be discussing here today.




The question that I raised then and I’ll ask you is would it satisfy FOI if the e-mail correspondence was posted on, say, a website, subsequent to the e-mail?




MR. ZACCARDI:  Well I think the only problem that I can see with that is the lack of a contemporaneous oversight, in a sense, or observation by the public.  




MR. GENEL:  But you’ve already observed that that’s impossible to do with electronic correspondence.




MR. ZACCARDI:  And, indeed, I believe, if I understand where the FOIC, the commission came out in its declaratory ruling effort, they ended up at the same problem spot.  They couldn’t issue a declaratory ruling, as I understand it, to tell us how we might be able to do this properly.  They didn’t have an answer for us, so we’re left with this quandary of wanting to use these devices that speed communications and make it effective, but we’re held back.




MR. GENEL:  Would it be your interpretation, then, that posting of e-mail correspondence would satisfy the FOI?




MR. ZACCARDI:  I think the only way that can happen is if it’s contemporaneous, as if to say that the public was in the room and able to hear you do this discussion right when it’s happening.  That’s the only safe interpretation I can put -- and it’s frustrating.




DR. CANALIS:  You also indicated that there is a requirement of prior notice.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  So that defeats --




MR. ZACCARDI:  That’s correct.  Excuse me for interrupting.




DR. CANALIS:  And I would be totally opposed to this e-mail correspondence.




MR. ZACCARDI:  If, in fact -- let’s play that out just a little bit.




DR. CANALIS:  Okay, let’s play.




MR. ZACCARDI:  You’ve provided, as required by statute, your list of your regular scheduled meetings before January 31st of every year, etcetera, so now the world knows when and where to come to hear this committee do its business.  If you wanted to do it at any other time, you have to call it a special meeting, and it has to follow the notice rules, therefore, theoretically, if you’re going to do it by e-mail, if you can solve the other problem we were raising, you’d have to find a way to do the notice and the filing of the agenda and all the rest of it.




DR. CANALIS:  But e-mailing is out of the question.




MR. ZACCARDI:  I believe you’re going to have to accept that.




DR. CANALIS:  And that is what is occurring, so that is totally out of the question.




MR. ZACCARDI:  That is exactly the problem that this little, small little Ethic’s Commission ran into, was they were attempting to do their business, they were volunteers, they had other daily activities and all the rest of it, and, as a result, they thought it would be expedient to simply communicate amongst each other regarding their issues using e-mail.




The net result was that we were hauled up to Hartford, I was involved in the case, and presented our best face, but we’re told that we had conducted improper, not really secret meetings.  It didn’t go quite so far in the decision, but, fortunately, sufficient good faith was displayed, that there were no penalties or null and void orders.




You have to recognize that if you were to go so far in e-mail communications as to actually get to the point of what could be construed as a vote or decision making, the Freedom of Information Commission has the authority to declare your actions null and void, so it’s definitely a dangerous area.




MS. HORN:  The committee has been talking about forming some subcommittees to work on issues that would be a couple of members of the committee.  I wasn’t quite clear what you were saying in terms of the public notice and so on for those committees.




MR. ZACCARDI:  The definition of a public agency is quite broad.  It is any executive, administrative, or legislative agency, or legislative office of the State, or any political subdivision of the State, etcetera, etcetera.  I’m going to jump some more. It’s including any committee of, or created by any such office, subdivision, agency, etcetera, etcetera, so that what FOI is saying is you can’t fiddle with its intent by breaking down into smaller units and then saying, well, that’s not the public agency.




You see, we’re over here, and we notice our meetings.  What they’re doing is separate and they don’t count.  They are going to be construed as subsets of the public agency, who are going to be required to go through the same notice and public meeting requirements.




MS. HORN:  So even if they don’t comply as a quorum of the committee and they would bring whatever they discussed back to the committee to be discussed in public, the subcommittees have to go through the same notice?




MR. ZACCARDI:  That is the basic intention of this law.  That’s absolutely right.  It’s been, I believe, spoken of as one of the most powerful Freedom of Information laws in the United States.  It’s very thorough, very detailed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Please.




MR. LANDWIRTH:  Julius Landwirth.  Is the baseline here the quorum?  It might be that a working group, for example, might not follow quorum rules.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Well that’s where there seems to be some ongoing I’m not sure if dispute is the right word for it.  A couple of years ago, actually it goes back even further now, there was an Appellate Court decision in a case that’s cited in this outline, it was the Town of Windham, and I won’t bore you with all the details, but, basically, what this Appellate Court decision held was that there must be a quorum of the agency present in order to trigger the meeting requirements of the Freedom of Information Act.  




However, that same level of court, the Appellate Court, had ruled back in 1989 differently, holding that, in fact, if you had less than a quorum and a discussion begins over matters over which that agency has control and jurisdiction, etcetera, now you’ve entered Freedom of Information requirements.




This Town of Windham case came forward and actually went up to the Connecticut Supreme Court.  If I remember correctly, they went so far as to hold oral argument, and then abruptly issued a very brief decision, I believe they stated Sergio Rary(phonetic) on this matter was improvidently granted and we’re dropping the case.  And now the Appellate Court decisions are kind of butting heads, and, to the best of my knowledge, as somebody who has looked at these cases, they are not expressly overruling their prior ’89 decision.




And the last time I talked to anybody at Freedom of Information, they continue to adhere to the older decision and the viewpoint that you could have a meeting with less than a quorum present, so it’s very problematic.  I’d like to take comfort from the more recent decision, but I don’t.  And I warn my audiences that they should be very careful, because I don’t want them to become a test case for this particular point.




MR. GENEL:  One more further question.  Would a memo from one of us to the rest of the committee, basically outlining a position much like Dr. Wallack has distributed here, but without any comment from other members of the committee, constitute a meeting?




MR. ZACCARDI:  I would say not, and the reason I say that is there has been information provided, but there has been no discussion.  It’s a fine line, but I believe you could find some support for that viewpoint.




DR. CANALIS:  I could argue that you’re influencing the rest of the committee with our knowledge of other individuals, because you can influence.  And simply because there’s no response, that does not mean that you did not influence.




MR. ZACCARDI:  True.




DR. CANALIS:  So I could argue that point.




MR. ZACCARDI:  And I think that’s a very valid response.  But if, in fact, that whatever influence has been exerted is held in reserve, in terms of expounding on the reaction, or how the influence has come to bear, until there’s a public meeting, then I think, as far as Freedom of Information is concerned, you’ve walked that fine line, but I cannot disagree with the points you made.  I mean that would be certainly the purpose of the exchange.  Not an exchange.  Excuse me.  Please, Marianne.




MS. HORN:  And then, at that point, just picking up on the points that have been raised, that the letter, the memo goes out to the committee, they all read it, nobody reacts and says, gee, I really like what so and so said in here, furthermore, if they just keep it very clear, that they’re just getting that and digesting information in that memo, then, at the next public meeting, that memo should be brought and distributed to the public, have it available for the public?




MR. ZACCARDI:  Well it need not be affirmatively taken to distribute.  What you have to keep in mind on the record side of FOI is that there are two rights that go with public records.  As a general matter, the public has a right to inspect public records, without taking a copy.  You can walk into a public agency’s offices and say I’d like to see X, and have a look at it, and then put it back down again.  I don’t need a copy.  Thank you very much.  That’s simple access.  The public also has a right to obtain copies of anything that is disclosable.  There is a category of non-disclosable records, but you don’t have an affirmative duty to just go around the public meeting room and say here’s everything we’re doing right now.




If somebody asks for it, it’s a different matter, and then comes into play the possibility of exemptions from release.




MR. LYNCH:  So, basically, that document, if it was sent to the members of the committee before the meeting, would be subject to a request for disclosure.




MR. ZACCARDI:  That is a possibility.




MR. LYNCH:  And unless it had certain information in it that for which you could claim an exemption.




MR. ZACCARDI:  That is correct.  And you’d have to parse it down to determine whether it might be subject to redaction of the information and so on.




DR. CANALIS:  I would argue that you could send a number of seemingly unrelated documents that actually are tied together.  So when you start this procedure, you allow a document from one of us, then the other one feels compelled to send another document.  You know you can create many, many arguments once you open the door.




MR. ZACCARDI:  That’s true.




DR. CANALIS:  So how many documents are there allowed, one, two, 10, 1,000?  You know you have communicated, so you have to draw the line.  Either there is or there is no e-mail communication.  And since we’re on a point of philosophy, I would argue that I wouldn’t communicate.




MR. ZACCARDI:  And that is within your power, as a committee, to determine as a matter of procedure, so long, again, as you’re living with an FOI. If you were to look at the Public Records Administrator’s guidelines on e-mail, you’ll find three basic categories.




I believe it’s actually in the letter, that the most basic category is e-mail that’s tantamount to nothing more than a simple telephone conversation, as if to say, to use the example, yes, we’re on the same committee, all of us even, the whole quorum, who wants to go where for lunch?  That doesn’t need to even be retained, any record of that kind of an e-mail.




There is a second level, however, where we get into the point that’s being made here.  The information contained in the e-mail is now a record that needs to be retained.  It may not yet have tripped the wire of a public meeting, but you’re creating a paper trail, the public gathers those together, and maybe they do what you’re suggesting, which is to take any number of them and say, well, somebody put forth proposition A over here, B is being presented over here, but you know what, B is really seemingly a reaction to A.  They just had a meeting.




I’d hate to see it carried out to that extreme, but it’s theoretically possible.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Charles?




DR. JENNINGS:  Charles Jennings.  It seems to me that this has great potential to slow down the business of this committee, and I think we really need to look hard for solutions to this.  And I have one suggestion, and tell me whether this would be in compliance with the FOI requirement.  




What if we said that rather than using e-mail, we will use something like a Wiki, some kind of website, whereby the communication between members is posted to the public at the same time that it becomes available to members, so nothing is happening, other than in full public scrutiny.  




And, furthermore, as I understand, there is a requirement to announce in advance the times of meetings.  What if we said that comments will be posted on some defined schedule?  You know, we could ask, for instance, Connecticut Innovations could post, you know, we could submit the comments to be uploaded, let’s say, every Friday morning at 9:00 on a weekly basis.  




Anybody who wants to comment and share comments with the committee members, those comments will be completely transparent to the public, will know when they’re going to appear.  Would something like that be in compliance?  I’m looking for a solution that will allow us to have the discussions we need in order to move fast with our business.




MR. ZACCARDI:  That is as close as I’ve heard anybody come yet to describing a process that might, indeed, fall within the requirements of FOI, because what I’m hearing you describe is a couple of key things.




First, would be some sort of adherence to the requirement that the public be advised of when the meeting will be taking place and where.  Second, what I’m hearing is that the posting will, in effect, be that contemporaneous event that I’m talking about, but the concern would be that there might have been some exchange lurking in the background before the items went on to the website.  If, in fact, the idea was that at a certain time of day on a certain day of the month the members of the committee would begin posting their concerns and issues and there might even be an change at that time, all of which would be visible to the public, should it choose to attend that meeting, that’s the closest I’ve heard yet.




But recognize that FOIC spent a tremendous amount of time and effort exploring the issues with witnesses from all sorts of public agencies, including Ms. DiBello, the head of the Public Records Office and so on, and they couldn’t come up with any way to describe how they would find a meeting acceptable within this electronic world.




This is the closest I’ve heard anybody come to describing the possibility, though, and I’d hate to see you become bogged down necessarily by, again, to use my admittedly cautious phrase for it, by being the test case, to see what works and what doesn’t.  But that’s close.




DR. JENNINGS:  I wonder if there is some way that we can pursue that and come up with something that would be workable and that in your judgment will be compliant with FOIA.




MR. LYNCH:  Well we have to talk to the Freedom of Information Commission, and you could either talk to them informally or more formally and seek a declaratory ruling, but, you know, that takes a long time to get done.




MR. ZACCARDI:  That’s the problem.




MR. LYNCH:  So you won’t have anything of any certainty, based upon my knowing our timeline, but we can have some discussions with them.




MR. ZACCARDI:  And I have found them to be exceptionally helpful in discussions of this nature.  I call them on a regular basis, actually.  I’m just embarrassed.  I can’t remember the name of the new general counsel.  It used to be Mitchell Purlman.  He did retire not too long ago, and they have a new general counsel, but that might be exactly the avenue that you’d have to pursue.




And I think that they would be appreciative of the effort you just made a few moments ago to describe a way that they might have their eyes open.  Who knows?  But I think that lacking that communication, they might just look askance at anything that’s being done that they don’t full understand yet.  Please, Marianne.




MS. HORN:  If I could just ask a question of clarification?  Would the e-mails be occurring, everybody would be around their computer at the same time, and you would be meeting by e-mail?  Is that what you’re describing?




DR. JENNINGS:  Well I think you could do it that way, or individual.  I mean I can imagine a number of ways, and I think all of them could be implemented technologically, and the question is more what would work in practice, and what would be compliant with the law?  But one possibility will be live chat rooms, in which, you know, the committee members are sitting at their computers in real time, and their comment, as they type, the letters appear publicly.  I think that could be done.




MR. ZACCARDI:  And let me just throw one minor monkey wrench in there before I forget.  There would have to, I think, be some need for, or some -- you’d have to find some avenue for permitting the public to come someplace like this room, because those who don’t have access to the computer you need to make some sort of an arrangement, where they could see it, also.




Again, I don’t want to overcomplicate it, but -- see, these are all the components that you might have to build into this type of a proposal, to call it that, so that the FOI folks might say they’ve really given this some thought, they’re trying to cover all the bases for public access, whether it’s some sort of a projector in here that’s going to put all those e-mails that you’re talking about, contemporaneously posting and response and so on, in this very room.




DR. JENNINGS:  And I wonder if Connecticut Innovations could have an office, in which somebody sufficiently motivated could come and sit and do that.  I mean it seems like a Byzantine solution, but if that’s the difference between, you know, discussing weekly versus monthly, there’s a considerable payoff.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Despite the proliferation of all sorts of devices that can display e-mail, I mean, certainly, there are members of the public who don’t have access.




DR. JENNINGS:  I understand that.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Please.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Warren Wollschlager with Health.  Just a point of clarification.  If we had the same scenario, as described by Dr. Jennings, but it was telephonic, as opposed to electronic messaging, that would be okay?




MR. ZACCARDI:  Well telephonic communications is a means of conducting a meeting.  That’s actually been tested by the FOI in its decisions, and, again, all the key elements have to be there, in terms of the advance notice, and the public needs to be able to hear everything that’s going on, and that can be done.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much for a very concise and clear presentation.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  On a very complicated problem.




MR. ZACCARDI:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Attorney Dick Lynch has advised me that we can bring this forward, at least informally, but we’re not going to get a solution this afternoon.




MS. HORN:  We have proposed a series of telephone conferences.  I believe you got a schedule of those, and I think that’s probably what we’ll have to work with for the time being.  We even have a full open discussion over the phone.  Thank you.  His presentation is up here at the break.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay and I think, Dr. Wallack, maybe before you get started, Charles can give us an update on other programs, and I think your comments may dovetail right into that discussion of the stem cell research vision.  You’re good to go.




DR. JENNINGS:  Thanks, Commissioner.  Charles Jennings.  So after the last meeting, I volunteered to produce a summary of the status of the other major State stem cell initiatives around the county, and you’ve all received a copy as part of the package, so I certainly don’t want to go through the entire thing.




A disclaimer, this was put together in a very short amount of time, based on recent new reports, so I would not claim that it’s completely comprehensive. What I have tried to do is pick up the major recent developments in the states that seemed likely to emerge as more important players in this field, and I thought it was important.  I think we probably all think it’s important, because we want to understand where Connecticut should sit within this landscape, and it’s potentially a competitive landscape.




To some extent, Connecticut is going to find itself in competition with other states for a limited talent pool, and I think it behooves us to understand what’s going on out there.  As we all know, there’s a huge number of initiatives.  Some of them are very controversial, and they’re going to be increasingly so in an election year.




The big one, of course, is California, and I think most of know that although voters are authorized prop. 71, it would authorize three billion dollars worth of bonds, stem cell research.  That seems to be running into some very significant challenges.




The latest reports are that a trial will begin at the end of February, and it’s likely to take 15 months before there’s a final resolution.  So California is not likely to be issuing three million dollars worth a year of funding for at least 15 months.  




In the meantime, they’re struggling to cover their administrative costs.  They have not spent, as I understand, they have not spent any money so far on research.  They are simply using what funds they have, sort of bridge funds that they’ve been able to raise to setup the administrative infrastructure that will eventually run their research program once that gets underway.




They have made decisions about what they want to fund.  I gave a you link to a website that summarizes that, so, for example, series of training grounds, which, as I recall, it’s in the handout, I think it was 100,000 per person per year, but those have not been funded yet, and it doesn’t look as though the funding is imminent.  




That is just the tip of the iceberg, in terms of their plans, if or when they do get their three million dollars.  And there’s all sorts of very ambitious plans out there for new centers, but I think all of that is on hold, at least for the time being.




So bottom line is California has the potential to dwarf all of the other states combined, but I don’t think that potential is likely realized for really quite some time.




New Jersey is, as far as I can judge, the furthest advanced.  They passed pro stem cell legislation in 2004.  They committed about 50 million dollars already.  They’ve already funded I think it was 16 grants of about 300,000 thousand each to individual investigators.  Those of you interested, there is a website that lists those grants and investigators.  It’s a mixture of embryonic and adult stem cell research.  It’s quite diverse.




There are more ambitious plans afoot to raise -- 580 million dollars is the latest number that I heard, but it’s quite unclear whether those will be successful.  There’s obviously going to be political controversy, both ethical and fiscal, so that may take some time to resolve.  




Massachusetts, our neighbor to the north, of course I know well.  I was the Executive Director of the Harvard Stem Cell Institute.  Massachusetts has pro stem cell legislation, but so far no public money has been committed.  Harvard Stem Cell Institute, for instance, has raised about 35 million dollars last count, but that’s entirely from private philanthropic sources.  There may be public money forthcoming in the future.  There have been some discussions about that.  




I’m not sure what sort of sums we’re looking at, and I don’t know how likely that is to materialize, but, in any case, we should assume that Massachusetts will be a major player, based on the intellectual capital that exists there and the fundraising capacity of Harvard and its affiliated hospitals and MIT and the other major institutions of Massachusetts.  So with or without state funding, Massachusetts is going to be a big player, I think.




Maryland has been in the news very recently for a couple of reasons.  Michael Bloomberg, the Mayor from New York City, donated 100 million dollars to Johns Hopkins.  Part of that money will go to stem cell research.  It wasn’t clearly stated how much.  Hopkins is a center for embryonic stem cell research.  John Gearhart, who was one of the first to derive potent human cell lines, is based there.




There are proposals to put up 20 million dollars in stem cell money, and I think there was another larger proposal.  It’s all tied up in state politics, and, apparently, the Lieutenant Governor last week compared embryonic stem cell researchers to nazi death camp doctors and outrage over that, so the temperature is high.  I’m not sure how likely it is that those sums of money will become available.




In any case, Hopkins has significant private resources and I think is likely to be an important center.




Wisconsin did have extremely ambitious plans, so Wisconsin is an important player, because they have these patents on primate embryonic stem cells, which includes, of course, humans, but, also, monkeys.  Those automatically make them major players, and Wisconsin has a history of aggressive commercialization of their research.  There was talk a year ago of raising about 750 million in funds from a variety of sources to exploit that invention and the expertise they have there.  




From what I’ve read recently, that’s really been scaled -- the current discussions are scaled down a lot.  The Governor is proposing a five million dollar fund that I’m not sure if 750 or 375 million are still on the table.  Other people may know more than I do about that.




Almost certainly, to the extent that Connecticut is interested in supporting human embryonic stem cell research, particularly anything that might lead to commercial products down the line, Connecticut is going to have to deal with Wisconsin and with the intellectual property -- surrounding those patents, which are -- as is everybody else in this field, at least in the United States.




New York has the potential, I think, to be a very major player.  They have, of course, enormous intellectual infrastructure in the research institutions in New York City and around the state.  The consortium of New York City hospitals got about 50 million dollars recently to set up a stem cell institute there.  The Governor, Governor Pataki, has announced an 800 million dollar initiative, which will include 200 million dollars from State funds.




As I understand, that’s still tied up very much in political debate.  Pataki, of course, is a potential Republican candidate for the Presidency and probably doesn’t want to get drawn into a big fight of embryonic stem cells.  So it’s not quite clear, at this point, how much of that money, were it to become available, will be used for embryonic stem cells or under what conditions.




Florida looked like it might become a major player, but they’ve recently failed to get the votes to get a motion on the ballot in November, so I think it’s not clear what’s happening there.




Missouri is a potential player, mainly because of the Stowers Institute, which is a major center for developmental biology, based in Kansas City and Missouri.  There’s an intensely controversial political debate going on there, mainly about whether embryonic, well, about whether embryonic stem cell research should be permitted, not so much whether it should be funded through State funds at this point.




I think there’s a real possibility that they could pass a ban, and if that happens, Jim Stowers, who funded the Stowers Institute, has threatened to transfer operations to elsewhere, potentially California, although he is also supporting stem cell researchers elsewhere.  For example, at Harvard, he’s funding somebody who is planning to do nuclear transfer there.  So I think Stowers may have made that ground as a sort of warning shot to Missouri, that if they pass a ban, he will start spending more of his money out of state.




Illinois, a potential player.  They’re, at the moment, I think a fairly small player.  Ten million dollars of State funding has been committed.  There was earlier talk about a one billion dollar initiative to be funded by a tax on Botox tax, tax on facelifts and other cosmetic procedures.  Not clear that that’s going to happen, but there is already some modest funding available there.




I won’t go through the others in detail.  Pennsylvania, there are discussions about possible funding.  Minnesota has a stem cell center.  I’m not sure how much public money is there.  Similarly, for Ohio and Virginia, probably not likely to be major players in the foreseeable future.  




So the big players right now are California potentially the biggest.  New Jersey is the one that has the largest amount of -- is the furthest advanced, in terms of actually committing and spending public money.  Massachusetts and Maryland, in terms of intellectual resources and philanthropic funds.  New York, also potentially very large, in terms of its possible capacity.  I think they’re still somewhere behind where we are.




So, really, Connecticut is arguably out there with the leaders of the pack, if not on the same financial scale as California.  The money has been committed.  We clearly have very strong research infrastructure here.  This State seems to be in a position to really take a leadership role.  That makes it very exciting for all of us to be involved in that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much for a very clear and concise description of the national landscape.  It is my opinion that we certainly don’t want to rush into something ill prepared, but, as you brought out, Charles, the legislative and the executive branches have had their discussions and agree that this is a worthwhile enterprise, and this is what the voters and the population of the State of Connecticut have decided that we’re going to do.




I think that time is an essential commitment here, not so we can scoop some other state and say we were the first ones to do whatever it is we want to do, but because this is a highly advanced and highly competitive field, and getting a little bit behind is going to lead to the situation of us standing on the platform and watching the red lights at the back end of the train as it pulls out of the station and leaves us behind.




We also have, I think, and I said this before, I’ll probably say it again, but I’m certainly at the time of my life where I can be repetitious.  I try not to be boring.  We have this very unique coalition in a small state between two fine universities, one an old and reputed privately endowed university and a newer State university, which is very ambitious and which has very good people.




Right now, we have a very unique relationship between scientists at these two institutions.  And when I say they don’t care, which I know they care which institution they belong to, but they’re more concerned about the quality of the work that gets done, as are our colleagues at Wesleyan University, but we have a very unique group of scientists, who are concerned about work, which has to be done, and quality work, which has to be produced, for the benefit of science and, also, to alleviate human suffering and disease.  




I think this is an opportunity that we have to seize.  And it is my opinion that if we spend an excessive amount of time deliberating about things and not moving forward aggressively, we will end up purchasing these services or the information from other states.  That is my opinion.




Once again, I think that I’m just amazed by the cooperation between Wesleyan, the University of Connecticut and Yale University.  And I know this is, you know, with competing educational institutions, it’s a strange word to use, but what I see is unselfish efforts to achieve scientific goals, and nobody cares whether you’ve got a Bull Dog, or a Husky, or a Cardinal on your shirt.  




With that, I’ll let Dr. Wallack say a few words.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I think that you’re right, that it’s more appropriate now to make the comments that I indicated I’d like to make.  I passed out the letter, and I’d like to transform the letter a little bit to put it in the form of a motion.  And I think that it’s even more appropriate, like I say, especially with the time factor that’s in front of us.  I, therefore, would like to state the following.




I’d like to move some thoughts and recommendations about how we might be able to expedite the stem cell application process.  I feel that we can best utilize the unbiased expertise of our committee members by asking Charles Jennings and William Lensch to finalize the specifics of the application in coordination with the Connecticut Department of Health.




I would further suggest that this work be finalized within the next five to seven days, so that the entire committee could give final approval within the next two weeks.  This will allow the application to be made available to interested parties by March 3, 2006 or by March 10, 2006 at the latest.




We should thus spend the rest of today discussing preliminary guidelines that will be needed to accompany the application.  Our guidelines and priorities will most probably have to be updated as the stem cell research initiative develops, but we should, at this time, share our current thinking with potential applicants.




Critical to this process is the clarification about whether will accept both individual and institutional applications.  It is my personal view that we should accept both, but that we consider giving additional consideration or weighting to applications that come from within an institution.  I also feel that if we fund individual applicants, they should be directed to work within the core group of their institution or another existing core group.  This would be more cost effective and would allow for greater oversight and accountability.




We must, in addition, provide guidance about our intent to fund “Cores” vs. research.  It should be clear that this funding will be readjusted as the years go forward.  We should also be as explicit as possible about what specific aspects of the “Cores” we will fund.  For example, Senate Bill No. 934 - Public Act No. 05-149 is clear about the funding research, as opposed to teaching.  These considerations could be connected to guidelines pertaining to direct and indirect payments, as well as to intellectual property and all of its implications concerning commercialization. 




We should also be explicit about our desire to have clear collaboration within institutions and between institutions.  It is obvious that collaboration offers the potential for greater gains, and we should, therefore, consider offering incentives to ensure that this occurs.




Other items, which need clarification, pertain to the length of time we are willing to fund a project and if there are any financial limits to the amount of dollars we are willing to distribute to a particular institution or project. 




We should also make it clear that while we will consider funding all types of stem cell research, it is our strong desire to emphasize the funding of embryonic stem cell research, which has been the driving force behind this entire initiative.




There are many other items that will need further consideration, and these can be clarified over the next few months while we are waiting for applications to be returned to us.  It is my recommendation that we should consider requesting that these applications be returned to us by May 5 of 2006.




If I might continue, what I just read is the key elements of what I’d like to be considered and adopted.  The next is something that might be helpful for today, so I’d like to conclude with this.




If time permits today, we could have further discussion about establishing supportive working groups.  There is already growing interest by people who want to volunteer their services, expertise and commitment to advance embryonic stem cell research.  In addition, we should begin considering ways in which we can expand funding for this work.




The Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation, for example, has expressed its desire to make 20 million dollars available for embryonic stem cell research.  There are also a number of other foundations, corporations and individuals who could potentially make significant funds available.  This is a perfect area in which a working group could be effective.




The rest, I don’t think you need, so I would like to end there and respectfully submit, by myself, form of a motion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much. That’s very well thought out and a cogent series of arguments.  It’s a very long motion.  I will ask for a second, so that we can begin to discuss this.  Is there a second for that?




DR. LENSCH:  I’ll second it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. LYNCH:  May I offer a suggestion?  It sounded to me like three motions.




DR. WALLACK:  Basically, what I really have done, Mr. Lynch, is indicate that we refer, this is a key part of it, refer the application for finalization to the two individuals, which I mentioned in the motion.




MR. LYNCH:  Correct.  That’s motion one.




DR. WALLACK:  Motion one.  And the second part of the motion is --




MR. LYNCH:  “Cores” versus research?




DR. WALLACK:  Well is to consider the critical guidelines that pertain to what we should be sending out with the application.  It seems to me to be very succinct.  Those critical guidelines are institution versus individual, “Cores” versus research, and underlying the need for collaboration.  Those are the key issues I think that I’ve outlined.




MR. LYNCH:  Okay, then, the third motion would be the application return by May 5, 2006?




DR. WALLACK:  That element would be that we would first get the application out no later, hopefully, if we expedite this whole process by March 10th, hopefully by March 3rd, and that we still stay somewhat on target to what we originally had talked about.  




We originally, as you remember, talked about getting the applications back by April 15th.  This puts it down a couple of weeks, because we are down the road a little bit, so I’m extending that to May 5, 2006, which would then keep us on schedule to our original intent, is to distribute funds, getting back to what the Chairman has talked about, as early as possible, and hopefully that can happen by July 1st.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It strikes me, Mr. Lynch, that perhaps, if we could discuss, I think the guidelines would come first before the other two.




MR. GENEL:  Well, Mr. Commissioner, Mr. Chairman, if I can at least clarify whether Dr. Jennings and Dr. Lensch are willing to make this commitment.  If not, the first motion is moot.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  I am certainly happy to help with the wording of the call for applications.  What I obviously should not be doing and I’m sure what he doesn’t want to be doing either is making policy without the approval of this committee.  So I feel that I completely agree.  We need to clarify those strategic questions before discussing the process.




But, in principle, I am certainly happy to work with the appropriate people on the wording.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well I think we need to, perhaps, limit the motion to discussing the guidelines.




MR. LYNCH:  That would be, I guess, the first one, Commissioner, yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Do we need to do anything according to Robert’s Rules of Orders to just consider that one?




MR. LYNCH:  Maybe you can rephrase the motion with those elements in there, so we have them down.




DR. WALLACK:  Why don’t we move on what we’re talking about now, so that if we break it out, the first motion would be, then we’ll follow with the rest?  The first motion would be to defer final consideration of the application, itself, to this subcommittee that would consist of Mr. Jennings and Dr. Lensch.  And it’s in the note, it’s the intent for you to come back to the committee in a certain prescribed period of time.




So the first is to defer to the two individuals for finalization of the application.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so, can we amend your motion to say that?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That the motion on the floor is to allow the two gentlemen mentioned, Charles and Willie, to formulate the application?




DR. WALLACK:  Finalize the application.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Finalize the application.  That is part of the motion that has been moved and seconded, and now we’re into a discussion period about that one particular portion.




MR. GENEL:  I presume that would be with Connecticut Innovations.




DR. WALLACK:  No.  I specifically in the motion talked in terms of them coordinating with the Department of Public Health.




MR. GENEL:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Who should we be coordinating with?  I think that may be a role for both parties.




DR. WALLACK:  No.  I made a mistake.




DR. CANALIS:  I’m getting a little bit confused here, as usual.  I thought that today’s meeting was to finalize the application.  Wasn’t that the original plan?  This doesn’t seem congruent with the plan that we had, and to be perfectly candid, and I’m thrown here a little bit by surprise with multiple motions, that, you know, we had not even thought about, so I find it a little bit disturbing to walk into a meeting, where we’re supposed to finalize an application, and then everything suddenly changes. 




The other point is, from a scientific point of view, and I work in cell biology, rushing science is not necessarily the best measure.  I think well designed science, with clear predictable outcomes, is far more reasonable than just throwing ourselves into a rushed situation.  You know what I mean?




I think there are many things thrown here into the picture that I did not expect, so maybe we should tease these out one at a time.  So the application, I mean I don’t care about the actual document, but certainly needs to reflect what type of project we’re going to be funding.




A fellowship application is going to be totally different than independent investigator application.  So to go and assign two individuals, with all due respect, to write an application makes absolutely no sense to me, unless we have well defined plans.  And those I didn’t expect, but I’d be happy to deal with them.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, just to reiterate what I, as I said before, I don’t think I or Dr. Lensch should be making policy.  I would see our role as fine tuning the wording and thinking about the logistics.  But I completely agree with Dr. Canalis.  The strategic policy making is for this committee.  It’s not for a subcommittee, consisting of myself and Dr. Lensch.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If you don’t mind, I’ll make a statement.  I think that Dr. Canalis’s remarks are very well taken.  This comes back to my original discussions of what was the money appropriated for?  It was appropriated to move stem cell, at least my understanding, to move stem cell research along, by being able to utilize stem cell lines, which are not allowed under Federal grants. 




This was not designed, and this is all my opinion and mine alone, and I’ll take responsibility for it, I don’t think that this was designed as a grant to further stem cell research in Connecticut.  I think it’s more specific than that, and I’m certainly willing to listen to other points of you saying it’s not more, that it’s more generic.




I think this is quite, quite specific, and I certainly agree with Dr. Canalis’s arguments about rushing into science.  I don’t want to rush into science. I think that if the intent of the legislative body was for us to become an economic development vehicle and to move stem cell forward, so that, in my opinion, Connecticut would become preeminent in that area.




Unfortunately, time is of the essence, that we need to clarify what we want to do, and we need to move forward, but not with undue haste and not without considering the science.  I personally, and this is my, once again, my personal point of view, I don’t think you have to, you know, beat the bushes all over the United States to find scientists that know how to do the work.  They’re right here.  They’re right here.




I mean you can get in your car and go out and shake hands with almost every one of them before the sun sets.  But, you know, I think we need to have a discussion about where we’re going with this, what are our priorities, and how do we get there?  




Once again, what’s this landscape going to look like in a year?  Are we going to be sitting here and trying to fine tune things?  Is the research going to be done?  Is the document for request for proposals going to be out?  Are we going to get to a point sometime where we have to say, you know, it’s being done in New Jersey and it’s being done in Wisconsin, why duplicate it?




With all respect to Dr. Canalis, I think that what I hear, and this is not -- as you know, I’m a flight surgeon by avocation and training.  This is not my area of expertise, but my understanding is we’re going to have to compete hard for a relatively small number of people who are expert in doing the work.




I know you wanted to make a remark.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I mean I don’t disagree, actually, with Dr. Canalis.  The whole intent of my suggestion here, my motion, is to do exactly what we’re talking about, and that is it seems to me that if we come together today to dot every I and cross every T, we will have spent a lot of productive time, but perhaps not as productive as if we get exactly to what you’re suggesting, and that is to create the overall guidelines by which we can proceed.




So I would like to say that it isn’t rocket science.  Let them finish this.  Let us spend the next hour or two hours almost in getting to those core issues, so we can move the process not in a way to rush things at all, but in a way to free up time to have a more deliberative conversation about the important surrounding, but critical issues, that mainly being the guidelines.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so, we’re now onto topic two of that motion.  In a parliamentary stat, what do we have to do to stay intact?




MR. LYNCH:  I would ask the Commission then to just rephrase the motion in what you want as the policy issues, so then the group can discuss them and vote on them.  That’s really what you need to do now.  In the order, this is the first one.  I think that’s important.  Then I think you can probably, just my own thoughts now, you could ask some -- have a delegation of two then, to make sure your policy is carried out in the applications, and then, finally, they have the applications then by a certain date.




I think that, an order of things, would make sense, but I don’t know what the policy issues are and how you guys want to go about it.  




MR. RAKIN:  Could I make a comment?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly.




MR. RAKIN:  I think what I’m hearing is that if we’re going to work within the constraints of the Freedom of Information Act and everything else and go through the application line by line, like we did last time, it’s just never going to work.  So I hear a very constructive suggestion, which is to pull out the key policy issues, let’s discuss them as a group, and let’s delegate, if we can, the guidelines and the writing of the guidelines, which presumably all of us, as reasonable people, would agree on and will get to review at the end to this subcommittee. 




So I don’t hear any differences in what people are discussing here, and so I vehemently support the motion.




MR. LYNCH:  With the Commissioner’s indulgence, the Chairman’s indulgence, I’d say I’ve represented multi member agencies for awhile.  It’s not unusual to have that type of function delegated to two people and maybe come back for ratification, if necessary, and sometimes even not.  But that’s a good way to proceed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, now, do we need to clarify a listing of the items you wish to discuss, Dr. Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  I think that, specifically, you know, we, as a group, if we move in this direction, you know, the Advisory Board will define those issues, but I’m making a recommendation.  It seems to me, from what I’ve seen and heard, that there are a few critical issues. 




One is, the whole thing is central to whether we’re going to fund institutions versus individuals and/or both and how.  All right.  Second one has to do with whether or not we’re going to fund “Cores” and/or research or both, what proportions and so forth. That’s for us to decide.




The third has to do with trying to make sure that the collaborative process stays on track and how we create incentives to do that.  Those are the key issues.  The others have to do with things that we, as a group, can add to that discussion as we see fit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay and unless there are formal objections, can we proceed with discussing institution versus individual or both?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, can I also request that we need some clarity on what subject areas we’re willing to fund?  I take your comments at the beginning.  It wasn’t clear to me whether you were recommending that we should issue a policy statement, that we will not consider any research proposals, other than those that relate to non-presidential human embryonic stem cell lines.  That’s something that needs to be clarified.




Are we proposing to -- obviously, that must be an important part of what we fund, but are we proposing that that would be the entirety of what we fund, and, if not, how widely are we willing to fund outside of that area?  It seems to me that that’s something that this committee needs to reach a clear understanding of.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree, and, once again, my own opinion is that the legislative intent was not to provide an overall source of financing to stem cell related activities, but, more specifically, to accomplish the things that the limited human embryonic stem cell lines could not be relied on to accomplish.  




My interpretation would be that any activity that is reasonably related to that would be appropriate, and that there needs to be some sorts of considerations about is this going to satisfy the legislative intent to have something that has developmental and commercial value, because I think that’s inherent in the statute.




I would think that, unfortunately, Charles, I think that this is going to create haves and have nots, so the people who want to do training that’s tangential to human stem cell research, or training of individuals, who may, in future times, become stem cell scientists, I think that’s, to my way of thinking, I believe that falls outside of the realm of the legislative intent, and that funds for those other types of purposes should come from other areas, and that what we’re really looking at is, and, once again, I’m expressing my own opinion, that, as a nation, or as a scientific aggregation, we’ve gone a certain distance, that without some change in the national authority’s way of regarding what happens with human embryonic stem cells, that we’re not going to go very much further, except to view some different ways of doing things, or we use non-embryonic stem cells.




My understanding of the legislation was this is to push that forward where we’ve stalled it, where it is stalled.  We haven’t stalled it.  And I think, once again, a necessity, that there are lots of good projects out there, training projects and problems that have to do with bioethics.  And just parenthetically, the University of Connecticut School of Medicine is recruiting a bioethicist for an endowed chair and have somebody in mind, who has a great deal of stem cell research.  And I think that’s very, very important, but I think we have a relatively narrow focus and a relatively limited wallet.  That’s my opinion.  And if that opinion is offensive to people on the committee, I will recuse myself.  That’s the way I look at the problem.




DR. CANALIS:  No, it’s not offensive, but these are two separate issues.  The type of application is a very different issue than the content of the application.  So what has been done suddenly, we have lumped two motions together.  So, you know, I think that we should tease thoughts out here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Exactly.




DR. CANALIS:  Okay, so, the second one, but I would like to, if we’re giving opinions, might as well end with the second one and give my opinion.  In one of the previous meetings, I asked Attorney Horn to address this, and my understanding of the bill was that it was adult embryonic stem cell research, and this did not exclude pre-clinical models.  




And from a pure scientific point of view, a cell becomes -- what determines a cell fate is what surrounds that cell, and to exclude other cell models in principle to me is a mistake.  And last time we met, there was not a single scientific argument that was against this position, and there are outstanding models out there that can be applied.  So to be exclusive and to exclude people who are already funded by the Federal Government, simply because they’re funded by the Federal Government, which actually are national stars, in my opinion, it’s an error.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would agree with that completely, and I think that certainly falls within my definition of things that are reasonably related.  I think, if somebody from a university that is entirely fictitious came to me and said I don’t think it’s right that these two big universities and this very well known smaller university should have an exclusive on this, and I want to start up a stem cell lab, and I need 10 million bucks to do it, I personally would not look favorably on that kind of application.




I think there are a number of people who would like to be included in this in some ways.  If I were an ethic’s professor someplace, I might like to say, you know, I need 100 thousand bucks for my students, and I can study this.  Well we don’t have unlimited funds. Yes, Mr. Wollschlager.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may?  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  If I can get the indulgence of the committee members?  In putting together the agenda, the colleagues, our colleagues from C.I. and those of us at DPH who staffed this committee, actually, we are following the agenda here.  The next agenda item was discussion of stem cell vision, and, indeed, it’s interesting what we’re doing, sort of, is going around the room and getting different people’s perspectives, starting with the written comments from Dr. Wallack. 




And we had envisioned some mechanism, whereby the various and all members of the committee could put forward their ideas, in terms of what needs discussion.  And, indeed, that’s why some of these categories are listed up there.  That was work that we had done in advance, certainly not limiting.  There could be many more things that this body needs to consider. 




But I just wanted to point out that we were, in fact, following the agenda, and this was the next agenda item.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Warren, thank you for your clarification.  I think that’s really clear.  It’s down on the agenda for discussion of stem cell research vision.  I think, also, Mr. Chairman’s clarification of the focus of research is very, very clear and convincing, also.




I have to say now to Dr. Wallack’s comments are very, very valuable, certainly, for discussion at this time under this category, discussion of stem cell research visions.  I want to also remind you I did have a summary in your handout, also, the last two pages, of the strategies, suggested strategies for the Connecticut State Stem Cell Research Funding.




That what I had to say, I should not take all the credit -- ruled based on the discussion through the -- in the last three weeks, and there is a list of details really from Charles Jennings and other comment from many others, including Willie and I think quite a few.  Sorry I don’t mention your name, but anyway.  So this one comments not my ideas.  Just really everyone’s ideas.  




The essentially, and I list quite a few, one is State of Connecticut Stem Cell Research Funding Objectives.  I think Mr. Chairman made a really clear clarification on that already.  




Second, why Connecticut’s funding should be focused on human stem cell research.  That was very clear, too, because, you know, last meeting Dr. Orocus Snyder made a wonderful clarification on why we need new stem cells.




Thirdly, were the critical needs for conducting human stem cell research in Connecticut.  What do we need?  What do we have?  I don’t want to go into detail, as you have a detailed handout to you.  




Number four is what are the instructions needed for grant applications?  What are the instructions, which Willie gave in detail, which will be discussed today?




Number five is really the focus.  I think we can discuss today the types of stem cell research grants for applications.  As Dr. Wallack mentioned, really two types.  One, the individual grant.  When we say individual, not just a once year -- really here I would say a couple of years -- still teamwork clarification and, second of all, the institution one.  I think that’s more like a program grant.




In this sense, I think for stem cell research we’re talking about two parts, right?  One for computing core develop -- making new cell lines.  Secondly, how do you use cell lines for doing analyses and research?  




I want just to go, very briefly, here the suggested list of types of grants for any institutions, hospitals, for profit companies or non-profit charities, with the capacity to conduct the human stem cell research in Connecticut.  Clearly, there are two components for funding required to promote advanced Connecticut stem cell research.




Number one, funding to develop a stem cell core facility or center for the whole state to make new cell lines for Connecticut.  Secondly, funding for various research projects on human stem cells and related adult stem cells and animal models.  How does it really, you know, correlated with the focus.




So simply the fourth type is reviewed in the core.  I think, obviously, in Connecticut, it’s a very small state, only one core needed in entire Connecticut.  Because there’s a limited amount of state funding available for human stem cell research and because the state is small, very small, there is a limited number of research institutions with the capacity and the experience to develop human ES cell lines.  Right?  That’s really clear.




We suggest you establish one, one core stem cell facility center, which will have the major responsibility for making human new cell lines from donated embryos and via nuclear transfer, really new technology in Connecticut, as well as banking any available ES cell lines not funded by the government.   Put them the one already in Harvard, Dr. Doug Melton’s lab, which is not really in that -- but is already available, so the course of the equally banking of cell lines, as well.




Essentially the responsibilities for the core center include establishing and banking new cell lines.  Secondly, maintaining and distributing new and existing cell lines to all the researchers in Connecticut.  Three, training investigators how to use and work with the human ES cell lines.  Not everyone can do the culture, and that’s the core’s job also --




Number four, public education and outreach.  I think that’s very important, too. So that’s really the fourth type.  Really, we need a core to make cell lines available for research in Connecticut and conduct --




Second, what type of research grant to be funded?  I think we were quite clear.  Within that category, there is what is basically institution or individuals that we were talking about earlier with Willie and, also, certainly, presented by Dr. Wallack.




I have to say, clearly, we discussed this issue by e-mail and in early meetings, also.  And, clearly the -- granting model is the model to follow, because, certainly, that’s why the U.S. is leading the world in research, because good --




I would say, based on that model and based on what Dr. Jennings suggested with the long list with these other focus a few areas -- number one, certain cores would be -- I go the other way around.  The large clearview2(phonetic) grant for core facilities, including numerous of CIs and for how to model what we usually do is -- universities in Connecticut and can go outside of Connecticut for -- reason, with complementary studies in the embryonic stem cell research, adult stem cell research, and a functional denominics protonic (phonetic) and animal model training research.




Essentially, this one I have suggested funding to go at a higher degree, more like a half year, half meaning for a year for up to four years.  The second category more like RO1 grant.  You can call it individual grant, but it really once (indiscernible) grant proposal, as well.




The third one, this is called the RO3, more for new professors, new researchers posted to apply for the smaller scale research grant.  So that’s for your information.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Dr. Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  I think that this conversation is very productive, and I can --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And difficult.




DR. WALLACK:  And difficult.  And I can see where it’s going to work its way through in a very good way.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well I’m glad you’re such an optimist.




DR. WALLACK:  I’m always an optimist.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Thank you.




DR. WALLACK:  Would it be appropriate to ask if we can move the essence of the motion, and then, if we do that, spend the next hour and 20 minutes -- and I think, at this point, we can only talk about two of these issues.  Dr. Yang has already put them in his remarks on the table.  If we can end today merely deciding upon individual versus institution and/or both and how and, also, “Cores” versus research and/or both or how, I think that we will have accomplished a great deal.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you might be on the short list for the Nobel after that, no?




DR. WALLACK:  I’m willing to try.  So if we can, you know, move the motion, so these guys are empowered to do what they have to do, let’s focus on one of these two at a time, if the committee feels so inclined, and we can, you know, pick off, you know, in a focused way the various discussion points that the institutions will have to know about.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think those are very good comments, and I must -- I need something clarified that perhaps some of the pure scientists here can clarify for me.  I’m trying to understand.  Are we going to give, with your permission, Dr. Kraus a grant, or are we going to give Yale University a grant and Dr. Kraus will be participating? 




And I have some difficulty understanding if we gave Dr. Kraus a grant, where would she go with it? I mean she’s not going to take the grant and say, well, I’ll see you later.  I’m going out to Harvard or MIT.  So is that a worthwhile topic, to think about individuals versus grants, versus universities?




MR. GENEL:  If I may, Mr. Chairman?  In either event, it is the institution that’s going to get the grant, whether it’s to a single investigator or to an institutional investigator.  I think what we’ve been sort of dancing around for several weeks now is the difference between a multi investigator institutional grant and parlance, NIH parlance, a so called program project, or an individual investigator initiated grant and whether or not granting one to an institution would preclude investigators from that institution from applying, also.




Now one thing that hasn’t been mentioned is I thought was a very insightful summary and recommendations from Dr. Lensch on that, which recommended a weighted scoring system, in which we could define our priorities, but allow the Peer Review Committee to make the scientific judgments.




At that point, then I think we could define priorities hopefully in advance that would weight our preferences on what type of grants and how we would like to distribute the money.




Now I hesitate to think we should not get into too much fine tuning here, because we don’t have the information to do it.




DR. CANALIS:  You cannot do that.  You need to tell people upfront what you’re going to fund.  It becomes totally subjective and arbitrary if you do it after the fact.




MR. GENEL:  I’m not suggesting that.




DR. CANALIS:  The other issue is the money has to go to an institution.  You cannot give monies to individuals.  There needs to be an escrow.  There needs to be appropriate committees in an institution.  And if you give the lump sum of money to an institution and the institution distributes to the investigators, then we lost total control of what research is going to be done.




It has to be channeled through an institution.  I understand that.  You need to put it upfront what the -- going to be.  You need to say, otherwise, it becomes totally subjective.  You know, I like this.  I don’t like this.  You need to put it straight out.




DR. YANG:  I like that comment.  I think that comment is really clear.  Maybe we should make one clarification.  The institution versus program grant, because all the grant goes to universities, goes to the institution, or goes to a company, so you can call all grants institutional, but all the grant of Harvard scientist, not for university, for university president, but really has to be scientist.  




The grant goes to the university, so, therefore, we can call it individual grant and a program grant for core facilities for centers, but we cannot call it university grant or institutional grant, because all those go to the university anyway, right?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think that, if I may paraphrase Ernie, I think what he’s talking about is being able to fix responsibility onto one person for the grant.




DR. CANALIS:  Now am I allowed to make some reality checks here?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.




DR. CANALIS:  Let’s assume there’s 20 million dollars committed, okay, and let’s say you put a 20 percent overhead.  That leaves you 16 million dollars. And you give four-year grant.  That leaves you four million dollars per year.  And I think we shouldn’t lose sight of that.




Let me do the calculation differently.  You have 20 million dollars, and you have a 25 percent overhead.  Now you have 15 million dollars.  And let’s say you give five-year grants.  You have three million dollars.  So the three million dollar equation, you could probably do one core grant, not even facility, but just core, one million, and you probably have, you know, you do two cores and you have four grants at 250,000 dollars.




And you can play the numbers anyway you want, but you can’t lose sight to the amount of money that has been awarded, and my understanding is 20 million.  So before we talk with zillions of types of grants, I think we need to put our feet on the ground, and we need to know what is there.




And once we have the numbers out there, we can decide, okay, if we want to go with the four million dollar proposition, basically you could do two lumps of one million and discuss what you want to do with the other two million dollars, and the argument can center pretty much on that.  But, right now, I sense that it’s very loose, and this is money driven.  




The first argument is we want to do, you know, if you want to go with a 25 percent overhead, you know you have 15 million dollars.  You’re going to go with the 20, you have 16 million.  These are straightforward issues.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, they are.




DR. CANALIS:  Sorry.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Nancy?  Nothing to be sorry about.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s the way I look at it. It’s very straight.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  How else can you look at it?




DR. CANALIS:  I mean it’s --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have to be realistic.




DR. CANALIS:  That is my reality.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




MS. RION:  I think it’s very helpful.  My question is a process question, in terms of looking at the different types of ways that you all could choose to focus the money, however little amount it is.  What the staff talked about, and I just wanted to remind you of this process, was we tried to come up with all of the different possibilities, different groups, and each one of those bullets is a different piece, and you’ll notice it’s focused on the science, the people, the facilities, collaborative projects, and then we had two others that were suggested.  So these all came from you all.  And then what the staff was recommending was that we give each one of you five dots, and you put them where you think the money should go.  




This is not a voting.  It’s just to give you some sense of each one of you being able to record what you think is important and where the money ought to be spent.  It seems to me that if you don’t take this as a vote, if you take it clearly as an indication, so that each one of you can say what you think your priorities are, then it might be helpful in coming back to Milt’s question, which is clearly the individual, the larger project facilities, the collaborate projects.  




He’s mentioned all of these, and perhaps you might want to consider that as a way.  If you do, I’ve got your dots for you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  I appreciate what Nancy said.  If we want to go with this approach, I mean maybe we can decide on one of these issues by the end of today, and that is if someone has to, for discussion purposes, if we want to really get it specific, make a motion, for example, we are going to fund individuals versus institutions and/or how do we do that, with what kind of weighting, based upon what Willie and Mike, you know, rightly pointed out, some of Willie’s guidelines.




We can decide upon that.  I mean that’s a clear way of getting to that endpoint.  So I would recommend that we think about moving in that direction.  And real quickly, picking up on what Ernie said about the, you know, 16 million or the 15 million, in the bill, and I eluded to this in the written remarks that I offered for the committee, there’s a responsibility for the advisory committee to try to go out and find additional funding.




I always envisioned that this whole process would not involve 100 million dollars over 10 years.  I always envisioned that it would involve much more than that, easily 200 million dollars or thereabouts.  How do I come to that conclusion?  I come to that conclusion because certainly foundations, you know, such as the Star Foundation, the Rockefeller Foundation, all these other institutions that are out there, Juvenile Diabetes, which has 20 million out there that’s available.  




I think it’s our responsibility, as we get into this process, to do exactly what we’re suggesting, expand the pool of money, Ernie, not just look at it this is 100 million dollars.  So I’d like to have us consider that.  I don’t know if we have to consider that and create a working group today to do that, because I think more critical to us today is getting the application in front of the folks who want to see that application.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I certainly agree with what you say.  I’m also aware that there may be opportunities for people to give a philanthropic gift, or an endowment, or whatever you wish.  Having had an experience with our Public Health Foundation in Connecticut over the last 18 months, it’s tough going out there, and it’s very, very competitive.




We had the sort of mistaken thought that if we could simply form this separate foundation, we would be able to aggressively compete for funds, and we did aggressively.  We are aggressively competing, and we got about 275,000 dollars the first year.  A lot of work. A lot of people who were very encouraging, but didn’t have any money, or didn’t have any money they wanted to disburse to us.




And I still think, perhaps in a very simplified way, that, you know, what’s this thing supposed to look like in a couple of years?  Is it supposed to be a shared core center, with scientists from all the individuals involved, or is it supposed to be part of this gets done at one university, part of it gets done at another, and somebody sort of says, you know, why don’t you do this, and you do that, so you don’t end up having two competitive university settings working the same problem?




So I think we have to really give some thought about this before we start to consider disbursing the initial 20 million dollars, with potential follow-ups of the other 80 million dollars or not.  What do you want this thing to look like?  What do you want this animal to look like?  Go ahead, Willie.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you.  Willie Lensch, Children’s Hospital.  I think we’re all arguing pretty passionately about the same exact thing, and I try to think of things simply, and really the only competition we’re in is with disease and ignorance, and I don’t think that a proper metaphor is something like a 50-yard dash. I think we’re running a marathon.




When you’re running a marathon, it doesn’t matter how strongly you start.  It matters how strongly you finish.  And I feel that if at the outset we commit the majority of our funds to individual investigators with specific projects, and there aren’t that many, it’s a small field to start with, then we’re going to be basically committing the state’s interest in a very small way.




It seemed to me that if we work to build the foundation, that we’ll finish better off than if we provide individual grants to start with, and really thinking about where this money should go, absent a large, thriving embryonic stem cell research program in this state.  




They’re the beginnings of that, but there is not an embryonic stem cell research institute in Connecticut, of which I’m aware.  We have an opportunity to make that now and to create a resource that endows many investigators over the long run instead of putting all of our eggs in one basket, in terms of a few investigators.




And, so, I don’t know what it’s going to take to move this forward, but is it as simple as me asking to make a motion that we consider as a research priority, as a funding priority right now at this meeting, that a priority, not an exclusive priority, sorry, not an exclusive use, but a priority be made to develop institutional infrastructures, to develop the core programs, to develop the shared resources, like Jerry was talking about, so that we can go forward slowly and carefully, but efficiently and finish strong, which I think is also what Dr. Canalis is speaking to.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  How would you do this?  I’m not trying to --




DR. LENSCH:  Oh, no.  I understand.  And it’s a tough question.  I think one of the things where I have felt kind of hemmed in on this is trying to decide whether we’re going to go institutional or individual.  You never know where the scientist is going to go, and I think, in order to be fair and to maximize what Connecticut hopes to achieve on their investment, we need to have an open mind about it.  You never know where the research is going to go.




But, right now, from what I heard at our last meeting, there is a significant lack of infrastructure to allow people to go forward on work that is currently prohibited for use with NIH funding, and that we don’t have a lot of money.  But if we commit the majority of it at this time to developing that infrastructure, more people are going to benefit in the long run.




I’m thinking about where we’re going to be at the end of this 10-year period, not where we’re at right now at the beginning.  And, so, if we establish and decide as a group that we are going to articulate funding priorities at the outset, then there are no surprises at the end.  We have not limited ourselves, in terms of we’re not going to allow a single grant from an investigator, but we’ve articulated that we need to build a research enterprise in Connecticut, so that these problems can be tackled, and that a weighting scheme could established. 




I’m not an expert on this, but I think, amongst all of us, we could be that expert, to say that priority is going to be given to developing shared resources, and that if there’s money left over, which there never is, but that if a great individual project came along, how could be deny funding to that project?  But it would have to be good, based against what our funding priorities are, and that is to build the core of Connecticut stem cell research and, specifically, human embryonic stem cell research, because that is precluded currently.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I think you said something a little bit earlier in this conversation that is very important.  This is not a supplement to NIH.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if you submitted a grant to NIH and you didn’t get it, this is not the place to come and say, you know, I was unsuccessful in getting that grant.  Will you help me?  We’re not supplemental.  I think what you’re talking about is the core issue, if you pardon my pun.  




MR. LYNCH:  Commissioner, did you offer a motion there, or did I hear you say that?




DR. LENSCH:  I apologize.  I’m not very experienced with this, but let me, then, articulate that I move as a motion before the committee that we establish the funding of non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell research as a priority for this first round of funding.




DR. WALLACK:  Just as a point of order, can Willie’s motion go --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  There’s a motion on the floor.




DR. WALLACK:  I understand.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s my point.  Because there’s a motion on the floor, can Willie’s motion then go as a supplementary amendment to that motion, and that would be perfectly okay to consider?  And the maker of the motion on the floor would accept that that amendment to the motion that’s on the floor.




MR. LYNCH:  Actually, that’s my mistake, because I didn’t realize that the other one -- I had forgotten that the other one had appended.  I’ve been sitting here.  So you could, but then that would be confusing, because we don’t have a well-phrased motion that was previously, at least that I could recall.




Now if you could withdraw your motion for a moment and then his could have the floor, then I think we could proceed on that, if that would be all right.  That’s seems to be a way of doing it.




DR. WALLACK:  What I’d rather do is, to expedite this as well as possible, what I don’t think there’s any confusion about or any problem with is the very first part of the motion, and that is to have a subcommittee finalize on the specific language of the application. 




So what I’d like to do is have that voted on.  I would then defer or withdraw for the time being the remaining portion, because, frankly, what Willie then talks about is the remaining portion.  So, with your permission, if it seems appropriate --




MR. LYNCH:  I think that’s right, because I think the first order is, of your motions, was the two gentlemen to review the application.




DR. LENSCH:  Then it seems that I should withdraw my motion temporarily.  It was in error, because there was another motion before the committee.




MR. LYNCH:  Okay.  And if that goes first, then Willie’s can go on.




DR. LENSCH:  So I call that motion.




DR. YANG:  Second.




MS. RION:  Discussion?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Discussion?




MS. RION:  Yes.  I just want to remind the committee, I mean, it’s fine, I’m sure, with staff, that you two gentlemen would go forward with this.  In the recent application draft that we sent to you, there were only five discussion points, and let me just remind you of what they are.




The funding amounts, what the maximum amount of funding for a grant would be, whether we would allow electronic submission, a discussion of IP and the financial return to the Connecticut, whether we were going to be specific about that, indirect costs, and whether there should be six-month or 12-month reports.




So there are only five outstanding issues that the staff thought that you might be able to talk about today, but if Mr. Lensch and Mr. Jennings can figure that out and get their, you know, their recommendations back to you, that would be great.  But I did want to clarify that it’s not a lot of issues that are outstanding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The motion is called.  The motion has been moved and seconded, and now it’s time for comments.




DR. YANG:  Yeah, Mr. Chairman, Jerry Yang. I, again, thank you for your comment.  I think we should do one motion at a time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s what we’re doing.  We’re doing one motion at a time.




DR. YANG:  I would suggest to go to Dr. Wallack’s motion first and then, later, the second one.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s what we’re doing.




DR. YANG:  Good.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie, did you have another comment to make?




DR. CANALIS:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I believe that the motion that you’ve stated is you would like Dr. Lensch and Charles Jennings to develop a request for proposal, and vet it through this committee, and then pass it on to Connecticut Innovations to be used and to be returned before the fifth of May.




DR. WALLACK:  To be sent to the applicants early March, and to be returned to us by the fifth of May.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  Exactly.




MR. LANDWIRTH:  Point of information about that.  That implies that their first go round at this will already have the benefit of our resolving these larger issues that we’re going to talk about.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Absolutely.  Is everybody clear?  All right.  We’re going to vote the motion.  All in favor?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, just to clarify before a vote, that any draft that Dr. Lensch or myself produce will then be ratified by this committee?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  Do we need to define a process for that, or a timeline? 




DR. WALLACK:  The meeting process?




MS. RION:  Well the next meeting that you have planned is a March 7th telephonic meeting.




DR. CANALIS:  With everybody?




MS. RION:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  So, Nancy, that would still give us to get it out by the 10th.




MS. RION:  Assuming that everybody agrees with all of the outstanding issues, that’s correct.  Let me just say, if there are changes and so forth that need to be changed, so that we need to be able to print these up and get them out, as well as have them available electronically.  If you want it done in three days, we would do that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  I think the motion also specifically indicated that DPH, Bob, would be involved in this process.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Well we are very much involved.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to request that motion really into two parts.  One, for Dr. Jennings and Dr. Lensch to be the one coordinating, the other one the timeline.  We’re never sure of a timeline until we solve the instruction issues.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can amend the timeline, as necessary.  Is everybody clear on the motion?  Is there any further discussion?  If not, all in favor, indicate by saying “Aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.




MR. LYNCH:  Now, Commissioner, do you want to state your motion again, because I thought it was very good.  Maybe you can play it back.  Maybe not.  




DR. LENSCH:  Let’s see if my built in memory works.




MR. LYNCH:  All right.




DR. LENSCH:  The motion was that this committee establish as a funding priority grant applications in furtherance of non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell research.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, so the word a priority, a, as opposed to the, is that something that --




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  I’m anticipating that we still have to resolve individual versus institutional grants.




DR. JENNINGS:  No, no, no.  So the question, whether we are funding only human embryonic stem cell research with non-federal lines, I’m still confused, as to where this committee stands on the question of how broadly we define the field that we’re willing to.  




As far as I can understand, we are all in complete agreement that the role of the Connecticut state funds are not to supplement the stuff that could otherwise be funded with NIH money, or the stuff that simply didn’t make the cut for NIH funding.  




What I’m not clear about is whether we want to restrict our funds absolutely to human embryonic stem cells that are not eligible for federal funding, or whether we are also willing to consider other areas, such as animal models that may be relevant to therapies with human embryonic stem cells, mouse embryonic stem cells, human adult stem cells, animal models that will be relevant to human adult stem cell therapies, insofar as those areas of research are eligible for federal funding, but not every project that is -- NIH does not necessarily support all of the types of research that would advance this field in the way to the maximum effect, and there may well be areas in which we could fund very strong proposals that while not theoretically -- federal funding would, nevertheless, not be the types of things that NIH would favor.  We might get a lot of impact through that.




One specific example, for instance, would be seed funding to young investigators, who are newly independent and not yet in the position of having enough data for a large scale NIH grant.  We might be able to jumpstart their careers by giving them relatively small sums of money.  At the moment, I’m not advocating for or against.  I’m just trying to get some clarity, because I don’t think that Willie and I can write a guideline until we know where this committee stands on that.




MR. GENEL:  Willie, if my understanding of what you suggested is incorrect, just please advise me, but my understanding was that by establishing a priority as non-exclusive, we’re only indicating that -- some sort of a hierarchy of how we would allocate funding and that that would be the highest, potentially the highest hierarchy, but not exclusive.




The other thing, the other point I think I would make is that some of what you are suggesting as potential benefits of a varied program could be incorporated within institutional program projects that might allow for that, without necessarily looking for individual applications, specific applications from institutions that would cover that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike, I think that, you know, as I said earlier, I think reasonably related would cover a lot.




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we have 80 million dollars following the 20, and so if this panel decided there was a good and worthy researcher, who needed a jumpstart or a boost, we can certainly do it within that framework.  




I think what Dr. Lensch is saying is that here’s our priority.  We want to get this going and moving.




MR. GENEL:  But I don’t view that as an exclusive priority.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t either.




MR. GENEL:  I view that as perhaps at the highest part of a hierarchy, but not the exclusive priority.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Absolutely.




MR. GENEL:  And the other thing I would say is there’s no reason why our priorities set in years one and two of the funding process would necessarily be the same priorities in years seven or eight.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s correct.




MR. GENEL:  Well it’s just a matter of getting this out on the record.




DR. LENSCH:  Willie Lensch.  That’s very accurate.  I think, just to illustrate it, if we had two worthy projects, one for human embryonic stem cells, one for adult stem cells, yielding equivalent scientific merit scores, I would favor the human embryonic stem cell project, because that’s where the greatest need lies, in terms of funding, if that clarifies.




DR. JENNINGS:  So it sounds like we’re talking about language, like strong preference will be given to projects that are not eligible for --




DR. LENSCH:  That’s right.  If a committee establishes the following non-exclusive funding priorities, so that people know at the outset that there’s a preference for what types of grants are being solicited, but that they could submit other grants if they wish.  It’s just going to have to be better to rise to --




DR. JENNINGS:  -- mistake to refuse to consider those other types, because we don’t know what we will get.  




DR. LENSCH:  Yes, simply put.




DR. CANALIS:  Equal scientific merit, again, is going to be very difficult to define, because unless you have precisely the same priority score, you have unequal merit.  And you have a scientific committee that is going to score these grants, so what is equal, 140 and 150?  Are they the same?  What is the disparity here?




And I’m going to go back to my original position, science drives science, and my opinion continues to be the same, okay?  I’m probably a minority, but I want to see the best science, regardless of model. There are fantastic models.  You read cell, some of you might read cell.  They are fantastic models that are not human that clarify cell fate, and I will say this over and over and over again.




And to dismiss those models is against, you know, my position.  I do cell biology, and that’s what cell biology is about.  And we’re looking for medical impact.  Let’s not be naive.  Medical impact is going to take a long time.  And unless you know the fundamental signals that define what a cell becomes, okay, you’re fooling yourselves.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a very worthy statement, and, in considering that, I have to also -- we have to kind of balance the intent of the legislature.  They didn’t give us this money unencumbered.  They gave it to do things we couldn’t do. The difficulty is being able to take these funds and use them for what the people want them.  That narrows the focus, and I think Ernie’s focus is very, very correct, but we have to kind of stay within legislative intent here.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  Bob, I thought that Willie earlier had made some additional very cogent remarks, and I think that Mike picked up on some of them that I’d like to sort of bring back to the table, and that is that, just as an example, in the initial years, and I think that this is some of the sentiment that has been stated, we might consider funding for infrastructure, funding Cores.




Say it’s 75 percent of what we allocate.  I’m just giving, you know, a for instance.  And then 25 percent for research.  That, as we go forward, however, and that could be a guideline, something like that, and the applicants can then understand that in years four, five, six and so forth, that can actually be readjusted and maybe be flipped, so that, at that point, when the core is up, Willie, you know, maybe you only need to fund 20 percent, 25 percent for the core, and the 75, 80 percent can go to the research.  So I think that’s where both of these gentlemen had worked with, and, from my perspective, that would be a very, very agreeable place to be.




And the other thing, I think that Willie is right, that the institutional approach to it is probably accurate, but your statement allows for an individual, if you will, but in a very weighted way.




I would, you know, I think -- Jerry, you talked about, you know, working within a core.  I fully would subscribe to that, but for an additional reason, also, and that gets back to the accountability factor.  You make sure that that process is working well together.




So I think that, as I’m hearing it, there are certain guidelines that we already are developing in our minds, and that could be maybe transcribed as part of what you guys will be coming back with.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I also think, you know, we’re talking about the first allocation of funding, and the second -- this is really is a two, because of the way the legislation was produced, it’s really two times 10 million.  We may want to reallocate the next 10 million in an entirely different strategy.




MR. LYNCH:  I just wanted to say, Mr. Chairman, we have Commissioner Lensch’s motion on the floor, though.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Okay.




DR. LENSCH:  If I may just clarify one point of that?  Dr. Canalis’s points are right on the money, but it’s an unfortunate nature of the base that funds are limited.  It’s the fact that limited funding exists in this country that has brought us here today.  I have never applied for a grant to the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation, and it’s because I study Leukemia. 




It’s the nature of the beast, that they have grant guidelines that do not include the type of research I seek to have funded, and, unfortunately, I feel that we’re going to have to also draw narrow restrictions here, in order to get the work done.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is there any further discussion?




DR. CANALIS:  No, but I had a question.  Why doesn’t the bill, the legal portion, reflect this sentiment?  Because the first meeting, you provided to us a bill, but the bill didn’t reflect this sentiment, so I’m confused.  I think there is a clear dichotomy here between the law and opinions, so we have to abide by the law.




I understand the law overrides, because it’s the will of the citizens of Connecticut, but I asked that question the first time around.  Why wasn’t this clear?




MS. HORN:  I wasn’t there at the drafting of the bill.




DR. CANALIS:  What does the bill say?




MS. HORN:  The bill talks about the funding being used to conduct stem cell research, adults and embryonic stem cell research.




DR. CANALIS:  With preference or without?




MS. HORN:  And it defines embryonic as human.




DR. CANALIS:  I understand that, but does it give a sentiment of preference?




DR. WALLACK:  It is in the bill.




MS. HORN:  It talks about other related activities, in terms of fundraising and other funds.  That’s where the other related activities --




DR. JENNINGS:  As a point of clarification --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Wait a minute.  Ernie, did you finish with your comments?




DR. CANALIS:  Absolutely.  I’m always confused.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have a copy of the bill present?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  I have a copy.  Page three of the bill, and I think that’s Section 2C, and it does talk about for granting aid to eligible institutions for the purpose of conducting embryonic or human adult stem cell research, as directed by the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee, so that it clearly states both of those issues, and it clearly states as directed by this Advisory Committee.




The comments that you opened up with, Bob, is from your perspective, and I happen to share that perspective, as directed by or interpreted by what we’re all about.  I would choose to, as we’ve been hearing, to interpret that and direct those funds to be spent for embryonic human stem cell research.  The bill says I’m allowed to do that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s my interpretation of the bill.  That may not be correct.




MS. HORN:  Those folks who were there, who I’ve spoken to and looking at the legislative history of the legislative intent that was on the floor of the House and the Senate, does seem to indicate that it’s for projects where there currently is no funding and the frustration that this kind of work couldn’t go forward. But I think that your point that’s a very literal reading of the law, certainly supported by the legislative history.  But I think there is room in there, if there is some really wonderful research very closely linked to human embryonic stem cell research, and I think one of you gentlemen was talking about that, so that is not something that is absolutely you need to take off the table, but it’s up to the committee to decide what your priorities are.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I could just clarify?  I don’t have the bill in front of me.  My recollection is that it refers to, quote, “embryonic and human adult stem cell research.”  Am I remembering correctly?




MS. HORN:  Yes, that’s correct.




DR. WALLACK:  As directed by the committee.




DR. JENNINGS:  As directed by the committee, yeah.




MS. HORN:  Right.




MR. GENEL:  Well that’s for the intent of the allocation of funding, as directed by the committee. Again, if I may, we’re not talking about exclusive priorities.  We’re really talking about how one weights scientific applications, and we’re going to depend upon the Peer Review Committee to provide a scientific analysis and a scoring of the applications.




MS. HORN:  And I think that’s why the scientists really have to weigh in on this, in terms of is this really human embryonic stem cell research when you’re doing models in animals, so that your next step is that.  You can’t start there without having done that.  I think that’s up to the scientists to determine whether that still comes under the language of the bill.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, Jerry Yang.  I’d like to make some clarifications.  I think the focus is clear on human embryonic stem cells research, however, I have to emphasize, in accordance for complimentary expertise in adult stem cell annual model research, even related technology.




You remember the last meeting Dr. Snyder made a comment.  He wanted to transfer technology for proteomic to stem cell research.  Clearly, that’s needed. And similar with adult stem cells.  Anyone working with embryonic stem cells to making that into liver cells or (indiscernible) cells, you need to collaborate with those working with adult stem cells.  That’s where I see those as a complimentary expertise.  




We already are involved in doing the collaboration and the teamwork, and that is (indiscernible) also clear those expertise are essential and now they’re fundable by Federal Government.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Landwirth?




MR. LANDWIRTH:  As I listened to this conversation, I just want to acknowledge the proverbial elephant in the room, and that is, as I see it, that this is a project with more than one goal, as you articulated at the beginning.  




The goal of establishing Connecticut as a preeminent base for stem cell research in a very competitive environment with limited resources can drive a strategy, which is not the same as an academic development of a project to build generalizable knowledge about a particular subject, in this case stem cell, they jump from priority to priority, may have to tailor it.  As long as you have that other goal in mind, it’s not the same anymore.  You have to acknowledge that sooner or later.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you’re entirely correct, and that is my interpretation.  I listened in on a little bit of the testimony.  I was not asked to comment on the bill, or input on it, or even submit a budget for the executive functions that we’ve undertaken, but my understanding of what happened and from my legislative liaison people who were there for this was what you’ve described.  




What we want to do is something that we can’t do.  We want to get some stem cell lines that are viable and that are not old, worn out stem cell lines, and we want to make some money out of this, too.  I don’t think that’s untoward.  




I have in my hand here a study, done by the University of Connecticut, the Law School, the Pharmacy School and the Medical School, about drug re-importation.  We got 100,000 bucks and we did this.  This is a wonderful study, a first-class document.  The Chairman of the Public Health, Senator Murphy, said, you know, we just did a lot of other people’s work for them, which is true.




But when we put this together, we didn’t think that maybe we could market this.  But I think there is a feeling and there was a feeling by the people who put the bill together is, yeah, we want to get out in front here, but we want to get out in front so we have a competitive advantage, and that’s not medical assigned.  That’s, as they say in the Godfather, in the course of the business, and that’s built into the bill.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can I ask?  Would it be appropriate to call Willie’s motion for a vote?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If everybody who wants to discuss it is -- Kevin?




MR. RAKIN:  I think there’s excellent points that have been raised, but to expand on that, I wondered if we should be, and I’m not sure if this is a separation motion, so excuse me for getting off track here, but I wondered if we should be even more specific about how we’re directing things.




Jerry made a very good point about one core facility being needed.  Should we be that explicit, that we’ll give support to one core facility, and I would add companies, as well as institutions, agree to work together to support that?  Because that’s another elephant I think isn’t in the room, companies and how they can play a role here, especially with this goal of economic development.




So I’m wondering if the resolution should be a little broader to really put these priorities on the table in the resolution, as that is what we will support for these first few grants.




MR. LYNCH:  Can I offer a suggestion on that?  I think that that’s really like a second motion, I think.  I think it would be achievement if we got this one voted.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we all know what we’re voting on?




DR. WALLACK:  Can you restate it?




DR. LENSCH:  I’ve got it memorized by now. The motion before the committee is that this committee established that an initial funding priority is the funding of non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell research.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Everybody recall that definition?




DR. YANG:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Yang has seconded.  All in favor, indicate by saying “Aye.”




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m opposed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One opposed.  Please record the fact Dr. Ernesto Canalis is an opposing vote. The motion is carried.




DR. LENSCH:  We’ve carried two so far.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I think we have very limited time now.  I know there are too many things to discuss.  I would like to make a motion to stay, as to the follow-up on the stem cell -- agenda discussion on stem cell research visions.  




I think the one on the board to go over for discussion, and I motion to follow the science, people, facilities, collaborative projects and others for next discussion.




DR. JENNINGS:  I propose that we’ve already just dealt with number one, and we can now move on.




DR. YANG:  Sure.




DR. JENNINGS:  So the motion is to begin two, is that right?




DR. YANG:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so, we are going to discuss topic two, entitled “People, Individual Investigators and Building Future Talent.”  That is the motion that’s on the floor.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  And can I just comment that, in this regard, Willie, I hope we’re not depending upon your words too much, but do we prevail upon you?  I think you have in your comments some weighting procedures.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Do we have a second to Dr. Yang’s motion?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s seconded.  Now we’re in the discussion phase.




MR. LYNCH:  There’s no expression of your desires in the motion just to discuss that?  So nobody has moved any particular result?




DR. YANG:  No.




MR. LYNCH:  Okay.  We’re not there yet.  All right.




DR. YANG:  Right.  It’s just for discussion.  Do we need recruiting scientist, star scientists from other states or other countries to Connecticut, so that Connecticut can lead the country or nationally, internationally?  




But I think my suggestion not only to recruit, but also to retain in Connecticut.




DR. JENNINGS:  To what?




DR. YANG:  Retain.




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, retain.




MR. RAKIN:  Well, if I may?  What I heard of the comments last time is that Yale and UConn are already doing that, are recruiting these top scientists.




DR. YANG:  Sure.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I possibly suggest that we endorse the idea of funding both institution, as well as individuals?  Having said that, I would further endorse strongly the idea for all the reasons we discussed.  And I think that certain people made it clear, that we strongly urge -- we feel strongly that we should be creating preference to the institutional funding for research, and that, in this regard, that this be tied to the utilization of Cores within one or two of the institutions in the State of Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  You’re over onto two and three.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we have a motion on the floor.




DR. CANALIS:  One point.  When you say individuals, are individuals through an institution?  You’re not talking freelance people already on the street, right?




DR. WALLACK:  Through the institution.  Through the institution.




DR. CANALIS:  An individual investigator with a, you know --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. CANALIS:  -- high standing institution in Connecticut.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  And if that individual, you know, is funded --




DR. CANALIS:  So an independent investigator grant?




DR. WALLACK:  Right, but it has to then come back to the institution, and that investigator has to work within the core of his institution.




MR. LANDWIRTH:  How would does that work for a commercial entity?




DR. WALLACK:  I don’t know.  That’s why I totally didn’t comment.  I don’t know.




MR. RAKIN:  It’s the same mechanism, isn’t it?




DR. WALLACK:  Well maybe Kevin’s right.




MR. RAKIN:  But I think this is something we should clarify.  We keep using the word institution to mean two or three universities.  I’d like it to be a little broader --




MS. HORN:  It does in the law.




MR. RAKIN:  It does, okay.  All right, well, just so we’re all clear on that.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, again, Jerry Yang.  I’d like to make a clarification again.  I think we’re done with the second item, right?  Now we’re talking about the third item, facilities, whether they’re called institutions or individual.  




I think Kevin had a really good comment.  That really can be fair competition among universities or charities, hospital, or companies.  It will (indiscernible) one core facility in the nation, in the state can apply.  It’s not where you say you have to go with, you know, one university or the other one.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We have a motion on the floor to consider what’s under two, people and individual investigators, and I’m not sure that we’ve resolved individual investigators to a point where we can have a vote on it.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may comment, Mr. Chairman?  I would argue that we will get a lot of bang for the buck by funding individual investigators, established investigators, you know, the talent that already exists in Connecticut, the expertise that already exists here, giving them unencumbered funds that will establish people to start working on non-federal embryonic stem cell lines.




We had, for example, from Mike Snyder of Yale, who is one of the world’s leading experts on proteomics.  He’s all set to begin this work.  He can’t do it, because he doesn’t have the non-NIH funds that would allow him to get going.




We have those funds.  We could get them to him.  He would get going.  I mean I use Snyder as an example, but that kind of project I think we will get a lot of value from funding those kinds of things.  I think those projects are most appropriately initiated by individual investigators, rather than at the institutional level, however, they will always go, the grants, as happens with NIH and other funding organizations, the grant will be to the institution, and the institution will be the ultimate guarantor of the financial management and regulate -- as it must always be.




But the key point there is that those project applications will be initiated by individual investigators, and that doesn’t preclude large core grants, but I would argue strongly that investigator driven applications should be at least part of our portfolio, because I think that’s where we can have a quick impact, we can have a large impact, we can leverage the resources and expertise that already exists within the state.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I presume, Charles, that you would -- what we’re talking about are individuals who would do their research within the confines of the state.




DR. JENNINGS:  You mean within the confines of an institution within the state?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Within the state.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So that we would not --




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m assuming that we would not entertain an application from somebody from California, for instance.  It would have to be somebody who is either employed by or is going to conduct the research at some institution within the State of Connecticut, which will administer the funds and insure compliance.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s been my understanding, that even if it were a corporate entity, we couldn’t, you know, give money to one, say, in Delaware.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. CANALIS:  I want to fully endorse that position.  There is nothing like investigator initiated endeavors, and NIH has taken that position, and I think to preclude individual investigators within an accepted institution would be a serious mistake in my opinion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie, you have no objections to what’s been said.  We’re not going to fund the project in Chicago.




DR. CANALIS:  Oh, no.  I agree with you. Sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike?




MR. GENEL:  I think we’re all agreed that we should allow applications from individual investigators.  The question is the weighting.  How much do we weight the application that comes from an individual investigator, vis-à-vis an application from perhaps the same institution that would call for core facilities around the group of investigators, if you will, a program project type grant?




And, so, I quite agree with you, that, yes, we certainly should be open to that, but there also will likely be applications of the second type and, clearly, more expensive, because they would likely carry with it item three.  That is the core resources.  My question here is what type of weighting do we give for that, and is our weighting the same in years one and two, as it might be in years five or six?




DR. JENNINGS:  We probably don’t know what the weighting should be in years three on, but perhaps what we could do now is to set some sort of budgetary constraints and say that we will consider, let’s say for the sake of argument, 10 small grants, you know, up to 10 small grants of 100,000 dollars per year each, for a total of two million over two years.  I’m kind of plucking these numbers out for illustration.  




And some number of larger grants, perhaps half a million dollars over a couple of years for more established investigators, and then perhaps one or two large collaborative program grants that will be several million dollars, and just define those budgetary categories and make sure it sort of adds up, make sure that that adds up to our current constraint of 20 million dollars over two years, rather than just leaving it completely loose and not making the attempt to define how those different types of applications will compete with each other.




Instead, we would define some categories and at least, in our mind, have some approximate understanding of how much we expect to put into each of those buckets.




DR. CANALIS:  Mike, that’s why I did the numbers, and I think it’s critical that on the RFA you upfront say how many, within reason, you expect to find four to whatever individual, you know, individual investigator grants, you know, with these specific limits, so then, later on, there is no argument, and you can look at the numbers and you can decide how you divide the monies.




But you need to go upfront and say this is what we’re going to do.  The numbers are pretty clear.




MR. GENEL:  I have no argument with that. All I’m suggesting is that I believe we need to establish some priority, in terms of where we would prefer to go, recognizing that we are clearly going to have to define what the boundaries are.  I absolutely agree with you.




DR. WALLACK:  Ernie -- may I?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.




DR. WALLACK:  Ernie, instead of saying that we would absolutely define the numbers the way you suggest, would you be comfortable suggesting that it is our intent to do this?




DR. CANALIS:  Sure.  It’s the other NIH language.  You know, you put out an RFA.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  Sure, we’re flexible, but your basic intent should be stated upfront, and there is an intent to find up to X number of individual investigator grants.  And if you get three lousy applications, you’re not going to fund anybody.  It’s as simple as that.




DR. WALLACK:  Sure.  That works well, because, that way, the institution understands what we hope to see the parameters to be.  If they choose to do it differently, they at least are advised, and they have to make powerful arguments, in order to consider it differently, so I’m comfortable, as long as it’s the intent, rather than an absolute.




DR. CANALIS:  I am not an absolute person.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Can we hear the motion again?  The motion was originally that we were going to discuss topic two.




DR. WALLACK:  What I’m hearing, Bob, is that, I think I’m hearing, is that there’s a motion to be considered that would indicate that we would entertain applications from individual investigators, but that I think, maybe this is only me, it is our preference to see that process evolve through the institutional process.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We need to put it within Connecticut.




DR. WALLACK:  In Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  In Connecticut.




DR. JENNINGS:  I will put it slightly different.  Robert is saying that the application must evolve through institutional process.  I would say all applicants must be affiliated with institutions within the State of Connecticut that will act as the ultimate guarantors and managers of the grants.




MR. LYNCH:  Can I just make a point of the law?  You’re right.  Under the law, it talks about an eligible institution, and it talks about any entity, but there’s no reason why via a contract that we’ll have we can say to the institution this is where the money goes.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  This will be standard operating procedure for NIH.  For example, individual investigator applies, the grant goes --




DR. WALLACK:  I would second, Charles, what you said, because you reversed it, but that’s my intent anyway.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  So, yes, I would second your motion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Charles, could you say that again, just for the record?




DR. JENNINGS:  So the motion is that we will consider applications from only -- okay, so, the motion is that one category that we will consider will be applications that are initiated by individual investigators, who must be based within institutions in the State of Connecticut.  Those institutions will be the ultimate recipients and guarantors.




DR. WALLACK:  Sure.




DR. JENNINGS:  Does that make sense?




DR. WALLACK:  Good.  I’ll second that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  And that doesn’t have to be the only type of application, but that should be one category that we consider.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  All in favor, indicate by saying “Aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.  We have 20 minutes left, gentlemen and ladies.




DR. CANALIS:  Well I thought we were going to go all evening.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll go all evening if you buy dinner.




MR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




MR. GENEL:  Perhaps it’s better not to speak for Dr. Lensch, because I think Dr. Lensch’s proposal carried with it some, I thought, rather good wording, in terms of relative weighting of large institutional program projects, vis-à-vis individual investigators.  Would you wish to share your thoughts on that?




DR. LENSCH:  Well I had proposed that there could be a weighting scheme, an application of a percentile, which would effectively reduce the scientific merit of a proposal that had been reviewed.  What I’m also hearing, though, is that we could divide up the pie a priori and set down discreet amounts of the initial funding that would be available, and I think it would serve the same end and actually make it easier relating to Dr. Canalis’s point, if that makes sense.




DR. CANALIS:  I think one of the issues here was to be transparent, and we need to be transparent from the beginning, and the only way you can be transparent is to put the rules straight out.  This numerical after the fact makes me very uncomfortable.




DR. LENSCH:  It’s --




DR. CANALIS:  But it makes me uncomfortable.  I think you need to tell people what to expect upfront.




DR. LENSCH:  It is a bit more subjective, you’re right, so if -- perhaps, the motion should be deciding what percentage of this first round of funding will go to institutional based, collaborative projects, what proportion will go to RO1 equivalents for individual investigators, and what percentage will go to the equivalent of younger seed grant investigators.  Does that make sense?




DR. JENNINGS:  I agree with that, and I would suggest we should -- here’s a model to shoot down, is that we establish three broad categories of grants, one, and to state them in reverse order, the most numerous and the smallest would be we’ll call them seed grants to individual investigators, and, typically, they will tend to go to junior investigators and will be designed to jumpstart their careers and get them to the point where they’re competitive for NIH grants.




DR. LENSCH:  As an example, I have one of these types of grants.




DR. JENNINGS:  You already have such a grant from Harvard.  A second category would be equivalent to an RO1 from NIH.  It will be a larger grant, which would typically go to a well-established investigator, and high priority would be given to established investigators wanting non-federal funds, but can be used for human embryonic stem cell research.




And then a third category of grant will be large, let’s say, program project/core grants, which will be used for projects that will typically involve multiple investigators, probably at several different institutions, and would be more expensive, might involve a longer term financial commitment from us, and would include the funding of expensive infrastructure that will be shared between many different investigators.




I’m not sure.  We may want to subdivide that into two categories, program grants versus core grants, but, in any case, I think keeping it there, there won’t be very many of them, and they will be quite expensive, and we will probably, for them to be effective, we will probably need to commit to several years worth of funding.




DR. YANG:  Charles, this is on the research side.  It’s on the research side, right?  You’re talking about two, one, making stem cells, then, second, using stem cells for research, using stem cells for research, three types (indiscernible) grants are one grant and large program grants.  




DR. JENNINGS:  And any of those could be used to fund, could and should be used, in many cases, to fund human embryonic stem cell research.




DR. YANG:  Sure.  So on research side, are you calling for motion for the three types of research grants?  Are you calling for a motion or not?




DR. JENNINGS:  I was sort of talking -- I was evolving the motion as I spoke.  Okay.  Let’s put in the table as a formal motion.  I move that this committee establish three different categories of funding, relatively small seed grants, and I don’t want to attach a number to it right now, I don’t want to attach a hard number, but let’s say something not exceeding 100,000 dollars per year times two years, then a second category, which will be roughly equivalent to an NIH RO1, and I defer to people who have such grants, but I’m thinking several hundred thousand dollars per year times several years, and then a third category, which I’m going to for now call Program/Project/Core Grants, which I would envision would be several million dollars over several years.  For those grants, in particular, there will be strong preference given to collaborations that involve multiple individuals across departments, across institutions, and that involve plans to share or make those resources likely available throughout Connecticut.




So that would cover and would tend to give priority to core grants, for instance, to create cores for developing new expertise and developing new embryonic stem cell lines.  It might also give priority to large collaborative projects designed to, for example, find ways to differentiate existing embryonic stem cell lines into different clinically useful cell types, you know, beta cells for diabetes, for example. 




That’s an ambitious grant, that’s an ambitious goal that probably can’t be achieved within one single lab.  It will be best served by a collaboration involving quite a number of people.  It will cost quite a lot of money.




So, to recap the motion, it’s to establish three different grant structures.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If I could paraphrase that, we’re talking about relatively small grants to junior investigators to accomplish building future talent, encouraging good science, intermediate size grants to establish investigators, and relatively larger grants to establish institutions.




DR. JENNINGS:  They could be multi-institutional.  There would be large teams, which might span different institutions, or it could be core facilities at one institution, with a strong preference for those that will be available across institutions.




DR. YANG:  State core.




DR. JENNINGS:  It could be a state core, yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Charles, could you indicate that that’s our recommendation at this point in time, and that we anticipate that, as time goes on, that these items may be changed?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can amend or change them at any time.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, then, I would second your motion.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  May I comment?  If I follow NIH models, which is the only model that I know, this is flawed.  A core grant is totally different than a program project.  A program project is a co-core of RO1s.  They come together.  A core grant is going to support core facilities, (indiscernible) was like you could have my core rate facility, you could have a tissue culture facility, you could have whatever.  You’re not even talking about buildings.  You’re talking a core that would provide to you means to do the research, so let’s not be confused.  Core has nothing to do with program projects.




DR. WALLACK:  So do you have to cut that separate?




DR. CANALIS:  It’s a different type of grant, totally differently.  It is a total different sentiment.  In my opinion, they are totally different.  It is a total different ballpark.




MR. GENEL:  But a program project could include a core facility.




DR. CANALIS:  You’re twisting and turning in a dangerous road.  If we want to fund Cores, let’s say so.  If we want to fund program projects, let’s say so.  If we want to fund RO1’s, let’s say so, but let’s not make a mush of all of them.  This makes no sense.




DR. JENNINGS:  What about revising the motion to say that we establish four categories?




DR. CANALIS:  The money is not there.




DR. YANG:  Four is fine.




DR. CANALIS:  The money is not there.  There is four million dollars a year, okay?  You’re going to dilute the effort.  In fact, I’m not even comfortable with young investigators, because the money is not there. If you’re going to be successful, you’re going to be far more successful in making very straight, strict decisions.




You want to have Cores, so anybody in Connecticut can use, and you want to have pistol investigators, and that is fine.  I understand that, but you need to be very clear, and I don’t sense clarity here.  A young investigator, you know, 200,000 dollars is not going to do anything for Connecticut.




Maybe I have a different view as an established investigator, but you do not have the resources.  This is not NIH.  




DR. JENNINGS:  But if a young investigator gets 100,000 dollars from us or 200,000 dollars from us and that, then, makes them competitive for a grant of several million dollars from NIH down the road, then we have leveraged our funding.




DR. CANALIS:  The experience of NIH and young investigators’ grants has been poor and they are not existent.  The R29 mechanism is not even existent anymore, and you don’t have the resources.  I think we need to be very focused on how you want to use them.




DR. YANG:  Can I make a comment on that? Sorry.  I think that your comment is really meaningful, that the funding is limited.  The question is how many cores we’re talking about.  If we’re talking about, you know, 10 or 15, all different cores, anything that related to medi core rays (phonetic) and co-focal and triverus, that’s not possible, because all universities should have all those cores already.




DR. CANALIS:  (Indiscernible)




DR. YANG:  You can.  He gave me a good example.  The Harvard stem cell former director, so he can tell you whether you can use existing cores or not.  (indiscernible) cannot, you know, viewing all the cores do we need an ESS core?  So core has to be a category.  And then do we need multiple team clear vision program grant.  So I think the suggestion, making the last one into two categories, making sense.  One is a core and the other one is a program team project grant.




DR. JENNINGS:  And those two last categories may be similar to each other in financial scale.  Even if they completely agree with Dr. Canalis, they are quite different in their purpose. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now is it the opinion of the group -- once again, Dr. Canalis’s remarks are very well taken on the basis of his experience.  Can we look at -- how should we look at individual useful or future talent, and do we have a right to even look at that, because the money, once again, the money was given to advance research and to potentially create something of commercial value, and should we be looking at this? It’s something very worthwhile.




Maybe Dr. Canalis wouldn’t have been here unless somebody had given him a (indiscernible) when he was just a lad.  




DR. CANALIS:  It was NIH.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Should we even be looking at that with our relatively narrow focus?  You have to tell me.




DR. WALLACK:  You know, maybe what we can do, if the motion is withdrawn, is say something to the effect that it is our intent to fund a limited number of cores that emphasizes collaboration, period.  That way, we don’t get into the discussion today one, two, or three, a limited number.  




We all know that what we’re I think saying is that if we have one in one part of the state, one in another part of the state, and we foster the collaboration to work within those cores, to me makes sense.  So if that seems to be capturing the sense of where we are, I would offer that as a substitute resolution to say what I just said, and that is that it is our intent to fund a limited number of cores that emphasizes collaboration.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  That would depend on whether Charles wants to withdraw his motion or modify it.




DR. YANG:  Or modify it.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m certainly happy to modify it.  I still think that we should have categories for individual investigators.




DR. WALLACK:  Charles, we can come back to that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




DR. YANG:  Modify.




DR. WALLACK:  This takes care of one thing at a time.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay, so, you want a motion that we establish grants to fund a limited number of core facilities?  And I agree that we should not --




DR. WALLACK:  That emphasizes collaboration.




DR. JENNINGS:  That will emphasize collaboration, yes.




DR. YANG:  Provide services.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, provide services and emphasize collaborations.  I would say that a requirement for those cores is they must be available to anybody, any researcher based in Connecticut.  In other words, if Yale wants to establish a core, it can’t be confined only to people at Yale.  People from UConn or Wesleyan or wherever have got to be free.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have five minutes, gentlemen and ladies.  




DR. JENNINGS:  So that’s one motion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Can you rephrase that motion for us?




DR. WALLACK:  We favor a limited number of cores and emphasize its collaboration within the State of Connecticut and has open access to various researchers in the State of Connecticut.




DR. YANG:  And services, services to Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have a second for that?




DR. YANG:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor of the motion, indicate by saying “Aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed? 




DR. WALLACK:  I know you’re looking at the clock.  Since we’re working so well with this, would you entertain a motion to extend the meeting 20 minutes or so?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure if all the members can stay.  If we don’t lose voting members, that’s fine.




DR. WALLACK:  Then I would move that we look to extend the meeting by 30 minutes, to end at 4:30 instead of --




DR. JENNINGS:  I’ll second.




MR. RAKIN:  I liked your first offer better.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  The motion is on the floor.  All in favor of extending until 4:25, indicate.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Can we vote if we’re not on the committee?




DR. YANG:  Can we vote for the other three types of research grants that Dr. Jennings requested for a motion?




DR. CANALIS:  I’d like to vote to have those as individual votes, okay?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  If we accept it to have one category, you can be directed to have each one a separate category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  And that’s what I would request.




DR. JENNINGS:  The second motion would be to establish a category of grants that will be initiated by individual investigators, roughly comparable in scope to an RO1 grant, likely to go, generally, to established investigators, and strong preference given to people who want to work with non-federal embryonic stem cells.  That would be a second category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do I have a second for that motion?




DR. LENSCH:  Second.




DR. CANALIS:  I have difficulty with the last sentence, because it’s not -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  Perhaps we should drop -- I’m happy to drop that last sentence.




DR. CANALIS:  That sentence has nothing to do with what’s on the table.




DR. JENNINGS:  Even the preference for 

ES cells?




DR. CANALIS:  It has nothing to do with that.  The type of grant you’re going to fund is not --




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  I’m happy to rephrase the motion to drop that, since we addressed it previously.




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  So the motion now is to establish a category of grants that will be roughly equivalent in scope to RO1’s from NIH.  Excuse me?




MR. GENEL:  For established investigators?




DR. JENNINGS:  For established investigators.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is there a second?




DR. CANALIS:  I’ll second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There’s a second for that motion.  Dr. Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  And a point of information.  I don’t think that we need to tack on the preferences, because we’ve already established that as a general priority.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. YANG:  That’s right.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The motion has been move and seconded.  Is there any further discussion?  All in favor of the motion, indicate by saying “Aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.




DR. JENNINGS:  Could I, then, put another motion on the table, which is that we establish another category of funds, which would be small grants to individual investigators?  These would be smaller in scope than an RO1 grant.  




Those will be primarily targeted at junior investigators, and the purpose would be to jumpstart the careers of young people, make Connecticut an attractive place for people considering where to come for their first faculty appointment, and the expectation will be that, down the road, the results obtained from this so called seed funding will make these young independent researchers more competitive for larger grants in the future, whether from NIH or whether from other funding sources.  It’s a third category.




DR. YANG:  It’s a seeding grant.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’ll call them seed grants for brevity.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is there a second to the motion?




DR. LENSCH:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second by Dr. Lensch.  Discussion?




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  I have a question. That’s including junior faculty member, who is not 10-year track, more like a research faculty member, research assistant professor.  Are they qualified to apply the seeding grant?




DR. JENNINGS:  My recommendation would be that if the policy of their institution allows them to hold independent grants and the institution is willing to manage those grants, as they would for a 10-year track faculty member, then they should be permitted.  And, of course, you know, some might be from companies where the whole faculty track doesn’t apply.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that we have some discussion, and I know Dr. Canalis has opinions on this.




DR. CANALIS:  I’m uncomfortable with that, because it’s already a very difficult area of research.  And to take people who are inexperienced would limit our resources doesn’t set right in my stomach.  It’s not the way I look at science.  And I think they could participate in the core and learn through the core.  I don’t think it’s the best way to invest Connecticut money.  I just don’t see it.  I stated that before, and that’s my position, and it will not change.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Any other comments?  Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  I would offer the comment, and I’m speaking from my own experience as the holder of a seed grant, that my ability to have that grant as a member of a larger laboratory really endowed our entire laboratory to move forward into this field, that identifying a single individual within our laboratory that was completely liberated from any NIH funding really has allowed me to move forward aggressively to establish a non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell research program that now is beginning to develop in other areas.




And so I think that your point is definitely well made and well taken about, in my case, my level of experience compared to someone who could apply for an RO1, but they definitely serve an important role.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As the Chair, I try not to, you know, interject my personal opinions.  One who might describe me as an opinionated man would be pretty much correct.  But I do feel that I would have some logical difficulty in justifying this type of investment, due to some of the things that Dr. Canalis said about the size of the available pool.  I’m not sure I can justify that from the position of, you know, of commercializing it and building it into an entity where the public has a stake in where business gets developed.




I feel kind of strongly about this, and I’m going to recuse myself from the vote, if and when that happens.  Mike?




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.  Mr. Chairman, if I could ask Dr. Canalis a question?




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.




MR. GENEL:  Through the Chair.  What I think I hear you saying is that you would prefer funding for individuals to be embedded within larger core type grants, rather than as individual seed grants, if at all.




DR. CANALIS:  I think, if you create a research environment in stem cell research, there’s going to be opportunities.  I think, if we had unlimited funds, I would have very little difficulties, and certainly I’m highly supportive of developing young investigators.  There are funding constraints here, and, you know, what we’ve been guided to make here is some hard decisions, and what is the best way to invest this money in the State of Connecticut?




If I have to make a choice, that, to me, is maybe an investment on a career, and that is fine.  But, you know, I think, you know, science is science, and you can learn basic cell biology, you know, without utilizing Connecticut funds.  I don’t think it’s the best investment.




If you look at it from a business point of view, I don’t think it’s a good business proposition.  Is the role of NIH to train people?  Many of us can be trained, you know, through NIH mechanisms, and people who want to be successful in research through that route, they will be.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Wollschlager?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Could I ask, through the Chair, of Dr. Canalis or anybody else who works with NIH a lot?  When we’re talking about individual investigators, be they senior or now more junior, are we now talking about the burden on the Peer Review Committee going up exponentially, because we have a lot of different individual applications, as opposed to -- would they come in as part of the institutional package?




DR. CANALIS:  Unless you review them independently, it becomes a real serious issue.  So NIH will review them independently, you know, so you say I’m going to fund three young investigators, regardless, and you look at the -- that set of applications is not going to compete, you know, head-to-head with an established investigator.  I mean it’s unfair competition.  That’s the other point.




So if we are going to go that route, they are going to -- you need to protect them, otherwise, again, you’re doing a disservice.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  If we’re going to go that route, which is fine, okay, that’s what the committee wants, in that case, we have a moral obligation to protect those individuals.  You can’t say we’re going to do it and then put them to compete against a lion.  They’re going to be killed.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.  Thank you.




DR. YANG:  I agree with Dr. Canalis’s point of view, that is the funding is limited, but I disagree with him with the second view, that the seeding grant is not important.  I feel the seeding grant is very, very important.  We, at the center, are tracking one junior research fellow from Georgetown Medical Center and one from Harvard.  




What we’re really trying to -- using the recurrence with adult stem cells to changing ES cells into (indiscernible).  It was really excited. And the other one trying to (indiscernible) cells now ready for a larger grant.  For the ruling now with a (indiscernible) test whether this is possible or not.  If it is possible and through the State funding, I think it certainly will open door for more funding in the future at the Federal level if the Federal door is open.




Second, I wanted to mention the funding.  If we really talk about the 5 to 10 grants at 100k each per year, we’re talking about one to two million dollars, only five to 10 percent of the 20 million dollars.  It’s really not really a big portion of funding go to that category.




DR. CANALIS:  One final comment.  There is nothing to preclude for an established investigator to put in his or her budget a younger investigator.  We do it all the time.  My grants list postdoctoral fellows, and it can list another scientist.  You can do that, and you might want to encourage that, or you might want to give preference to those grants in a subtle way.




You are not precluded from training people.  I don’t want people to walk out of this room thinking that I do not want to train people.  There is an obligation to train people.  This is how you do it and how you invest your money.  That’s my bottom line.  And I don’t think that the funds are there to just -- and I think there is enough confusion here that I think you’re better off establishing very clear cuts on which route you want to go.




Sure, train people.  You have cores to train people.  You have established investigators to train people.  Nobody is saying don’t train them.  God forbid.  I don’t want this to go on record, okay?  I want to be absolutely clear about that.




DR. YANG:  Normally, for the large RO1 grant --




DR. CANALIS:  -- tomorrow.




DR. YANG:  -- preliminary results -- data has to be available and preliminary results really are there to be sure you can get there.  But for someone not with technology, I think no one is confident to either a small portion of funding I think is really essential to do the testing.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Kevin?




MR. RAKIN:  Well I would just like to add a reminder of what the Commissioner said about economic development, too, so great science and great scientists don’t necessarily drive economic development.  And, certainly, the opposite is also true.  Scientists have been dismissed as -- as an example, stupid science or science, that someone has put it, that any monkey can do (indiscernible) so I endorse the idea of spending a little bit of money around, just because you never know where those people may go and what their other talents may be.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Willy?




DR. LENSCH:  In consideration of Warren’s point, about the burden on the Peer Review Committee, I’m wondering if it would be reasonable to ask Charles to comment on the number of applications that were received at Harvard?




DR. JENNINGS:  Sure.  Yeah.  So, Willie, essentially a holder of a Harvard Stem Cell Institute Seed Grant and I was involved in setting up the review process for that.  We received about 70 applications, and we have a committee of about 10 people.  They looked at them all.  




What we did, to make this go quickly, was we insisted that those applications be short.  We didn’t allow 50-page NIH style applications.  You don’t need 50 pages to explain how you’re going to spend the State’s 150,000 dollars.  Fifty pages is fine for a multi-million dollar grant, but you don’t need it for these little grants.  And the Review Committee got through them in a single afternoon, so I think that it can be done, and I think that the way to reduce the burden on the reviewers is to impose stringent limits on the length of the grant application, itself.




I doubt that we’ll get more than 70 applications from Connecticut.  I think that’s what you sign up for, if you sign up to be a member of a review committee.  I think the alternative of handing it over to the institutions to review, I think this committee will be abdicating its responsibility if we did that.  




I think our responsibility is to steer the research in the directions that we think are consistent with the overall strategy of the Connecticut Stem Cell Initiative.  And I think, if we hand it over to the institutions to make those decisions, we are giving to them a responsibility that we ought to take upon ourselves.




And I think it’s incumbent on us to set up whatever review committee and procedures are necessary, in order to make this work.  




Just to talk about the issue of experience and career development, I mean, as Willie said at the beginning of this meeting, this is not a sprint, it’s a marathon, and I think we should be asking whether we want to be, five years from now or 10 years from now, who are going to be the stars of Connecticut?  And the answer in my mind is it’s going to be people who are at the beginning of their careers now and are going to emerge as scientific stars in parallel with the growth of this field.




Remember, it’s a tiny field, and it’s tiny because there is so little funding available for embryonic stem cell research.  We have the capacity here to really jumpstart that process in Connecticut.  And my own view, as Jerry said, we can spend a relatively small percentage of the total part and get a high impact by supporting the people who are going to be the future leaders in this field.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can I call a question, please?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  Call a question?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll wait until Dr. Canalis comes back into the room.




MR. GENEL:  While we’re waiting, may I -- Charles, a decision on our part not to fund them now would not preclude this being brought up in subsequent years as an opportunity for funding, would it?




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean I assume that we will put out -- I mean we haven’t actually discussed this, but it makes sense to me that we have annual funding cycles, and we put out one cycle this year and another cycle next year.




MR. GENEL:  Right, so, something that we would decide that we would do in the first couple of years, that might not include seed grants, might not limit us with, say, three or four years --




DR. JENNINGS:  I assume we can have this discussion again next year.  However, as the Commissioner pointed out --




MR. GENEL:  Shorter, I presume.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- Connecticut has an advantage right now, which is one of the very few states that has committed strongly and has funds available.  We have a window of opportunity for Connecticut to move ahead, and two years from now may be a much more competitive landscape.  I would like to see Connecticut at the head of the pack two years hence.  




DR. CANALIS:  Mike, as the cores become established, theoretically, they should become less costly, because the initial expense and equipment and setting up, you know, as the investigators will tell you is not the case, but the reality is you can force the issue.  Over a period of time, you are going to have more monies available, even if you have fixed dollars, to fund maybe younger investigators.




The initial outlay of funds for cores -- I mean, if you don’t have cores, this is not going to go anywhere, in my opinion.  I think you’re going to have to invest good initially.




MR. GENEL:  We agree.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we ready to vote, gentlemen?




DR. CANALIS:  The last motion is still the young investigator?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  So this motion is to establish a limited number of relatively small grants to individual investigators, typically junior investigators, at the beginning of their independent careers, the intent of which will be to set the seed funds that will make them more competitive for large grants in the future.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think there is great merit to what’s been said here.  Would you want to consider saying something like not to exceed 10 percent of the total or something?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So the limited funding for young investigators not to exceed 10 percent of the total expenditures, which would be not to exceed 200,000 dollars in this case.




DR. LENSCH:  I second that.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Two million.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Does everybody understand the motion?




DR. CANALIS:  We can put up to two million dollars for young investigators.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No more than.




DR. CANALIS:  No more than.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  Over the two years.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. CANALIS:  Over a two-year period.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Over a two-year period.  All in favor of that, indicate it by “Aye.”




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I abstain.  The vote carries.




DR. CANALIS:  I’m opposed to that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One opposition, one abstention, vote carries.  Now we have about 10 minutes. Do we have something we can productively discuss?  I heard a comment about 20 million dollars and the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation.  Can you amplify that?




DR. WALLACK:  Peter Van Etten, before he left the CEO position of Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation International, indicated that his organization has set aside 20 million dollars for embryonic stem cell research.  He forwarded to us a letter that he addressed to me, which I then submitted as part of the legislative process.




Now there’s a new CEO.  I anticipate that that money is still there for us, but we don’t know that, unless we try to access it, and I would recommend that we begin to think about, at some point, trying to access those dollars.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well that’s certainly an interesting comment.  I think, if we think about it too long, the 20 million dollars won’t be there.




MR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman, have we agreed on number three, the facilities and core?  Are we deferring that?




MS. RION:  There’s a motion, but I don’t have the record of a vote.




DR. YANG:  No.  We still talk about three types of research grants, two possible working already, the third one --




DR. WALLACK:  No, Jerry.  We did vote on that, because that was the portion that funded the limited number of cores.




MR. GENEL:  We did.




DR. WALLACK:  That was the first motion, Charles.




DR. JENNINGS:  So we haven’t voted on that yet?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MR. RAKIN:  No, we did vote on that.




DR. YANG:  No, that’s core.  This one is what team program grant, UConn, Yale, you know --




DR. WALLACK:  No.  What is said there, Jerry, is that it would emphasize collaboration between institutions from investigators within the State, and that investigators within the State would be the ability to work within the various cores of the State.




DR. YANG:  Okay, so, we combine that program and core.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can somebody just read back to us what we have actually voted?




DR. CANALIS:  It was not combined.  We voted on cores.  We didn’t vote on program projects.




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, no, no.  Right, right, right, right.




MR. GENEL:  All right.  Well, then, I think, before we finish, then we ought to try and get some, if we can, get some agreement on whether or not we would be funding a, if you will, multiple investigators under a single application from an institution.  If you will, shorthand, a program project type grant.




DR. CANALIS:  I got the picture, yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  So we would consider, and I think maybe some discussion before I phrase the motion, so we would consider applications, and we don’t know that we would see any vote would be of sufficient merit, and we don’t know whether we will have the budget for it until we actually see the proposed budgets.  




With that, caveat, the motion I think will be we will consider applications for large scale collaborative program grants.  We envision that these will be for several million dollars over several years.  They will be of approximately the same financial scale as the cores, and they would involve collaborations between multiple individuals, typically across departments and across institutions, coming together for the purpose of advancing some sort of broad, big strategic research goal related to the overall agents of this program.  Was that sufficiently clear?  That wasn’t elegant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have a second to that motion?




MR. GENEL:  I’ll second it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second it.  Do we need some discussion on that?




DR. CANALIS:  The issue of the several million dollars, we are not there, so I couldn’t go along with that.  I go along in principle with program projects, but you don’t got the money.  It’s not there.




MR. GENEL:  Well I think, ultimately, the mix of what we are able to fund is going to depend upon what comes in the pipeline. (Multiple conversations.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One at a time.  Okay.  I would agree with Ernie.  I think that there isn’t that much money now, but when we get rolling, there may be some more money in the pipeline.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s a different story.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a different story, so I have no problems theoretically agreeing.




MS. RION:  If I could just offer a possibility?  If each of these could be worded to say that the committee will consider applications, so you’re considering applications through seed grants up to such and such amount, you are willing to consider them from established investigators, you are willing to consider them for core facilities and for programs, so you have four categories.




You will consider them, and you’ll look at what the best ones are.




DR. JENNINGS:  And it doesn’t commit us to funding any of them.  The only thing that we’ve specified is that the seed grants will not exceed 10 percent of that.  That’s the only constraint that we’ve put in so far financially.




DR. YANG: I do have a question on the limited funding for the first two years, but another 80 years we’ll still have 80 million dollars, we don’t know, or that whether we can make this one larger scale program grant for four to five years conditional, a third year, fourth year funding are coming, no?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We don’t know that. We just don’t know that.




DR. CANALIS:  May I request something?  Could the committee give a directive to the scientific committee to handle investigators’ awards, you know, independently from the other grants?  Otherwise, they are not going to be competitive.  I mean it’s a disservice, to be honest with you.  It’s coming from either we serve them or we do not serve them.  We decided to serve them, so they should be looked at sort of independently.




DR. LENSCH:  Willie Lensch.  It’s my understanding that by setting a funding limit that we have done that.




DR. CANALIS:  No, you haven’t, because you’re going to -- if a young investigator is going to compete in the same pool as an established investigator and they are going to score them, they are going to score poorly.  What I would like to see, just in an effort of being fair to these people, is to have not a separate pool of money, a separate review scoring system. 




They shouldn’t be scored against established investigators.  So we’re going to score these 10 applications against each other.




DR. LENSCH:  And I just realized that our language was up to 10 percent.  It’s not guaranteeing that there will be 10 percent, so your point is valid.




DR. CANALIS:  And I think you can’t do that to young people.  You can’t put them to compete against established investigators.  To me, that is deceit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that the Board certainly can direct the scientific committee to do that.  I’m not even sure we need a vote on that.  That’s a matter of internal processing, but I think you’re entirely correct.




DR. CANALIS:  I didn’t want it to go unsaid.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And we have a motion on the floor.




DR. CANALIS:  Which is?




DR. JENNINGS:  Program projects.




DR. CANALIS:  I second that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It was just a memory check.  It’s been moved and seconded.  We’ve had discussion.  Are we ready to vote?  All in favor, indicate by saying “Aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  One last bit of business.  Do we, as a Board, want to approach the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation and see if the funding is still available?




DR. YANG:  He can do that.




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll try to look into that for you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And, with that --




DR. WALLACK:  Before we adjourn, one thing.  There’s going to be a tremendous amount of work going on between now and March 7th.  Right now, we’re scheduled for a conference call.  This is going to be, I think, a critical meeting to review what you’re going to come back with, both of you.




DR. LENSCH:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  Would you entertain, Mr. Chairman, instead of a conference call from 1:00 to 3:00, meeting here in person?  I think it would be much more valuable.  And perhaps even extend it to 1:00 to 4:00.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s fine with me, but I don’t know whether other members of the group can.




DR. CANALIS:  I don’t have my schedule.




DR. WALLACK:  Well can we offer the suggestion?




DR. CANALIS:  Sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  To those who can make the meeting in person, we would prefer it.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  To those who can’t, we would allow them to call in.




DR. WALLACK:  So what you’re saying is that we’re going to set up this facility, then, on the 7th to have a face-to-face meeting, and we’ll urge as many people to attend.  Others who can’t attend will be allowed to come in by conference call.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, but we need everybody to participate, or else we won’t have a valid --




DR. WALLACK:  Right, well, that’s why I’m suggesting that.




MS. RION:  And did you agree to 1:00 to 4:00?




DR. WALLACK:  And I would offer 1:00 to 4:00, because I think we’d want to wrap up that business.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. RION:  12:30 for lunch.




DR. WALLACK:  12:30 for lunch.




MS. RION:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Nancy, how quickly can we receive a transcript of this discussion?  Because I think, if Willie and I are going to be working on wording based on the discussion, then the sooner we have the transcript, we can refresh our memories.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s within 10 days.  I’m just saying what the service offers.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let’s see if we can speed it up.  




DR. WALLACK:  Nancy, why can’t we get this by Friday at 5:00?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You can get it if you want to pay for it.




MS. RION:  Yeah.  It just costs a lot more.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It costs more.




DR. WALLACK:  Well I think, for them to have an honest shot at being able to do what they have to do --




MS. RION:  I don’t know what the service -- how much we can push the service.  I just don’t know.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may?  If I can answer your question, the short answer is I don’t know, but we will make a commitment to get it to you as quickly as possible.




MS. RION:  I have taken extensive notes, and we can certainly get those to you within a couple of days.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think that would already be helpful.




MS. RION:  The transcript, that’s not in our hands.




DR. LENSCH:  And I would state that we don’t need the transcript to make our final document available, but I have sufficient recollection of these discussions to be able to proceed in anticipation of the transcript.  I would hate to place an undue financial burden on the Department or Connecticut Innovations to get that done.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well the Department has an extensive budget for these.




DR. LENSCH:  I’ll see you selling flowers on the corner.




MS. HORN:  It was 10 days the last time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do I have a motion to adjourn?




DR. LENSCH:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A second.  Mr. Wollschlager?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just for members of the committee, we’ll be live with a web page probably today, but certainly by the end of the week.  Go on to the DPH website, which is DPH -- well it’s www@dph.state.ct.us.  Look for the stem cell piece, and you’ll see a lot of information.  Transcripts of the meeting, minutes, next meeting scheduled, copies of law, donation boxes, because we can now begin accepting donations.  So take a look.  It will be up there.




MS. HORN:  Everything you wanted to know about the FOI, the Freedom of Information Act.




(Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 4:26 p.m.)
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