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(Whereupon, roll call was taken.)




COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  We will proceed.  My opening remarks will be limited to informing you that Mr. Wollschlager and I and others have been looking at strategic planning, and we’ve also involved some folks from the University of Connecticut School of Business, and we hope that we all have some time this afternoon to get a little more direction on strategic planning.




There are some parts of it that are becoming fairly obvious to I think all of us who are involved, including Warren and Charles and myself and others.  With that, I will go to item two, Approval of the Minutes for the January 16, ’07 meeting, and you should all have copies of those minutes, which I presume you perused with great attention.




Are there any corrections, additions, or deletions from the minutes of the January 16th meeting?  If not, I will entertain a motion to accept the minutes of the January 16, 2007 meeting, as transcribed.  Do I have a motion?




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A second?




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor of adopting the minutes of the preceding meeting, indicate by saying aye.




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No’s?  Fine.  Therefore, those minutes are approved and accepted.  We’ll move onto item three, and Nancy Rion is going to talk to us about an update on the stem cell contracts for 2006.




MS. NANCY RION:  Good afternoon.  I just wanted to let you know that the researchers will soon have their money.  On January 26th, the Contract Subcommittee met, reviewed all of the contracts, and approved them on your behalf, and the Commissioner, on your behalf, signed a certification, which was added to all of those contracts, saying that they were complete and correct.




Those contracts were then sent to the universities, all of which came back signed and approved, both the Royalty Agreement and the contract, and with those came the ESCRO approvals, IRB approvals, if it was appropriate, and the donor verification documents went to DPH.  ESCRO and the IRB came to Connecticut Innovations.




Those are all -- as you recall, you had 21 projects, which you funded, recommended for funding.  Sixteen of those have all of the complete documents accompanying those.  The other five are all from UConn and all need one last meeting, or the animal care folks need to make sure everything is in order, or the IRB needs to meet again to make sure that all the protocols are in order.




The universities have been incredibly diligent in trying to meet our hurry up kind of deadline. Yale was terrific and got all of its documents in with the contracts signed.  So all of that is in order.  What we are waiting right now for is that Connecticut Innovations does not have the funding in our agencies.  It’s at Department of Public Health.




In order for the Department of Public Health, this is a little bureaucratic trivia, if you’d like to know, in order for the Department of Public Health to send the funding money to Connecticut Innovations, there has to be a memorandum of agreement, which has been signed, and it has to be approved by the A.G.’s office.  It is sitting in the A.G.’s office, well it was this morning.  I think it is on the way now to Connecticut Innovations for a signature.




If everything goes as we hope it does today, then DPH it will take them about two weeks to get the money to C.I., and as soon as it gets the money to C.I., it will go out that same day to the universities.




I think, with great luck, the universities will have their funding and can start their research around the first of March.  Might be a few days one way or the other, but we’re very close, and congratulations to you for all of the incredible work you’ve done to make this happen so quickly.  Thank you.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, sir.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I just think it’s wonderful that you’ve done it so efficiently, because we were on Channel 8, as you know, and she did follow that the money would be out this month, or out there in public, so we’re making it, so that’s absolutely wonderful that we’re meeting what we said.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can always make it a leap year, extend the month a couple of extra days, can’t we?  A leap year?




MS. RION:  Sure.  Absolutely.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Nancy.  Are there any further comments on Ms. Rion’s report?  If not, I’m going to proceed with Dr. Landwirth, who will be presenting a report from the Ethics Subcommittee.




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The Ethics Subcommittee is composed of eight individuals representing the respective institutions that are doing the research, as well as other institutions.  Five of the folks on the committee spend most of their time worrying about bioethics related issues at various academic institutions.  Three of them have law degrees.  One is a scientist.  




We met some four, I think we had about four meetings by now, and it’s been very well attended, very active, and played a role in modifying the verification document, which was the one that was ultimately used by the researchers.




What you have on your agenda are three recommendations or some clarifications that we would appreciate getting from this committee, so we can move forward.  These were discussed at length within our subcommittee.  




The first one has to do with public education.  We think that without having worked out what the format of that ought to be, we think that it be very useful and appropriate and important that the project be a bit more proactive with respect to engaging the general public in discussion beyond meeting the requirements of Freedom of Information and having the archives of our activities posted and, also, on the television programming.




There are a variety of different ways to do that.  I know California has got a pretty active program, which one of our members who knows says it’s helped a great deal in trying to diffuse some of the opposition by engaging people in discussion, but mostly it offered an opportunity for education and, at the same time, getting a better sense of what people are thinking about and what they’re concerned about.




We don’t have anything more specific than that, and we would like to try to take a role, play a role in that and coming back with some suggestions for how one might do that.




I’ll tell that I’m not directly related to the committee, but spearheaded by one of its members, they have an interesting project up in the UConn area, where the folks who are involved with this, with the research and the ESCRO at UConn, had participated in one of the series of public education discussions in a variety of topics that took place at the Starbucks in Storrs.




It was very well attended, and they’re planning on doing it and a couple of others, and that might be an interesting format.  Forty or 50 people came, and they had a very interesting discussion, a lot of good questions came up, and that’s the sort of thing that we think might be useful.




If the committee agrees, then we would like to move forward on developing something that we can bring back that’s a bit more specific than that.




The second item has to do with what might be our relationship to the requirement in the enabling statute, that this committee monitor the progress of the research projects, not otherwise defined, as to what that means, but we thought that we would like to, particularly since we have representation of the various ESCROs on our subcommittee, have lots of discussions about what’s going on inside those ESCROs, what kind of problems are coming up, what kind of interesting ideas come up, that we think we’re well positioned to monitor at least the ethical aspects of the research.




As pointed out here on the agenda, we’re not interested in playing any oversight role.  The oversight is at a local level, reports directly to the Commissioner, I presume through Connecticut Innovations, the ESCRO activities, but just a sense of awareness of what’s happening inside the ESCRO, particularly other ethical issues that may come up would constitute a monitoring, without any official oversight function, that if the committee thought it was worth doing, that we would be happy to do that.




And, finally, we had some discussion about the problem of the -- was a patchwork of State regulations, and they seem to be changing from time to time, and they’re starting to develop a legal literature on various legal aspects of stem cell research that we thought ought to be watched, in order to be part of our consideration.




We’re going to suggest that another subcommittee, or somebody, or some other subcommittee of people who are interested in the legal aspects be organized for that purpose, or to expand the name of our committee to the Law and Ethic Subcommittee, and then we have to -- committee, including Steve Latham, and maybe add one or two more, possibly from the private sector, work in health related issues, to keep tabs on what’s happening on the legal front with respect to stem cell research and report whatever is of relevance and interest to this committee.




So the three questions that we had, we’d appreciate your thoughts and help, and whatever you want us to do we’ll do.




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  What is the composition of your committee when you say you have representation --




COURT REPORTER:  I can’t hear you.




DR. CANALIS:  When you say you have representation from all ESCROs?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  And this includes?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Includes --




DR. CANALIS:  UConn, Storrs, UConn, Farmington, Yale and Wesleyan?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  I didn’t care about the individuals, but about the --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes, yes.




DR. CANALIS:  Because those are the grants we have.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Correct.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Julius, I would just like the question of a Public Education Committee.  I would value reaching out on our issues, but I think, if you reflect how well we’ve been doing in moving forward, without any organized opposition to our work, unlike other states, and the fact that polls still show very widespread support in the public in Connecticut, particularly for embryonic stem cell research, possibly maybe, rather than an Education Committee, maybe what we need more is a Public Relations Committee to put out what we’ve been doing, which doesn’t get as widespread recognition I find.




I speak to some disease groups, support groups, and some of them are uninformed about what’s been going on completely.  Education is easy, but I think we should possibly look to promulgating the tremendous work that we have initiated, and, possibly, we should hold our education in reserve, until we have to encounter some criticisms.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well that’s certainly a very good point.  We find that one of our biggest problems in the Connecticut State Department of Health is that people don’t know what we do, except restaurants, septic systems and disciplinary actions.  There’s a whole penalty of things that we do that go well beyond and amplify those activities. 




I think that part of educating is really a communications function, educating the public.  And Lynn Townshend, who is sitting to Warren’s right, has been very instrumental in doing that for us, particularly, in our efforts for Pan Flu and many other efforts, where we’re getting out and talking to people. 




We have an Ambassador’s Club, who provides speakers to Rotary Clubs and Lion’s Clubs and interested parties, who want a speaker to speak on topics that are germane to public health.




I think, at some point in time, as we decide where the agency is going, we will need a Director of Communications.  We’ve been doing a lot of that.  Lynn has been doing an enormous amount of communication stuff with the printed and with the video and audio media, and I think we’re comfortable with that at the present time.




If our volume of business increases, then we would look to moving that function out of the Department, and we’ll discuss that more later on today and probably at our next meeting.  Milt, did you have a comment?




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Yes.  I just would endorse what we’re talking about, certainly, bullet one, which is what’s on the table now, public education/public relations.  I mean it comes together in one area, so, Bob, I would totally endorse what you just mentioned, and I certainly would endorse the last bullet, as well.




As far as the second bullet, about being involved with the oversight with regard to the ethical compliance in the funded projects, I don’t know if that would be creating another layer -- let me finish, Julius. Another layer that we already have within the institutions, themselves.




I’m only bringing that up and somewhat sensitive to that, because at one of the retreats, I think the last one we had in December, if I’m not mistaken, there were some issues having to do with this that I think one of your committee members was commenting on, and there was a little bit of concern about, you know, what direction the person was really, you know, wanting to go in.




So I think that certainly bullet one and bullet three I would feel very enthusiastic about and endorse fully, but bullet two I would have some hesitancy about, again, especially since it’s already being done by statute within the organizations.  I’d want to wait until you came back with further explanation for my sake, at least, on bullet two.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The subcommittee felt pretty strongly it did not want to put in anything that looked like another layer of oversight on the process.  It looks like it may be almost unavoidable that it will be perceived that way, that we should stay away from it.




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, we already have the responsibility of monitoring the progress of the grants, and I think that’s worded sufficiently and broadly, that it can be broadly construed.  I at least would like, when we come up for annual review of the grants we’re funding, I would like some mechanism by which this committee is notified of any ethical, or regulation delayed progress, or have resulted in significant changes to the project, e.g., in response to IRB concerns.




I would like there to be some mechanism by which we get to hear about those issues and have a chance to discuss them.  I think that’s part of our accountability.  That should be built into our accountability mechanism.  I’d like Julius’ and Stephen’s thoughts on whether your subcommittee is in a position to do any of that, or whether we should simply communicate directly with the individual institutions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought I understood that Julius was saying that one of his goals would be perhaps to change the name of the committee to a Law and Ethics Committee and give the members of the committee a chance to flesh out and reconsider all of this, or better define the three sub-topics, and, also, to add some people, as the law is developing about stem cells, to add some individuals to that committee, not from this Board, but perhaps from elsewhere, although I would strongly recommend that you include Attorney Horn, who probably knows as much about stem cell law as anybody in the country.




MS. HORN:  I am on the committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, you are?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Sorry.  Do we need a vote to simply authorize that, and then allow the committee to develop as the Law and Ethics Committee, or do we need more discussion?




DR. CANALIS:  I had issues.  You can move, but if you’d allow me?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry?




DR. JERRY YANG:  I do have a follow-up on the second point Milton mentioned, Julius’ three points. I think the second point is very, very important.  The reason I’m saying that the ESCRO Committee in Yale and UConn are very new, all formed within one year, really new committee.  And I like the point that the State subcommittee are more responsible for monitoring an oversight in really auditing if any university is not following the correct ethic regulations.




So I think the State should have elected the second point, to have a committee for oversighting and monitoring, just in case, not for the general review.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  Actually, I agree with that point, and that’s one of the points I wanted to make.  I do not like point number one, and I’ll address why in a minute, but I do agree with that.  These ESCROs were just formed.  There was nothing wrong in having multiple ESCROs addressing the issues as, you know, they come up.




And I think this will allow you to be very forward and to be very aware of what is going on, you know, as things progress and evolve.  It might become a problem at the end of the year, having addressed a number of ethical issues, you know, that could be fairly explosive, so you have a mechanism to see, you know, beforehand what is happening.




On the education, I agree with education. I do not agree mixing public relations with an Ethical Committee.  I think they are so distinct.  I wouldn’t lump that into the Ethics Committee.  I think, to educate in a fair, balanced manner is one thing, but to use the Ethics Committee in getting involved with public relations I think is way too flammable. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin and Committee, in reference to bullet number two, I don’t think that we have any leeway here, because as I look at the law in front of me, Section 3E, number four, the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee shall, number four, monitor the stem cell research conducted by eligible institution that receives such grants and aid.




This is one of the problems that we have. We are given that mandate, along with several others, and we have to not say whether we should do them or not, but we are legally bound, it seems to me, by very clear language in the statute that we’re operating under, monitor the stem cell research conducted.




So we have to really work out a mechanism and think strongly about how we are going to carry out these mandates without any money to do it.  We are a committee, unpaid, volunteer, given many responsibilities, and no funds to create staff, and that’s why your second point, I think, isn’t an option point, but a mandated point that we have to address in specific terms of what the law says.




DR. CANALIS:  Can Marianne or Henry interpret the law?  I mean is monetary monitoring the science of monitoring the ethics?




MS. HORN:  That was one of the confusions that we were having at the Ethics, at the subcommittee, and I think we had some discussion and decided to bring it to this committee for feedback about what the role of the subcommittee would be with regard to ethics and with regard to monitoring the ongoing research.




I think one of the issues that had come up with all of the ESCRO represented there was what if there is an issue that comes up where we need -- the ESCRO Committees need some guidance?  Is it appropriate for them to bring it to the Ethics Subcommittee for guidance, and what has the role been at the Ethics Subcommittee with regard to this larger committee?




And then the other question is what is our role with regard, this committee, with regard to the ethical oversight, as opposed to the scientific oversight?  And we do have monitoring reports that will come in, technical and fiscal, but do those get added, any of the ethical issues?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we have some difficulties here in deciding what do we mean by monitoring, and is monitoring the same as providing oversight, or are there differences, and, if so, what are those differences, and, if so, which one should we adopt?




And we have some really good legal minds right here.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I’m just going to give you an example of that.  Because of the membership, which includes people who are actively functioning on the ESCROs, we’ve already had lots of discussions about what’s going on in those ESCROs, and the experience that they gain by reviewing their protocols, and how the ESCRO in one institution is different from the other.




I think, before long, there’s going to be the expectation that we know what’s going on in those ESCROs, and that’s fine, as long as we understand that that’s part of, that’s a piece of the monitoring.  We’re not monitoring the science, we’re not monitoring the finances, but how the ethical requirements of this research are being carried.  We’re de facto monitoring, in a sense.  Nobody has to report anything to us, but we have a lot of discussion about it as useful information.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well I think we have to have our definition of what you and Steve and others consider as appropriate monitoring.  I wouldn’t think that would mean that perhaps Steve and I would go in and look at somebody’s stem cell.




And Steve probably knows as much about it as I do, because that’s not my end of the science, and that’s not his end of being a professor and an ethicist. So I think we have to sort of define, you know, what do we mean by monitor?  Is it asking someone to send me a report once a month, saying everything is okay down here? How do we know it’s okay? 




I think we need a little more committee work on defining what it is that we’re going to do.  I think oversight and monitoring to me have a little bit of a different connotation. 




MS. HORN:  There’s maybe an advisory role, where they’re bringing an issue to the subcommittee, but that’s very different than the ESCRO providing us with their once a year review, saying it meets all standards of the ESCRO.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So I think that, you know, I’ll entertain some more comments, but I think this really needs to go back into a committee structure and make some definitions and bring it back to the group, so we know.




Oversight, to me, is a lot less intense than monitoring, at least to my interpretation of the verb.  I don’t know, but if you say oversight means, I have one version of that.  Monitoring means every time I look around, I see Julie, or Willie, or Mike looking over my shoulder.  I think we have got a little better, some better definitions and some more committee work and come back with what you need and perhaps a budget, because we do have money to spend for things we need to spend it on.




MR. MANDELKERN:  The word benchmarks has gotten a lot of attention in our society recently, but am I incorrect in assuming that all of the grants that we have funded have certain benchmarks, timelines that have been put into their proposals?




So I think that, to me, the simple definition, monitoring means, well, this is benchmark A, how close are you or not, how are the experiments?  I’m not talking about heavy handed, but we do have a mandate, and there are timelines and so on, which I think can be merged together quite reasonably.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re talking about ethical.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I was talking more about the practical mandate.  The ethical, I think, is where you get into a much grayer area and a much more difficult area, and I don’t know if we’re mandated to do that.  I thought the ethical vetting and the scientific vetting stays with the Peer Review Committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Jerry?




MR. MANDELKERN:  And that we just have to report on June 30th the amounts of money, current status and --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re talking about ethics, Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re not talking about finances.




DR. YANG:  Thank you, Bob.  For the word monitoring or oversight, your English is better than mine.  I don’t really know which one is better.  However, I do have a question, and it’s also related to selecting the word.  For example, we have a 21 current proposals funded to Yale, UConn and Wesleyan.  If one of the -- I’m just giving one example -- does not easily happen -- just in case.  One product could never receive the ESCRO approval within that university, can they go to our State Licensing Committee, requesting for auditing to check whether this will be granted or not for ESCRO approval?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That never came up.  From my point of view, that would be a kind of oversight that a third layer would, an appeal layer, so to speak, nothing like what we had in mind.




DR. YANG:  In that case, the word oversight or monitoring does not matter in that case.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, picking up on what you just talked about, I would be happy, if the Chair would entertain this, to move that we certainly endorse bullet number three.  If you wanted, I would move that.




I would also, if, again, the Chair would be willing to do this, support endorsing bullet number one.  And, lastly, as you indicated and as I indicated earlier, I think that, from the standpoint of the layering effect and so forth and for better definition, that we table bullet number two for Julie to come back, having heard, you know, this discussion, and hopefully redefine for us what we can really fully anticipate in a fuller discussion on bullet number two.  So if you want, I would move that the way I just mentioned it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Henry?




MR. HENRY SALTON:  I would like to just apply a little bit of guidance, because I hear different functions, which maybe we need to kind of identify functionally what -- I don’t think there’s a common understanding of what the function is, or the different functions you may want to provide to this committee.




One is, as Marianne said, sort of an advisory body, where there’s a forum, where people can bring ideas, share their experiences, get feedback in an advisory kind of collegial sense, that ESCRO representatives from different eligible institutions are able to sit in a forum and share information.




The other concept, which has also been mentioned, is sort of contract performance monitor, the idea that we just want to make sure benchmarks are met, and that’s not really the ethical issue, and that’s covered by the special reporting in the award agreement.




The other one is this concept of ethical, which is what we have in the bullet here on the agenda, ethics compliance.  Ethics compliance can be seen from, again, from a top down perspective, much like a regulatory body might do, and say, you know, we’re looking to see whether or not there’s a set of national ethics criteria guidelines.  Is the ESCRO in the eligible institution following and implementing them, ignoring them, and then, if we’re going to assume that mantle, then what are the criteria that we’re going to utilize to do that, and what will be the responses, based on what we may or may not find?




I also think that, with that hat, you cannot have sort of the people you’re looking, doing oversight on on the committee reviewing their own conduct.  So you can’t have someone who is on the ESCRO Committee from UConn sitting there and saying, on a body that’s looking at UConn’s ESCRO Committee performance, and say you guys are meeting once a year, you don’t really look at things very carefully, we’re not too happy about this.  So, again, function sort of is an important criteria.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Steve?




DR. LATHAM:  There’s an intermediary way of thinking about the ethics compliance thing, too, for the subcommittee, which might be that here we are, sitting and talking with the members of the ESCROs and with other people who think about bioethics issues a lot. Our function might be to first definitely serve as the sounding board, collegial body that you were first talking about, Henry, but, also, to gather information about glitches that are happening about non-commonalities between the ESCROs, about questions that the ESCROs might have addressed differently, and be a reporting body, so that this committee, as a whole, would take compliance action, or would establish new rules for compliance, if need be in the future.




I don’t think there’s any desire on the subcommittee’s part to be a compliance body, or to have any kind of authority to say here’s what you must do, or, you know, to form that third layer that Milt was worrying about.




I don’t think there’s any desire on the subcommittee to do that, and if something like that arises, I would hope that what we’d really want to do is report it to the whole committee to consider for establishment of rules for the next round or whatever.




MR. SALTON:  That’s understandable.  I think, then, you need to, if that’s, again -- I think you have to think about, for example, do you want to have some level of formality, as far as information gathering or reporting, and then, also, there has to be sort of like a fair disclosure to everyone, saying, look, we’re not merely sitting here so you can come in and kick around your latest headache of the week, because we’re going to take that information, and we’re going to use that to evaluate how ESCROs are working, including your own, and provide some reporting back to the committee.




It’s not that we’re using it to indict you.  We’re not a policeman in that role, but it’s also only fair to say to people, you know, part of our role is not merely to give you a sounding board and some responses, but our other role is we’re taking what you have to say and we may say, gee, you know, we have a pattern of problems in ESCROs in the sense of maybe we need more public members, or we have too many public members, and bringing that back to the committee.




And you may want to say, if you’re going to assume, again, that role, there’s also sort of a public accountability that comes with that, where people (coughing) after the fact.  Well how did you guys really, you know, what were you guys doing in those things?  I mean did you have any mechanisms that really collected information in a meaningful way, or is it just the notes you took and the topic of the day?




And then you would have that accountability, because you don’t really have -- I’m not talking about doing surveying, but, you know, something we say, you know, what are we looking for people to give us, you know, some more of a structure before?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  If I may, two points with respect to that.  I think the first question is whether this committee is interested in knowing that kind of information, about what problems arise at the local level, are there any patterns of problems developing? 




If the committee is interested in knowing that, whether it’s part of their official monitoring function or just want to know about it, then we get ourselves organized to provide that information, unless you want to get it somewhere else.




The other point about public accountability, we actually talked about that, on the assumption that sooner or later someone is going to ask the kind of questions like you just raised.  What were you guys doing?  How did you run this?  Who was on your committee anyway?  How often did you meet?  And where are they going to go for an answer?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We seem to be at a juncture, where we have a -- report, and it seems that most of our work lies with the request for guidance regarding the Ethics Committee’s role.  I have no objection to the public education program being pursued. I think we can, for the time being, I’m comfortable with letting Ms. Townshend and other people in the Department handle the communications.  It’s public relations.  If you want to call it communications, that’s fine, but it’s still public relations.  Yes, Lynn?




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  I’m wondering if the committee is looking for a more proactive approach, more education, and I would love to just meet with the committee and find out what it is you’d like to see more of, if that’s possible.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Essentially, Ms. Townshend functions extremely effectively as my Executive Assistant, but the work she does here takes away from the work she has to do for the whole Department, so, at some point in time, this organization is going to need their own communications/public relations/information officer, however you want to define them.  I think we’ll get into that as we look at some of the strategic aspects.  




It would appear, also, that there seems to be no significant objection to having the Ethics Committee renamed Legal and Ethics, or allowing them to form a legal subcommittee.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let’s see if we can -- you’re all set to transcribe?  Can we resolve bullet three by recommending that we change the name to Legal and Ethics?  Okay.  Milt, would you make a --




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I’ll move that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ll second that.  All in favor?  Now we’re voting now only on renaming the Ethics Committee as Legal and Ethics for the purpose of forming, perhaps, a second committee, a legal subcommittee. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Sorry.  That’s still confused.  We’re forming a second committee?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  We’re renaming.




DR. JENNINGS:  We’re renaming this.  We’re going to have the same number of committees, but a wider mandate, and that’s fine with me.




DR. LATHAM:  I think the idea was, as written on this agenda, the idea was to form a separate legal subcommittee, but Julius and others sort of thought that it might be simpler just to rename and add a new function to the Ethics Committee, so it’s ethics and law, so that our mandate goes beyond just ethics, but it also goes toward trying to keep track of the development of stem cell law, so that will be a resource to the full committee in that regard.  So we’re not talking anymore about forming a separate subcommittee.  We’re instead talking about expanding the function of the Ethics Subcommittee.




MS. HORN:  And that’s basically something I do anyway, so I’d be happy to just channel that through this committee, and then we can bring it to the whole committee on a regular basis.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now that’s been moved and seconded.  Do we all understand what Steve so succinctly explained?  Yes, Warren?




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Mr. Chair, just for point of information --




COURT REPORTER:  Can you pull that microphone just down a little bit?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just a quick point of information for the members of the committee.  When we get the states together next month as part of StemCONN, at least seven and more likely nine of the nine states are coming together in Connecticut for a state collaborative effort.  




One of the things on the agenda there is, in fact, the presentation, two presentations, one from the Pew Center on the states and another from the former in house counsel for Mass. General regarding all of the existing and proposed statutory and regulatory schema, with the idea of coming out of that day with a working committee, which would be certainly headed up in large part by Marianne.  So I’m just saying we are moving forward in that direction.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have a motion on the floor, which in substance says we’re going to change the name of the Ethics Committee to Legal and Ethics and to allow them to consider legal issues, such as Dr. Latham and Mr. Wollschlager and Ms. Horn have raised.




Does everybody understand what we’re going to vote on?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Motion is carried.  It now shall be known as the Legal and Ethics Subcommittee.  Now that leaves us with bullet two.  I certainly thought that Dr. Latham’s analysis and projections of how he’d like to handle the matter had a great deal of merit, so perhaps you could summarize those briefly for us.




DR. LATHAM:  Maybe.  As a motion?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  Just summarize and we can make a motion.




DR. LATHAM:  Summarize.  I think it would be relatively straightforward for us as the Legal and Ethics Subcommittee to both serve as the kind of collegial advisory body that Henry was discussing earlier, since, in fact, we do have people who come to the committee from different ESCROs, and they’re already sharing their concerns for one another at our subcommittee meetings, so that would be one very useful function we could continue to perform.




And the other might be, and this might require some formalization of how we ask for information from the people from the ESCROs and so on, might be to be able to report to this committee, as a whole, about how the ESCROs are functioning, what kinds of common problems they seem to be experiencing that we’re hearing about in the meetings, so this is not a question of our having any kind of authority over them, or they’re coming to us for any review, or appellate work, or anything.




Instead, it’s a question of our trying to gather information from them, maybe in a slightly more systematic way than we have done, to have that be available to the committee as a whole.  Julius, you want to --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No.  That’s fine.  That accurately expresses what we were talking about at the committee level.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so, two functions, one is collegial and one is information gathering for the committee as a whole.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think it would be helpful to clarify that information gathering role.  I mean are you proposing that you would gather information on each of the grants that we are funding?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No.  I think it’s more likely that we want to have a standing spot on our agenda for some discussion that had to do specifically with ethics and with the ESCRO process.  If they had any difficulties around certain kinds of projects or a particular project and wanted to talk about it, that’s fine, but we would not expect any formal reporting of every one of their projects.  That’s not what they do with us.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  Right.  I mean my sort of default assumption is that, with the work that we’re funding, is that if the ESCROs and the IRBs and all the other regulatory entities that exist at university level, if they’re approving this work, I think my default assumption is that it’s fine, and I guess I would look to this committee to, or perhaps to Julius and Stephen, rather than the committee as a whole, bearing in mind Henry is coming, look to them to let us know if they have any concerns with that assumption, and if they see any sort of problems developing, or any sort of violations, or any laxity in the functioning of any of those committees, that the two members on that committee will be mandated to bring it to the attention of us as a group, or to let us know on a regular basis annually, or however often we say, that they’re satisfied with how things are working, and that they have confidence in the functioning of those university committees, in which case we can all agree that we’ve done our job, in terms of our mandated oversight requirements.  Does that make sense?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes, and there’s actually four members of this committee on that subcommittee, including Marianne and Steve and I and Ann Kiessling.




DR. JENNINGS:  Ann is on, as well, yes.  I see.




DR. CANALIS:  I do have some difficulties being collegial and reporting at the same time, and, I mean, I don’t think it jives right in my head.  You know what I mean?  It has to be either one.  If it’s got to be collegial, let’s talk about problems in an open fashion, and you’re not going to report.  People are going to be open.  They are going to discuss.  But if there’s any chance that you’re going to report to an upper body, I mean, they’re going to resolve those issues internally.




I think it would be very unwise on their part to come, you know, under scrutiny.  I mean I think they are not congruent.  I think these are very different purposes.  Only the purpose to learn and trying to be collegial.  The other one is much more regulatory.




DR. JENNINGS:  But the policing power to actually see what’s going on with a specific research project, we certainly don’t have it with this committee. We must rely on the institutions to do that for us.




DR. CANALIS:  In that case, leave it collegial.  Don’t -- extra issue, because it becomes -- you’re putting them on the spot.  Where do you draw the line?




DR. JENNINGS:  Maybe a question to consider, can we envisage a situation in which a project would be happening within a university, funded by this committee, by Connecticut funds, that got approval from all of the necessary university committees, and yet this committee is uncomfortable with and wants to intervene, ultimately with the sanction of withdrawing funding?  Can we envisage such a situation, and, if so, what are we going to do about it?  What would be an appropriate mechanism to deal with it?  And the answer might be that that’s such an implausible scenario that we shouldn’t spend time worrying about it, unless and until it happens, but I think that’s the question.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  If I may, there are items that would come up in a collegial fashion that the various members were able to work on ESCROs would like to get some committee guidance from.  For example, I don’t know where else it might have come up, but there was a lot of concern.  We began discussing at our last meeting about how to deal with importation of donated embryos, in terms of providence issues and other issues.




All the groups were asking the same kind of question.  Someone is going to go ahead and do a little bit of research about that.  Ultimately, Marianne will end up getting some advice from counsel, but where else is there a forum to discuss that, to bring that forward?




DR. JENNINGS:  And that’s clearly a very valuable function that this committee, that your subcommittee can serve.




DR. CANALIS:  Collegial is not an issue.  I think, as soon as you start bordering with compliance --




A FEMALE VOICE:  That’s not a good word.




DR. CANALIS:  But we’re bordering with that.  Then the only way to find out whether somebody is compliant or not is by auditing, and that’s what IRBs are supposed to do.  So unless these guys are going to run auditing, they really do not know whether the ESCROs or the investigators have declared everything.  




Let’s say that somebody declares, just out of, you know, one thing to share and might get penalties because of that, when you could have three other investigators that are far less compliant, you just need to be very uniform.  As soon as you start bordering with compliance, issues of compliance, I have difficulties.




Either it becomes a compliance committee and they go around and they audit, or it’s a collegial committee, or you have different committees for different functions.




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t think the subcommittees are a compliance committee.  I think that’s completely clear from what I’m hearing.  I think our committee is potentially a compliance committee, in the sense that I can envisage circumstances in which we might be confronted with a problem so serious that we said we have no option, but to cut off funding, and that makes us a compliance committee, de facto, if we’re giving out money.




In reality, I find it pretty hard to envisage a scenario in which that would happen, and I’m not sure it’s worth a lot of our time to debate how to deal with that in the absence of any evidence of a problem.




DR. CANALIS:  That is the obligation of the ESCRO.  If the ESCRO finds that someone is non-compliant, the ESCRO, by right, should be reporting directly to this committee and say investigator Y is not compliant, you know, he’s done A, B, or C, you know, you guys handle it, because it is in the submission that ESCROs do have to prove, so the responsibility is already in the ESCRO.




DR. JENNINGS:  So one way to deal with that, I mean recognizing that ESCROs and IRBs have a lot of back and forth with individual investigators before the protocol is approved, and we don’t want to get drawn into the nuts and bolts of those discussions, one way to deal with it would simply be, when the grant recipients are required on an annual basis by this committee with a progress report, as I was saying earlier, we would also require them to provide a brief summary of any compliance issues that had come up over the preceding year or the delayed progress on that project.  




And it would simply be a standing obligation to report back to us on an annual basis on the same timetable as scientific progress.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  If I may, I don’t think there will be any problem with our just keeping it as what’s being suggested, as a collegial function, one of the purposes of which would be to bring to this body whatever people thought ought to come to this body for some help.




For example, we had discussed not whether taking a project we’re compliant or not, but there’s certain aspects of the regulations and the guidance that make it difficult for people to comply.  Now that won’t show up in a review of a project, but it may show up --




DR. JENNINGS:  I see them as two separate functions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know, unfortunately, the more you define this and dissect it and tease apart and codify it, the less useful the committee is going to be.  I mean you really can’t codify ethics or look for violations of ethics and have any kind of relationship with people you’re dealing. 




I’m not sure we’re going to help ourselves by saying, you know, if you get an egg donor from Brazil, that’s okay, but from Uruguay, it’s not okay, etcetera, etcetera.  I think we need some more -- I need some more work from the committee about their philosophy, and that this is not hard science.  This is social science and moral science.  




I think we can probably sit here until the cows come home and talk about it, but I think we need to perhaps refer that back to the committee.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to suggest that one of the problems that you’re facing is that there are multiple guidelines for what you’re talking about.  There are the Federal guidelines, which are now restrictive.  There are Connecticut guidelines, which are expansive.  There is struggle going on in the legislative to expand it.




I don’t know if there is any one source that you can look for for the answers to these very practical questions.  I think you have to, for example, very specifically, in the NIH, the Director of the Neurological Institute, Dr. Story Landis, testified before the Senate within the last two weeks that she, as an executive person in the Department, opposes the Federal policy, so who are you going to look to, the policy that you’re supposed to follow, or the one that she’s expounding now?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My understanding is all the feds have said is they’re just not going to pay for it.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yeah, but the feds also have guidelines, Dr. Galvin, and this director, second in charge of the NIH, has come out publicly and is opposing the policy that’s determining the funding.  The point I’m making is simply to finish it.  I think we have to look to our own law and the guidelines in there to do our definitions of oversight and monitoring, because if we go beyond our own, you’ll be in Iowa, you’ll be in Missouri, you’ll be in Wisconsin, and you won’t find a way out of it.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Respectfully, I would just say, again, that next month --




COURT REPORTER:  Can you move that microphone?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We recognize the fact that, absent a set of widely accepted Federal guidance and statutes and regs., that the nine states grew up very different, discreet, very parochial regulatory.  That’s why we’re bringing all the states together.  No one had tried to do it.  




The states aren’t just coming.  We also have the Pew Center for the states, NAS, and the author of the very first descriptive legal article that sort of did a comparison of all the different regulatory and statutory schemas out there.




The three issues on the agenda, existing regulatory and statutory schema and how to benchmark each other, secondly, how do we deal with the regulatory barriers to interstate and intrastate sharing of biomedical material, and the third was how do we form a society or forum for sharing of this type of legal information and get it into the hands of the researchers?




So, with all due respect, Bob, I think we do need to look outside Connecticut, and that’s what we’re doing.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  What I’d like to see the Ethics Committee is to develop guidelines for the ESCROs, what is reportable to this committee.  You can develop guidelines, so that the ESCROs will know what is reportable or not, but I would stay out of monitoring the ESCROs, but you can give, you know, a set of instructions to the ESCROs, and the ESCROs could develop these guidelines of what is true non-ethical compliance that should come before this committee, so you’re out of the monitoring process.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Mr. Commissioner, I’d be very happy to take up your suggestion and get back to our subcommittee and consider how we might take best advantage of the people that convene on a regular basis to gather information that would be useful to this committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Is that the sense of the Board, that Dr. Landwirth is going to --




DR. LATHAM:  I wanted to ask, one, whether the materials that are generated from the meeting, particularly the materials from the participants who are talking about the state of the law in the different states and so on, can those be made available to the members of this committee?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Absolutely, and you also are welcome to it, although you’re going to be having your own sessions going on concurrently.  Mary Jo Waits, the Director of the Pew Center on the states, who is currently conducting a state-by-state comparison, is actually conducting a power point presentation to kick off that session.  Hopefully, we’re going to end up with formal relationships amongst all the states, but certainly anything we get would make --




DR. LATHAM:  Yeah, if we could get materials, or, if it’s filmed, if we can get a DVD or something?  Anything like that would be really, really useful.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Are we set with item four, or do we need any further discussion?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could just clarify?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could just clarify how we decided to leave point number one, the recommendation regarding public education?  I think, I’ll just offer my own view, which is that we’ve been very well served by Lynn and by DPH, we’ve got a lot of excellent media coverage, however, it is something that this committee may want to think about more strategically over the long-term, is what are our public communication needs in the broadest sense, given our mandate to promote stem cell research in Connecticut.




My sense is that that may require a larger discussion and perhaps is worthy of a significant chunk of time in some future meeting.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I quite agree, and I’m comfortable right now with Ms. Townshend proceeding, but we have some other issues we’re talking about, cervical cancer and HPV vaccine and a host of other things, so every hour she spends on this takes away from the time that she has to do other projects.




DR. JENNINGS:  Understood.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Particularly for me. It’s okay right now, but I think, as we decide what our strategy is going to be, that’s a part of it.  You do need a spokesperson, a single spokesperson, somebody to develop it, somebody to get the information out there.  You need just the right kind of person and so forth.




We’re okay where it sits right now, but as we develop as an organization, we need to develop that piece.  Yes, Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I do agree that it is very important to have a public education program or subcommittee.  The question is whether this program should be under the Ethics Subcommittee or should it be under Strategic, you know, Funding Subcommittee, because it involves ethics and science to promote advanced research in Connecticut for stem cells.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry, I think that it doesn’t belong there permanently.  It needs to be a separate entity, but it also needs to be funded, and that’s a question that we’re going to have to develop.




If there are no other comments, I’m going to move on, but before I have Charles, and with some help, I hope, from Warren, talk about the Strategic Planning Committee, I think we get a little more focus on strategic planning if we take Milt Wallack’s report from Donated Funds Subcommittee, and then item eight, Report from UK Stem Cell, international collaboration from the People’s Republic at StemCONN.  




I think that will focus a little bit on our strategy, so I’m going to skip and go directly to Milt and then come back to item five.




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll be very, very brief.  You have, in the minutes of the last meeting, basically, I think, a very clear description, and thank you for putting it together, of where we are with the donated funds.




At the meeting that we had last Thursday night, the teleconference, we discussed the fact that we need to have the strategic plan in place, and with that strategic plan, we would then be able to have a better idea of how we would then present the Donated Funds Program.




I think that’s pretty accurate, Charles, and it’s also why we have a pretty good connectiveness between the two committees, me sitting on Charles’ committee and Charles on mine, people like Mike Genel and Jerry Yang, Nancy Rion, who was here a minute ago.  I forget who else.




I’ll refer you back to where we were at the last meeting and end with the statement I just made, that a lot of what we’ll be doing will be contingent upon the strategic plan and the identification of how we can best present the rationale, the purpose of why we’ll be soliciting funds.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  With that, I will move on to item number eight, and I’ll start with Dr. Lensch, and he has comments about report from UK Stem Cell Researchers.




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  Thank you, Commissioner Galvin.  I participated in a meeting a couple of weeks ago, not in my capacity in sitting on this committee, but as a stem cell researcher, and I thought that this committee would find a couple of points from that interesting.




It’s a meeting I participated in for the last three years.  It’s organized by the British Council, which is a group that’s put together to promote British, the United Kingdom in many ways, not just around science, but around the arts and lots of other things.  It’s organized in collaboration with the British Embassy in Washington, D.C.




For the past three years, they’ve had an annual meeting about stem cells, and it’s a very small meeting, the first year at University of Cambridge, last year at Duke University, and this year in New Castle Upon Tyne in Northumbria in England.




The participants had to apply, and there’s a rather rigorous selection process to be invited to come.  The interesting thing about this meeting is it’s for young scientists, for senior graduate students and postdoctoral fellows, to meet in residence for three or four days, very intensive time spent discussing stem cell research, and there will senior faculty members there.  Hyphon Lynn(phonetic) was there at Duke this year.  Sir Martin Evans was a participant, who invented mouse embryonic stem cells and won a Lasker Award for that.  There’s some pretty decent people there.




I thought that this committee would be interested to know that our program was mentioned in the United Kingdom the three different times.  The efforts that are underway here in Connecticut were brought up in this international setting, and that the educational institutions from Connecticut were very well represented by two young investigators. 




Joe Carpentino from the Grabel Lab at Wesleyan was there and gave an incredible presentation about his work on neural regeneration and the nervous system, and Betty Lawton from the Goldheimer(phonetic) Lab at University of Connecticut, spoke about their efforts to derive new human embryonic stem cells. 




And, so, despite the fact that it was a long ways from Connecticut, the things that are happening in Connecticut are very much felt in other places, and Connecticut is well represented at those meetings.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Jerry, would you want to talk about the collaboration with the People’s Republic? 




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  I could go beyond China.  I can give a general background status introduction and then have questions, how our committee or State of Connecticut be involved in such an international consortium.  In the last few years that we have really been promoting embryonic stem cell research and therapeutic cloning, and the last year I’ve been really communicating very extensively with Charles Jennings and Kevin Eggan.  He’s not in today’s meeting.




We were actually funding to form the Foote International Consortium on the trial of Regenerative Medicine Institute International, in parallel to what Willie just told you for international stem cell research initiative, and this one will talk about infrastructure to be funded to promoting international clarity and teamwork.




The first meeting, as I told you, our committee last time, we plan to have a meeting in U.K., with the consideration that the U.S. Federal Government have no legal support in stem cell research, and U.K. is really the first country given legal permission, and they have leading researchers over there.




Kevin Eggan and I will be representing U.S. and Chancellor of University of Nottingham, Fujia Yang, and also, one with the leading researcher, (indiscernible) will be representing U.K.  Then the Vice-President of the Chinese Academy of Scientists, Zhu Chen, who is also a foreign member of the U.S. Academy of Scientists, and the Chancellor of Hong Kong University, Lap-Chee Tsui also a foreign member of U.S. Academy of Scientists, representing China.




And, unfortunately, we could not have that meeting, because we did not have funding in that time, so I have continued the effort in discussing the (indiscernible) in this effort.  Of course, there are questions of whether I should have the committee members in our committee get really involved, including Charles Jennings and Kevin Eggan and many other members, because I don’t want the world to see a conflict of interest in future grant proposal evaluations.




Anyway, I thank you for the opportunity to give the introduction and status of the current effort. I have to say, yes, I went to China in January, and I’m going there again to Hong Kong and China next month, in early March, to promote China’s involvement in the international consortium involving U.S. and U.K. and Singapore and Canada.




So (indiscernible) international consortium with the model of the human genome sequencing international consortium led by the U.S., similar to the structure of a nuclear fusion in physics led by U.S. and other countries involved and similar to a structure called high energy physics, led by France, and U.S. was involved.




Unfortunately, today in this what I call regenerative medicine, with the core of (indiscernible) cloning on stem cells, as a fundamental technology and other related technology, including adult stem cells (indiscernible) development of biology, immunology (indiscernible).  I mean organ transplantation in human medicine all get involved in such an international consortium, and, certainly, there’s really a major effort of how you can get funding from different countries and different sources to form such a firm.




I’m very happy there are major response in China. After talking with the public, scientists and several leading officials in China, they all very happy to get involved to provide major funding to form an international consortium and join the international teamwork and clear vision.




And how do we do that, is really the question?  So when I came back, I went to a stem cell meeting in San Francisco, California, and talked with the Director of the UCSF and, also, the Director, briefly, of Stamford University, and, also, California Pacific Medical Center, and California very, very happy to be involved in this international consortium.




It lasted three days.  I got quite a few phone calls from a member of their committee in California, a Dan -- did he call you, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.




DR. YANG: California is very interested in this international consortium.  And, secondly, Harvard University Stem Cell Institute is also interested. Dr. Doug Melton and Dr. Ken Chien, C-H-I-E-N, will be also invited to give a talk in the Nature Forum in Hong Kong in early March.  I will be attending the meeting and giving a talk at this meeting, too.  I am also coordinating a RMI discussion meeting before the Nature forum meeting.  Dr. Ken Chien and Dr. Doug Melton of Harvard University, Chancellor Lap-Chee Tsui of University of Hong Kong and Dr. Zhu Chen, Vice-President of the Chinese Academy of Scientists and I will meet to discuss the status and plan for founding RMI. I call the RMI for Regenerative Medicine Institute (RMI) International, and how do we do the promotion for fundraising and for all the countries get involved to working together, because, today, no one can work on that alone.




So that’s the first question. The second question, you know, is whether State of Connecticut should join the international consortium and how.  Again, I worked on this as a volunteer, as a scientist and as a client -- but it’s really not representing all committees, so I’d like to hear from our committee whether State of Connecticut is really interested in joining this effort and our committee members should join this effort without causing conflict of their reviewing my future proposal.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much, Dr. Yang.  That’s very enlightening, and I think that it really brings us to -- I think we’re at a point where we’re going to have to make some decisions a lot sooner than most of us thought that we were going to have to make the difficult decisions.  In a very, very fast moving part of science, we have to come to some decision about where we want to go.  I’ll finish my statement.  I see Milt has something to add.




Looking at this, and I’ve got some help from -- Warren and I have written this up like a case from Harvard Business School, about an industry that wants to expand, or what are the parameters, what does it want to do, and I’m doing some work, which, fortunately, is not costing us anything, with a professor named Glagovich at the Business School, trying to figure out, you know, how do we think about developing a strategy for the organization?




I’ll let Milt talk in just a second, but my measured opinion, or my opinion, not being a guy who does the science, is, if we stay the way we are, we’re going to become an asterisk, or a minor player, or a footnote in the stem cell industry.




I think that whoever is the next President of the United States will probably lift the ban totally, or at least to a great deal, whether that individual is a liberal or a conservative, so that would then make us one small state competing against all the other states for funding.  It also might precipitate the people in the legislature feeling that we have to, since there’s Federal money available, that why do we need State money, which is not inconceivable.




I think we either have to stay very small or get very big.  I don’t think there’s, personally, I don’t think there’s an awful lot of middle ground.  Milt, did you have something to say?




DR. WALLACK:  No.  I think you said it very well.  In that regard, I think, I know you’re aware of the fact that some of us have been separate from the Advisory Committee, working to see if we can’t get an accelerated allocation from State government for what we’re doing, whether it be just for this year or for the rest of the 80,000 dollars.




A MALE VOICE:  Eighty million.




DR. WALLACK:  Eighty million dollars.  I’m sorry.  There was a piece that was put together by representatives of Yale and Wesleyan and UConn, and it was coordinated by somebody sitting in this room, Paula Wilson, and it was sent up for consideration in this year’s budgetary, for this year’s budgetary considerations.




I have a copy of that statement, if later on you’re interested, Bob.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d like to see it, but I think Milt and I at least agree that we’d have to, as we used to say in the military, either move out smartly and partner, particularly with other countries, and, as Jerry said, you know, it’s not just stem cells.  It’s genomics, it’s cellular biology, it’s cellular differentiations, it’s genes and chromosomes and nanotechnology.




We’re looking at really not even the tip of the tip of the iceberg in an expanding field, and if we’re going to be players, we’re going to have to find industries or other countries, because we’re a very small state.




DR. WALLACK:  And this goes back to, again, endorsing what you’re saying and picking up on what, Warren, you said before, about the inner state portion of StemConn, where we’ll be getting the input from the other countries, so I totally agree with what you said. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  In this business, you know, not to be cavalier, 10 million dollars is peanuts.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I hate to be the minority voice of disagreement with some of the sentiments that are expressed, but I take my guide from Dr. Stacy, who addressed us last week at Yale, who said that lay people sometimes bring the conversations down to earth.




First of all, I feel that it is a little awkward to make an assumption about the national political direction and base our policy on that, because we see that stem cell policy on the Federal level is not easy to accomplish.




Just look at the record of the House of Representatives in the United States, who twice passed a bill, and the Senate, again, is sitting on its hands, and we don’t even know if and when there will be another Senate vote.  To take and predicate our policies and program on a change of administration and administration policy in 2008 I think will bankrupt us.




I take great pride in what Connecticut has done so far.  I do not see, except for what happened in California last week, any other state that is given public funds to worthwhile research.  I see articles in the press that say that beginning scientists don’t know where to turn since NIH grants are down.  NIH grants 20 percent of what’s going on from a limited fund.  




We did 33 percent from what funds we had. I think Connecticut is a good program.  I don’t see why we should delude it with allusions about the future.  I would like to see us as a stem cell advisory address finally the mandates that we have in the law that we’re supposed to carry out.




At the last meeting, there was a great deal of discussion about the fact of the cost of administering had run over a million dollars and we didn’t have a penny.  We haven’t still addressed the question of where does the Advisory Committee get the funds to carry out its responsibilities.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




MR. MANDELKERN:  So I would conclude by simply saying I think we have done creditable work, we are national leaders, and we should not delude it, and we should go ahead with our mandates.  I have a lot of question about StemConn ’07, which is on the agenda, which I would like to address later on.




I think this is the direction that I, as the one disease representative community, want to see us go in that direction.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your comments.  I’ll just reiterate that should there be an easy Federal policy, we’ll only become one of perhaps a dozen people competing for those funds.  I really don’t think that 10 million dollars a year, minus what it costs us to administrate the agency, is going to get us very far, but that’s up for this group to decide about where do you want to go?




So, with that, I’ll turn the floor over to Charles and Warren, and we could discuss strategy.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Any other comments? Are we done with that issue?




DR. YANG:  Before Charles talked, I want to add a few points on the -- you can call the founder or the initiator for this international consortium issues largely involve Connecticut, and I want to give credit to Connecticut, not just me, also involve Henry Lee, as the co-signer for this proposal.




DR. WALLACK:  Who?




DR. YANG:  I’m thinking of Henry Lee.




DR. WALLACK:  Henry Lee from New Haven?




DR. YANG:  That’s right.  And the other one is Professor James Hsiao who is an economist.  He’s the founding dean of the Southern Connecticut State University Business School, so he’s studying economics.  And the other thing I want to emphasize, the founders -- other founders are from Cornell University and Hong Kong and the University of Nottingham.  But, interestingly, those are not all in biological sciences.  Dr. Fujia Yang, Chancellor of University of Nottingham, is the field of physics.  He’s still the field of biological research.  Terms of research are really key to advance stem cell research for the future of medicine.




And the other one, Dr. Hsiao’s field is economics. Dr. Henry Lee said it clearly, that if you make a clone, I don’t know who is the killer (kidding).  I said that we’re not cloning human beings, we’re talking about the therapy for patient.  So, anyway, thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much. That’s very enlightening.  Warren, are you and Charles --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can just close the loop on that?  Is it possible that we could go off line with Dr. Yang and get some more information to present at the next meeting, or to talk before you go away?  




DR. YANG:  I’d be very happy.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Especially what we’re going to talk about now.  It would be interesting to hear more about what you’re doing.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well I think that Dr. Yang has a wider view and an internationalist point of view.  He’s got a lot of interesting things to say.




DR. JENNINGS:  So thank you, Mr. Chairman. So the Strategy Subcommittee met last Thursday for the first time.  We have minutes, but they will presumably be posted, although they haven’t been distributed yet.  The committee consists of myself, Milt, Paul Wang(phonetic), Bob Mandelkern, Willie Lensch, who I noticed was missing after the minutes.  I’m sorry I didn’t catch that earlier.  Nancy and Warren, who, unfortunately, wasn’t able to join us.




We started with two questions, very simply, what are the major strategic questions that are facing the Connecticut Stem Cell Program over the next several years, and how best can the Strategy Subcommittee help, really help this full committee to frame and answer those questions?




So we came up -- I won’t drag you right through the minutes, but we came up with several recommendations.  So the first is one that sort of keeps bubbling up and has already been mentioned several times today, which is the need for administrative support.  I think it’s becoming increasingly clear with every discussion that we have, almost everything we talk about doing has administrative overhead implications.




We see two halves of the question.  One is, what is the long-term solution?  And there’s been some discussion, as to whether we need a separate entity that would sit outside of either CI or the DPH to administer the program with its own budget.  We’re not going to attempt to answer that question right now.  We don’t know the answer.  That’s a complicated discussion that will probably go on for some time.




We have a more short-term issue, which is do we have sufficient administrative resources to deal with the foreseeable future, by which I mean the next year or so.  And if we think of all the things that we need to do, we need to put out another RFA.  We need to go through everything that we did last year again this year, assuming that we get the money. 




We need to evaluate the grants that we’re already funding.  We need to produce a report to the legislature.  We need to develop some sort of plan for our long-term strategy, which will almost certainly require an outside consultant.




We’ve talked about developing strategic relationships with other countries, the U.K., with China, potentially with other states, California and who knows what others.  We need to promote community in Connecticut.  We talked about the need for PR.  We’ve talked about the need for fundraising, something that’s I think part of our mandate, but we haven’t had very much discussion about, but need to think about, is how to engage the private sector.




This is a lot of work, and I think the subcommittee is concerned about the lack of clarity, in terms of administrative support.  I think it will be helpful to get some clarity on that, not clarity, but some resources, whether that means approaching the legislature for another appropriation, whether it means working with individual legislators to build up support for spending some of that 10 million on admin funds, whether it means looking for philanthropic money.  I think those are all open questions.  




Resources will be needed if we’re going to do what we think we ought to be doing, so I think my first job is to bring back concern to this group. 




I’ll just go through all of our recommendations, if that’s okay, Mr. Chairman, and then we can open it up for general discussion.  So that was the first point.  It was also the second point, that we should work with legislatures to build support for that.




The third issue is in regard to this document, which I think Warren has just circulated in draft form, so Warren and the Commissioner of the DPH have been developing a blueprint for strategy, which we saw an advanced draft of.  I think it’s the same draft that’s just been distributed to you today.  It’s dated February the 13th.




The Strategy Subcommittee felt this is a very useful document, recognizing it is still in draft form.  We feel that it captures a lot of the strategic questions that we’ll be needing to think about, and so we feel that this is something that we can and should work with going forward.




I don’t necessarily want to suggest that this will evolve into the strategy plan for the future of the program.  Maybe it will, maybe it won’t, but it’s certainly a useful starting point for our discussions.




It makes a helpful distinction between questions about structure, that is questions about how the program should be administered.  First, it’s what I would call, what this document calls content questions, which is essentially the question how should we spend our money in order to maximize our impact?  I would call those content questions, and the types of things that we’re talking about are what kinds of grants should we be funding, big grants, small grants, a mixture?




Should we continue to simply open it up to universities and other eligible institutions and fund excellent science, based on what they send to us, or should we create some grants that are earmarked either for specific technologies or for specific diseases?  Should we be focusing on some particular point in the spectrum, from pure basic research to clinical practice, translation or research, or should we simply be passively letting the applicants determine where our focus lies?




So what we’ve done, of course, for the first round of grants is we simply put out rather broadly worded RFA, and we sent that to a Peer Review Committee, and then we looked at it ourselves and made some funding decisions, but we didn’t really attempt to be very strategic about it.




If we carry on like that, then our agenda will be largely determined by the agendas of Yale and UConn, the two biggest institutions, and that might be fine, but that will be a decision.  And the question that we should think about is whether we want to be more proactive, more prescriptive, perhaps that’s the word, in earmarking some of our funds for particular areas.




And then, coming back to a point that Warren and the Commissioner made, the relationship between stem cell research and the larger world of biotechnology, where do we see that?




So the view of the subcommittee was really that we can’t, neither the subcommittee, nor this committee, is likely to be able to answer those questions single-handedly, so our strong recommendation is that we should engage an outside consultant, and the role of that person would be to conduct interviews with major stakeholders, certainly in Connecticut and eventually some advisors from outside, and we’re thinking in terms of both researchers and administrators from the major universities, certainly some representatives from the private sector, representatives from the public and disease advocacy groups, so collect some opinion in a fairly structured way.




This would be analogous to what was done by PricewaterhouseCoopers for CIRN, although necessarily be on a smaller scale, and we would propose that this person would be, that this consultant and the report that they will produce will be specifically focused on the content issue.  




It would not attempt to answer the question of whether we need to create a separate administrative entity to run the program.  It will be focused on how should we spend the money in order to advance the scientific and translational clinical agenda.




So that’s a recommendation, and then the final recommendation was that we need to start working sooner, rather than later, on a donated funds program, if we’re serious about doing this, and we are, of course, mandated to do it under the law, develop a donated funds program.  




As Milt just mentioned, that he is on the Strategy Committee, I’m on the fundraising committee.  We thought that a good start would be to try to convene a group for a small private discussion during StemCONN, so we would have some potential donors and/or people who might be helpful in connecting us to potential donors. 




And we would have members of the Strategy Subcommittee and, indeed, anybody else from this committee, who was interested in being involved, and we would have a private meeting, sort of off record meeting, just to talk about what we need, what’s realistic, what we need in order to be effective at fundraising.




I think developing a full blown strategic plan is a large undertaking.  It’s something that requires probably many months of work.  I think we want to start moving on the fundraising faster than that, but we need some sort of outline of what the strategy is going to look like in order to talk to potential donors, and we need feedback from potential donors, as to what they would need to see in order to make a compelling case for giving funds.




So we think that conversation needs to get started, and we thought it would make sense to try and have a kickoff meeting during StemCONN, so that was our final recommendation.




I would also like to just add that I feel it would be helpful if we could generate some kind of calendar, like a docket list, for this committee.  I think one of the things that keeps coming up in my mind during these discussions is that we have an awful lot of issues to deal with.  Some of them have to happen on particular timetables.




For example, as Warren was mentioning, we need to deliver a report to the legislature by the end of June.  There’s the political cycle.  There’s the grant funding cycle.  There’s StemCONN.  There’s all these other things going on, and I would like to offer a personal recommendation, that we should develop some sort of shared calendar, perhaps projecting about two years into the future, of key events, deadlines and issues that this committee should be considering, just to keep us all on track and make sure we’re discussing the right things at the right time.




I’m not suggesting that we haven’t been doing so so far, but I do see the complexity of our role is increasing, and I think we need to be a little bit more systematic about tracking it.




I’m sorry.  That was a long monologue, but just to summarize the key points, our recommendations are, firstly, that we need to clarify the administrative support and the budget for that, secondly, that we should be talking to the legislature about building political support for some administrative funds, thirdly, that we need a consultant to help us in very short order developing some recommendations and collecting feedback on the content questions, that is how we should spend the money to stem cell research, and, finally, that we should have a kickoff meeting at StemCONN to start the discussion about fundraising strategy.




So that’s the summary of what we discussed.  I’m sorry.  There’s one more thing I should mention, is the timetable for producing a strategic report, so I think the content question needs to be answered quickly, within the next couple of months, because we need to put out an RFA, if we’re assuming we’re going to fund, spend another, or commit another 10 million dollars in this cycle, if the legislature appropriates the money, as we hope they will.  We need to make some decisions about that quite quickly.  




The full blown strategy for looking 10 years out is probably a more ambitious undertaking, but we think that we need to get started soon, so we also recommended, and you’ll find this in Warren’s draft reports, that we should develop a, what do we call it, a strategy for a strategy, that is, a plan for a plan.




We should have some sort of plan for how we’re going to develop this strategy report, and we should do that quickly, ideally by the next meeting of this committee.  




That really is it from me.  If any of the other members of the subcommittee want to comment before we throw it open, please do so.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  That was very succinctly put.  If I can put a little bit sharper edge on it, we have a lead.  We’re probably leading the country.  It’s like Info Tech.  Eighteen months from now, 15 months from now, we won’t have a lead, unless we pursue it actively.  I think that’s number one.




I think that probably Milt and Jerry would agree, that there are monies out there to be obtained from philanthropic and giving organizations, however, to cultivate that fund source, the committee is going to have to invest in someone who is able to do that, and they are high numbers people.  You can’t just get anybody to go out and go to a foundation and say I’d like a couple of million dollars.  




If you have the right kind of person and they say this is a combined UConn/Yale operation and show them some sort of tangibles and at least a promise of results, but you’ve got to get the right kind of individual to do that.




A Director of Communications is a six-figure employee.  An individual, like Warren, is moving up, is up in the six-digit salaries.  These are expensive people.  In a very real way, the Department is probably putting half a million dollars worth of funding into the issue, because along with Marianne, you know, Marianne and Warren are high-salaried, high-level employees, and they’re spending most of their time on stem cells.




So there’s a very real -- there are some very real questions here.  One of the real questions to me is could we negotiate agreement with, an agreement with China, with the People’s Republic, or with the United Kingdom, so we’d have the right, as an organization, or do we have to go to the State Department, or go to the Governor?  I really don’t know. If Jerry said, you know, the People’s Republic wants to invest 100 million bucks, I don’t know what I’d say. 




These are all very, very real, very real contingencies, and when Charles speaks about, you know, are we going to let the grants run us, direct us, or are we going to direct the grants, and if we’re going to direct the grants, where should they go?  




Jerry spoke about economics and physics and optics.  There’s all kinds of stuff involved, so it’s very complex, but I think, when you scrape down to the bottom layer of paint, there’s a couple of things.




With all respect to everybody here and the legislators, you know, the Department can’t keep financing this indefinitely, because it’s a drain on departmental resources, and we’re not fat on funds.  Connecticut Innovations has picked up a lot of work that it’s done that hasn’t been compensated.




That structural end does have to be attended to sometime in the not very distant future, but we really need a plan.  I mean if it’s going to be a 10-million dollar program, you’re not going to need much staff support, and we can plan for that kind of staff support. 




If you’re going to be dealing with France and the United Kingdom and China, you’ve got to have a much more robust program. 




I was talking with a business school about 50,000 dollars for a consultant won’t even get you near what the kind of consultant that you need.  We’re probably talking about the better part of 500,000 dollars, or 400,000 dollars, but where is that money going to come from, or are we just going to say, you know, we’re going to meet once every month, and once a year we’ll disburse 10 million dollars, minus a small amount for administration.




And I think that Jerry will probably, I hope Jerry would agree with me, that the world of science will in a way leave us as a boutique industry, or part of a much larger whole, particularly in a state where we need jobs and we need science.  Do we not want to look at nanotechnology and optics and health care economics and physics as development in a tiny state?  




We’re one percent of the population of the United States here.  We’re not a heavy hitter.  We’re way ahead now.  With that, I’ll leave it open to other members to comment.  Mike?




DR. GENEL:  May I ask what the plan is for the blueprint --




COURT REPORTER:  Can you grab that mike, please?




DR. GENEL:  I’m just curious what the ultimate plan is for the blueprint.  Does this fold into the strategic plan of this committee, or is this a document from the Department?




DR. JENNINGS:  Well I’d like Warren to have an opportunity to explain the history and how he sees the evolution of this blueprint.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Why don’t you let me do that, because I started the work on it.  Warren and I developed parts of this, and I discussed it with a Professor of Strategy at the Business School at UConn, because we can contract with them, without going through a whole lot of request for proposals, and he asked us to write it up in a form like this, so he could and some of the other folks could consider it and have input to it.




He’s simply looking at it as I asked him can you help me develop a strategy to develop a strategy?




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  So, basically, these are thoughts for paper?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. GENEL:  Is a better way to put it?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  There’s some history in there, which probably we don’t want to change, but some of the ideas Warren and I think there are junctures and where we think where we’re at.  Maybe we’re at a different place than where we think we are.




Wherever we go, I think that, as my dear departed friend, John Bigos, would say, quoting the Alice in Wonderland quotation, that if you don’t know where you’re going, it doesn’t make any difference what route you take, and I think we need to know where we’re going before we’re going to decide the route we’re going to take.




DR. JENNINGS:  But I think any strategy discussion will be framed by the mandate that we have from the law, which specifies what we’re responsible for, so I think, you know, that will frame the plan.  We need to come up with a plan for determining how we’re going to discharge each of the things that we’re mandated to do under the law.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think one of the things I would like to know pretty much upfront is, if we explore joint ventures with Her Majesty’s government, or with the People’s Republic, are we breaking the law?  Are we doing something we’re not supposed to be doing?  Is that even a possibility?  I mean there’s no sense in encouraging our friends in Great Britain that we’re going to have a cooperative venture with them and then say, well, we can’t do that.  The State Department won’t let us.




DR. GENEL:  I’m, frankly, a little vague on what would be the source of collaboration, other than perhaps exchange of scientific information.  On what levels do we collaborate?




DR. JENNINGS:   Think a lot of these collaborations --




DR. GENEL:  It sounds good.  I’m just asking, you know, what specifics?




DR. JENNINGS:  And, realistically, a lot of these collaborations tend to be initiated by the actual practitioners, the people that are doing the research, rather than by people administering the programs, and so I think a question for us should be whether we fit in, relative to any contact that might emerge spontaneously between, say, Yale and Britain, or UConn and Britain.  What is our role in that?




Maybe the answer is there isn’t anything that we can do, and that it will happen on its own, but we should at least address that question.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As we think about grants, Warren and I had a conversation with Dr. LaLande, and we were speaking about nanotechnology, and there’s a very large industrial firm in Connecticut that’s concentrating their research efforts on nanotechnology.




Do we want to get involved with a big firm?  Do we want to get involved with a big company, who is looking at developing medications, which may work along with stem cells?  Where are we going to go?  Or are we just going to say -- I keep getting back to the same point.  




Are we just going to say, look, we have 10 million bucks every year, we’re going to take out so many hundreds of thousands dollars for expenses, we’re going to sit down, and we’re going to let people submit grants with no guidance, and we’re going to pick the 15 best grants, or whatever we can, and then we’ll go home, and then next year we’ll come back and do it all over again?




I don’t know where that’s going to go, and I’m not sure whether, you know, Yale has bigger plans, and they would like to -- perhaps they see this as a great opportunity to get started in a permissive atmosphere, and then would go on and work internationally.  Are we a part of that?  These are all just possibilities. 




I think the real, I think, splitting point is are we going to -- I think, if we stay small, this is just me, I think, if we stay small, I know 10 million dollars isn’t chicken feed, I think, if we stay at 10 million dollars, that it’s going to be difficult to find somebody else to give us another 10 million.  I don’t know how Milt feels.




I think, if you’re bigger and got some partners and some industrial partners with big names or other countries, it’s going to be a lot easier to go out and get more money, more donations.  There really is.  Is it going to be a small boutique industry, or is it going to go someplace else?




DR. CANALIS:  Are there any Federal regulations about this international relationship?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t know that.




DR. CANALIS:  I think it’s step one.  I mean I think, from an IRB point of view, I mean IRBs do have regulations regarding, you know, work done outside the country.  IRBs are Federally regulated, and getting involved with a pharmaceutical industry, we’re going to get the FDA right in the middle, because the industry has been already regulated.  I think these are issues that need to be considered.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Absolutely.  We certainly don’t want to get into an ethical violation with work that’s being done --




DR. CANALIS:  -- I think we just had a 45-minute discussion about how we control the ethics of what is going on in Connecticut, and to make, you know, collaborative arrangements 5,000 miles away, you know, I don’t know how Julius is going to communicate, a thinking tank with these people, you know?  I don’t see it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  On the other hand, unless you have a broad brush and some heavy duty partners, are you going to be able to go out and spend several hundred thousand dollars to get a recruiting, not a recruiting, from a money raising firm to help you recruit money?  I don’t know those answers.




I know that usually, speaking business wise, you either grow up or tend to wither on the vine, and business people are always looking for an increased pool of places to sell things, or to make more profit, or to expand their client list, or their marketing share.




Usually, businesses that don’t want to do that, unless they’re in a very, very unique situation, don’t do well long-term.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just one example, if I may?  What we’re thinking is that even if we’re talking about an intrastate collaboration, the Connecticut research community is going to be at a real loss if they can’t share any new lines that we develop, and there’s no economic impetus to developing them.  You’re not going to be able to make a buck off of it.




Same thing.  If we can’t get lines from the U.K. stem bank, if we can’t get lines that are coming out of Harvard or wherever, because of regulatory problems, we’re going to be at a distinct disadvantage, and I’m sure the universities will figure it out.  They always do.  But the question is, strategically, does this committee want to take on those bigger issues in advance?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Steve?




DR. LATHAM:  It seems that one area where we are -- we’re not going to be leaders in stem cell research, since that’s not what we do, and, for that reason, I’m a little leery of focusing the grants on particular areas of research.  My own view is that that should be left to the scientists to figure out, except to the extent that we do things, like in the short-term now, focus our funding on things that are not fundable elsewhere, as by NIH or whatever.




But apart from those kinds of things, I’d be really leery of sort of telling the researchers we really want you to concentrate on, you know, the clinical end, rather than the basic science.  I’d rather leave that to the scientists. 




One thing that I think we are actually well poised, thanks to the efforts that have gone before for leadership roles, in trying to rationalize and maybe make uniform the State regulation of this area, you know, pulling these folks together at StemCONN and finding out what all the rules and regs are, maybe trying to promulgate some uniform laws that states could adopt if they want to get into the game, maybe trying to promote international agreements about the way to treat these things.




That’s something that it seems to me that we are reasonably well positioned to do and that a small state can do, because it doesn’t require big bucks.  It requires sort of energy and convening authority.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, committee members, on principle, I haven’t heard all the discussion, but I’ve heard it previously indicated in committee meetings.  I would be strongly opposed to directing our RFAs towards specific areas.




I think our mandate is to fund human embryonic stem cell research in the law and not to say it should be put here, there, to this disease, to Hawkinson’s(phonetic), to Alzheimer’s, to Huntington’s, to cancer.  This, to me, would be an incorrect role for us to play. 




Science, we have to see what the RFAs come up, we have to have the Peer Review do its job, and then we have to put our Connecticut standards to it.  We’ve gone through a very productive first two years.  I think it’s a very good model for us to follow.  I think we need some closer coordination between who is doing what, in terms of funds, to support this internally, but I think the model of seed grants, investigated grants, core hybrid and cores and groups is the way to go again.




We’ve got very fine grant proposals from 70 proposals, over 66 million dollars.  We allocated wisely.  We have a start on good research.  The contracts are going out this month, and I don’t see why we don’t stick more closely to the mandate that we have and see where we can go further for another two years.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With respect, I disagree.  I think that -- I’m not sure who said it on the other side of the table.  Are we going to let researchers decide where they want to go, or are we going to give them some directions?  With 10 million bucks, what part of a diffuse field are we going to look at?  With a relatively small amount of money we have, how are we going to focus down or cone down on the things that the group think, that the group and the Peer Review group think are reasonable efforts or even marketable efforts sometime in the future?




I think, otherwise, we’re going to get into things where some guy is going to want to do the grant that somebody else is already doing at the University of Wisconsin, because they’re competitors, and we’ll get duplication.  I think we need to indicate what areas we might be interested in.  Go ahead, Milt.




DR. WALLACK:  Just to pick up on that thought, this meeting that we had last Thursday, I think it was, there were some researchers at that meeting from the various institutions.




DR. JENNINGS:  Paul Wang(phonetic), specifically, who is a faculty member at MGH.




DR. WALLACK:  The earlier meeting.  The earlier meeting.  Well that’s a good point, though, and that is that, at that meeting, Bob, the researchers who were at least representative of their institutions who were there felt exactly as you’re indicating, that they almost anticipated that there would be something coming down in the next round, where there would be more directives.




And I think that Paul, also, if I’m not mistaken, who is an embryonic stem cell researcher --




DR. JENNINGS:  He’s a stem cell researcher, not specifically embryonic.  He does cardiovascular.  




DR. WALLACK:  I think he was in agreement with what I’m saying now, also.




DR. JENNINGS:  He was in agreement with, I think, in disagreement with Bob’s view, that we can simply let the text of the law speak for itself and respond passively to whatever the universities come to us.  Paul was in agreement with the idea that we could and should be a little bit more --




DR. WALLACK:  Directive.




DR. JENNINGS:  Directive.  On the other hand, I think it was clear to all of us that 10 million dollars, as you say, it’s not insubstantial, but it’s not a huge amount of money.  It is not enough for us to come in and tell Yale, UConn, or even Wesleyan, a smaller university, to say, you know, we are going to fund you to change direction.  We think they want you to move from there to here.  It is not enough to do that.  We must work with them, and so that’s why our first recommendation is that we need some formalized contact with the stakeholders within the Connecticut stem cell research community and their supporters within the advocacy community, to help us to understand how to strike the right balance.




At the moment, I don’t think we can answer that question within this room alone.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  I don’t think so, and I think that this will be a painful process for us.  I think that, other than stem cells, what we’re really talking about is cellular biology and cellular physiology and cellular physics, and we’re talking about how cells grow and differentiate and what type of messages they get and what type of messages they’d have to get, would be that physical, or chemical, or whatever type of stimulation to become other kinds of cells.




I mean all you would have to do is find a signal to tell cancer cells to please stop growing and undergo the normal process of cessation, and you cure everybody’s cancer.  Well that’s 100 years away, or 500 years away, or whenever, but I think there’s a larger picture here we don’t want to lose.  Just watching embryos divide is a huge part of it, but there’s a larger picture, and I have no idea how to cone down on this.  I think that we need to sort of -- that’s very a good analogy.  I mean you’re not going to get people to alter their course 90 degrees from north to east, but you might get them to go north northeast.




DR. JENNINGS:  And, Mr. Chairman, I suggest you have to recognize the distinction between the things that have enough momentum that they’re going to happen anyway and we must simply anticipate them versus the areas where, with some active intervention and 10 million dollars a year to spend, we could have an influence to push it in a direction that we’d like to see it go.  We need to be wise enough to recognize the distinction between those.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike?




DR. GENEL:  I agree with Ernie and Steve’s comments.  




A MALE VOICE:  Speak a little louder.




DR. GENEL:  I said I agree with the comments that Steve Latham and Ernie Canalis made.  I’m very, very hesitant about being too specific, in terms of directives, to prospective grantees.  




I think we might say, perhaps set some general themes.  We did that already by saying we would favor human embryonic stem cell research, but to go much more specific, really I find that very bothersome.  That’s top down science, and I think the history has proven that that sometimes works.




Maybe it works in physics.  I don’t think it works very well in biology, and so I would be very, very hesitant along those themes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  An entirely different organization.  If you can do it that way and say, well, we’ll see what floats up in the grants, and we’ll pick the best ones we have, that’s one way of looking at the problem.




The other way of looking at it is we need to sharpen our focus of that.




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t think it’s all one thing or all the other, Mr. Chairman.  




DR. GENEL:  I’m not saying that we shouldn’t set some general priorities, but I don’t want to get too specific about that.  I think that’s problematic, especially with what is a relatively small amount of money, relative to what we’re talking about.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well that’s part of developing a staff.  I, personally, would like to see something where I’d say this year we’d like 20 percent of the grants directed towards such and such, whatever it might be.  Yes, Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to echo Dr. Genel’s point, because research means to me looking for new things.  If we knew the direction to pursue research, it wouldn’t be called research, as Albert Einstein said. If we knew the answers, it would not be research.




To limit where people can go with public funds I think is antithetical to what we’re mandated to do, and besides which it rules out the possibility of serendipity in science, which, as a layperson, I’ve heard a great deal about.




So I think we should be very cautious about too much direction.  Maybe a small percentage of seed grants should go that way of the 10 that we did and so on, but certainly not as a general rule to put ourselves up as the arbiters of what’s going to be found by directing where it should go.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t agree with that at all, with respect.  I think that will doom us to become simply an adjunct to NIH.  If you can’t get the money from NIH, come up with a good project, get it funded out of Connecticut, or Wisconsin, or wherever.  We’ll be back in the pack, and that’s not a position I like.




DR. CANALIS:  Can you give us some sense of like what type of direction?  The way I was thinking, I wouldn’t like to see something like conditional divisions, like, you know, we’re going to pay 20 percent of grants for cancer related stem cell research, or for bone related, or arthritis, or whatever.  




Again, I can see that you have clear feelings about this.  Could you give us some example on what type of direction, you know, like research that would have general clinical application, or you’re looking at traditional divisions, like, you know, cardiac, you know, musculoskeletal.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, as you know, I’m not primarily a researcher.




DR. CANALIS:  No.  Actually, I’m trying to embrace what you’re saying.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, but what I would say is, you know, at the end of this time, we sit down, I would like to be able to sit down with people who do the science, people like yourself, and say, you know, we just spent 19.78 million dollars, now we’ve got another 10, what do you think?  Should we just say, okay, hey, fellows, another 10 million.  Come up with some good projects and we’ll fund it, or do we need to say, you know, I think we need to look at this problem, or that problem, some sort of directions about are we going to go in any specific directions, or simply say thank you very much, there’s another 10 million available, and, if we do that, wouldn’t we, if we were going to look at it objectively, wouldn’t we want to see what other states are doing?




And if three other states are doing something, do we want to do it, as well?




DR. CANALIS:  I think the reasoning behind this is valid.  The mechanism is what I do not understand.  I don’t think we should become an alternate mechanism of funding for people who cannot get funded by NIH.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




DR. CANALIS:  I think that that is a fear. I couldn’t maybe get at NIH.  I’m going to go to the State of Connecticut, and I think that that is very valid.  So if what you have in mind, what you’re trying to propose is to circumvent that, you know, we want things that wouldn’t have gone to NIH, would have come to us, and we want to see these results.  Consequently, we’re going to give direction.  I understand that, but, in that case, we need to be very clear about what type of direction we’re going to give, and that is not easy.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not clear about that.




DR. CANALIS:  That is a problem.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  If we gave Henry five million bucks and he came back in two years and he had something really significant happening, wouldn’t we want to encourage him to ask for another grant or would we?




DR. CANALIS:  I think it’s going to require a lot of thinking about what type of direction.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. CANALIS:  You want to be unique, and you want to return to the state.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. CANALIS:  The issue is how are we going to achieve that?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s correct.  Yeah, I agree.  We certainly don’t want to duplicate things that, you know, if eight other states are doing it, I’m not sure we should do it, as well, but that’s guys like you, Willie, who do the research, have got to decide.  I’m just generically against having, okay, you send me the grants, I’ll read the grants, and I’ll give you some money.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It does go a little bit, Dr. Canalis, to the question of do we build upon what the institutions that have been funded are going to be using those dollars for.  I don’t know exactly what UConn, either UConn or Yale campus is doing, but I know that not taking that little bit of money that we gave them and just building a standalone stem cell program, they’re hooking it up with cardiovascular, they’re hooking it up with nanotechnology.




So the question is would we want input from the already funded institutions, not the individuals, but the institutions, to help us guide the continuation of funds going into the stream, or do we just throw it out there again and say, okay, whatever comes out new, the heck with what we’ve done already.  This is a new round.




MR. SALTON:  Isn’t that, though, one of the factors in the evaluation of a grant application, is the proposed overlap with other research projects?  Wouldn’t that be part of what the eligible institution would say?  Say we use that to sell the applications, and wouldn’t you expect the Peer Review Committee, which is supposed -- I guess one may assume, maybe I’m wrong, I assume that the people on that committee know the cutting edge of the science, and so they’re looking at the applications and saying, you know what, this application I rate very high, because it’s the next step in the envelope, to push the envelope, and they know what’s going on, you know, as opposed to, I mean, how are you using their -- isn’t that part of what they’re supposed to supply you in their expertise on scientific merit, is to say where is this research project on the chess board, so to speak?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I understood, that’s outside of any knowledge of or responsibility for growing a vibrant research community in Connecticut, and that’s what this body does have, is a statutory mandate, and I think that just throwing money out there may or may not address that mandate of this committee.




DR. CANALIS:  Number one, it’s a capricious system, the grant review system, Henry, and, number two, it’s difficult.  You know, you may find one grant that is unreal, okay, but then you’re going to find many grants that, you know, they’re excellent, but there is not the same like, God, you know, I really have to pay this, and then it becomes subjective.




We all have our preconceived notions and emotions about science, and it depends where we use it, and we’ve all gone through this.  So the Peer Review is very good, and I think they try to do a good job, but, you know, it’s not the black and white that the Commissioner is starting to say, you know, we want to give direction.




MR. SALTON:  Well I think the question, then, is are you collecting the data you need for the factors you want to make judgments?  If, for example, you’re saying to yourself we want to know how this is going to grow Connecticut, then maybe, in the way we ask, you know, this goes to what someone else will talk about later, about the RFP process, which is, I mean, you know, in the first year it wasn’t maybe possible, but maybe now, in retrospect, you’re saying to yourself we need to have that information about what you’re going to do for Connecticut in a more needy way, and we want more information about how this integrates with your past projects, with other collaborative science issues, and then you express the drive of the committee through those criteria.




DR. CANALIS:  See, the problem is NIH can do that, okay, because a different institute with well defined missions.  So, this year, you know, there has been a big push for diabetes research, so NIDDK is going to go and say, okay, we are going to put an RFA specific to this aspect of diabetes.  You can do that, but, this, number one, we don’t have the funds, nor is the mission of the State of Connecticut to favor one disease or one type of system over another.  That is the problem that I have.




So when you give direction, it becomes much trickier.  The mechanism is where I have a problem. I don’t have a problem with the concept.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I certainly agree with everything you say, Dr. Canalis, and, very selfishly, I want to maintain our lead.  Right now, the sled that’s being pulled by the husky and the bulldog is leading all the rest, and that’s where I want to be, and I think we have to put some effort into maintaining our lead and enlarging our market share.  It’s a business way of looking at things.  You can’t get money if you don’t do business.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, just picking up a little bit on what Ernie is saying and what you’re saying, I think, and correct me if I’m wrong, Charles, we recognize the complexity of this discussion, and that we’re not going to change direction entirely, and there’s a blending.  There’s a blending of what, Commissioner, you’re talking about, about creating some type of direction that will serve us well to keep us, quote, unquote, “in the lead.”




And I think it’s because of that that we discussed at our meeting funding, the funding of a small survey, not to use all of the money that you indicated that’s out there for us to maybe use for a consultant, but a portion of that, and to do that survey, so that we can talk to our stakeholders, if you will, the institutions, the advocacy groups and so forth, and try to see if we can’t get a direction.




So I think one of the things that we need right now, because there is a timing issue, because hopefully we’ll be giving out new funds July 1st or whatever that is, I think we want permission from this group to be able to employ such a consultant for that limited survey.  Is that right, Charles?




DR. JENNINGS:  I think that’s absolutely right.  We have a fairly immediate decision that needs to be made, because we want to put out an RFA sometime in the next few months, and we need to know what it’s going to say, because that’s going to shape our strategy, at least for the coming year.  It doesn’t mean it has to be that way in perpetuity, but at least we must make some kind of decision, otherwise, it’s made first by default.




I think, as Milt says, the best way forward is to engage a consultant to get some structured input from the major stakeholders that will inform our discussion of how best to do that.




Now just to close the loop on, or to pursue the loop on Pricewaterhouse, they presented to us at our last meeting, I had a follow-up conversation with Tony Polari(phonetic), and he sent us a proposal, and there’s a number of items, which I should share with you.




So they said -- we talked about the need to poll the stakeholders.  This was done in California.  They interviewed about, I think, 70 or 80 people, as an early step in producing that document that you’ve all seen, total cost 400,000 dollars to produce that plan.  That’s, obviously, at least I think it’s obvious that that’s beyond what we’re talking about.




The quote that they gave us, Pricewaterhouse, said to develop a template for interviewing stakeholders, they would charge us 6,000 dollars, and to conduct and analyze up to 20 interviews, they would charge us 17,000.  So, in other words, Pricewaterhouse would charge us a total of 23,000 dollars to develop a structured interview protocol and then conduct and analyze up to 20 interviews.




Now Pricewaterhouse I think we can assume it’s sort of top of the line and probably top of the budget.  My sense is that we may want to look into alternative providers, somebody a little bit more boutique.




DR. WALLACK:  You also have UConn business school.




DR. JENNINGS:  And we have some potential free service from the business school.  I think we need to define how those things are going to relate to each other, but we do need to do something beyond just talking among ourselves.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, what did it cost you to do that thing about statewide stroke?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s exactly what I was going to say, Commissioner.  That cost less than 20 grand, and we used UConn School of Policy Research, or something like that.  And what’s nice about that is it’s an entity that we can just get the money to, without having to have a contract or an RFP or anything.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So they can do it all.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And they did the survey and got a 32 out of 33 hospital response rate.  I mean that’s pretty good for surveys.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  They do a good job.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Analyze the data.  I mean same ballpark.  Probably, you know, spent five to 10 to develop the survey and then another 10 to administer and analyze it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Otherwise, we have to go out with a request for proposal.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The problem with this is that we would have to (coughing).




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The next funds, incidentally, will not be available until March of ’08.




DR. JENNINGS:  The next what?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The next 10 million will not be disbursed until March 2008.  It’s going to come out of the tobacco fund.




MR. MANDELKERN:  March 2008 the next 10 million?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yup.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s what we were told today.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s about one year from when we’re disbursing the current?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  That’s what we’re doing now, right?  Yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  And, Mr. Chairman, the other thing that I think we discussed briefly at our last full meeting of this committee was the possibility that CI might be able to service the contracting agency for an outside consultant, that that might allow us to move faster than what can be done through DPH with all of its public tender requirements.  Could we just pursue that for a minute?  Maybe Nancy wants to comment.




MS. RION:  Theoretically, that would work. We have to work out with DPH, in terms of if we can figure out we’ve been -- Warren has been diligently trying to figure out how DPH can share some of their administrative money that they have with us.  That would be very easy for us to do.  I would hope that somehow we can do that, so that CI can, that you all can make use of the ability of CI to move quickly and flexibly on some of these issues.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think that’s very welcome.  As the Commissioner has emphasized, this is not a field in which we can afford not to move quickly, because it will move without us.  California has just announced 45 million dollars of funding, 72 grants, average at least half a million each.  That was just March.  I’m sorry.  That was just February.  There’s another round coming in March.  There’s another round coming in June.




Jerry talked about China.  The world is moving, and we can’t afford to be stymied by the procedural requirements.  And I understand why they exist, but we should recognize that they are a problem, and we must look for creative solutions.




MR. MANDELKERN:  But the California money we’re not sure is public money.  It may be borrowed.




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t care where it comes from.  The fact is that they’re dishing out large amounts of money right now, and they’re going to continue to do so.  If we want to maintain a leadership position, we must move fast.  That’s my only point.




MR. MANDELKERN:  The money is out there, but from a business point of view, if you’re taking money that you have to return with interest, I suppose the money that you can creatively use to try to develop new resources is quite a difference in your funding source.




DR. JENNINGS:  That may be so.  I didn’t want to open up a discussion on California’s financial structure.




MR. MANDELKERN:  But you used it as a parameter.  From a business point of view, if you get an infusion of capital to use in your business is one thing. If you sign a note with the bank to pay it back, that’s quite another thing.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But this is very, very fast moving.  Six months to get a survey done, we’re done.  Drop right back into the pack.




DR. WALLACK:  For your information, it’s taken us months to try to execute an agreement with CI for a lot of different reasons.  It’s just different types of organizations just to transfer the 10 million or the 19.8 million now to CI, so that we can get it in the hands of our researchers, who are awarded grants, and it will take who knows how long for us to get an agreement together, so that CI could subcontract.




DR. JENNINGS:  Let me ask a hypothetical question.  Supposing this committee agrees that we should engage a consultant and that we should spend, throw out a sum of money, 20,000 dollars, for the sake of argument.  We didn’t say that.  I just invented that number, but let us suppose.  Do we have some mechanism whereby DPH can transfer money to CI in a timely fashion and CI can be the contracting agency?  If not, what are we going to do about it?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




DR. JENNINGS:  Are we going to simply have to put it out for, or be stuck --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that, if we did something like that, that the legal authorities would say it was an obvious subterfuge to get around sending out a request for proposal.  You’re going to have to stay within the state system.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m not advocating breaking the law.  So what is the solution?




DR. WALLACK:  Why can’t we do it within --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What do they call the place at UConn?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s UConn’s something of public policy.  I don’t know.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But they do studies like this all the time.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  It’s their graduate program, and they use, you know, graduate students to actually conduct the work.




DR. JENNINGS:  I have to envisage that we might, you know, as a serious organization, with 100 million dollar budget over 10 years, we might aim higher than graduate students.  I was a graduate student myself. I have nothing against them, but, you know, consultants are paid a fee for a reason.




MR. SALTON:  I think one of the things you have to be careful about UConn, also, is the potential appearance that the other eligible institutions will say strategy was built on UConn’s work, and that work reflects UConn’s long-term priorities, and that UConn gets the lion shares of the money coming out of this committee, and Yale didn’t get a lion’s share, or Wesleyan.




You have to be careful about that, unless they’re going to all sign off on that.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Maybe PWC has sole source status, given their work with (indiscernible).




DR. CANALIS:  Could private funds be used to retain a consultant?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t know.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If the funds are with the Department, they’re still public funds. (Multiple conversations).




DR. CANALIS:  Let’s say I want to give you 50,000 dollars to hire a consultant.  Is this illegal?




MR. SALTON:  To get this 50,000 dollars, but then the money, just like the general fund or from you, would have to be expended in accordance with the rules that govern -- or you could have, for example, the Jones’ Foundation could come in and say, you know what? The Jones’ Foundation is going to do a survey of priorities of stem cell researchers in Connecticut, and we’re going to publish our results.  The Stem Cell Committee can use it, or anyone else can.  




DR. CANALIS:  So that would be the mechanism?




MR. SALTON:  Well I don’t know.




DR. JENNINGS:  But there’s also delay in finding that foundation and persuading them to do what we want.  That’s not fast either.




DR. WALLACK:  Well we wanted to get, correct me if I’m wrong, the survey done very quickly, and I guess all we’re discussing right now is the most judicious way of getting the money to pay for that survey.  Isn’t that right?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you’re correct, but to back it from now until to July or August is going to defeat.  The money will be better spent doing something else, anything else.




DR. WALLACK:  Can somebody tell us how -- I mean can we authorize the expenditure of X dollars of -- in the last meeting, we indicated there might be 20 to 25,000 dollars of consulting fees that might be available to the Strategic Planning Committee.  I think that what we’re talking about is no more than 10,000 dollars, if I’m not mistaken.




DR. JENNINGS:  Could be 20, something of that order.




DR. WALLACK:  Can that money be authorized, with instructions of how the committee can then spend that money to get the survey done quickly?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well if there appears to be a question that it’s improper to consult with the university and that we’re disadvantaging Yale, and my conversations with the Dean when the grants came out indicated that he had no thought of being disadvantaged.  He was happy as a clam. 




If it’s going to be a problem, then we need to find another mechanism to do it.  It’s just unfortunate that I end up with contracts that by the time I get the money in the Department and disburse it to worthy people, sometimes eight and nine months, and of course the people at the other end of the disbursement are furiously angry with me, but it’s a very awkward system.  Everybody is watching everybody and making sure that you don’t do anything at all wrong.




I think the only way to get something, a foundation, maybe, a way of -- a foundation to do this may, indeed, be a very good way of getting the job done expeditiously.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’d be all in favor of it. I just don’t know how we’re going to make it happen.  If anybody has any ideas?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you know any rich foundations?  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  I look at you like I’m walking around.  Trust me, Commissioner, I’m working now. I’m thinking.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  My only thought would be that it’s for a sole source status, because they’ve just gotten it done for PWC --




COURT REPORTER:  Direct that mike towards you, please.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s PWC?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  PricewaterhouseCoopers --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- five?  So there’s four others.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Does anybody know a foundation that’s partial to stem cell research?  I think that would be our starting point and to pitch to such a foundation, not just any foundation.  Is there any knowledge to that effect?




DR. GENEL:  Bob, could you see us possibly looking at CURE as a possible interested party in this?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that they may have interest in this, but like all the efforts we make, what am I going to get out of it?  We’ll get some direction out of it, but I think CURE is a source, and I’m racking my brain to think about who might be willing to contribute, or who might be willing to contribute to the Public Health Foundation of Connecticut, and then we could use our own foundation to disburse the funds, but I don’t know anybody like that.  Yes, sir, in the back?




MR. DAVID MANAKER:  The Christopher Reeve Foundation --




COURT REPORTER:  You need a microphone.




MR. MANAKER:  -- and that might be a foundation that we could get the funding.




COURT REPORTER:  Could you identify yourself?




MR. MANAKER:  David Manaker.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We could certainly get a lot of different options, and the more the better.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- volunteering.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I just think DECD has existing contracts and relationships with a lot of these guys.  DECD has a relationship with CURE.




DR. JENNINGS:  What’s DECD?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Department of Economic and Community Development.  The Commissioner’s picture is up on the wall here.  This is part of their network here. Perhaps it would be helpful for us to talk to those folks, even if we’re talking about using CURE.




I mean, eventually, CURE would say, well, I want to get some money to pay for it.  To talk to somebody over there about a vehicle for something like this is not that much money and the money exists.  It’s just a question of mechanism.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The right funds.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This may be one situation where our very smallness might work to our advantage, because Charles started off by saying that at least the major stakeholders, the institutions doing the research, which are a very small number, obviously, need to be brought on board, and it needs to be in their interest that we get this survey done for the reasons of facilitating the strategic plan as quickly as possible, and they might easily overcome the concern about using the UConn business school as being a biased if it serves their interest to get it done quickly, and you’re not talking to 25 different people.  You could work it out, I’m sure.




DR. JENNINGS:  Which prompts another thought.  I wonder whether it’s even conceivable that UConn and Yale might pitch in equally to create some -- you know, they all have slush funds, maybe Wesleyan, as well.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  You’ve got to get them around a table around these kinds of questions upfront.




DR. JENNINGS:  It’s not challenging for a university with a 15 billion dollar endowment to come up with 20,000 dollars.




DR. CANALIS:  We’re not in the granting business, and we don’t have a plan.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. CANALIS:  At 3:30, I finally got to the issue.  Is it possible, is it legal to have a retreat, like to invite 50 key individuals in the State of Connecticut?  I mean it could be open to the public, okay?  But instead of going and hiring a consulting agency, which is too cumbersome, you know, we don’t know where the money, blah, blah, blah, and I say, okay, we’re going to there was Bristol Meyers in Connecticut, there is whatever, you know, come up with a list of 50 critical individuals, the Dean of the school of Yale, whatever, okay, and we gather them for one day and say, okay, you know, we want to know where we’re going to go and what is going to benefit the pharmaceutical industry in the State of Connecticut and what is going to benefit the State of Connecticut.  Is it legal?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think we could certainly do that, but that’s not going to solve our problem from doing our survey just now.  And I don’t know whether we can go to Yale and UConn and say you guys want to kick in and do this?




DR. CANALIS:  Retreating a month, you know?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s too many people.  You won’t get anything done with 50 people.




DR. CANALIS:  Thirty, 20, okay, critical characters that are going to come, and they are going to give you some light on where they can see the return.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can make one last suggestion, I think that would be great, and that would be one half of the study that I do think that we can pull off, and it’s actually a credit to Marianne on this.




The statute allows us to contact CASE, Connecticut Academy for Science and Engineering.  One of our members is actually the incoming president of that organization, but since he’s not in the room, I think it’s okay to talk about this.




There are not limits, or we don’t have to enter into an MOU with them.  We can sole source with CASE for something like this.  The problem is would they be willing to do it?




DR. JENNINGS:  This is who?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  This is the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering, and we’ve used them for other things, as well.  Dr. Genel is the incoming president of this organization.  If they’re willing to pick it up for 20, 25K, we don’t need to do an MOU.  They’ve got their own discreet statutes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a very interesting suggestion.  Ernie’s suggestion, about convening heavy hitters, is a really good one.  We want to make sure we can do that, where we hit them up for a lot of money.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That would probably be part of CASE’s strategy, but would have an official body to facilitate it and moderate it and all that kind of stuff.




DR. CANALIS:  It could be open to the public, so we’re still leading.




DR. LATHAM:  Maybe I misunderstood Ernie, but I thought he was proposing a retreat like this as a substitute for the survey, because we could actually get the leading researchers in the room and ask them what kind of directions would be beneficial to them, or what kind of area Connecticut could take the lead in if we focus the monies.




In other words, the retreat could be instead of the survey and might be pulled off more quickly, as opposed to it being a fundraising opportunity.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A couple of lion tamers.  




DR. CANALIS:  That’s what I had in mind, but the Commissioner said no, but that was my original idea.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You’re getting too big, Ernie.  It’s just hard to control.




DR. CANALIS:  Twenty-five.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Twenty-five might be workable.




DR. LATHAM:  Warren was talking about a survey of 20 people, right?  Instead, you get those 20 people to come to a meeting.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would volunteer the strongest fundraising organization in the Parkinson’s Disease area, which is the Michael J. Fox.  I have tentative ties there.  But to go to 20, 25,000 dollars, I would have to have a specific clear proposal before I could produce it.  




They had dispensed last year 45 million for Parkinson’s research.  There is a possibility, but it would have to be a crystal clear proposal that I could bring to them.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, picking up --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Where’s Ernie?




DR. WALLACK:  It doesn’t matter with what we’re saying.  The retreat process is already in place, and we get maybe 20, 25 people, who come to the retreats with Wesleyan, UConn and Yale, and it’s a very collegial atmosphere.  Jerry, you’ve been to some of these meetings.




DR. YANG:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  And it may well work, and we can do that quickly.  We wanted to do another retreat pretty soon anyway.  We’ve only put it off because of StemCONN, but if they understood that this was something that had to happen quickly, maybe they would do it.




And I think that Paula, I think that Yale is going to be hosting the next retreat, actually.  Who is doing it?




DR. YANG:  I think (indiscernible).




DR. WALLACK:  Well he did the last one. (multiple conversations) Well we can push it up.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Again, my comment on that would be that then you’re getting a very limited input into the development of statewide strategic plan, or even input into the development of the RFA.  If all you’re hearing from is the institutions and you’re not hearing from the private sector and the biotech industry, consumers and advocates, then we’re not doing stakeholder.  We’re just asking the universities what money they want.




DR. WALLACK:  You’d have to expand it.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that would be the limitation I saw to Dr. Canalis’ suggestion.  I think it’s a great way to get them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And there are other potential major players in the state.  There’s the industrial firm in the state that spends 3 billion dollars on medical costs alone for their employees, their overseas employees, and there are others.  




You get too many people in a room, and they’re all 350 and 375 hitters, you’re not going to get an awful lot done, not unless you go to Calloway Gardens, give them golf clubs and do all that kind of stuff.  Go ahead, Jerry.




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  I’m glad to hear the discussion on the future strategic planning.  I’m not on that committee, so certainly I’m not really speaking on behalf of Charles Jennings or Milton, but the one thing or several conditions would be really clear, why Connecticut has a legal act to advance stem cell research, and that condition or the goals are clear that currently the Federal government does not allow human stem cell research, and that really has to be the focus for the state.




Secondly, it’s so clear in the legal act human embryonic stem cells research is really the focus for the funding, and that had to be really clear.  The further condition is really do we want to do something outside of that area?  




We have, the State of Connecticut, received 500 million dollars from NIH every year.  Approximately 160 million dollars goes to UConn, 300 million dollars goes to Yale, so we’re really using our State stem cell funding on human ES cells (including nuclear transfer) research outside the NIH research funding categories.  Distributing our state funding to NIH funding category is not the goal for the State of Connecticut to promoting something or affecting something that we can playing a leading role in the nation.




If we’re adding the 10 million dollars a year to the 500 million dollars a year, our state funding would be playing a very little impact to science in Connecticut.  I want to give the three conditions on that.  On the future nuclear transfer core service is really based on funding a state nuclear transfer core facility.  If the NT core facility can not be funded again, it would be lacking in taking advantage of the State of Connecticut novel expertise for the benefit of Connecticut to be a leader in the world in stem cell research.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so, do we still have a quorum?




MS. HORN:  I just need to check.  Amy, are you still on the line?




DR. AMY WAGERS:  Yeah, I’m still here.




MS. HORN:  Great.  Yes, we still do.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We’re at a bit of an impasse.  We have some ideas of where we’d like to go, but I think there’s an overall feeling that we’d like to have dialogues with the people who are primarily concerned in this.  I think maybe, if we just talk to the two major universities, they’re very concerned, because, basically, they’re going to end up -- basically, half the money goes to Yale and half to UConn, or 60/40 one year, 40/60 the next.




I’m not sure those entities would want a big farmer company or an industrial firm at the table.  They may even want somebody from Paris, or from Scotland, or wherever.  I think we probably need a wider net, to cast a wider net and to capture more opinions and more variegated opinions.  We’re not really going to decide do we want to go with just using mouse lines for experimentation, or using adult stem cells, or embryonic stem cells, or what.  We’re sort of looking at a broader picture, which, by necessity, will involve either getting more money from the State of Connecticut, a larger share of science funding from the State of Connecticut, adding partners from the United States, be they other states or industrial partners, or partnering with entities that are outside the continental United States.




We need to find a mechanism to get funding to do a study, and I don’t have an answer.  The ideal answer would be to find an organization that would say we think this is a worthwhile undertaking, and I’ll give you 25,000 dollars for it. 




I think many of the people who have run foundations might say, well, when you figure out what you want to do, come back, and I’ll give you some money, but I’m not going to give you money -- I’m not sure I’d give anybody money to try to figure out what they want to do, as a business guy.  That doesn’t make much sense.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  What was the estimated cost for in state system survey, whether it’s UConn or CASE?  Did you have a ballpark?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Twenty.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Oh, it’s 20 grand?




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean it’s a tiny fraction of what we’re disbursing.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  If you could do that, and the results of that make a very useful agenda for a retreat.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  And I think the only problem we have with that is somebody who wanted the 20,000-dollar contract and didn’t get it say that’s unfair.




MR. SALTON:  Now I think the major problem is that we could even try to devise some way of saying, you know, if you went to UConn, the major problem is UConn will -- someone later on, who is not even a player at the table now, an eligible applicant about three years from now will go in and go all your priorities were against me in doing the awards, and that’s because three years ago you had UConn drive the train on setting -- doing the study.




Even if you made it transparent now and you had Yale and UConn and Wesleyan all sign off and say we don’t have any problems with the way the study is designed, or what information it produced, and we’re willing to waive it, you know, Joe Biotech three years from now may come in and say of course I didn’t get my money, because this whole thing is written for universities only, and that’s because the UConn study in 2006/2007.




DR. WALLACK:  So, Henry, CASE data, would that be a problem?




MR. SALTON:  No.  I don’t think so, as long as CASE didn’t subcontract it out to UConn or to Yale.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to contact CASE, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  If I had the green light, I’d like to be able to contact both CURE and CASE.  CURE could get it done more quickly.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re down to 15 minutes.  I know we had a report from Dr. Lensch, which, to me, seems very interesting. 




DR. LENSCH:  It won’t take very long.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It will still be interesting.




DR. LENSCH:  Well the comments I have are going to seem pretty anemic compared to the discussion we just had.  They’re not designed to discuss how Connecticut is going to emerge, how it’s going to be a center of excellence in stem cell research.  It’s just more to process.  




When we were sitting around this table or similar tables and approaching the time when we were going to have to come to some consensus about what grants we would fund, which grants we wouldn’t, we had a framework of principles that we had put forward as a group, and that was really all we had to guide us.




It came up to the use of individual experience and savvy and horse sense to work through the recommendations of the Peer Review Committee and come up with some decisions, and I think that we did a pretty good job of it, to be honest.




I found that even the logistics of the room I thought that it worked pretty well, and we finished a process, and a difficult one at that.  I think that we might be able to bring a little bit more structure to that, and as I was sitting in that session, I had the pleasure of sitting next to Warren, who I think was looking over my shoulder to see if I was writing love notes to him on my paper or not.  I’m not sure why, but --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I asked you to stop that.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you, Commissioner.  And quit coming around my house, Wollschlager.  But what I had put together was a simple sheet to keep track of each grant that I evaluated, and it’s the sheet that’s been put in your packet.




And I don’t think it contains anything that we didn’t discuss as a group.  All it does is to put it down in a very tabular form.  It’s a series of pretty much yes or no questions.  I, after talking to Warren about that, I just turned it in to Nancy to distribute to the group, and I know we’ve got some time before we have to consider what the process is going to be like next time, but something like this might be helpful to people, because you’ll see it just lays it out, so it’s very easy to look at, including the standards.




And all of these are articulated in our call for proposals in one way or another, and it just allowed me to keep track of the bullet points of the things that we were asked to do.




The bottom part, my discussion notes, this was really -- if I was assigned a grant, this is what I read from, and it included a synopsis of the Peer Review’s comments, my understanding of what the science was behind the grant, not an interpretation of the science, but just trying to relate what it was about in a very straightforward manner and my conclusions just as bullet points. 




I found this to be a very easy way for me to keep track of each grant that I was assigned, and, in filling it out, it really left me with no questions about how I was going to vote one way or another.




So, as a suggestion to the group to have some starting place for evaluations in the future, there may be new different members of our committee next time that don’t have the advantage of having sat through many of the discussions we’ve had, and something like this might be beneficial.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I wanted to ask about StemCONN seven, which I have some confusion on.  I note that in the call, some of the Advisory Committee members are paneling and chairing and so on.  Is there any role for the considerable number of Advisory Committee members who are not on panels to be invited, to take part, to do anything?  That’s my first question.  The second question --




DR. WALLACK:  Can we answer one at a time?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Sure.




DR. WALLACK:  The entire Advisory Committee is, in fact, invited, and it’s hoped that the Advisory Committee and the Peer Review Committee will be at the legislative session, which will be beginning at 11:30 on Tuesday.




Warren, I think I’m right on this, also.  They are also going to be invited, and I think the invitations are going out this week, to the VIP reception that will be occurring on Tuesday, Tuesday night.  I think that they’ll be receiving, and I have it here for anybody that doesn’t have it, a copy of the invitation, so that the Advisory Committee is invited as guests of StemCONN to be at the session.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, thank you.  That’s very gratifying to know that we’re all going to be there. The other question I have is more substance.  I noticed that StemCONN has -- consider coming to StemCONN if you are a scientist, academic, or student, business or economic development person, member of an ESCRO committee, Connecticut legislature or legislator’s aide, legislators from around the United States, members of the media.




I think there’s a serious lack in that call referring to advocacy groups, patients with disease and people who are involved with stem cell research from a personal and an emotional point of view.




DR. WALLACK:  I think that’s a very good observation, but the committee is made up -- I don’t think it’s listed here, but if you go to the website, you’ll see the committee is made up of people who had some representation of the advocacy areas.




As I mentioned before, it’s our intent to have the advocacy groups participate.  As a matter of fact, the T.V. town forum I think was specifically developed with that in mind.  It’s specifically, with great difficulty, being kept on track for the time being, at least, and I hope it continues to be so, a portion of StemCONN that is specifically devoted to the advocacy groups.




Marianne, you sit in on those meetings, also.  I think that what I said is accurate, if I’m not mistaken, about the town forum piece.  And, as a matter of fact, it’s going to be occurring, the town forum piece will be occurring at Quinnipiac University, and you’ve been there, Bob.  We’ve already booked the Law Library for the overflow for advocacy groups.




MS. HORN:  That was certainly the intent of having that portion, in addition to the legislative --




MR. MANDELKERN:  I just felt that there was a serious oversight.




DR. WALLACK:  I’m just trying to explain there was no oversight.  There’s every intent and hope that they’ll be there.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  If I may, just to update the committee, we had talked about having a what I call a big check press conference, where the monies would go to the University of Connecticut, Yale University and Wesleyan in a big check at a big ceremony.  We’re working that in to StemCONN.  




We’re working with their PR firm to make that, so it would be great if as many of the committee members who are in attendance at that event could be at that press conference as we ceremonially present checks to each of those institutions. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If that discussion was done, I did want to go back to the point that Dr. Lensch had raised with respect to, you know, thinking about codifying some review process.  Marianne, I think you also passed out examples of what they’re using for a peer review standard review process.




I think it looks pretty good.  In fact, it’s actually much more transparent, based, in part, with the Connecticut experience and the publicity that happened out there in California, about not being transparent.  So, if you haven’t seen that, we’ve got a little bit of time, Dr. Lensch.  I think it might be helpful to have standard forms, both for Peer Review and for Advisory Committee purposes, so I’d be in support of that.




DR. YANG:  Milton has asked to recommend participants for the collaboration forum.  He asked me to communicate with Warren, and I did.  For the clear vision of this forum, Warren, can you give an update to us, you know, who you invited to participate in that workshop?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Sure, just very quickly.  I appreciate your help with that, with the list of names.  What we did was reach out to those states that had enabling legislation in support of stem cell research public funding or not, so that’s nine states.




Not all of those nine states had existing state endorsed programs.  For instance, Rhode Island doesn’t have a stem cell program, but they have statutory language allowing for human embryonic stem cell research on the books.




So who we reached out to depended a little bit on what entity existed.  So, in Maryland, we went to the Maryland Stem Cell Commission, Linda Powers, which is part of environmental development there.  In California, we went to Serm(phonetic).  New Jersey, we went to NGAIT and so on.  So Massachusetts was a bit of an anomaly, where they don’t really have a state stem cell research program, although they have specific funding and certainly a ton of programs going on up there.




Where we went to with those states that didn’t have programs, we went to elected officials, who are sort of tasked with implementing the law, so, there, we went to two elected officials, plus an attorney from Harvard, who represents the Harvard Stem Cell Program, Diane Lopez, and, of course, Dr. Lensch.




So it’s a little bit different in each place.  The one state that we don’t have good connections and no one agreed to come yet is New York.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Warren.  We have a few minutes left.  Is there any public comment?




DR. WALLACK:  Before you close, can I just pass these out?  Well, rather than pass it out, if anybody needs these --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you have a comment, sir?




MR. MANAKER:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You need a mike.




MR. MANAKER:  David Manaker, M-A-N-A-K-E-R.  It was just mentioned a few moments ago that the checks were going to be cut to the universities to release the project.  When is that date, approximately?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The actual checks, or the ceremonial checks, because I was talking about --




MR. MANAKER:  The actual checks when they can start working.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The actual checks?  I don’t know.  Nancy, do you know that?




MS. HORN:  Yes.  We said at the beginning the end of February, the beginning of March, within the next two or three weeks.




MR. MANAKER:  Okay.  Second, I want to reinforce Bob’s point on having representation on as many of the committees as can be with handicapped people.  Bob is on your committee, and he’s a representative.  There are many other pretty bright people floating around that are handicapped, whether they’re in a wheelchair or not, and they can communicate and support much of the stuff that’s being done.




And there was another point, but, of course, I lost it.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dave, why don’t you identify who you represent at the meeting, aside from yourself?




MR. MANAKER:  Okay.  I’m Vice-President of the State National Spinal Cord Group, so that’s my connection.  I’m connecting with them, but I’m also connecting, to some extent, with some of the other groups with different kinds of diseases, so that I have access to a number of people, where we want to educate the public and/or particularly those people that are in a handicapped situation.




They, in turn, will send out a lot of communications if we send it to them, so there’s a network out there that does exist.  It’s kind of underground, but we want to certainly take advantage of it.




And I guess the other point that I wanted to make we talked about monitoring activity of the different projects.  From my standpoint, the only thing that counts is results, because I want to get the hell out of this chair, and I’m sure you all appreciate that.




I think that participation with people that are handicapped will help keep maybe some of those things results oriented somewhere.  It’s great to have a lot of research, but it ought to be focusing on what the problems are, and there should be a tendency for that not to happen in some cases, where we get into research because it’s fun, and we don’t want to do that in this case.  




We’ve got a whole bunch of people, like myself and zillions of others, that want cures and results.  We’ll get the cures.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  And, with that, I will entertain a motion to adjourn.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  See you next month.




(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.)
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