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VERBATIM PROCEEDINGS

STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

MAY 15, 2007

805 BROOK STREET

ROCKY HILL, CONNECTICUT 




. . .Verbatim Proceedings of a meeting of the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee held on May 15, 2007 at 1:04 p.m. at 805 Brook Street, Rocky Hill, Connecticut. . . 




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  I just want to get ready to kick it off. I would just turn the meeting over to our Chair for this meeting. We understand from Dr. Galvin that he has been called into a meeting that was unplanned.  In fact, we briefed him on this meeting yesterday so he had every intention of being here.  We hope that he still makes it here. But in the interim, Dr. Genel has been designated to chair the meeting. And so I will turn it over to you, Doctor.  




ACTING CHAIRMAN MYRON GENEL:  Well, let us anticipate that the Commissioner will be here and if he does I’ll be very happy to move aside.  Otherwise until then I’m the Commissioner of Public Health. 




Shall we -- let’s start by taking roll, if we can go around the table.  Who is here?  




(Whereupon, roll call was taken.)




ACTING CHAIRMAN MYRON GENEL:  So the first item of business is the approval of the minutes from March 20. The Chair is open to a motion. 




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Move for approval. 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Dr. Canalis moves for approval. Second.  




A VOICE:  Second. 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Any changes, corrections?  All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Opposed? The minutes are approved.




The main item of business for today is a -- is the report from the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering. And I’ll turn that over to Dr. Strauss. 




DR. RICHARD STRAUSS:  Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen.  I’m the Executive Director of the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering. Today we’re here to present to you the draft report regarding the time lines for developing a strategic plan for Connecticut stem cell research program.  We were asked to do the study on behalf of the Advisory Committee working through the Strategic Planning Subcommittee. And without their cooperation and support as well as support of representatives from the Department of Public Health as well as our consultant, Tony Pilari, from (inaudible) -- and our study manager Bonnie Kaplan and our study committee we wouldn’t be here this afternoon. This is an incredibly fast track process.  It also involved the cooperation and clearing the schedules from the stem cell research scientists and administrators and people -- in order to get this all done in the time frame that you require. 




So first we just want to start with the chart that you’re seeing now is -- and for the people on the phone this is a Japanese presentation slide No. 2. It’s just a listing of the study committee members that participated in the process with us and helped develop the suggestions and findings that the Academy will bring forward today and going forward. 




Before I go any farther just let me explain what we’re going to do today.  I’m just going through a very brief introduction to the project.  Then I’ll turn it over to Tony who will present the PWC report and their analysis and findings. And then Sandra Weller, who is our study committee chairman, will present the Academy’s suggestions and findings. Also from the study committee we have here not only Irv Calstone from the Department of Public Health and Professor Durker from Wesleyan who is the phone with us. And our study manager, Bonnie Kaplan, she is here today as well. 




The next slide just gets into the scientific background. I’m not going through this. You all know about this.  The point is that we thought we needed to provide at least a very brief introduction in the report about stem cell research and the potential benefits so that readers that might not be familiar with this, because it will be publicly released, would have a very brief overview of the issue.




As well on Slide No. 4 one of the issues, of course, is that many states and other countries are getting into the funding of stem cell research. So Connecticut’s initial leadership position is being challenged and since we don’t have four billion dollars we need to be very effective in the use of the limited funds that we have available. So that’s one of the reasons for conducting the strategic plan study. The balance of this slide just talks about the funding provided within the program under the current legislation as well as the roles of the Stem Cell 

Research Advisory Committee. 




So Slide No. 5 shows that we were basically asked to provide advice to the Advisory Committee and the Strategic Planning subcommittee in the development of a strategic plan for Stage 1 of a Stage 2 process that Warren promised would be funded down the road this afternoon.  Warren, thank you. And the study focus for Stage 1 is on scientific strategy and that’s to address related strategic issues both short term and long term.  And in the drafting of the scope that we were provided with -- and you’ve seen these before. These were the -- basically the key questions that we were asked to address.  




So the Academy study process starts with us convening a study committee that oversees the study and to provide guidance for development of the strategic plan.  The first step was to select a consultant that would work with us to administer the interviews to the pre-selected stakeholders that were identified by the Strategic Planning subcommittee, your advisory committee. And they put together a list of about 45 or so and from that list it was broken down into categories.  And then 30 principle targets were selected with a bench that we went to in case somebody couldn’t make it.  A lot had to do with scheduling because we had a very limited period of time to get the interviews done.  So, as I mentioned earlier, there was tremendous cooperation from the community and we -- I think we only needed four -- is that correct -- about four people that were on the principle list that could not be interviewed.  So that was pretty good. 




The Study Committee initially met with Price Waterhouse Cooper to review the interview templates to go over the questions that would be asked of the people being interviewed. And as I said before the Advisory Committee or the subcommittee selected the stakeholders to be interviewed.  




Before I get into this, in addition as part of our -- as part of the process after we initially met with Price Waterhouse Cooper they went out and did the interviews and then the Study Committee eventually got back together to review the Price Waterhouse report.  And then they discussed what they thought would be their suggestions based upon what the interviewees reported and what Price Waterhouse Cooper found. So as I said there were 30 interviews done. And in addition to that since we couldn’t interview all people that were on the list we provided the additional stakeholders identified to submit comments, written comments, that would be included as an appendix in the report and that’s happened.  There are four comments that will be in the report.  




As well in addition to the individual interviews it was felt by the subcommittee that there might be some benefit of pulling together the essential research community to provide collective guidance and input into the process. So we conducted -- we meaning the essential research coalition conducted -- and the Academy attended a stakeholder forum and from that process with Nancy Rion’s help developed a summary of the meeting that’s included as an appendix in the report. 




And this slide just identifies the need for the strategizing. One being to insure long-term viability and sustainability of Connecticut as an international center of excellence for stem cell research.  And also to create a scientific and research support strategy incorporating continuous improvement and periodic reassessment to insure the best research and the research mix drives decision-making.  And also to provide immediate guidance for the next RFP process.  




You will see that there is some discussion about a communication need and collaboration strategy. But those were not topics specifically identified for detailed study in Stage 1.  Those will be included in Stage 2.  




So that completes the introduction and I’m going to turn it over to Tony, and he’ll take you through the PWC report.  




MR. TONY PILARI:  It’s a pleasure to see everyone again. First of all, I want to thank you on behalf of Price Waterhouse Cooper for allowing us to be involved in this project. It was a really interesting endeavor for us. We learned a great deal and we hope we’ve been able to share the benefit of what we learned with everyone here.  




What I’d like to do today is go through our methodology very briefly. I think Rick summarized it quite well.  Spend the bulk of the presentation talking about the findings from the interviews, basically what we heard from folks.  And then allow some time at the end for questions and answers. And, of course, please feel free to interrupt me at any time if you have any questions or if anything isn’t clear.  




Again, as Rick mentioned PWC was tasked with two very specific tasks, I guess you could say. The first was to conduct a series of interviews to gauge opinions of stakeholders from across the state but also from outside the state.  And I’ll get into some detail as to the numbers of people we spoke to and each of the categories listed on the slide up there.  And, of course, PWC was asked to develop a report to summarize our findings.




I won’t go into the details or too much detail about the interviews. I think Rick covered that quite well. Just to reiterate we developed very specific interview templates for each category. That’s our standard methodology when doing projects like this, and we found that it really gives us the ability to compare answers quite effectively to ask common questions of everyone but some specific questions as well.  It gives us a really interesting cut at the information and really lets us tap into the expertise of the people we’re speaking with. 




As Rick mentioned there were other two sources of input into this project.  The written input the folks were encouraged to submit and also the information that came out of the forum. That information, it’s probably most accurate to say informed the PWC analyses, but as I go through our findings when I say interviewees I do mean quite literally interviewees. We didn’t sort of include them in our counts, but it certainly, as I said, informed our process. 




A little bit of detail here on the breakdown of the interviewees.  The term academic is used in its broadest sense and includes researchers and administrators. As you can see the bulk of the interviewees fall into that category and the bulk of the interviewees within that category were scientists. There are representatives from the other categories as well and as I mentioned a few representatives from outside the state. And that way we were able to get, we thought, a big cross-section of opinions and perspectives. 




In terms of the data analysis the approach we took -- this was a question we were asked early on along the lines of what do you call your approach. And it’s not something we ever gave a formal name to it’s just something we developed. So we backed into this I have to admit. But I think the best way to represent what we did is a methodology called thematic analysis, which basically is a qualitative data analysis technique that allows you to digest and analyze a really significant amount of qualitative data and pull out the important themes from that data. 




So it’s two steps. The first was data familiarization.  As you can imagine from conducting all the interviews and our debrief sessions and reviewing our notes we became very, very familiar with the information that we heard.  We put all that information into a rather large Excel spreadsheet that groups -- grouped things by interviewing question. And simply by looking down the columns we could see all the responses for a given question.  




We identified consensus where it existed in terms of people’s opinions and thoughts.  And we also tried to note points of divergence. We thought that was important as well. Not simply to record most people felt this way but where appropriate to report people who disagreed with that majority opinion, if you will. And as you’ll see throughout the report, I’ll show it to you in a second, we also pulled out some interesting quotes that we thought illustrated the points that people were trying to make.




In terms of writing the report again our standard methodology is to develop what we call an annotated outline.  And that’s a really densely fleshed outline where we, you know, essentially lock ourselves in a room for a day starting with a very basic outline and flesh it out, all the ideas we’ve heard, all the points that we think are important to make in that final report. It gives us a good starting point in terms of making sure that we’re covering all the bases and helping identify areas where perhaps we need to do a little bit deeper digging so that we can make the point as clearly as possible.




And then lastly we develop that final report, which as I mentioned really focuses on reporting out the findings from our interviews, what we heard, and providing some context for the questions and those answers.  




So I’d like to move to what I hope will form the bulk of the presentation, specifically talking about our findings, what we heard in those interviews. One of the first questions we asked every single interviewee was how he or she would identify success. And I won’t read through all of these, but these are the comments that we heard most often and people really went back to certain things like gaining worldwide recognition for the quality of the research being done in Connecticut.  Gaining a deeper understanding of the basic biology of stem cells. A few more, I guess you could call them -- specifically moving towards the development of therapies.  Interesting, but again this is for the most common responses that we heard, and again these are similar to the things that we heard in California, but with a different twist, I think, that makes them unique. 




We also asked every interviewee what milestones they would use in terms of measuring progress. We heard a lot of -- a lot of diverse opinions in this regard. Some of these are more short term, some of these are obviously longer term. But, again, a lot of things that you would expect such as the number of patients -- number of papers published, the number of scientists recruited and retained in the state. Some more apply things perhaps moving towards the commercial vent, the number of patents and license issues -- issued.  Spin off companies created. And then finally looking in the out years the development of therapeutics for the launch, obviously, of clinical trials that were trying to develop a number of therapeutics. 




So we didn’t get a lot of input in terms of what specific targets might be. I mean a few people mentioned it would be nice if we had a drug in clinical trials with two drugs in clinical trials, but there really wasn’t a consensus. And I can tell you from experience that these were -- well, they’re difficult to set numbers to, but I think anyone in the room that’s gone through the ten year process might disagree with that point. But, again, this -- and it’s all been processed so you get a feel for what the capabilities of the state are moving forward. And I think as the program evolves we’ll have a clearer sense of what those numbers might look like.




Continuing with what would be the key contributors to success. We asked everyone a very specific question, should Connecticut select (inaudible) as a focus for its research efforts. And the response was overwhelmingly no.  It -- I wasn’t sure what kind of answers we would get, but I really was a little bit surprised at how many people felt that that was inadvisable. And I guess what underpins it is really two points. One people felt the field was a bit too young to be selecting a particular focus area right now. And there was a concern about selecting the wrong nitch and that was, again, a recurrent theme.  Not to indicate fear, but just I think a good bit of skepticism that we need to really proceed slowly and see where the science takes us. That’s another thing that people mentioned over and over. 




And I think what sort of holds that all together and something that I’ll get to in a bit is a belief that, again, we need to see where the science takes us.  And I won’t go into too much more detail right now because we get into it in greater detail in the following slides, and specifically this following point. We also asked everyone what they thought the key objectives for the Advisory Committee should be. And, again, the respondents really strongly favored an approach that focuses on investigator initiated research.  So in other words, a bottom up approach as opposed to a more top down approach. And that was a theme, again, that really kept coming up over and over across a number of questions.




And, again, that other theme that kept reappearing that the Advisory Committee should fund the best science as objectively determined by the review committee. There is a really strong sense that that approach would ultimately lead to the greatest gains as opposed to trying to pick a particular area or push in a particular type of research. 



 
When we asked folks what they felt was the most promising research going on in the state about a third of the interviewees really felt that they weren’t qualified to answer that question.  And I can tell you that those interviewees represent really a spectrum of those categories that we talked about. A few patient advocates, a few scientists, understandably a few folks from outside of the state.  Again, I don’t think it’s any particular cause for concern but, again, we wanted to report out what we had heard. 




The folks who did identify specific areas of research that they thought held the most promise most often mentioned the ones listed at the bottom of the slide.  Basic biology, regenerative biology, a lot of the nuts and bolts of what stem cell science is all about.  But then again some of the more quiet factors such as technology used for isolating and purifying stem cells, dealing with the regulatory and other meeting of challenges associated with clinical trials. 




And people -- I should backtrack a little bit, people answered this question from two different perspectives, which I thought was interesting. We asked it in the sense of the research that’s being conducted right now what do you think is the most promising.  People answered it in the vein, but also from the perspective of the research that exists in the universe of stem cells where do you think the greatest promise lies. So this represents -- and we can break this out a little bit in greater detail if you’d like, but this represents sort of a mixture of those two types of answers. 




Lest we forget we also asked all the interviewees what they thought the most critical challenges would be.  You know, an interesting -- an interesting mix of responses again. Understanding the basic science of stem cells, understanding the process of differentiation were two things that were mentioned quite often. The folks who looked more to the applied side were really concerned about the issue of immune rejection and I’ve heard a number of people in other settings comment that this will probably be one of the greatest challenges in terms of advancing stem cells into a real commonly used therapeutic modality. 




Other issues people mentioned, access to new fresh cell lines. As I’m sure many of you know as cell lines propagate they accumulate mutations and people thought it would be valuable to have access to those cell lines. No one advocated establishing a stem cell bank within the state, but they did mention that having access to those stem cell lines would be valuable.




And finally a couple of individuals mentioned the importance of balancing the focus on human embryonic stem cell research with other types of stem cell research, human adult stem cells and animal stem cells specifically.  




We asked people about the non-scientific challenges as well.  Again, as I’m sure comes to no surprise to anyone dealing with the political and ethical issues, coping with the regulations, federal regulations that limit funding.  People were also fairly -- really strongly felt that their -- we needed to insure accountability of the sciences, but at the same time we needed to insure the public funds were being used responsibly and the field is progressing. But at the same time not imposing so many burdens that we have the undesired effect of interfering with the work in any way.  


Finally, this was the last bullet on that top section of the slide was a comment that was really only  made by one or two people, but again we thought it was very important to bring up and something we spent a good bit of time speaking with the Review Committee -- I’m sorry, the Case Study Committee about specifically the workload of the Review Committee.  As it was explained to us each reviewer is required to really review a surprising -- surprising isn’t the right word, but a significant number of applications, significantly and greater than other review processes such as the NIH or the California Institute for Regenerative Medicine. So, again, just something we thought was important to report out to the group.




Finally, we asked folks about commercialization challenges, specifically folks who were representing the private sector.  The first bullet there is, you know, of course motherhood and apple pie and I think it’s something that we can never loose sight of making sure that the benefits of the therapies outweigh the risks of those therapies.  And the last few points were a good bit more technical, but certainly I think can rightly be classified as significant challenges to commercialization.  




We wanted to get a feel from the interviewees -- and, again, this was a question that we asked of all the interviewees what they thought the appropriate funding mix was, not necessarily this percent or that percent or this many dollars, but just a feel for how should be funding be allocated in a general sense.  And the overwhelming response from the interviewees, and again this is a general comment but I think an important one, that regardless of the funding mechanism in question, regardless of the type of research being funded that science really needs to try out the program.  And we heard that repeated again and again.  




Interviewees favored a balance amongst all types of grants, but obviously not necessarily equal funding for all types of grants.  With respect to the seed grants that was one program that people were very enthusiastic about, but they reminded us that the term new investigator shouldn’t be taken to mean simply younger investigators or investigators completely new to the field of biomedical science, but it should also include more senior investigators who were making this foray into the field of stem cell science. And we thought that that was an important point.




Interviewees really, you know, were sort of, I guess, divided.  They saw the importance of helping cultivate that new generation of researchers. But at the same time more than a couple of people spoke about the value of supporting the senior, more experienced researcher. So it’s, again, a bit of a balancing act to make it all fair.  




A final point, not a great number of the interviewees, very few of the interviewees specifically talked about the Harvard grants mentioned in that bullet towards the middle of the slide there.  But the few that did really -- put it this way, it was the only grant mechanism that people specifically talked about discontinuing.  Again, I can’t comment on whether that should or should not be done, but we felt it was important, again, to report on what we heard objectively. 




Another question we asked all of the interviewees was whether or not the Advisory Committee or the state as a whole should focus on disease specific research.  And the interviewees overwhelmingly indicated that they did not think this was a good idea. When we stated disease specific research we framed it in terms of research specifically aimed at diabetes or Parkinson’s disease or Lou Gehrig’s disease.  Folks were not opposed to the concept of a disease focused research in the broadest sense. But, again, that idea of it being investigator driven bottom up approach folks thought would in the long term produce greater results.  




The same type of response -- the same type of response when we asked folks about focusing on specific areas -- nuclear reprogramming. Again, no opposition to it in principle, but, again more that idea of directing the research from the top down.  




We asked folks about how the Advisory Committee might balance funding for infrastructure versus for research and then also how training would factor in. When we said infrastructure we were talking specifically in terms of the cores, more specifically in terms of people, equipment and supplies.  So we removed the bricks and mortar from the equation.  




There was sort of an even split of opinion here. I think everyone recognized the importance of funding for infrastructure. But the split occurred when looking forward in terms of how do we balance between, again, infrastructure and research funding. I think there was a relatively even mix between people who felt the emphasis should be on the infrastructure side and those who did not.  The training, not surprisingly, was considered very important, but folks thought that that would happen in the natural course of the research being conducted and did not think that a separate program was required.  




  Finally we also asked about the balance between basic translational clinical research and, you know, I imagine it comes as no surprise people felt that it was sort of time dependent, in the early stages focusing on basic research would be more important.  The later stages, as the research progresses, moving towards the translational and clinical areas.  




We had some very specific questions that we asked of the private sector in terms of how -- whether or not the research program should be integrated into the larger private sector and how this might happen.  The majority of the interviewees do want to foster a connection with industry, but, again, it’s an even split among the people who felt that way with roughly half of them feeling that funding should be provided only to the academic side and not to applications from the industrial side.  The private sector interviewees indicated that they were interested in pursuing state funding but they expressed some concern that they weren’t, to this point, as integrated into the overall decision making process as they would like to -- as they would like to be.  




We asked a very specific question because we wanted to understand why so few applications had come in in the first round. So we asked folks why they had not applied and why there were so few applications. A variety of responses and I think the overall theme that came out was that they felt that the focus was more on the academic side with at least one person going so far as to say that he felt there was a bias towards the academic side.  And another person was quite frank that the amount of funding available he thought was not really attractive for industry to pursue and just the (inaudible) made it very perhaps a less attractive field than other areas.  So a mix of responses, but I think the key element there is that there are some folks, to the extent that the group of people we spoke with are representative, there are some folks who feel that there may perhaps be a bias towards the academic side. 




We asked similar but slightly different questions of the patient advocacy community in terms of how well do they feel they’ve been integrated up to this point. And the interviewees really expressed a desire to be integrated in a much deeper way and I’ll get to that point shortly. But, again, they felt that much like the private sector that they hadn’t been involved in that decision making process as much as they would like to have been. 




We asked specifically about collaboration as it pertains to scientists and -- as it pertains to the academic sector collaborating with the private sector. All the interviewees felt that communication was critical to fostering collaboration. No great surprise there.  But they thought that meetings and conferences would be the best way to go about doing that.  Provide a forum for people to come together. And they commented that the cores would serve the same purpose, provide a forum for people to come to together and the collaboration would work out naturally as it often does. Again, it goes back to that bottom up as opposed to top down approach. And many of the interviewees sided with Spencon or Seven as a really powerful tool for creating that kind of collaboration. 




A few interviewees mentioned specific grant programs as a vehicle for collaboration.  But, again, stressed that whole bottom up approach. And also cautioned that to the extent possible we need to make sure that folks aren’t coming together simply for funding, but for real collaborative science.  




We asked folks about, again, integrating the private sector into all these efforts. The industry interviewees felt that that -- they would like to see the academic community reach out to them and perhaps make that first step.  A bit of divided opinion among the academic community specifically with regard to whether or not the timing is right. I think they all favored collaboration with industry, but some folks thought that perhaps we needed to see the science advances that -- before that would be a -- the right move, the right time.  


We asked the patient advocates about how the Advisory Committee might partner with their groups in terms of leveraging funding and in terms of communication.  The patient advocates really favored that idea and they thought there was a lot to be gained on both sides by taking that kind of approach. And one patient advocate interviewee specifically mentioned creating a patient advocacy subcommittee as both a way to sort of start tapping into the larger patient advocacy community and making use of their resources. But also, again, to address that issue we talked about earlier about the level of involvement and how they hope that that would increase. 




We asked -- again, this was a question we asked of everyone how best we could communicate with the public and what type of message does the public need to hear. When we use the term public we’re sort of referring to the general -- the general public, the taxpayers. And going through the process we learned that obviously there are other stakeholder groups to be considered, but we tried to pitch this question as broadly as we could.  




The interviewees really were -- had a strong belief that the sciences funded by the Advisory Committee have an obligation to communicate with the public and to communicate in a realistic way.  And we’ll get to some of the ideas that they had on the next slide about how that might best be accomplished. Interviewees, you know -- they had an interesting thought of finding these people who enjoyed doing this, the ones who are good at doing this. And to the extent that they had time available to really target them as the face of the stem cell research community, as you will agree, it’s a very targeted approach.  




Patient advocates felt that they had a role to play here. And they mentioned that they were doing they felt a pretty job in this regard and they thought it was a resource and a capability that the Advisory Committee could tap into.  




We asked finally for some very specific suggestions about how do we reach out to the community. How do we keep people appraised of the progress that’s being made.  Again, a number of folks felt that getting the scientists out into the community would be a very effective way to do that.  Some other interesting ideas, again, I won’t read through all of these, but creating stem cell exhibits in science centers around the state. 




One interviewee had the very interesting idea of creating almost a real time people may ask question page where someone could submit a question and, you know, if a scientist felt compelled to answer that question would provide the answer and that would be posted on the website.  He mentioned that that had been used to a great effect in Arizona, I believe it was.  I thought it was an interesting idea. Again, I’m not here to advocate for any particular idea, but that one struck me as rather creative. 




With that I’ll open the floor for questions and answers. I hope I -- I hope I was clear. I hope I didn’t move too quickly or too slowly. But if there are any questions I’d be more than happy to answer them.  




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  What I’m wondering should we go to the report and then have questions in general or how would you prepare to go? 




DR. STRAUSS:  Whatever you’d like.  




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Why don’t we stop here and -- 




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  -- I have a big picture question.  And maybe I’m misreading, but who asked you to this study?  Did this Committee ask for this study to be done?  




MR. PILARI:  We were engaged by the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering to conduct this study. 




DR. KIESSLING:  And -- 




DR. STRAUSS:  -- and then we were asked by the -- 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  -- it was the strategic planning subcommittee of this body. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Of this body, okay. So this is not a report for like the Governor or -- this is a report for us.  




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  No, this is our report, yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay. 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  This is a report to the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay. 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Requested by the strategic planning subcommittee to assist in developing a strategic plan for the program. 




DR. KIESSLING:  For going forward, okay. Now, do we have access to the questions that you asked? 




MR. PILARI:  We provided the Academy with those questions.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  They’re on the web, Ann. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Are they the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- the templates are on the web. 




DR. KIESSLING:  So the questions that were asked of the 48 people -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- the template for each group are posted on the web.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay. And who chose this subcommittee -- who chose your study committee?  




DR. STRAUSS:  That’s the Academy. 




DR. KIESSLING:  You -- okay.  Thank you. 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Milt, yes. 




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  One of the purposes, I think, that should be highlighted -- to that question is that we need to have some direction -- (inaudible) -- and that was one of the reasons that we took the liberty of doing this area first in the strategic planning for RFP.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m not objecting. I’m just trying to get clarity here as to who this report is for.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Are there any caveats for (inaudible) -- 




MR. PILARI:  -- None in particular.  I -- I think we had a good mix of interviewees.  (Inaudible) I think we put together a good set of questions that were reviewed by the Advisory Committee. So there is nothing that, you know, nothing that stands out as a caveat other than simply just the -- (inaudible) -- 




DR. CANALIS:  I do not agree. Of course there are caveats.  Over two thirds of the population interviewed were academicians. So you are going to get the thoughts from an academician.  That’s what you got. I mean there are no surprises.  The report is strictly based on the population you interviewed.  And that’s what you got back.  If you interviewed a different population probably the answers would have been different.  So the (inaudible) -- to the way an academician thinks, which is not good or bad, but it is a caveat.  




MR. PILARI:  That’s true. That is true. 




DR. STRAUSS:  But one of the things that was discussed by the subcommittee was the breakdown into the different categories and due to funding and time, you know, in a perfect world you might have expanded the number of people that would have been interviewed which would have given you categories other than the -- from the academician, academicians a slightly larger pool to get their opinions.  




MR. PILARI:  Yes, I think the original proposal was to -- we did 30 interviews, but the original proposal was 50, as I recall wasn’t it or close to 50.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  The original discussions talked about 50 interviewees, yes. 




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  Let me ask a couple of specific questions. The first regarding the nature of the criticisms about the hybrid grants. Could you be a little more forthcoming about what those criticisms were? 




MR. PILARI:  I think the best way to put it is that the -- the comment specifically was that it was sort of hard wired.  They were sort of a foregone conclusion.  The folks who spoke about it obviously I’m trying to protect their anonymity so I’m choosing my words carefully, the folks had mentioned that -- it had been developed with a very specific end in mind.  And I apologize for speaking in such a round about way.  I don’t want to inadvertently insult anyone. But, again, the easiest way to put is that they thought it was sort of -- the -- done with a very specific end in mind. 




DR. LENSCH:  And my second question, both the industrial interviewees and the patient advocacy group interviewees indicated that they were not involved in the decision making process. I’m wondering which decision making process specifically they were referring to. 




MR. PILARI:  I think they were talking about the discussions that led up to that first round of grants in a very specific sense. And I think in a broader sense just their involvement in the process as a whole and perhaps to some degree their representation on the committee.  And, again, it’s neither here or there because it’s -- you know, we don’t have a sense of how actively people pursued a role in that regard. Again, I’m just reporting out on what we heard.  




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you. 




DR. CANALIS:  That is not fair because all the meetings were open to the public and on several occasions members of the academic community came to the meetings.  So if they did not voice their opinions it is not this Committee’s fault.  




MR. PILARI:  Right.  




DR. CANALIS:  I mean -- 




MR. PILARI:  -- that’s perfectly fair.  Again, I won’t comment on what their involvement might have been to this point, but, again, just what we heard. 




DR. AMY WAGERS:  Can I ask a question? 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Yes. 




DR. WAGERS:  Yes, hi, this is Amy Wagers. I was just wondering if you made a comment at the very beginning that all the responses were very similar. There were some differences to what you had found in California. And I was wondering if you could comment on what the differences were. 




ACTING CHAIRMAN GENEL:  Amy, if I may interrupt, Commissioner Galvin has come in so I am announcing for the record that the Chair is passing over the Chair to the Chair.  And I also should note that Kevin Rakin came in about a half hour ago and also that Attorney Salton has joined us.  And with that, Mr. Chairman. 




COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  Thank you. Please continue.  




MR. PILARI:  Just to repeat the question, the question was what did we hear in conducting the study in  Connecticut that was different from what we heard when conducting a similar to a larger study in California.  I think two things really stuck out. One -- and, again, keeping in mind we spoke to -- there were a different number of inputs on the California project than there were on the Connecticut project, significantly more. But the two things that stuck out were, one, in conducting the interviews in California we had a number of people who felt that a more directed approach, less investigator initiated research -- allow me to rephrase that. That they recognized the importance of more directed research whereas in Connecticut I think the overwhelming sense was that the research should really be coming from the bottom up. Again, being advanced by the scientists.  




I think the other thing that it’s a small point perhaps but one that resonates with me in terms of speaking with the patient advocates here, again, here in Connecticut there really was a sense that focusing on the specific disease was really not the best approach. Whereas in California there was a very, very small minority -- I have to make that very clear, but there were a couple of people who advocated focusing on particular diseases with the emphasis being on those diseases that have the greatest impact on human health.  And the person in question offered some suggestions about how we might measure that. But -- Zack Hull, the President of Sierra in formulating the final bills for the strategic plan really thought that that approach was less preferable.  And, again, those are probably the two biggest ones.  




DR. WAGERS:  Thanks.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Kevin. 




DR. KEVIN RAKIN:  Yes, could you elaborate on how these interview findings dovetailed to strategy from your perspective. I mean there are some findings here that I would classify as more how to improve the process a bit, maybe improve communication. But how does that plan to a long term strategy from -- 




MR. PILARI:  -- I think as Rick mentioned and not to avoid the question I think that is the next phase.  In terms of, from a strategic perspective I think answers to questions such as what nitch, if any, should Connecticut occupy?  What type of research should it be focusing on? I think those going forward will help define what the final strategy might be. But in terms of the questions we asked it wasn’t one of the ultimate goals, so I really can’t answer that question.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You look like you have a comment.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- I would think it’s pretty clear that a sample of 30 is -- that a sample of 30 is not a very large sample to reflect so many issues. And we have on the Advisory Committee about 14 or so I guess and we reflect pretty much the breakdown of the areas that the 30. So between the two you get some perspective, but it’s not really too much of a different one than the Advisory Committee has as compared to the 30.  




DR. SANDRA WELLER:  My name is Sandra Weller. I’m the Chair of the Department at the University of Connecticut Health Center. And I was asked to Chair the study committee, which is made up of several individuals, many of them from CASE, the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering. And I don’t want to be too redundant, although I think I’m going to be, but we met -- let’s just say that our committee met with Price Waterhouse Cooper a few weeks ago, and heard that report, and had a meeting after that to discuss the points that we wanted to make to you and emphasize that were based on their findings. 




And so I want to reiterate that we -- that the -- our Committee suggests and we agree with and endorse the findings of Price Waterhouse and Cooper that the bottom up process -- the bottom up process would be -- and not necessarily need to target the research nucleus.  We encourage collaboration, communication. And it’s felt that reevaluating that research mix was going to be important over the years.  






In terms of funding priorities, as Tony mentioned, a balance between -- a balance between funding research and the infrastructure seemed to be important.  We felt that with large and small grants, again, the balance was appropriate.  




It -- we spent some time talking about how to encourage young investigators into the field and also not -- but establish investigators whose areas of research could expand into this area seemed to be important. People that have had experience in particular areas that they might want to enter the research arena into stem cells seemed -- a good thing to try to promote -- and also junior researchers and young people entering these fields. 




The RFP process, it’s important to be able to expand that to industry and to hospitals as well, especially hospitals that do research. There was some concern that perhaps some of the hospitals hadn’t been adequately informed of the process. 




Core support, this was -- we spent a lot of time talking about the infrastructure of the core and that there may have been some feeling that the cores were adequately funded or it might have been an impression but what we heard was that there was a lot of concern that perhaps the cores needed -- might need additional funding, and that certainly the cores provides a good foundation for the research that needed to happen.  They also provided a very important arena for training and the cores -- they really need to be supported.  




The idea of accelerated funding comes up because as the political climate changes and it’s possible that other states will be getting into this and the federal government might get into funding stem cell research that putting Connecticut in a good position is going to be important as we go forward.  We want to be able to have the state’s researchers gain the experience that they’ll need to prepare for the eventual federal grant programs that will be available.

Accelerated funding also might help the idea of the -- that the cores need to be funded in their entirety or close to it. 




Accountability is important. Obviously, researchers need to make sure that they meet the milestones that they’ve contracted for, but as Tony mentioned the mechanisms for insuring success in terms of publication, meetings, presentations it’s important that -- of the goals that have been set out for these and to make a successful program.  




The process improvement piece I think we spent a lot of time on it in terms of reassessment of how the RFP process goes forward.  And there -- there are some specific recommendations about that, some of them I’ll get to. 




The contracting process was -- how should I say it, there was some feeling that it might -- that state inflexibility -- I work for a state agency as well and some inflexibility comes from some of the state processes that we have to follow. But that sometimes they might -- the inflexibility might impede the process. And that -- and so a recommendation was made that the grant review committee, especially if we see a large number of applicants coming through again, that we’re really overburdening those individuals and that we need some specific recommendations for perhaps increasing that group.  And that we would like to consider -- we recommended considering having this group play a part of the role in terms of picking the new peer review committee members.




The next area was in terms of collaboration strategy. Now some of this is -- I would guess solvent to the Stage 2 process.  But making sure that we have a communication process throughout the state that includes basic scientists, translational researchers and clinical researchers to try to improve the process between the researchers and industry, between researchers and patient advocates.  This communication is really important to maintain. Some of these, as I said, some of these strategies for doing this will probably come out of a Stage 2 report, if there is one.  




In terms of -- we need to develop communication where we want to make sure that there is good public outreach, there is good -- awareness of the kind of research that is being done.  And forming and collaborating with the patient advocacy group I think is going to be important especially as we get closer to seeing some of the bigger science findings turn into more clinically relevant applications. 




The strategy goals that we would like to suggest would be -- the goals would be -- a major goal would be to become -- for Connecticut to be recognized as having made significant contributions to stem cell science.  I think -- it’s an important goal.  We need to be ready for testing and therapies when they -- when it seems appropriate. We want to make sure to establish a solid research infrastructure and putting human capital, that means a lot of training of students to be researchers. And I think from what I’ve seen that’s certainly happening in the cores.  And we want to become a center of excellence for stem cell research. I think that it’s a very exciting opportunity that the state has provided and I think that it would be a -- I think Connecticut has got a very good chance of doing -- of making very significant contributions.  




So in conclusion I want to say that the key to the strategic planning process would be to remain flexible, efficient and effective in terms of providing mechanisms for the science driven proposal process.  Funding by science rather than targeting specific issues.  Starting to balance among the kinds of grants that are proposed or that are funded.  Periodically reevaluation and assessing the research mix as we go forward.  Encouraging researchers new to the field, junior researchers and establishing investigators that are, as I said, new to the field. Making sure there is adequate funding in the cores, and accelerated annual program funding. Implementing continuous process improvement, and maintaining grantee accountability.  Developing metrics that the grantees will have to follow in order to make sure that they’re meeting their milestones. 




And the last slide, this is a point -- okay, encouraging greater involvement in the RFP process of those outside of the major academic research and making sure that these groups are heard, local hospitals, industry, patient advocacy groups.  Streamlining, perhaps, the contracting process and making it more flexible. Providing sufficient numbers of qualified reviewers, funding the applications, periodic program assessment by the peer review committee and your advisory committee here.  And to encourage collaboration and communication among researchers, industry and patient advocacy groups. 




And that’s all I have to say. Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Gerry?  




DR. GERRY FISHBONE:  Gerry Fishbone. Is the -- I had the same feelings about the contracting. I think we all did about the problems of contracting where good research was not funded because it was part of an overall grant that was not rated very highly. And in other situations research was funded because we approved the whole package and some individual parts may not have been that worthy. Is that open for discussion, or is that the way it is and there is nothing that can be done about it?  




MR. HENRY SALTON:  People are looking over here.  That is something that’s open for discussion.  And what we need to do is basically accommodate that by modifying the Request For Proposal that we send out that asks for applications. But the way that the Request For Proposal was issued for this first round did not permit that flexibility. But if we -- we can build that into the Request For Proposal and allow that and that -- there is a lot more detail to getting that done, but it’s certainly something that’s on the table.  




DR. STRAUSS:  On Slide 14, which is on the screen, it is not correct and we have a paragraph in the report that we’ll revise.  Essentially the second line of the first bullet would be changed to reflect design the RFP process to permit flexibility to fund entire proposals or components of proposals.  




DR. WELLER:  I’m sorry, I didn’t mention that. But I meant to say that there was a change -- to the material that you were handed out there was a change that asks that the RFP process or recommends  that the RFP process may, you may want to consider changing it. 




MR. SALTON:  Thank you for bringing that up.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I have a question for  Dr. Weller. The committee report that you just presented to us is that a separate evaluation of the process or is that your report of what we heard from Price Waterhouse? 




DR. WELLER:  It’s our report based on the -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- on the results of their review.  




DR. STRAUSS:  Well, but also on the -- where Price Waterhouse primarily used the individual interviews we had looked at the summary of the stakeholder form as well as the comments that were received to look at it from an overall perspective based upon those inputs.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But this study committee did not serve as advisor to Price Waterhouse to their report. This was not -- you were not advising them as to what kinds of issues needed to be addressed. 




DR. STRAUSS:  No.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This is a separate after the matter. 




DR. STRAUSS:  We looked at their report and from their report and the other input developed these findings. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  




DR. STRAUSS:  So it wraps around the findings. 




DR. WELLER:  We actually have two reports today.  Two separate reports, okay. 




DR. STRAUSS:  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  Dr. Galvin.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  So I just want to be certain I’ve understood what you’ve said, Henry. So our current inability to take a certain portion of a group project and fund it and set aside another is a limitation of the language that we put in our RFP. It’s not a limitation of state contract.  




MR. SALTON:  Correct. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And Henry and I we’ve discussed this on a few occasions that once the -- there is a reply to the RFP then downstream from that you can’t say, well, I’ll just do this part or that part, but not -- so you can’t deviate from what you said you would do on the RFP unless we word it in such a way. But on the first level of contracts that went out there was no room either it was pretty much an all or nothing.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That significantly changes my understanding of the way of what we’ve been working under here. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, this is not what we worked -- this is what we will be working under. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  That also helps clarify my own thinking on this because I had come to the conclusion that the only way to get around this was to set up a different administrative structure.  But what you’re saying is under the current administrative structure we can design language that would allow more flexibility in the grant process.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, but everybody has to have access to the flexibility. You can’t take an individual grant after and then say, well, how about we only do A and B and not C and E.  




DR. GENEL:  On an individual application. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But that’s understood that -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- again, prospectively, we’re going to -- for the next RFP that we’re going to issue and these are the RFP’s for the upcoming funding round, which we hope to do sometime I guess in the beginning of August, in that RFP document we can change the rules as we want. We could -- but once that RFP is issued we have to play by the rules we set for that game, for that round of funding. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




MR. SALTON:  Okay?  Now, the -- the -- in making the decision to go to a greater flexibility and parcel funding versus a whole package versus being able to pick and choose components of it you may want more detail. For example, you may say -- you may not want just a total budget sheet, but you want component, component budget submissions so that you can say I just want component one and not component two and three. They should submit then -- therefore break out of just component one as opposed to rolling out all three components on the overall budget sheet. So we have to play with a couple of those details in what we ask for, but, you know, you can get that clearer flexibility. 




DR. GENEL:  The other comment that I have and that is that you emphasize, I think, the recommendations of the peer review committee, which I think is extraordinarily important in order to retain the creditability of this process.  The -- and to that end I know that Rick and I had, by chance, a meeting with the Chair, one of the Co-Chairs of the Public Health Committee and brought this subject up.  I also had some interchange with Marianne Horn and I thought perhaps it would be appropriate to at least update us on where this is.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would you mind if I respond to a little bit of that? 




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  No, please. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have been aware that the peer -- the international peer review committee was not happy with the workload.  And that they were spending about a 100 hours of work time per individual to do the evaluations.  The Chairman pointed out to me that if there were not some relief some or all of the committee members would resign.  And one could hardily point the finger of blame at them since they are unpaid. Their expenses are uncompensated.  And they are given two and a half weeks of their work and personal time to evaluating these grants. 




And so we did bring up a legislative proposal to fund some of their expenses and to enlarge the committee.  To fund some of the expenses cooked that particular initiative and it did not move forward. We are hoping that as part of our Public Health technical bill at the end of the session we will be able to add additional members. If not, we’ll go back next fall, but I would -- my guess is that we -- if we don’t, we are going to lose some very strong contributors to the program. And if this happens we’re not going to be able to recruit other people to try and in essence ask them to give us a hundred hours of unpaid time.  




It’s a problem. It’s along with the fact that the Freedom of Information Act can impact them and it’s hard to get the high quality people we have.  And they all know each other.  So if Dr. Slavickite decides that he just can’t do this because of his commitments, believe me it will get through the world of stem cell researchers with lightening speed and we will not be looking at the type of reviewer that we need to look at for this work.  We need the -- we need the top level people that we have available and we need to expand that so that they get some relief in terms of -- right now of time and for the next legislative process for at least some administrative funding.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Aside from your gallant efforts through the Department of Public Health is there anything we, as an advisory committee, can do on this important issue to make it more -- hopefully come about?  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we’ve approached the Co-Chair of the Public Health Committee. And the reception that we’ve had in asking for -- I mean it’s not going to cost anybody anything.  It’s kind of hard for me to envision why someone would be opposed to expanding the committee.  And so we have -- we feel that we have every opportunity of passing that along.  At the end of the legislative session a whole lot of stuff goes through on the Department of Health technical bill. And that’s where this will go.  And I would not see any significant opposition to it, but one never knows.  You never know until they adjourn. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Has the approach been favorable to the House Co-Chair? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That is what we understand. It’s -- that both the House and the Senate Co-Chair appear willing to make this as an addendum at the end of the session.  And unless something is going to happen that we don’t know about it will get appended and passed.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Do you think it advisable for individual members who have some relationship with those Co-Chairs to talk to them about it?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure. I think they’re both very intelligent and thoughtful people. We usually don’t have to ask the House Chair or the Senate Co-Chair things twice. They’re pretty smart. One of them -- one of them, Freddie Sayers used to work in the Department of Health and she’s very talented in light of the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- I’m sorry. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Warren Wollschalger, with Health. I’ve just said the Chair of the Peer Review Committee did document his concerns in writing to the Commissioner. So there is a record of this already across the street.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think I cannot see why anybody would oppose this.  Of course, you know, sometimes we have people who oppose apple pie because they like pears.  




MS. HORN:  If I may, I just wanted because it’s on the technical bill, these are technically technical corrections to legislation or additions of, we have to keep it very simple and uncomplicated.  I think at the end of the session if something seems to be too complicated it may not go through. So we’re just asking to have ten members added. It should be simple enough. 




DR. CANALIS:  Who nominates the peer review committee?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sorry. 




DR. CANALIS:  Who nominates the members? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I do. 




DR. CANALIS:  You do.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  And the law limits the number of members. So you were told you have only five -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s written right into the law.  




DR. CANALIS:  So you were told you could choose only five individuals. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s the law. 




DR. CANALIS:  And then you chose these five peer reviewers. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Because I know so much about stem cell -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, we are in this together.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, Dr. Slavickite usually asks me before he -- we would ask -- if we get additional ten, we would ask this group and Dr. Weiner who else would you like to get on the board.  




DR. CANALIS:  Fine.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  On the peer review.  And hopefully we expand it to 15 and it will take the onus off -- and they’re all willing to donate some time, but, you know, a 100 hours a person -- I mean if somebody asked you for a 100 hours of your time I’m not sure that you could do it or the people who write your paycheck would be in favor of it.  




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  I’d like to ask the Commissioner about something that I predict that some people will oppose and that would not fit into a technical bill, which is the possibility of accelerated funding.  It seems to me as though the state’s comparative advantage is greatest during the period when the federal government is not funding stem cell research generously.  And it seems to make a lot of sense, the recommendation that if we could move the authorized funding up so that it was concentrated in the next say two years that would be a big boom to the state’s program and in all probability right after that -- you know, not changing the total amount, but just pushing it forward. Do you think there is any possibility that the legislature would entertain that? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would say -- I believe you are correct both in content and in substance that if we are going to -- if we’re going to move ahead, what we -- this is very much like an entrepreneurial business. You -- somewhere, somehow you get a seed grant from the feds or from a private agency and then you need to move into it -- the second part of it is to be able to attract capital, large amounts of capital, venture capital, if you will.  It’s the true sense of if you and I were opening up Bob and Steve’s grommets and we were looking for somebody who wanted to get rich, get rich quick and gave us some money.  And there is a third stage where you -- you start to make money for the ventured capitalists or the universities.




In order to do this we have two things we have to do.  Ten million dollars in this arena is pocket change.  And of course in a business sense if I said to Dr. Landwirth, I’ll tell you what, I’ll give you a proposition. I’ll give you 950,000 dollars now or I’ll give you a million dollars 15 months from now, which would you take?  You know what the answer is.  It’s the longer you hang onto the money and the later you dole it out the less it costs you. So ten million dollars today is like if you don’t get it today and you get it three or four years from now it’s like getting eight and a half, depending on your return. 




So I think we need to make people who are cognizant understand that we need -- we need to look at this about coalescing the grant so that we have more money per year to spend.  We will very, very rapidly -- we will very, very rapidly loose our lead, which we have now. This is like a mile race and we have some other runners that are closing the gap very fast with a lot of money.  




And if we’re going to go any place we’re going to have put more seed capital in and we’re going to have to attract more venture capital whether it’s from the University of Connecticut, or from a corporation that’s interested in the technology or from a -- from a -- one of the dreaded drug companies that may want to develop a clinical application.  But this is not going to go very far unless we get more money out fast. 




And my predication is, and you’ve heard me before, there really is only -- there is no middle ground here.  There is two ways to go.  We’re either going to be a leader and get out in front and stay in front. And in order to do that we’ve got to spend and attract a lot of capital, a lot of capital. And I see Bruce Carlson here and he knows of some plans the University of Connecticut has that would dovetail with our efforts.  If we do not we will become a small foundation granting money for -- until the aliquots of ten million dollars run out.  And it’s -- there is no middle ground.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Just for the minutes I’d like to point out that California has awarded 80 million dollars in research funds for stem cell already this year.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Julius. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, this discussion leads into what I was trying to ask -- going to ask.  This discussion leads to the question that I was going to ask earlier and that is what kind of research environment was -- against what kind of research environment was the assumption made when the interviews were carried out?  To me the recommendations by and large are fine tuning our current program in a way that keeps it more or less going it the way it is. And it doesn’t really take -- don’t really take into account what we might need to as a small state to maintain a position of leadership in a really rapidly intensifying competitive environment.  That’s just what’s coming up right now, but I don’t see a whole lot of it.  Maybe that’s not what’s supposed to be in Stage 1 of the project.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t see much of that either.  And if we don’t rapidly move out of Stage 1 there will not be a Stage 2. There will be a Stage 1A or it will -- we’ll reach a steady state and we’ll disperse ten million dollars for the next eight years and then I presume go out of business or stop dispersing the ten million dollars.  In another eight or nine months we will lose our lead unless we move forward aggressively. And it’s kind of up to the group here to decide that because March -- February, March next year we’re done unless we move ahead. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That's not even identified as one of the challenges.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  This is my personal opinion, but I don’t think you need to be an analytical genius to see what will happen. And, you know, we can hear the footsteps of the other states behind us. Being the only game in town for a little bit is fine, but now we have seven, eight other states and some of them who are wiling to disperse considerably multiples of ten million dollars to begin to move ahead and take the lead. So you either move ahead or you go way back in the pack and being back in the pack for ten million dollars you might as well just call yourself a foundation, which is one way to go and say every year we’re going to get together and we’re going to disperse ten million dollars.  


But that’s not where I’d like to see us go. That’s not where Dr. LaLande would like to see us go. That’s not where Bruce Carlson would like to see us go. I don’t think Paul Pescatello -- and many of the other people here in the room would like to see us get out ahead of the pack. We’re trying. We’re talking to business people.  We’re a public health department. We’re not a business organization.  But we’re -- and we’re going to try very hard to line up partners.  I’ve got -- I have an appointment with a major league corporation interested in nanotechnology within the next two weeks.  We’ll be investigating those opportunities in California.  


But we need -- I think we need to double up on the ten million dollars.  I think we need to spend that -- our seed money and then bring in other partners. But we need major league partners to move forward.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, Milt Wallack speaking. There have been conversations exactly to the point that you’re making which I totally endorse with Don Williams as well as Jim Amus and their staff.  I don’t know what proof that will bear at this point, but certainly they’re aware of, there has been communication with the University people as well as some others have been in touch with them by printed material and conversation and so forth.  So just so that we have that out there, again, I think you’re absolutely on the mark and some efforts have already been initiated in that regard.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Milton. It will require a rapid major effort and if we’re going to raise funds we will need to hire a major league fundraiser. I’m talking about people who are making well beyond six figures if you’re going to do it -- if you’re going to go down to places like Pitney Bowes and ask them for 15 or 20 million dollars you’d better have the right kind of person to go down there because otherwise you won’t get it.  You’ll get a firm handshake and 1500 dollars and a cup of tea or coffee, whatever your preference is. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Galvin, the process that will be done in the next 30 days or so by -- in the legislature is a two year process budget?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Ordinary the budget comes out -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- two years. So -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- it’s modified during the second year, but the main part of the budget, you know, which will be negotiated between the executive branch and -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- and everybody else. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And everybody else will come out this year and then they’ll -- there is always budget discussions in the following year. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  But basically at the moment in this two-year projection we are in only for ten million dollars?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Ten each year.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ten each year. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Ten each year.  So we’re in for -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we would have to go back during the next session and ask them if the power to be would entertain changing the ten million to twenty million or some other figure. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  The question I have is if we were to approach people who are skilled at raising money from foundations, professional skilled people who live in Connecticut, how would you approach them to add to the money?  What would your approach be, Dr. Galvin?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, that is an interesting question.  One of the real -- or really genius in doing these kinds of things gave us some advice and some of the advice that we have is that we’ve been doing technology in this state for 350 years. It’s a small state.  It’s filled with Yankee craftsmen and has two major league universities, and a smaller university all of whom do excellent work. The problem with foundation people is they want -- they have an overriding question, which is what I am going to get out of this?  For SYOP it says X, Y, C corporation.  So we would have to have developed -- you know, this is the portion of our entrepreneurship when we need to get more venture capital and we have to indicate to these people what can you expect to get out of it. 




And I think the best way to approach it is that stem cell is a nanotechnology, and experimental biology, and mathematical analyses of cells and health care economics are all a one large grouping of science at a basic level.  And one would look and say that with nanotechnology you can certainly foresee clinical applications and the applications would be huge. And if one or the other or both universities decided they were going to have a tech center that evolved around these matters I think that it would be huge.  




And as I said at the meeting at UCONN if the University of Connecticut did this would probably be the way that a Nobel nominee would come from, from groups of people who are studying these problems and learning how to make a microscope small enough to manipulate genes and nuclei. But you’re going to have to get somebody. You know, I mean Warren and I and Marianne can’t go out and bang on the door of a Fortune 100 corporation and expect to get any money. We won’t.  Somebody who knows how to do that has to go out there. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Has the subcommittee of the funds have they met yet?  Has the subcommittee had its first meeting yet?  




DR. WALLACK:  If I might, Bob, we have had -- we have had had and as a matter of fact there will be three of us going to California next week. It will be on the interstate, the newly formed interstate alliance agenda. And these will be subjects that will be further pursued. This subject will be further pursued with that -- I think it’s eight states that will be getting together in California next week and it will be part of the agenda, Bob.  So, yes, we have met. There has been -- as a matter of fact there is a report from the (inaudible) Advisory Committee that it’s reported what we’ve done so far. And there will be the follow up, like I say, next week.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernesto. 




DR. CANALIS:  I think that, again, as you think about it part of the problem is we already made the decision to offer it as a small foundation. When you look at the way we operated the first year we have operated as a small foundation.  So for us not to become a small foundation we really need to change substantially the way we’re operating. But we’re under a number of pressures.  




You know, you have the Academy come in that wants to receive funds to carry out the best possible research.  But because the funds are limited, you know, we are sort of trapped in this sense.  You know, ten million dollars is a little bit more of what a translational NIH grant is.  It’s not a lot of money.  And so we are sort of trapped. Either we just decide we are not going to operate this way any longer and people are going to be outraged.  Or we’re going to become a small foundation. I don’t see -- because we established this track already, you know, we’re giving grants out. These are the kind of grants we’re giving. We have small money, but we are -- so we already established this sort of road, this path.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think there is -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I know you don’t like what I’m saying, but, again, I mean it’s sort of a reality.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, it’s -- yes, and I’d prefer that there was some other reality, but this is the reality that you and I have to live with.  And I don’t know if Bruce Carlson wanted to say some things but we were at a meeting at UCONN and one of the UCONN trustees was speaking and he thought there was potentially a billion dollars available to the state university. And looking back over Dr. Austin’s record and the multi -- tens of millions of dollars spent that perhaps -- you know, and I’ll let Bruce speak for a moment, but if that sort of an effort was put forward then we would become a preeminent source and a preeminent party in these things. But if that sort of an effort is not put forth along with a major league player, you know, from the world of industry and a major league drug company we’re not going to go anyplace. But maybe Bruce -- 




MR. BRUCE CARLSON:  For the record, Bruce Carlson for the University of Connecticut. The Commissioner is the Chairman of our academic advisory committee at the Board of Directors of the Health Center.  We have very forward thinking members of our Board of Trustees as well as the Board of Directors and Michael Wan gave a significant presentation about how what we at the Health Center want to do is tie the work of the stem cell funded program with the Center for Cell Analysis and modeling as well as his genetics and developmental biology group. And we have purchased the building across the street and are in the process of renovating it in order to be able to make all of that happen. 




And I think what that has done is precisely what the Commissioner is suggesting is it’s gotten the University to think about this being a major emphasis of the University, how can it be supportive of the work that the state has already done.  Not that the University -- Warren was ready for me to write the billion dollar check, but it is -- it’s along the lines of the transformation that has happened with our UCONN 2000 program for us to be thinking about stem cells as the basis for our whole research effort within the University crossing both Storrs as well as health center lines.  And that’s really the level of discussion that the trustees are having at this point. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think that’s very, very exciting.  Thank you, Bruce.  And I think it’s exciting from the fact that there maybe -- there are hundreds of millions of dollars potentially available. I think also it puts a bit of onus on us because we all know President Austin’s very forward thinking.  I -- what’s the UCONN 2000 a billion and a half?




MR. CARLSON:  It’s 2.3 billion dollars. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  2.3 -- it’s supposed to take 11 years, 2.3 billion dollars. Now, if you put that kind of effort into the kind of research we’re talking about board based that’s a lot of money and we’ve got -- but we have a new president coming in either in September or in December and we better have our act together because -- we better have our act together because it’s not going to be Phil, it’s going to be someone else and Phil would understand it because he’s been with the program long enough and he’s an economist. But we have -- we can’t go in there and say, well, we sort of -- you know, we’d kind of like to do this, but we’re sort of stuck doing that.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think it is going to be very difficult to convince individuals to give money to the state so that the state can disperse it.  And I think part of the problem is you do not have a research institute.  You do not have a stem cell research institute for the State of Connecticut.  




If you had an institute then you would be in much better shape. Number one it would be an institute that is fully accountable.  And then you’d say, okay, invest in the institute. But why would I give you money for you to give money to somebody else? It’s going to be much more difficult. So if what you have in mind is to become, you know, a preeminent state in this type of adventure then we need to look at the whole thing totally differently.  I don’t see the future the way we’re doing it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, you know, Spinocus says that all things excellent are as difficult as they are rare. So it’s -- so to get to this point what Bruce and I and the Board were talking about is -- we’re talking hundreds of millions and billions of dollars. It’s not going to be easy at all. But there is -- I think you’ll agree or hopefully at least some will agree there is very little middle ground here. It can’t be sort of a slightly big granting organization.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m trying to be constructive, Commissioner.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I know.  But I think, you know, if we go from granting ten million dollars to 15 million dollars a year it’s not going to make any difference.  




DR. CANALIS:  I agree.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or even to 25 million dollars a year. 




DR. CANALIS:  I agree. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re still going to be a small grant making organization.  If that’s where we’re going to be, that’s where we’re going to be. But you can’t -- you -- it’s one of those things you’re either going to fish or cut bait. You’re going to be one or the other.  There is not much room in between.  




DR. LENSCH:  So since we’re being very forthcoming here there are a couple of things. So I think that Ernie raised a very good point about what we can offer someone that they couldn’t get by going right to a university. I think there are some things there. It comes down to marketing in terms of being a very broad program with a lot of customers, so to speak, the whole state, transparency, accountability. I think transparency being a very -- a very big one here as well as oversight.  




But I think what also -- a question that also begs asking is I find it -- and this is a cynical point of view, but I find it difficult to envision the University of Connecticut or Yale partnering with us to raise money when they have their own development offices and would approach those same people to raise their endowment and to use that money directly. And so I -- that’s something I have a difficult time envisioning how it will work because there seems to be an inherent conflict. 




And we see the same thing within the Harvard Stem Cell Institute where, you know, somebody at Mass General has an opportunity to approach a donor, do they do it on behalf of Mass General or on behalf of the Harvard Stem Cell Institute? Well that’s a pretty easy question to answer if you’re at Mass General.  And so I wondered how that’s going to work out here. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s very difficult. It’s very difficult. However, as you peruse the term and peruse down along this trail’s -- as well as the crews out there working out there are eight guys pulling on the oars and they’re all going in the same direction.  You need a guy -- to steer. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, I did just reflected on what happened within the last ten days where the Governor of Massachusetts put forward a proposal, it’s not a reality, for a stem cell reach state funded initiative and his opening gambit was a billion two hundred and fifty million dollars. Now it’s talk, but the way I conceive it we are three million, three hundred thousand.  When you get into states that are two, three, four or five times our size and we’re talking public money we have to approach it with a bit of question in our mind if we can get public money to match what’s been coming from other states.  




If we can develop a strong coherent approach based upon what as Dr. Lensch said what we have to offer.  Find research institutes that are already working in the field because of the start that the state gave them, transparency, etcetera. There is the ability, I believe, to attract new expert help, foundations that will give to this work.  But to think that the state will put us into that kind of competitive position leads me to some question. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We need venture capital.  The state is not going to do it. And you need to partner with business and people who are willing to invest in it hoping they will get something out of it in four or five years.  But if you look at it this way, if I’m looking for -- if I go to the Canalis foundation that Dr. Canalis’ family has endowed with a gazillion dollars. And I go and here is this -- Ernie sitting behind a desk and looking his usual very somber and intelligent self. And I say, hi, Dr. Canalis. And he says, hi, Dr. Galvin. I said, Dr. Canalis, I’d like two million dollars for the State of Connecticut so I can take it from you and give it to some researchers.  So Ernie would probably offer me a cup of coffee or tea and say, you know what I think I’ll just give the money to the researchers.  Wouldn’t you?  




DR. CANALIS:  You’re right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we’re not going to get any money that way. Forget about it. People are not just going to give you money and say, look, hi, Mr. Wollschlager. Here is a couple of million bucks. Now, why don’t you find a bunch of deserving scientists and give them each 500,000. It isn’t going to work that way. We’ve got to get into partnerships with people and we have to have identifiable products.  Warren? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can bring it back to how we started off here. First of all, I just wanted to thank Price turning out a report very quickly.  But I think we -- this body agreed that this was just a preliminary phase one report.  And that all of this much broader strategic discussion needs to be planned and we need a plan before we can go out to the business community, before we can go to the broader academic community.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or to Great Britain, or to Australia.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Or to our Governor’s office or the legislature.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m not being critical of the report, by the way.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, no.  




DR. CANALIS:  Just for the record. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  But we saw this like a two phase project.  I think everybody around the table recognizes the need to go big or go small. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Gerry.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, I would like to particularly thank Price and Tony and Sandy.  I think they have come up with an extraordinarily good report with the questions that we asked them, the information that we gave them, and the time frame that we asked them to do it in.  And I’ve read this a few times at various stages and I think they’ve really highlighted what the important issues are.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Absolutely.  




DR. FISHBONE:  And with regard to the question of, you know, whether we can compete with other states, Julie and I were just talking and the fact is we are still Connecticut, which is a very tiny state. And it may be a little unrealistic to compare ourselves to what California and Massachusetts and New York can fund and do.  




But, you know, what we’ve done is really incredible.  And when you think about it we as are, I think, the first state that has given out grants in a significant amount. I mean we are like Johnny Appleseed in a sense.  You know, we have started the process and other states are following us and many of them are still stuck in litigation and so forth.  So I mean if all we end up achieving is to be the start of the process and waiting for the big guys -- I guess it’s the same in industry somebody comes up with an idea but he can only take it so far and hope that, you know, larger and bigger companies will consider the work.  




I think that we’ve done has been astronomical and has really gotten the ball rolling. So I don’t think if we can’t find, you know, financing to become the leader in the field, I don’t think we should feel that that’s -- that what we have done is minimal and unimportant.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think it’s minimal and unimportant.  I do think the financing is, you know, as Bruce Carlson and I and others were talking about a billion dollars to the state university system. That’s considerable and we’re talking to other governments who may want to partner with us for various reasons.  




DR. FISHBONE:  One other possibility, I don’t know if -- how it work is that Ernie was talking about an institution.  And I think Kevin was -- an institute, excuse me, no institution.  That’s where we’ll all be soon. But I’m wondering if there is any possibility of somebody like the Howard Hughes institute, you know, if you can go to them and then they fund enormous amounts of money.  There are institutes that got 17 billion dollars from the three billion dollars that I think they started with. But I’m wondering, you know -- I don’t know the mechanism that one would have to go through.  Because there are people who have money for research and we have a good product there may be a way that we can combine with -- to get funded.  




DR. GENEL:  Let me just follow up on that.  The -- and disclose my conflict at the same time because I’m obviously very, very much involved with the Connecticut Academy. But the Academy report identifies a strategy to insure the viability and sustainability of Connecticut as an international center of excellence for stem cell research.  It does not say that it ought to be the biggest, only that it ought to be a center -- a center of excellence. And I think what we really ought to be looking at is the quality not the quantity of the research that we can -- that we can support. And that, I think, is -- that’s consistent with being small. 




And simply to finish I think what we’re talking about really is, if you will, almost a focus group for Part 2 of the study that we talked about. I mean these are the things that we -- that we recognized. And to put this back into perspective the reason that this was done in a limited fashion and a short time frame is because we needed to have the information in order to guide the element of the Request of the Proposals. And so to bring you back to focus it was intended to be a very limited survey that would help inform us in terms of the next round of the applications -- nothing more.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Are you chairing Mike and Dr. Galvin?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, I’m right behind you.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, in my view the report is very informative, and very helpful from a strategic point of view. It deals completely with the strategy of when and where.  I keep getting hung up on what we have to do tactically.  I mean the goals are very clearly defined, but how we get from where we are to those goals is the key question. And I have a feeling that in some ways we may be stretching beyond the intent of the legislation, which is something I think we have to be aware of.  Unless the Chair and Warren know something I don’t, venture capital brought in to the scope of the legislation, does it work?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Why not?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Because we’re given a very specific mandate to encourage embryonic, human embryonic stem cell research in Connecticut, funding certain specific institutions with certain specific funds.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And that’s where you keep it.  You stay small. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  You go to a venture capital, for example, Dr. Galvin and he says, I’m willing to put in five billion dollars if you will go to embryonic fluid stem cells only.  So what do you tell him?  No?  




DR. RAKIN:  Where do I sign? That’s you way.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  What’s that?  




DR. RAKIN:  You say, where do I sign?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But the legislation says where is your mandate to do anything as an advisory committee.  The law -- 




DR. RAKIN:  -- we’re going to run in circles in this discussion. I think Dr. Galvin has articulated a great vision, but you have to decide as a group if we’re going to get behind that or not.  And -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s right. 




DR. RAKIN:  And if I can say a few things, not to be difficult here, but this is a very nice report but it doesn’t do anything towards a vision. And certainly a vision of building something that can continue to be a leader.  And not to be argumentative, but I don’t want to be one of the companies that started something and then said, great I was a pioneer. But we know what happens to pioneers then end with arrows in their back.  They’re lying dead on the ground. I know plenty of companies I’ve invested in that have been like that. And it’s not pretty when the next guy goes public or is the leading state and you’re lying there on the ground.  




So but the process we have here isn’t going to work if we’re going to carry on having these nice deliberations and nice discussions and three or four months to do nice little interim reports we’re not going to do a world class effort, which is the potential we have.  So you’re raising an academic questions if someone gives us this. Let’s go out and get that money then we’ll deal with that.  It’s a nice problem to have.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Kevin, can you tell me that you know that the research we funded in the first two rounds will not come up with something world changing?  




DR. RAKIN:  I -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- you’re sure of it?  




DR. RAKIN:  After spending 20 years in biotechnology I can tell you that.  I can tell you that ten million dollars gets spent like this on early stage research on nothing.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But on the other hand it’s research and you do not know the results of research.  




DR. RAKIN:  I can pretty much -- pretty much, a 99 percent probability tell you that ten million dollars spent on early stage research will result in almost no commercial substance of any value that can help patients, pretty much.  Maybe in 30, 40 years you can trace it back to well that one little piece of work resulted in something. I mean look at the whole biotechnology industry. We’ve only had products the last ten or 20 years. If we’re not going to throw serious money at this we’re not going to result in any -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- we’ve only had embryonic stem cell research on the table since 1998.  




DR. RAKIN:  And that’s what I’m saying, unless you throw -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- nine years.  




DR. RAKIN:  Unless you throw -- unless we throw billions of dollars at the problem it’s going to take 30 or 40 years to see anything.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Billions of dollars at the problem from where, venture capital.  




DR. RAKIN:  Well, I think when Dr. Galvin says venture capital I think he means it in a generic sense. I don’t think you’d find venture capitalists writing a check. I think he’s trying to give more of a powerful -- I think what I heard you saying is let’s go to some of the drug companies, let’s go to some of the major corporations in the state and let’s advocate for a real industry to be built be here in our state.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we should start saying we’re looking for individuals who are wiling to venture their capital. 




DR. RAKIN:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Whether that be intellectual, physical or monetary. 




DR. RAKIN:  But my passion here is we can’t sit around just talking about this meeting after meeting. I -- you know, we had a committee for how long and I feel like it’s the same -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- the subcommittee focused on donated funds has yet to meet.  All of this work -- 




DR. RAKIN:  -- that’s not good enough. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, it’s not.  Well -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- nobody is going to give you any money -- why would you give me money? 




DR. CANALIS:  For you to give it to somebody else?  No.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  For me to give to somebody else.  Say Kevin Rakin has a good project.  




DR. CANALIS:  And I have approached foundations with that kind of statement and, you know, they just look at me like -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- you’re nuts. 




DR. CANALIS:  You got that right. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  But I do agree with Kevin on a number of points.  He and I think that, you know, that it’s good that we had these funds, but I think it’s a bit naïve to expect results out of 20 million dollars. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Totally naïve.  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, and I think it’s not going to happen.  




DR. RAKIN:  The hardest thing, Bob, is getting started in anything in life.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ve started. 




DR. RAKIN:  That’s the hardest thing. And I think going back to just the -- how do we build on that is the fundamental question. How do we improve our RFP’s and how do we improve -- you know, whether we do a core facility or a seed grant, how do we build this so it’s expediently favor -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- we all agree on one thing, to build any way requires funds.  




DR. RAKIN:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’ve yet to hear a defined area where we should approach and with what program we should approach that source of funds.  We’re talking committees that haven’t met in months. We’re talking about -- I don’t -- I have a personal acquaintance who lives in Connecticut and is expert at raising funds for foundations. I have hesitated to approach him because I don’t see the specificity of what I should talk to him about. And I don’t want to shoot blanks because there is a chance of getting the cannon. But until I can see a clarity, which I’ve yet to hear and I’ve been at every meeting since I’ve been -- 




DR. RAKIN:  -- I don’t think you’ll see it here. I think it’s one of those situations where you’ve almost got to find the expert that you’re talking about and then -- you go to the first meeting and you fall on your face and say, well, that’s wasn’t exactly the right approach but look what came out of that meeting and there will be some ideas. But then you refine and say, okay, the first marketing pitch seems to be better and then a year from you’ll be sitting and saying, well, we had ten meetings we’ve really learned something. 




And maybe the end result is it can’t grow in Connecticut. But at least you’ve gone out there and seen is there a market for this. But if we sit in an academic environment talking about how will be pitch this and to who and what people well, how helpful is that.  So at some point you’ve got to hire the expert you talked about and get into the real world.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Dr. Galvin? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. KIESSLING:  What’s happened to the discussion about a higher bond issue? I mean that’s how California is a major player. They talked the taxpayers into floating a huge bond and I think that’s what the Governor has in mind for Massachusetts. He’s going to borrow the money.  So why would we not discuss a larger bond issue?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, there is a cap -- there is a cap on bonding. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, so you need a new initiative.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, first of all you need to convince people that you can’t go over the cap, remove the cap on the bond. 




DR. KIESSLING:  So has it been decided that that’s not viable in Connecticut?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No one has raised that issue.  However, there are a lot of issues that have bonded already that haven’t even been paid out. I have a 100 million dollars bonding issue for a new state laboratory. But we haven’t even put a shovel near the ground.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So that’s not viable in the short term. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think -- I think in the short term, in the immediate term getting an accelerated pay out from the legislature and perhaps some follow on funds, but not much.  These things loose -- you know, it was a great idea, it’s going great. We’ve done great.  So far we’re at about an A- level.  But they’ve -- there are other priorities, pediatric psychiatry is a priority. It needs millions -- and tens of millions of dollars. I don’t think a -- the kind of effort -- as I was saying to Ernie that maybe we could go from dispersing ten to twenty, but we’re still -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re not going to get us where we need to go.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So without a bond issue you have to go for business money. I mean it’s not -- this isn’t hard.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Even with a bond issue if we’ve got another ten million dollars a year that would be all -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- this is a difficult concept.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So that’s where we are. I think, and I’m with Kevin, and I think we’ve run very hard to get to where we are now.  I think if we can -- if we put on a full court -- a full court press, as Jim Calhoun would, and elbow some people out of the way and talk to Australia and Great Britain and some other people we could emerge as a preeminent group.  The state university has been quantitatively upgraded in the ten, eleven years of Phil Austin has been there for 2.3 billion dollars. The citizens are not adverse to spending money through the university system.  




But we have to -- you know, the worst thing that could happen was for us to put on an absolutely full court press effort and, you know, if it failed or only partially succeeded where would we be?  We’d be back at the ten million dollars a year granting organization. That’s where we are now.  Ernie.




DR. CANALIS:  It might be easier to raise funds if we bite the bullet and we do disease specific research.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I think that needs to be talked about.  




DR. CANALIS:  It’s going to be very difficult to raise funds for little stem cells.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  Because you don’t even see the return. If you had two or three or four diseases where you could see some sort of return because now, you know, I mean why would I give you a cent?  You know, what do I get back?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, you’re talking about marketing.  




DR. CANALIS:  I -- sure, I mean -- if you want -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- sure. 




DR. KIESSLING:  But you’re also talking about focus.  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, sure if it’s too loose we’re going to stay as a small foundation giving little grants here and there.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ve got to decide this pretty quickly or else we’re going to loose by default.  




DR. CANALIS:  Well, you have to turn it around.  You know how I feel.  




DR. WALLACK:  This is Milt speaking, if I might.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One second.  Go ahead, Milt. 




DR. WALLACK:  I think that there has been some major positives that have been discussed. Gerry Fishbone, Mike Genel talked in terms of what we’ve accomplished and so forth.  But, you know, I understand where everybody at the table is and that is how do we go forward.  Bruce, I think it was Bruce, commented about the partnership with UCONN.  And it shouldn’t be overlooked as a partnership with Yale also.  




Yale committed in writing -- Carolyn wrote a letter indicating that they would be willing to commit 50 million dollars over the next number of years and they’re already showing that indication by the Amistead building where they’re putting up a 35 million dollar building one floor of which will be for stem cell research.  So, you know, I think that we have to be -- recognize what we’ve accomplished and understand maybe a little bit more about where the potential is to go forward. 




And maybe what I’m hearing is that the idea of partnering with other organizations, whether it be a Pfizer, whether it be UCONN, whether it be Yale or wherever it may be, Hughes, the Howard Hughes Institute, so forth, that was mentioned.  And find is there is common ground.  What we can do is use some of these points that I think were very well made.  And address them next week in California, get feedback from the other eight states, especially California who is going to be at the table and find out exactly how they have accomplished what they’ve done.  They’ve raised a lot of private funds. And then we can report back to you. 




But maybe in the long term if we’re going to be serious about this whole initiative of raising greater dollars we might want to consider the necessity of having a staff person dedicated to this so that the volunteer group, whether it be myself and Genel, and Fishbone, and Jennings, and whomever else, and Jerry Yang, so forth, all of whom have -- and Nancy Rion, all of whom have indicated an interest in being associated with the fund raising effort.  I don’t know if it’s really going to happen if we don’t have some real staff direction behind this. So that may be something, Bob, that we might want to consider at some point to see it happen in a more effective way. So those are the comments that I wanted to put forward. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, they’re certainly tell taken comments and I will -- I’m not quarreling with the individually, but there was a great Nobel prize winning economist who said in the long term we’re all dead. In this business there really isn’t a long term. You’ve got to listen to Kevin and we just -- we’re either going to do something in the next six months or, you know, settle back into our easy chairs and say, you know, boy we did a great job and now somebody else -- Jersey is doing it, Michigan is doing it, some other state is doing it. 




But this has got to -- if you’re going to try to exploit donations that’s one thing. I think partnerships are the way to go.  I really think that UCONN has a good idea. These are all my prejudices. But whatever you guys want to do as a group that’s what you need to do as a group.  I think Kevin is telling you the right track that, you know, for twenty million or thirty million or forty million dollars your chance of getting a product out of human embryonic stem cells that is very -- very useful is zilch.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to -- I’d like to go back to the point though is funding disease specific research.  We just listened to a report that people spent a month -- we didn’t have a meeting last month because of this report and the almost unanimous response from every interviewee was that we should not engage in funding disease specific research.  Why we should go back and start again with approaching it when we have -- this is the one -- let me finish Ann for a moment.  







The other thing is that if we become a disease specific funding organization I foresee nothing but trouble.  If you fund Parkinson what is juvenile diabetes going to do, stand there?  If you fund juvenile diabetes what is spinal cord injury going to do, stand there?  If you fund spinal cord injury what’s Alzheimer’s going to do, stand there?  




From my knowledge of advocacy groups if the Connecticut legislation turns to other disease specific areas they will not stand still for it because the legislation says to encourage human embryonic stem cell research through these means research, academic, hospitals, private for the purpose of, etcetera, etcetera.  And I think you’ll have difficulty in going forward with anything if you follow that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Kevin.  




DR. RAKIN:  Well, I mean those are certainly good sentiments. But what I would like to suggest is with respect is that maybe we interviewed the wrong people. Maybe we should have interviewed the Pfizer’s and the Boeing Ingleham’s -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- great real. 




DR. RAKIN:  I mean an academic researcher we’re giving the money to well sure they’re going to say what’s in their best interest to do early stage research. If we want product -- let me finish.  If we want product and we want to help people with these kinds of ailments I’d say we need to part with some of the -- who understand how to take these technologies and make them into product. 




And I think maybe that’s an ingredient that’s been missing here. How can we take the power of Yale, UCONN and some of the other institutions and go focus on the pharmaceutical companies and say we’ve started something how can we build a bigger institute through our collective efforts.  And if you have to focus on some specific disease areas I would suggest here again with respect that the basic technologies that come out of that have applicability to all other kinds of diseases. So someone should get a focus on a few areas rather than spreading your resources to thin.




But, again, that to me that is more of an academic discussion. What I feel like we did here was just one piece of a very complex puzzle. And I’m not sure you can draw a whole lot from it. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  May I respond with two points? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  The interviewees were chosen by a broader panel, which anybody could have had some input in.  So that question of who was interviewed was up to the whole committee. Anybody could have put in to it. 




Secondly, you and I are the business representatives on this committee.  If somebody comes to you with a joint venture, they have to offer you something.  You’re talking about partnering with Pfizer. What can we as the Stem Cell Advisory Committee offer a partner like Pfizer? What can we offer anybody who is that big and that significant that could talk in terms of hundreds of millions or billions?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Creditability.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Creditably. So why should we give our creditability to -- they’re going to give us hundreds of millions for what that we’re a state funded agency.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Right, but, Bob, I’m a bench scientist and so funding just basic science is very close to my heart.  But that is the single point of this report that I would take issue with for this group because I think that what you’re trying to do in Connecticut is make a big splash and that will give you the momentum to maintain.  And if you’ll remember we did that how many years ago when we put a man on the moon and that was a very targeted effort.  I don’t know what the disease should be in Connecticut, and I don’t know exactly what the focus should be, but I think to continue to fund broad research, at this point this report suggests, would be a mistake right now. And I don’t know how to come to peace with that.  




But I think that what we really need to do is focus so that you have a story. If you don’t think you can raise more bond money and you have to go to private companies you’ve got to have a very concrete story.  And maybe you want to fund three diseases.  But you’ve got to have, I think, a very targeted outcome and a plan to get there not just to fund basic research. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I’m going to take a minute and ask Professor Latham if he could add some of his wisdom to our discussion. He’s a professor of a law school where conflict resolution is one of their most outstanding characteristics. And I wonder -- I’ve always prized his thinking as being very clear and analytical.  I wonder if he could shed some --




DR. LATHAM:  -- unfortunately I had my hand up at the time you turned to me.  I have nothing grand to say. No, but I do -- Willy and I have been sort of whispering in the corner here, you know, I haven’t noticed that for example Yale researchers have any difficulty partnering with Pfizer when they want to.  I do not see how the state gets into the middle of that potential partnership. If Pfizer thinks that there is -- or any other pharma firm or any other biotech firm thinks that there is potential for some concrete payoff in return for a big investment now I don’t understand why they don’t just go directly to the university researchers in question and offer the money and take a big chunk of it back. And -- or to take -- you know, get a promise of a larger return than they can get through us. So I -- I’m skeptical.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I speak to that? One of the things that they would get is the value of not going to just one or two investigators, but if they could come up with a hundred million dollars a year to support stem cell science in Connecticut they would have the advantage of all Connecticut scientists applying for that money.  Now, what kinds of arrangements they would work out with the state agency to -- so that they would protect the intellectual properties. But what they’re doing is spreading their funds over a much larger investigator base than they can piece by piece.  




DR. PAUL HUANG:  If I could make a comment about the disease specificity. My reading of the report was not that we shouldn’t focus on specific diseases, but that we don’t’ specifically limit it to, for instance, Parkinson’s or diabetes.  I don’t think that means that the grants that we have to fund are on a very basic level that don’t have disease relevance or don’t even have that built into the disease. What it means is that if we say Disease A is one of the priorities and there is no good grants attacking Disease A we won’t do that.  And if there are great grants for Disease B or C those are the ones we’ll fund because those are the ones with the best science, those are still directed. But we’re not the ones who are saying which ones have higher priority or relative importance. 




I think it still -- that most of -- many of the grants will be definitely applied science as opposed to at the very basic stem cell research level.  So I think that that’s an important distinction that in the report it seems to suggest the best science rather than disease specific. But I think what it should say is the best science regardless of which disease it is.  And it could be very disease specific.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think Paul Pescatello had -- 




MR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  -- I just wanted to make a comment.  Not directly on this, but maybe another focus for the committee because I’m -- I was part of the study committee and I’m looking at the section of the report that talks about grantee accountability. And if you’re looking as a group to add value to the stem cell -- the generic research stem cell research world focusing on what the researcher -- what the grantees that you have given funds to are doing and how that research progresses, really taking an active role in monitoring that research and focusing it towards therapeutic ends and towards commercial ends is something that could be -- would be very unique in the granting process around the academic world.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Could we -- we’ve consumed a considerable amount of our available time on this issue and we’ve heard some very diverse points of view.  I’m not quite sure where the group would like to go with this. We need -- there are some other agenda items we really need to discuss today, and we have less than an hour. And I’m not sure what the group -- what is your pleasure about deciding our strategy?  




DR. STRAUSS:  Commissioner?  Just to a make a point, the role of the Academy and Price Waterhouse in doing this study was to inform the strategic planning subcommittee so that they could then put together the strategic plan.  So at least from our perspective that’s the work we were doing.  




Also I just wanted to mention that we did a study in that was publicly released in 2005 per the Department of Economic and Community Development under the assessment of a Connecticut technology seed capital fund.  Looking at should the state be investing in seed capital ventures and if so how should it do it. 




One of the concerns raised by that committee and in the report was that they should not -- or the attempt should not be made to pick winners. So because we think we’re good in nanotechnology or aerospace components don’t pick those fields because you might mix -- miss the emerging technology or the emerging science that could really lead you to a winner. So the point made here was specifically that, you know, from the researchers and from the analysis that was done was look for the best science.  




In the stakeholder forum we also had a -- the patient advocacy -- a representative from the patient advocacy community, Alpha 1 foundation.  And there was discussion back and forth about how they would feel about investing in the best science rather than specifically research designed in their area of interest.  And although that may sound counterintuitive they weren’t necessarily against looking at in that regard.  They said it might help to advance the science and the technology so that they could get to the point where they wanted it.  


So we will finalize our report and look to publicly release it.  If anybody on the study committee or the strategic finding subcommittee has any comments based on the draft report we’d like them to hear from you so that we can -- especially if there are errors in the report, then we’d make those corrections and then print it and publicly release it.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I certainly agree with your comments and appreciate them.  And at the UCONN commencement ten days ago they had an individual from MIT who won the Nobel prize in physics at age 43. But he went down three other pathways and looked promising at the start. And he did it in particle physics and -- with very cold environments, you know, many times below absolute zero and blah, blah. But at any rate he had several projects that didn’t work or that he had said looked very promising. So I agree with you that you can’t always tell from the start which one is the one that’s going to have an enormous breakthrough.  




And there has been some excellent comments from Ann and from others at the table. I’m right now very concerned not about how our grants go or where they go, but what kind of structure do you guys want to have?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I just wanted to make a comment.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  No, but I really need -- I mean we can’t -- I have to agree with Kevin. We can’t keep go meeting after meeting. I need to know what kind of structure do you want to have?  Do you want to go big?  Do you want to go small?  Because we’re out, we’re talking to California, we’re talking to Canada.  We’re talking to Great Britain. We’re going be talking to Australia. And some of these people want to partner with us or at least have expressed an interest in partnering.  I think the Connecticut development people tell us you can do that.  But I don’t know what you want to do and there -- they’re not very much the same thing. The scientific awarding of grants and hiring someone -- and put some donations -- being a part of a major operation of the university driven operation is something else.  But this group has got to decide which way do you want to go.  




DR. LENSCH:  So in all of this discussion we’ve talked about basically services that the state could offer. I think the point is well taken that that’s not going to convince anyone.  There is only one thing that the state owns in this and it’s a 5 percent share of the royalties from these grants.  And so if there is anything that we have on the table right now to interest investment it’s basically to sell a percentage of that interest for a lump sum and it’s speculative.  But it is something that I think we should think about because it’s all the state owns as far as this investment is concerned is basically 5 percent of any future royalties. And maybe that’s something to negotiate with.  I don’t know if it is or it isn’t, but it is something that we own.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A little bit of value we’re putting forward.  Kevin, it would be extremely fortuitous to get anything significant out of this small amount of money.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  This report that was done by Price Waterhouse for CASE for us is now supposed to be taken up by the strategic planning subcommittee.  Am I correct in that, Bob?  I think I am. We have a problem in that the Chairman of the strategic planning subcommittee has not been able to do too much because of his new position.  I think -- I don’t know what the process would be, but it’s possible that maybe he would need some assistance to continue to lead the strategic planning subcommittee and perhaps Dr. Lensch would volunteer to assist.  Dr. Jennings is having difficulty, I think, carrying out this mandate especially now with this report that’s coming to him, which is supposed to come back to the Advisory Committee with the strategies. 




DR. LENSCH:  If I could just respond to quickly to that. It’s very kind of you to think of me, Bob, but I have to honestly say that it’s been very difficult for me at this point to balance everything I have to do considering the things that have been asked of me already. And I couldn’t in good faith take on something as important as that. I wouldn’t in any way be able to guarantee a significant time commitment. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, my only point was that I think without a more active chairman of the strategic subcommittee all this fine work may not fall on very fertile ground.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, we need to move onto other items. There will be more information from the folks going to California. Even more information from the folks going to the stem cell research group that is meeting in Australia.  I still think -- I don’t want to beat the problem to death, you know, figure small.  




We’ll move ahead. We do have one item which I think is critical. Thank you very much.  




DR. STRAUSS:  Thank you, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I have no problem with you. I think your report is excellent. 




DR. STRAUSS:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Like in all democratic processes it’s very difficult to get a lot of active minds together and find out which way we’re going to move.  




DR. STRAUSS:  Well, thank for giving us the opportunity.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You are welcome. 




DR. STRAUSS:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Nancy, would you like to discuss -- 




MS. RION:  -- sure.  I’d be glad to, thank you.  




Well, turning to the packet that has a clip on the top.  Let me tell you what is here.  I’ve tried to summarize it on the first page.  You’ll remember in November that you recommended funding 200,000 dollars to Dr. Gang Shu at UCONN for a proposal.  He has accepted a job in Hong Kong. He did that before the contract was signed, before funding was sent.  And the research has therefore not begun.  This is the only -- of the 21 grants that you recommended this is the only one that has not been funded and the research has not yet begun. 




So you have what maybe ten options. I put together three for you to consider and would welcome your other ideas.  The first one is simply to say, okay, this proposal will not be funded. We’ll put that 200,000 dollars into next year’s competition.  




Another one which might be a little more complicated is to award the 200,000 to the next in line unfunded seed proposal. That will take some work to figure out exactly which one that is. We didn’t do that carefully and we should think about that for the next application to have that contingency there. 




The third is to concur with the UCONN proposal that they substitute a new PI. And they have recommended that Jerry Yang be substituted for Gang Shu as the PI for this project.  What you will find in this document is first, No. 1, the seed description from the RFP. And that’s on that very first page and I’ve got a one at the top of the page.  So you can see what you said, you decided should be a description of the seed proposal.




The No. -- I copied three pages from the transcript of your November 20th meeting.  Two of those were specific. It was Dr. Yang and Dr. Mandelkern, I think -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mr. Mandelkern. 




MS. RION:  Mr. Mandelkern, I apologize.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Somebody has to be a Mr. on this committee.  




MS. RION:  Fine. Their comments about this particular grant, and I would just note for the record that Dr. Yang mentioned the specific expertise of Dr. Shu and his training to be able to accomplish this proposal as he recommended that.  And then the third page from that transcript are some comments from Dr. Galvin and I think he was quoting Ernie saying, talking about the purpose of these seed grants in wanting to encourage young investigators.  




I followed that with the original proposal from Dr. Gang Shu.  And then four, five and six are the materials that Jerry Yang sent for you to look at to consider as you -- if you wanted to consider that third option.  I would also note that, I believe, Jerry is on the phone and he has said to me that he -- Jerry, are you still there?  




DR. JERRY YANG:  Hello. 




MS. RION:  Yes.  




DR. YANG:  I will turn off now, okay. 




MS. RION:  That sounds good. Thank you. 




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  




MS. RION:  So Jerry agreed that it would not be a good thing for him to be part of this conversation.  So I will be glad to answer any other questions.  But I hope that all the material is here that you can have a discussion and sort of figure out --- the interesting piece is if this had been funded, then we have very specific guidelines for what in the contract -- for what to do if you change a PI.  But we don’t have any guidelines. So this is really up to your -- it just fell in that crack and it’s up to your discussion and decision. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your good work. Let me see if I can reduce this to perhaps more -- something -- an understandable theories of decision.  




MR. SALTON:  Can I ask a question? Nancy, do we know who was, under the conflict rules, who was authorized to vote on this application as a UCONN application and who was not authorized to vote -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I was not. It’s UCONN. 




MS. RION:  I do not -- I did not think to bring that list with me.  I think we would have to ask -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- so that -- I think that’s a element because basically this is a reconsideration of a open -- we don’t have a contract. So this is basically still an application for bid. And it’s a reconsideration of that application.  So the same rules would apply as if we were addressing this back in November so that the UCONN -- the people who were disqualified from voting on this should not be addressing this application.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think there is another good point, do we want to fund it at all or just say -- 




MS. RION:  -- that was -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we’ll fund it next year.  We’re not going to say whether it’s good or it’s bad or anybody -- you know, the guy who funded it, the guy didn’t sign the contract, the guy is gone, the money is not going to be awarded.  




MR. SALTON:  And I think Nancy mentioned that was one of the three options we allow a substitute, we let the money lapse and it will be still in the fund for next year’s distribution so we’ll have ten million, whatever this was, 200,000, and -- or we -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- try to find the next best grant. 




MR. SALTON:  Right. Which I think would be very problematic. But -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I disagree with you, Henry.  With all due respect, this is not a decision about a grant application.  It is a decision of policy. What do you do when an investigator who was funded from Yale, UCONN or the moon decides to move out of the system prior to signing a contract.  It has nothing to do with this person.  Once we decide on this application we’re going to follow these types of patterns for other applications.  So it has nothing to do with conflict.  Somebody who is jumping to be -- is in conflict, that’s a different story.  




MR. SALTON:  Respectfully I understand what you’re saying, but I’m not so certain that there should be any difference between someone who has actually signed a contract where we reserved the right to terminate the contract and take -- not award any dollars at all or recoup all our dollars if the investigator leaves, and -- or we allow substitute, which is within our discretion.  And I’m not sure that  there is any difference between making that decision under that contract rules and making the decision under the -- where their contract hasn’t been executed.




But he has been -- this application was selected and identified and voted by the committee to receive an award. So I think the difference there between making that status versus just someone in the -- a generic policy, you know, that status versus being in the -- following the contract rules where they’ve signed the contract as opposed to merely being identified and given the opportunity to sign the contract. 




DR. CANALIS:  The fact that you’re establishing policy and that’s what we’re discussing.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think the question is -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that’s what we’re discussing.  




MR. SALTON:  Should the policy differ from the contract.  




DR. CANALIS:  It has nothing to do with the application. It has to do with policy.  That’s my issue.  It has nothing to do with conflict.  You’re conflicted if you try to get a hold of the money, that I understand.  But if what we’re discussing is how to proceed that is policy, it’s not conflict.  




MR. SALTON:  The agenda item is consideration of this seed proposal. Now, if the committee wants to consider this outside the seed proposal -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I don’t agree.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, that’s what the agenda item is.  Well, you can read it on the agenda. 




DR. CANALIS:  That is the way that Nancy happened to phrase it.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on, Ernie.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question that maybe you can answer, Nancy. I think the whole basis of the grant was based on the experience that Dr. Shu had. And I’m wondering if he’s not there who will be doing the project and do they have the necessary skills to do it?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- so are we going to discus this particular project or are we going to discuss the policy?  




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner, you tell us. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I didn’t hear all of your question.   




MR. SALTON:  I guess my question is are you going -- if you’re going to discuss this particular project then the conflict rules apply.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. SALTON:  If you’re going to discuss the policy in a generic way about if anybody in the future this happens again or in this or in this -- what should be the policy on someone who has been selected for an award, chosen to leave -- is no longer going to be the principle investigator, how do you want to deal with that beyond what the contract rules say, which would be different than the contract rules than the conflict rules don’t apply. If we’re just going to talk about policy.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree with Dr. Canalis, I think. 




MR. SALTON:  Well, I guess that’s -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we’re talking about policy.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, then -- well, then that question can’t be discussed at this time because then the conflict rules will be -- so that’s what I’m saying you have to -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- no, he just asked who else was on the grant.  




DR. WAGERS:  May I interject something? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead.  




DR. WAGERS:  I just -- I think this is a good point and I’d like to sort of suggest that what we do is discuss the policy first and I would actually advocate for a policy where we follow the same rules that would have applied if the contract had been signed.  And if we can all come to agreement with that then we can move on to discussing the grant itself.  




DR. FISHBONE:  We do have a policy, don’t we, for that?  I seem to recall that we have a policy that if the PI moves what happens to that money.




MR. SALTON:  There is a provision in the contract that says -- that addresses that problem. But this -- in these circumstances the applicant did not sign the contract.  The change took place before they signed the contract and they haven’t signed the contract yet.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Is there now a policy at the state level as to if there is a pending contract with any kind of vendor or provider and the key person in that group leaves is there a reconsideration of the contract?  


MR. SALTON:  The state always reserves the right to rescind the contract and put it back out to bid. Or if they can consider -- it depends on how the fit is. I mean if you’re talking about a plumbing supply, a pipe is a pipe, that may -- then you could maybe do a substitute -- if you have someone who will accept the same terms.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The policy is you make a determination on a case by case basis as to how critical that piece of expertise or equipment is for the contract. 




MR. SALTON:  Right.  Again, basically the state policy is what sort of is reflected in your contract.  We can choose to terminate and rescind or we can choose to allow, if it’s an appropriate fit, a substitute.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I appreciate very much my colleagues’ comments on the process of this agenda item, and it is quite complex. What I would like to do is focus on the science of this transfer proposal.  First of all, the second -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- I think Mr. Mandelkern, I hate to cut you off, but the question is -- I think if the committee is discuss the policy versus the specifics of the contract we’re dealing specifically -- we have to deal with the UCONN disqualification.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  You’re saying that this agenda item has been removed, is that right?  




MR. SALTON:  No, I’m not saying that. I’m saying there seems to be -- I have to safeguard one thing -- the only reason why I’m in here is because if we’re going to discuss this individual contract then we -- I want to make sure that every member who is disqualified stays out of the discussion.  And your -- Ernie and the Commissioner have indicated -- and Amy has indicated that they’d like to discuss policy and the steps of policy and how they handle this. If that’s -- if you’re going to go back to discussing the individual contract then we -- I want to make sure that the disqualified persons are identified on the record and they stay out of the discussion.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Ernie and myself and -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- why don’t we make your life simple, Henry, and I disqualify myself so you can go back and forth between policy and this particular grant at will.  




MR. SALTON:  Is that the only -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- and the Commissioner.  You have only two people who are disqualified, you know, for once we will not speak. And you can go back and forth between policy and the grant ad lib. Yes?  




MR. SALTON:  The Committee’s choice. 




DR. CANALIS:  I disqualify myself. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So noted. 




DR. CANALIS:  On the record.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So noted.  




DR. CANALIS:  Do whatever you want.  




DR. LATHAM:  I’ve got a policy point that may apply only to seed grants. To the extent that we chose to fund a seed grant because we have an inexperienced junior researcher then switching PI’s to a researcher who doesn’t follow that description might undercut part of the point of having made that particular seed grant.  So that’s one consideration. 




If we get to the point of talking about this particular contract I have further observations about whether what I just said applies to this at all.  But in general we might think about seed grants having something in them besides just the scientific validity of what the research plan is, it’s something to do with supporting the new researchers or getting a project off the ground.  And switching PI’s in that case is different from switching PI’s in a -- one of the larger grants.  




MR. SALTON:  I think that’s very -- and I think also there was, I recall, one seed application where it was criticized because the applicant was not -- shouldn’t be considered a junior investigator.  And that that in the process of evaluating that application it was lowered in its desirability on that basis.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But there was a second PI on that project, Dr. Carver, who has put in his application for the transfer.  I would just like quickly to market the point that the science in this seed proposal is the only science directed towards diabetes. And the science of this investigator has, if you read the proposal from UCONN, they have succeeded in mice in isolating insulin producing cells in the pancreas of mice.  And in the UCONN proposal for the transfer from Dr. Shu, who left, to Dr. Yang as the PI supervising says that they have achieved through nuclear transfer in diabetic mice the establishment of mouse related stem cells.  




I certainly feel since this PI who was leaving for Hong Kong has promised collaboration with Dr. Yang and Dr. Carter that the science that has been done so far is very valuable science and that we should continue it and grant the UCONN proposal as submitted in the five or six letters and follow ups I think according to all procedures that Nancy laid out.  That would be my recommendation, not to focus on process, but on the science that we have going and that we can continue to work on.  




DR. LATHAM:  I think all the disqualified people have left the room and had indeed left the room before Mr. Mandelkern began to talk about this last substantive point.  So -- 




DR. WAGERS:  -- can I ask a question? Does anyone know what the number of this grant was? 




MS. RION:  Yes.  It was -- just one second.  Because I have it in front of me on my computer the eligible reviewers.  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, Amy, it was 06SCA26. 




DR. LATHAM:  So I would like to propose a motion which -- and I’m going to look to Henry to see if what I’m about to move makes sense -- I’d like to propose as a motion to follow Amy’s suggestion that in circumstances like this we behave as though the contract were already in place. Because my understanding of what that does is that it throws it back to our discretion whether we substitute the PI or not.  So on the policy question I’d like to move that in circumstances like this we conduct ourselves as if the contract were already in place and follow the procedures outlined in the contract.  


DR. WAGERS:  I’ll second that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  There was a second from Amy.  




MR. SALTON:  Myron, do you want to call the vote or -- is there any discussion before we do that?  Is there any discussion?  




DR. LATHAM:  Is the logic behind that only that in our -- in the contract it says what can happen after the contract is signed?  




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




DR. LATHAM:  Because logically you would think that you ought to have more discretion before the contract was signed.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, we pretty much have all -- either way they’re the same level of discretion which is all the discussion is -- he can either keep the money or allow a substitute.  




DR. LATHAM:  I don’t know what the third option is. 




MR. SALTON:  Penalize him, I guess. 




DR. GENEL:  Is the question called? 




MR. SALTON:  Is the question called?  Do you want to call for a vote? 




DR. GENEL:  Okay, all in favor. 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




DR. GENEL: Opposed?  Abstaining?  So it’s unanimous of those present.  




MR. SALTON:  Okay. So we’ve established the policy now.  Do you want to talk about this individual grant?  




DR. LATHAM:  So in the case of this individual contract I think that what I said earlier about seed grants doesn’t apply that well because it looks to me as though Dr. Shu is relatively experienced as the original recipient of this grant.  So it must not have weighed with us very heavily the seed grant status. The seed grant language just says that we -- that priority will be given to junior faculty members. Dr. Shu is described in his own application as having many years experience doing stem cell research and so on. And so in a case like this I wouldn’t mind substituting to Gerry as the PI because we’re not loosing the funding of a junior person -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- so what’s the motion, Steve?  




DR. LATHAM:  Well, I hadn’t made a motion. Shall I?  




DR. GENEL:  Do we have the language of the original RFP here? 




MR. SALTON:  Yes, that’s -- it’s the second page to the thing that Nancy handed out. 




DR. LATHAM:  Seed grants are on page two. There is a little outline of how we define seed grants. 




DR. HUANG:  If I could make a comment. I was one of the original people assigned the review along with Mr. Mandelkern.  Dr. Shu had training at Dossling Diabetes Center and also at Johnson and Johnson. And had started working with Jerry Yang in his lab to learn stem cell techniques. So he was new in the sense that he was applying the stem cell work to the problem of diabetes.  




I think that in this case Mr. Mandelkern is absolutely correct that the work has always been done in close association with Jerry Yang’s lab.  And that it does -- it really is just a matter of reorganization of the manpower as opposed to switching it to somebody else doing the work. The co-PI remains the same.  He’s somebody who is very heavy -- from the National Institute of -- Dr. Mark Carter.  So basically the work will go on very much as if Dr. Shu were still there.  




And I think that I would be in favor of allowing the change in the PI.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can I ask a question about the work going forward and who is doing the work? This is Milt Wallack.  Amy asked about the grant and I had it in front of me only because I wanted to see also how it was done going to go forward.  And it’s described here as somebody who we actually met at STEMCONN, a fourth year graduate student, Jason Gibson, was going to do most of the experiments with those in the Shu section of the proposal.  Is it -- can anybody tell us since Jason is the one who was working with Dr. Shu and is the only one left in a sense on this project is it the intent as we go forward to have Jason Gibson do the work that was proposed here or not?  




DR. WAGERS:  I thought that it was from my reading of the letter.  




DR. WALLACK:  I didn’t get that impression.  




DR. WAGERS:  No?  Okay, maybe -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I looked for that and that’s why I’m asking the question.  




DR. LATHAM:  In the May 10th letter from Gang Shu it says Dr. Yang is a major advisor of the graduate student, Jay Gibson, who is proposed to conduct the ESE differentiation work as proposed.  So I think the idea is that Gibson will stay on.  If you read Gang Shu’s letter of May 10th. 




DR. WALLACK:  Can we get that confirmed in any shape, manner or fashion?  Because I think that’s an important component of how we go forward in this discussion.  




DR. LATHAM:  Confirmed more than the fact that Dr. Shu has represented that that’s what’s going to happen in a letter to the committee? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Also, in Dr. Yang’s proposal he also confirms the same thing point, Steve. If you go back to Gerry’s letter that the work will continue under his guidance with he as the new PI and the co-PI remains.  So there is two verifications that the state of the work will go forward in the same manner that it had been going on until now when Dr. Shu left because he couldn’t get his salary.  




MS. RION:  Just to clarify, Jerry Yang does not mention Jay Gibson.  He -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- but he mentions the going -- the work going forward.  




MS. RION:  He mentions a new person, Mark Carter.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mark Carter is the co-PI on the original.  Mark Carter, Nancy, is the co-PI on the original application.  




MS. RION:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  In this circumstance I think there is an overwhelming interest in having the work go forward.  Would it be appropriate to ask for a more rigorous interim review of how this is happening, does this actually work for -- if we approve the change in the PI what requirements do we normally ask to go for the second year of funding for this?  




MS. HORN:  In terms of the reports?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.  




MS. HORN:  In the past a yearly progress report and some financial reports. 




DR. WALLACK:  Whoever asked the question, I’d be in favor of greater clarification and I’d be in favor of clarification about who was going to exactly be working on the project.  I understand the idea of the PI, that’s very clear.  But if I’m reading the proposal correctly and if I remember the meeting that I had with them. As a matter of fact, we even took some pictures of him. He had a poster session. He participated in the poster session on Tuesday at the Governor’s presentation. And I was very struck, very impressed by the fact that this was a very accomplished and well intentioned and passionate person who was working on this project.  And that’s what’s driving my question about making sure that this person, Jason Gibson, who is highlighted on page 11 of the proposal is in fact going to still be on the project.  




DR. LATHAM:  Milt, in the letter that Dr. Shu writes to this committee of May 10th he says, “Jay Gibson, who is proposed to conduct the ESE differentiation work as proposed. Jay and I have been working hard on mouse differentiation”, etcetera.  “Our research on stem cell will greatly advance”, you know, he says that Jay is going to go forward doing -- conducting the work as proposed.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But the problem is that Dr. Yang doesn’t say that. 




DR. WAGERS:  Dr. Yang says -- refers to the graduate student.  He may just not have named him. 




DR. WALLACK:  Where?  




DR. WAGERS:  It’s on the section that’s entitled moving forward, the second bullet point where he asks to change the budget, which is something else I’d like to talk about too. But he says, “we are asking that the graduate student’s salary be changed from full time to half time with the remaining half funded from other sources.”  




DR. HUANG:  If I could make a point. I think that while the seed grants are meant to support a relatively junior investigator, if Gerry weren’t named on this grant as the PI I would have less confidence in the work going forward.  The reason that I feel confident -- comfortable and confident in it is because Dr. Shu had been working in Dr. Yang’s group for the last 13 months and I think that that adds to my level of confidence that the work is going to go forward. And I think that all indications are that the graduate student would be the same and that the work would go forward as if Dr. Shu were still there. 




MR. SALTON:  Willy?  




DR. LENSCH:  I’m convinced by the documentation that I have and think that this is a matter that we can resolve right now. I see this a a simple issue of substituting one principle investigator for another.  The bulk of the work remains the same.  They -- I feel that these investigators should not be held to any more rigorous standard for reporting their milestones than any other applicant.  And at this point I move to accept that Jerry Yang be subtitled as the PI on this grant.  




DR. GENEL:  Is there a second? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I second it. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay, Bob, thank you. Any further discussion?  




DR. WAGERS:  Can I ask a question? 




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.  




DR. WAGERS:  Does this include the proposed changes to the budget and do we have the authority to do that?  I seem to remember in our previous discussions changing the budget was a fiscal piece. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  But they’re very minor changes.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, perhaps can we -- perhaps we can make that as a -- leave that aside as a second issue, if we agree on the change in the PI.  




DR. WAGERS:  That’s fine with me. I just wanted to make sure that -- 




DR. GENEL:  Henry, can you give us a ruling on that?  




MR. SALTON:  Well --




MS. RION:  -- it’s a small enough piece that that’s an administrative change. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay. 




MS. RION:  I believe. 




MR. SALTON:  Under the contract they could make that change after the contract was signed and would just be subject to Connecticut CTI kind of looking at, right?  




MS. RION:  But I would welcome your advice.  




DR. LATHAM:  Well, we’ve already agreed that we’ve going to treat this as if the contract was signed.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s a very minor change according to the application. I can’t find the language -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- the total amount doesn’t change, it’s just the allocation.  So I don’t think that that’s an issue. 




DR. WAGERS:  Okay, thanks.  




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




DR. LENSCH:  I move for the chair to call the question. 




DR. GENEL:  Thank you. The question has been called.  A motion has been made to permit the change of the PI to Jerry Yang, all in favor, aye? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




DR. GENEL:  I think opposed?  Two abstentions, then.  




DR. WALLACK:  Three. 




DR. GENEL:  Three abstentions.  Thank you.  


DR. FISHBONE:  Can I make a point about the reason that this came about and it’s something that we need to perhaps look out for in next year’s funding. I can’t talk much louder.  The reason this came about was that we approved his funding but his salary was in the core grant that didn’t get funded. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  The hybrid fund didn’t get -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  -- the hybrid, yes.  So I think it’s something we, perhaps, should look out for next year because this created a whole series of events that we shouldn’t fund the seed grant, you know, if it’s -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- well, I think that’s a discussion for another time, I’m afraid. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, but I’m just bringing it up because that’s why this whole problem -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- no, I think the point is well taken and I think it should be identified. Have we finished with this matter?  




MS. RION:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  Can we -- how much time do we have?  We have ten minutes.  Draft report, the draft report.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just in April you all received a copy of a draft annual report that by statute is given to the General Assembly and to the Governor’s office by June 30th. Today you got a hard copy of a later version of it.  If you think it’s an odd format I will say it sort of follows the template that executive branch agencies use in reporting out to the General Assembly. That’s why it’s template and formatted the way it is.  




We would ask you to -- it’s your report. It’s not going to come from the Department. It will come from the Commissioner as Chair of this body, but it’s -- I would ask you to take a look at it and come back next month prepared to discuss it.  




DR. LENSCH:  One point to make, so I was in charge of the review process subcommittee and we issued a report to this group, which has not made it into this document.  It was issued months ago and handed out to everyone on this committee. So I apologize for not making that more clear in the e-mail follow up to your question that I submit something in April. But that report was in the hands of this committee months ago. It should just be included here.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right, good point. Thank you.  




DR. KIESSLING:  How do we get it? It’s in an e-mail.  




DR. LENSCH:  It was previously distributed to members of this body by Nancy leading up to our big meeting where we voted on all the grants. Perhaps I -- it could just be redistributed.  




DR. GENEL:  Are you talking about your report or this report? 




DR. LENSCH:  I’m talking about the report that our subcommittee issued Bob, Charles, Ann and I to this committee, recommendations for how the review process should go forward that we already compiled and submitted that to the group. It just didn’t make it into this document. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you need a copy of that, Dr. Kiessling?  




DR. KIESSLING:  No, I’m all set.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’d like to complement Warren on the draft report that came, not this one, the one that I was able to read previously -- I think the report was excellently done. I felt almost excited as I was reading through it even though I’ve lived through it all. It was a very stimulating report. And I think that perhaps the conclusion needed a little bit more -- but maybe -- maybe you’re not permitted to give a knock out blow at the end. But the report was a real knock out I felt. And just at the end it needed a little push. So I’m looking forward to reading the new draft. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Anything that anybody wants including getting rid of all of this and doing something else that’s fine. By statute you only have -- you could simply put out a list of what’s going on in the universities and who got the money. That’s all that was mandated by the law. We wrote everything else just to sort of promote Connecticut.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, Commissioner, if I may -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- not only was I didn’t participate in the deliberations of the previous grant, but I was totally outside the room. So I want to go on record on that. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I would like to go on record that I watched him -- I was near the door.  




DR. CANALIS:  I want go on the record. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  He was actually outside the building two thirds of it.  




DR. GENEL:  On page five, the second paragraph, it does make note of the -- of your -- of the report, I believe, or is that -- I’m sorry, Willy, that’s not the report you were referring to, is it?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, the report that I was referring to was just a list of suggestions about how the meeting should run. And it was distributed earlier.  And that that should still be somewhere in -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- that should be in there. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I endorse Bob’s comments. I thought this was a superb review of all that has been coming in the last few years. And I was amazed at how much was accomplished and it was a complement to our work.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  All right, so if you have any comments -- this has to be endorsed, moved and endorsed and all that kind of stuff by the committee. So there is only one more meeting.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anything additional send to you.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And we’ll get out the final copy, the final draft copy prior to the next meeting and then that will be for action, that will be an action item.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Action at the next meeting. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  And that next meeting is in the middle of the International Stem Cell meeting so a bunch of us won’t be here.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  A bunch of you?  How many?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Willy, are you going? 




DR. LENSCH:  No, I’m not going to go.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have to adjourn very shortly. I think we’ll need to postpone the report from ethics and legal.  Target dates, August 1st to release the RFP?  September 15th receive letters of intent, November 1st receive proposals.  




MS. HORN:  So for our August 1st release date that gives us two more meetings to revise the RFP. They need to think about the kinds of things that you ran into in the RFP when it was released the first time  -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- can you distribute the RFP electronically?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s on our -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- it’s important we get as many members as can make it in June because we will be missing some due to the International meeting, but the RFP format is very important. 




MS. HORN:  Right. You’re going to be looking at what your priorities are.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I believe that at our next meeting that either the subcommittee -- our subcommittee could be ranked a little higher on the agenda or we address the agenda from the bottom up. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Willy? 




DR. LENSCH:  And just one point, so we did -- we did articulate a matter of policy while you were out of the room that we treated this application as though a contract had been issued and then we were able to talk about the (inaudible) as far as policy decision though you had (inaudible) it was unanimous. Did that make sense? 




DR. CANALIS:  It did not make sense that I was asked -- but it makes sense, fine.  




DR. LENSCH:  Yes, just in terms of -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- keep it simple. Yes, just to keep -- not because it was my desire, but it was the only way to get things moving. By rights, I think, I should have participated in the decision making process of policy.  I just wanted to keep life simple and because of that I left the room, but it’s not -- you know, it is not my belief that it was what was right to do.  It was just out of simplicity.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just an announcement, you’ve heard it -- we did form an interstate alliance for stem cell research at the last STEMCONN meeting. Funding has been procured by the National Academy of Science as well as a few centers of the states.  And nine states will be getting together with at least two, maybe three countries in Irvine, California next week to deal with issues of governance and such. But Connecticut is chairing that effort, so we’re pretty excited about it. 




MS. RION:  Commissioner, I’m wondering if you would take one minute to hear from -- we have a guest here from New York, Ms. Willey, who is working on the stem cell program in New York and has come to observe. And I don’t know whether you have any comments or -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we’re ordinarily not quite as contentious.  




DR. ANNE WILLEY:  Oh, I don’t know, I think every advisory committee for every topic has --  I’m Anne Willey. I’m the Director of Laboratory Policy and Planning for the Wadsworth Center in the New York State Health Department.  The 100 million dollar appropriation for stem cell research funding in New York for the first year and 50 million dollars for this year thereafter up to a total of 600 million dollars has passed.  We are in the process of identifying potential nominees for our 26 member advisory group, which will consist of two committees. One called the funding committee and one called the ethics committee.  Both committees chaired by the Commissioner or his designee.




We hope to have -- no funds can go out until the committees have decided on how to spend the money. We hope to actually distribute 25 million before March of next year.  Our fiscal year is from April to March. So we’re on a fast track to find -- get the committees appointed so they can decide that we’re doing -- spending the money in the right way. 




Staffing, the issue of what do you want to look like, what do you want your structure to be, what kind of staff, we think we are looking at a staff of a minimum of 15, probably when we get into the funding business 30 staff members to manage contracts through the state procurement process.  We do have a research institute in New York state and the fund has been set up in statute can receive donations. But we have to say -- who would give to the state but it has to distribute through a procurement process.  That’s onerous as best.  




So that’s kind of -- we’re in the process now of evaluating who is doing research in New York state on stem cells.  I would point out that our statute does not -- it’s very, very broad.  It funds stem cell research.  There is no mention of -- there is no mention of embryonic. So it potentially allows -- and it mentions no institutions. There is no restriction on whether commercial entities could receive the funding.  Of course we know there is the politics of who thinks they wrote the legislation and who thinks they’re getting the money.  


And I have also attended the advisory committee meetings in California. You know, they’re the guerilla in terms of the amounts of money that they’re putting out. And I was there last -- in May they were getting ready to put out 276 million for facility grants. That’s the next round of grants. I think most of us who are looking at 10 million, 25 million, even 50 million are playing in the same league.  We’re talking about seed money unless the institutions, I was actually at UCONN, if they can put that kind of investment into a vision that incorporates stem cells.




We also have the New York state five million for public core blood bank.  We think it will take a minimum of 20 million unless we can leverage that’s not -- so a brief report. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much. Thank you for your -- you did touch on the fact that you consider it seed money. I’m not sure you understand that the 80 million we have left is tobacco settlement money, which is sort of this mythological fund which has been spent many times over.  But that’s where the money is coming from, so it doesn’t at least appear as if it’s coming out of bonding fund.  




MS. WILLEY:  Our future funds beyond the initial 200 million is coming from a settlement between Blue Shield/Blue Cross and the State of New York and their conversion to a for profit health care.  This is the state’s share of the profits. So I also believe that it’s mythical money that’s been spent 55 times. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if I tend to look at this very aggressively.  I just finished a business degree and I think that it’s probably the only way we’re going to move forward and we don’t want to -- we don’t mind shouldering you out of the way a little bit, we’d like to not push you all of the way off the track so you fall in the cinders, but we really want to get ahead.  




MS. WILLEY:  So as neighbors maybe we could have a northeast consortium.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s another good thought.  




MS. WILLEY:  And Massachusetts moves forward as well and New Jersey.  The northeast invades, you know.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.  Is that it? Thanks, Paul. Thank you to all our guests from Massachusetts for coming down.  




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:08 p.m.)
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