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CHAIRPERSON JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  For the record, my name is Julius Landwirth, and I’m substituting for our Chair, Dr. Galvin, who is away, and I will be taking that position until about 3:00, when I have to leave.




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Julie, louder, please.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  It will be taken over at that point by your friend, Milt Wallack.  We do not yet have a quorum, but we do have a guest speaker, who we’re anxious to hear from, who is on a tight schedule of his own, so I suggest that we proceed with that part of it.  It doesn’t require taking any official action.




Now this is the first time that we’ve had a guest speaker from this perspective at our meeting, so I’d just like to, before he’s formally introduced, ask Warren to just give us a little background information, as to how we got to this point.




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you very much, Dr. Landwirth.  We reported back a few times now on a few of the meetings of the Interstate Alliance on Stem Cell Research.  That’s the body of states with enabling legislation and/or existing publicly funded stem cell programs that get together every six months for purposes of increasing collaborative opportunities.




We had a meeting.  Our most recent meeting was in March down in D.C., and that was also the first time that we brought in members of the advocacy communities, patient advocates and invited them to present their priorities and issues to all the states who were gathered around.




We’re very pleased that Dr. Goldstein was able to come and talk to us about current and planned activities at the JDRF.  He put out an offer to other states to discuss with him opportunities for collaboration.  That led to this body inviting Dr. Goldstein today, so we’re pleased it’s working out.




I know, for a more formal invitation, I’m going to turn it over to Dr. Fishbone.




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Dr. Goldstein is the Chief Scientific Officer for the Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation, and he’s responsible for guiding and supervising all of the research portfolio for the foundation.  He has an M.D. degree, a Ph.D. degree, an MBA degree, so he has a pretty good background for many things.




He was, prior to coming to JDRF in 1997, he was Director of the Division of Allergy, Immunology and Transplantation at the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases at the NIH.




He’s written many papers, is on the Advisory Boards of many committees, but I think one of his major interests is in Stem Cell research, where he has been the point man for the Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation since the very advent of Stem Cell research and has been following very closely all of the things, the ups and downs of what’s happened and, also, has some insights into the possible future of it.  Dr. Goldstein?




DR. ROBERT GOLDSTEIN:  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  Can you hear me?  Does this work?




MR. MANDELKERN:  No.  That’s not amplification.  That’s just for the record.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  That’s just for him?  Can you hear me?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Okay.  Do you mind if I sit, as opposed to stand?  Does that work?  Okay.  Thank you for inviting the Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation to spend a few minutes with you.  We’ve been at the Human Embryonic Stem Cell wars since 1998, when we were one of the very, very first foundations that took a public position and said this is a good thing for our constituency, and that led to a variety of things.




Now, as we blink an eyelash, 10 years has passed, and I guess, to some extent, we’re still at this. What I’ve come here today is really I’ll give the conclusion first.  Partnering and collaborating is, we think, key to stem cell research, if not, other areas of science.  It’s begging for this kind of collaborative effort, whether it be with a foundation like us, or whether it be with another state.




We think we have some good experiences to share with people on the one hand, and, on the other hand, we like to do this kind of thing, because we want to get you to do our work, and we’d like to find out what it would take to accomplish that.




The first slide is a commercial message, which says something that is important from my perspective.  This organization was founded more than 30 years ago by really moms and pops.  In the first year, they raised 10,000 dollars and funded research and said their mission would be to raise money and cure this disease.  




It didn’t work out on their time frame.  We’re still at that.  In this current year, which ends June 30th, which is why I’m rushing back, it’s the end of fiscal year, so you all understand what that means, we’ll fund about 160 or 165 million dollars’ worth of research this year, and we project 195 million spent next year.




Of that, probably 10 million or so would be on stem cell in all aspects, so that makes us a fairly important source of funds for research and diabetes, Juvenile Diabetes and stem cell.




Next slide?  Next one?  This slide just outlines what I would call some of our operating principles, which we don’t have to belabor, but, basically, from the beginning, we supported very basic work.  We support people working and talking with each other, and we created the typical environment of sharing information these days, so when we give people grants, we tell them we want to share data, we want publications out.




The recurring theme is that the collaboration has been extraordinarily important and interdisciplinary work much discussed, but seldom done and practiced in the states.  We try to do our fair share of public education and that sort of thing.




Because of the politics of stem cell, we’ve got our fair share, also, of trying to educate legislators, and I’m sure that our local JDRF people worked hard to get the Connecticut Stem Cell initiative going.




Next, please?  This is just a snapshot of funding.  Actually, this slide would have shown probably a little more funding three or four years ago, but one of the benefits of having state initiatives has taken some pressure off the foundation, in terms of where we send our money.




To underline that, we’ve actually shifted, whereas five or 10 years ago we supported the creation of more stem cell lines of dissemination, a variety of information.  Today, we’ve really shifted to the translation end of the spectrum.




We know others have done all of the legwork and all the hard work.  Now the rest of the hard work is taking those stem cells and making, in our case, insolence of creating cells, or close to that, and then having a crack at really treating many people with diabetes.  




Next?  I don’t need to spend a lot of time on this.  When we started funding stem cell research, there were no national guidelines.  There was no National Bioethics Commission.  There was no National Academy of Sciences.  We created our own version.




That served as a model for many organizations.  It’s a template right out of the National 

Academy of Sciences.  In the next slide, just to highlight a few of the names, people like Bernie Low(phonetic), Jim Shildres(phonetic), Eric Meslin(phonetic), who served on the original NIH work, Austin Smith, Ron McKie(phonetic).




We knew we had to have a squeaky clean supervisory group that were recognized by the community as being, you know, respectable people.  The ticket for admission was, and nobody gets compensated, by the way, but the ticket of admission was very simple.  




We did not invite people to rediscuss whether or not human embryonic stem cell research was a proper avenue for the foundation, but, rather, to discuss -- assuming that you were going to do that, how do you do it under the highest ethical standards, etcetera.




Next?  We have, at any one moment in time, a lot of activities.  The most recent, we’ve had a research funding announcement requesting applications for networks, as well as applications for individual grants, which we’ve recently funded.




In addition, on the next slide or the one after this one, I review our partnerships, because I think these help to drive a worldwide agenda.  Just so you know, JDRF spends about a third of its research funds outside the United States.  




It’s quite unique among typical disease oriented foundations in the United States, because most places donors require them to spend their money locally, whether within the walls of the United States, or, in the case of state initiatives, within the walls of the state, which we all understand the reasons for that, but that creates some obstacles, in terms of how you go about doing the research, the actual research in the most productive manner.




Our research model says that we want to support the very best research that we can find to accomplish the task wherever it’s located, and it doesn’t matter to us whether it’s an academia or industry.  Your mission says essentially the same thing, except it’s got to be in Connecticut.




Next?  By the way, if anybody has any questions about like individual things, I’d be happy to respond.  Just go back for one second.




MR. DAN WAGNER:  Sure.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  The list is a world league list of the countries who have really been out in the front of stem cell research over the past decade, so that people like Australia -- Canada is a later comer, but Finland, Singapore, Sweden.




We had our very first stem cell initiative with Sweden about 1999.  In the United Kingdom, by the way, we co-fund both with the Medical Research Council, as well as the Welcome Trust, so the message here is we can only raise X amount of money, therefore, we need partners.  We need to leverage those resources in the best way possible, thus, a collaborative methodology.




Next?  We’ve even carried that or extended that thinking.  The European Union, for those of you who don’t follow it that closely, actually spends a lot of money on research in Europe, and they fund 15 million euro grants to groups. 




They do not, however, require people to work together beyond that group, and we actually took two of those groups that were funded by the EU, one in Belgium, called the Beta Cell Therapy, and one with Austin Smith based on Edinboro, but he moved to Cambridge, which is a basic stem cell grant, and said wouldn’t it be wonderful if the basic stem cell people talked to the beta cell people?  So we actually put up money for pilot and feasibility studies to exchange scientists and actually work together.




The EU actually thought that was actually a very interesting model.  They haven’t done it elsewhere, but they highlighted this particular partnership at one of their, you know, how we do business and how we can improve it.




Next, please?  This is not to so much talk about the NIH, but to remind me to say that at least it’s our understanding that the presidential candidates on both sides are in favor of stem cell research.  There’s a pending congressional, yet another congressional piece, which may or may not go anywhere, given the schedule of bills these days, but essentially says we should, once again, try to overturn the Bush policy of 2001 and simply remove the date.




So if you remove the date of August 2001 and say you can study any ethically approved or valuable cell lines, then you actually open the doors to most of the research you might want to do, and you don’t need NIH money to create new cell lines.  Plenty of people have done that sort of thing.




We think that, in the next six or nine months, there should be some change evident in the NIH policy, and that will change, I think, some things in maybe your own agenda as you’re thinking about activities, because you always like to take advantage of their ability to fund things that maybe they weren’t before.




Of course, many of us hope that that will take away the barrier for NIH grants funding research in separable facilities, which will change, hopefully, a lot of things.  So California just recently spent a fortune.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Do you want to anticipate questions as you go, Doctor?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  No.  Absolutely.




MR. MANDELKERN:  This perspective, that the coming election is going to change the environment on the national level, has become very popular in stem cell research circles, and I find myself rather skeptical about it, not from the point of view of commitment of the candidates, but when you look at the finances of a deficit that exceeds in the area of 400 billion dollars and a total national debt that’s gone now into the several trillions of dollars, I don’t think it would be wise to base policy on the reversal of funding, because there will be other issues and priorities that any new administration will have to face.




While I will work my guts out to see that it comes about, I think, if we base policy on the certainty of that, we might go astray.  That’s a comment and a question both.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Yeah.  I wasn’t suggesting that you base policy.  I was only suggesting that perhaps the single change that I think is highly likely to occur is the change of the 2001 date.  In the last congress, that lost by one vote in the senate, so it has a lot of public support.




How that will then change other things is I think a separate issue, and I don’t disagree with that point.  I don’t think ethical discussions about stem cell research are not going to go away tomorrow morning.  I think they’re going continue in the normal fashion.




The only implication about money is that if Bush had originally said in 2001 he was prepared to spend 100 million dollars a year, the NIH stem cell, human embryonic stem cell spend is probably below 20, 22, 23 million.  And even if they went back to the old days in the random process, they couldn’t help but spend a few extra dollars.




I don’t think even Bush imagined that the states would be coming up with nearly one billion dollars worth of legislative money to put towards the field either, so you could look at that in a variety of ways.




What it might influence are the creation of banks of stem cells, or banks of disease specific lines, or a variety of other things, even something like an umbilical cord bank.  The federal government has said we’re going to have them.  It hasn’t exactly rolled out as quickly.  




You all said you’re interested in the topic.  It’s the kind of topic that ought to be a group event, I mean in theory.




Next?  This is just to remind me to tell you something you already know.  We fund industry.  We don’t invest in industry.  We fund research with industry in hopes that it will develop.  Funding industry in the stem cell world is extremely important, because if we’re ever going to have a therapy, we need industry to do the scale off and to do all the hard lifting with the academic information.  As a foundation, we think that getting together with industry earlier is better than getting together with industry later.




We work closely -- we were founding members of the International Stem Cell Forum, even though we’re not a government.  At that time, it was 14 or 15 governments.  Now it’s up to about 21.  It filled a vacuum for many years in the philosophic sense, because there wasn’t national guidelines here, so the International Stem Cell Forum provided a framework for the rest of us to think about it.




It helped us, because, in funding internationally, that doesn’t mean that we’re funding research that’s unethical or fly-by-night.  It means we’re funding at the highest level, but it recognizes that all the different countries have different rules and different thoughts about issues.




Our Stem Cell Oversight Committee, which is, in effect, an ESCRO, was charged with the responsibility of monitoring all these different activities and making sure we like them, so there was no blank statement that we would fund anybody for any reason.  Every grant actually goes through a dual review at our place, a science review and an ethical review.




Next one?  This is the website from the International Stem Cell Society, and, in the left corner, you see the JDRF logo.  That’s not because I put it on the slide.  It’s because we fund their website.  But that’s a good use of funds in a public education system, and it permitted them to do some activities in their fledgling years that they couldn’t otherwise do, and that’s another nice spin off kind of thing that foundations can do.




Next?  I think this is the last slide.  It’s just to remind you that we were heavily engaged with the political aspects of stem cell research, and the CAMR, the Coalition for the Advancement of Medical Research, is still alive and well.  It’s got different leadership from before.




They may or may not take positions that you want them to take on any given day, so you have to have some togetherness and some separation, but there are more than 100 organizations.  It provides a credible platform.  We think that’s an important activity.  We try to do that.




The only thing we’ve not been able to do effectively it’s been harder for us as an organization to mount individual efforts within individual states, so we just are thinly staffed for that nationally, and we have a very heavy Washington agenda, so that we pay most attention to that, a little less attention to the individual state agendas, but that doesn’t stop our volunteers who run the place from doing what they want, in any case.




Now let me circle back.  So why am I here? I want you to be studying beta cells and insolence of breeding cells, and all the grants that I could find to date on the website, those two words are not mentioned. That’s one aspect.




Secondly, I want to encourage you to consider a partnering with us or with other people.  Partnering with us, because I’ve shown you a track record, is, we think, a credible thing to do, and the kind of partnering is exactly what we’re creating with the California initiative, which I would call a parallel track, so that we anticipate a joint announcement with Serum(phonetic) that says we want applications, and their next round of applications is going to emphasize diseases and the translation of stem cell research to diseases, and it will say something that sounds like we’re going to collaborate with the Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation in the following manner.




If the California investigator wants to work with somebody outside of California and because of JDRF there’s the potential to have funding for that purpose, the application can come in as a unit, it will be reviewed at Serum(phonetic).  If it’s successful, Serum(phonetic) will fund the California portion, we’ll review the not California portion and fund that administratively separately, but the groups can work together.  Sort of a good outcome.  




And that could be in the country or outside the country, which is, those of you who follow stem cell, it’s a kind of a really an international sport, and opening it up that way we think is useful.




Also, we think it gives people a strong signal from us that we put our money where our mouth is, and think that’s a good thing to do.  It surprises me that more foundations haven’t done that to date to be honest.




What I also see is that you could be working with California just as easily as we’re working with California to create some state collaborations that say something similar.  There may be fabulous researchers in California that would like to hook up with fabulous researchers in Connecticut, and that would make everybody better, but neither California nor Connecticut can foot the bill for the whole thing.




There ought to be some way to work that out, where the community can hear those words and people can think about them.  It’s certainly got to be a better, more streamlined way forward to do the research.




Let me stop there.  I think I’ve given you the entire commercial message.




DR. FISHBONE:  Where are you based?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  New York, but we have about 85 chapters throughout the country.




DR. FISHBONE:  No relationship with ADA?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Excuse me?




DR. FISHBONE:  No relationship with ADA?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  We talk to them all the time.  




DR. FISHBONE:  From a funding point of view?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  We don’t co-fund.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  They don’t actually have an agenda like ours.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you for the presentation, Doctor.  I have a question about your own organization’s funding algorithm.  Right now, a good amount of your research dollars are going overseas to support international researchers.  Would you anticipate that the lifting of the restrictions, which is likely to occur in the next six to nine months, will change your investment strategy?  




I know you fund the best, but are the best not able to always come forward given the current restrictions?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Well I think we’d hoped that, without those restrictions, that that will instantly impact the United States in important ways, and the timing couldn’t be better.  




I didn’t have a discussion about the impact of IPS cells, but I think that’s going to have a major impact if, for no other reason, that it takes the specter of working with embryos somehow out of the picture, although we could have a discussion outside the door about whether or not that actually has no ethical implications or not.




What it does is it puts the technology in the hands of many researchers instead of few, because working with human embryonic stem cells is not easy and it’s fairly complicated.  Working with IPS cells seems to be less complicated, and Mr. Bush made the big point of already being willing to support that work, and, so, that’s got to have -- I mean it’s coming at a good time, science is up and running, so I think there will be a major change.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could, Mr. Chair, just two comments in response to your presentation.  I want to let the group know that the Coalition for the Advancement of Medical Research was present, along with the JDRF, at our last meeting down in D.C., so we invited them.




In fact, Mr. Mandelkern, the president of that organization, is the president of the Parkinson’s Association, as you know.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Only in Connecticut.  That national chair is --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  She was at the meeting or invited.  She was represented at the meeting. That’s one part.  As far as the interstate collaboration, given the current, in the current environment, I think we’re trying to look at that through this Interstate Alliance, but we, right now, have different requirements for publicly funded research in California and Connecticut, and, so, it would be very tricky to make sure that we’re not in violation, say, of informed consent requirement in California that doesn’t exist here.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  So let me respond to that. That’s why you heard me say we can review as a group, but we’re going to fund and administrate separately, and I think that you could take care of most of those issues on the separate part, because it would be impossible for us as an organization to figure out how to work with every state with its own set of requirements.  It’s easy for us to work out our own.  




I mean, for example, we have an indirect overhead top of 10 percent.  You don’t.  Right out of the gates, we’d have problems.  Warren, if I’ve misinterpreted your --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  No.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Jules?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Let me not do the details, but just say the way to fix that is to just administer -- there’s no process that you’re not agreeing to, but signal the research community that you could work together.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’d like to thank Dr. Goldstein for his thorough presentation, but I think all of his remarks and recommendations have to be considered in view of the legislative mandate, which is a very strict one, and I think it all should be taken under consideration by administration of the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee to consider how creative we can be and to holding it into possible future legislative changes.




My gut feeling is that, under our present legislative mandate, as exists in law, we don’t have much wiggle room, but I appreciate the comments, the point of view and the perspective, all of which are subject to discussion and interpretation, and I think it should be, at this point, put under the administration of our administrators and we should go forward.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Marianne?




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  Yes.  I think that we would like to do that, take a look at our program, and the legislation does encourage the fund to seek other sources of funding to supplement the state funding, and it’s in the details of how we would be able to work that out.




I’m interested that you’re working with California to put some grants together.  This may have some implications on our strategic planning, in terms of how focused our group gets, in terms of disease specific types of grants, where, to this point, we have funded different categories and funded the best research.  We haven’t narrowed it or tailored it to any specific diseases.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Right, so, California has a disease mandate?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  And a clinical translation mandate?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  And so do we.




MS. HORN:  Right.




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Marianne, I do not understand the comment.  Why isn’t this congruent with Connecticut state law?  I mean you’re trying to direct stem cells to produce a hormone to cure a disease.  I mean I do not see --




MS. HORN:  I, frankly, don’t see any issue at this point with the way that our --




DR. CANALIS:  Legally.




MS. HORN:  Legally, at the way our laws are written, but I would talk to Henry about that.




DR. CANALIS:  No, I understand that, but, in principle, it seems congruent.




MS. HORN:  It does, and I think that when we get into the details, as Dr. Goldstein was describing, about approving the entire project and yet JDRF being responsible for approving the portion that they are funding, and our ESCRO would approve the portion that we’re funding.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Julie, I want to go on record, actually, saying the same thing that Ernie just alluded to and that Marianne I think you said, and that is that I appreciate the opportunity, as I’ve heard the opportunity, to access an additional stream of dollars to fund projects in Connecticut.




As I understand it, we have a few examples of this.  We had one grant that had a component that was going to be taken outside the United States for 400,000 dollars.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Six hundred.




DR. WALLACK:  We had to eliminate that portion of that grant.  If we were partnering with an organization, such as JDRF, that happened to have been a Parkinson’s directed initiative, we could have facilitated that more easily.




We had a grant that we turned down here that maybe would have gotten funding, maybe not, that, in fact, was directed at beta cell regeneration that had a component that would have been with a private company in California.




There’s another example of how working creatively our legislation, in fact, gives us the ability to do that.  This is an enhancement, I think, and an opportune way to go forward in a very productive manner.




I would make the recommendation, Julie, to the Chair that we take very good -- we observe this very carefully and that we, in fact, keep this in mind as we go forward with the next round of grant applications to see if we can’t creatively begin working with JDRF and then maybe with other like foundations and organizations.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.  




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Just quickly, Alan Trasam(phonetic), president of California Institute for Regenerative Medicine, has spoken publicly in many forums in recent months and said that we, in California, are trying to overcome whatever obstacles there are to create these events, because we truly believe in it.




They actually range from California to the Government of Canada, California to Government of Australia Initiatives, as well as people like us, so they may not overcome all the barriers.  Your paper is only little compared to their paper, however, the attitude is we should try and just for the reasons that you’ve said, so we would endorse that.




I’m sure Alan would talk to any of you to give what our experience to date is.  It’s certainly in the early stages, but they’re fairly aggressive in going public with the notion.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Julius, I make note of the fact that, at the moment, we have a window of a quorum for a half an hour, and possibly we ought to consider some issues that require a quorum attendance, because I gather, if you’re leaving at 3:00, we will lose our quorum here.  What’s that?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Thank you very much for that.  Any other questions or comments for Dr. Goldstein?  Please, Ernesto.




DR. CANALIS:  Percent of grants that you fund?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Our success rate?




DR. CANALIS:  Yeah.  Your pay line, yes.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Our pay line?




DR. CANALIS:  In three words.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  It floats around 20, 21 percent.  We’re better than the NIH.




DR. CANALIS:  Anybody is.  Trust me.  And types of grants that you fund?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  You mean from like program projects?




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  We fund a full spectrum.




DR. CANALIS:  A full spectrum.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Any other comments?  Yes, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just one last one.  Thank you.  I found it interesting that JDRF reduced their investment in stem cell research as the state started gearing up a little bit.  Did I hear you say that?




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Well, actually, that sounds like a conscious decision on our part, and we made no conscious decision to fund fewer grants.  Our conscious decision was to support the field.  Our observation is that, as the states have wrapped up, that’s taken some of the pressure off.  




When California funds to the tune of 250 million 15 institutions, we don’t expect to see a lot of applications from those people in our world.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I guess I raise it as a concern, because I’m concerned that even if there is a change in federal policy, but no new funds, that states might see their programs in jeopardy of reduced funding. We’ve seen that nationally already.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  You may have to deal with the politics.  My experience wandering the countryside is that countries and states have taken great pride in these initiatives, and there hadn’t been, before stem cell initiatives, a lot of activity at the state level doing local research.




I think that my impression is people like it.  They like the outcome and everything, so I’m thinking that maybe they’re in it to stay.  Countries have been, and you can track enhanced funding in this field, the U.K., Canada, Australia, that I think is in direct response to this sort of international community effort in contrast to some other places those people could be investing their funds.




It’s a kind of a certification that we believe in this.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  One more.




DR. WALLACK:  Just a quick addition to what Warren said.  Before we got the legislation passed even in Connecticut, we had a letter of support from JDRF relative to stem cell research.  




That letter indicated that they would be willing to consider up to 20 million dollars of research, and the assumption there was that within the state of Connecticut, if we generate that kind of interest, and so that we just never got to that point where we got our scientific community geared up to do that. 




And my sense is that if we were to do this, and this is why I think it’s so important to take this message forward, if we were to get them interested, hopefully, as we have gotten new people involved, number one, in stem cell research generically, they might be interested in specifically getting involved in research having to do with things, such as beta cell regeneration, so that’s, I think, the opportunity that’s before us, and that’s why I think it’s so important for us to get that message out, and that’s the thing I think we ought to agree to do.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay, well, it does seem to me that we ought to keep this on the agenda as you move forward to the next round, and, also, as part of that, keep track what the experience in California as Serum(phonetic) and the partnership becomes more widely known.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Thank you, all.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Appreciate you coming.  I’m told that we have a quorum that we can use for approval of minutes, but not for actual action with respect to any of the particular grants that are up here for review.  Let’s do one at a time.  




DR. CANALIS:  Are we officially meeting now?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  Can we request the applications funded by Juvenile Diabetes Foundation over the past two years, so we know what they are funding and see whether or not there is a match with the interests?




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  I think it’s on their website.




DR. CANALIS:  I wanted the official -- yeah, I know.  I wanted officially to consider them --




DR. WALLACK:  I would say, on the request that Ernie --




DR. CANALIS:  I want a formal --




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Maybe we can look that up and send around links.  The question is whether we can take a look at some of the projects, specific projects that were funded.  They probably are on your website.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  Everything funded has an abstract on the website.  If you want more than that, contact me.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  It may not be perfectly current.  Maybe we’ll have progress reports, but it’s a good starting point.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So maybe we can look at the abstracts.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  We’re going to start with the abstracts and see if we get enough information out of that.




DR. GOLDSTEIN:  But we’re sitting on about six or seven hundred granting instruments.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s why I was asking the past two years.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  The last year or two, yes.




DR. CANALIS:  In the past two years that is directly related to stem cell research.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  We’ll get those and send it around with some links.  Let’s go back to the minutes, if we may.  Looking at minutes of -- hang on a second.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The first one, 3/31.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  3/31.  Where is that?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And 4/1.  It’s the two-day granting meeting.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Right, right.  That began on 3/31 and went to 4/1, the granting meeting. The minutes of that, comments on that, or is there a motion to approve them?




DR. FISHBONE:  I have one question about one grant that didn’t seem to make sense, and that’s the --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Louder, Gerry, please?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Could you give us the page you’re on?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  Page eight of the 4/1/08.  The third paragraph down is the discussion of Dorski(phonetic), UCHC 003.  Page eight on the 4/1.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Yeah.




DR. FISHBONE:  Further review of maybe established investigator grant proposals.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  And the second paragraph down is about Dorski.  Are you with me?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  And it says, “The following is a result of a vote, as to whether to put the proposal in the no or yes category.”




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Right.




DR. FISHBONE:  The vote was, according to these numbers, two in favor, which were Fishbone and Galvin, 10 opposed, which was everybody else, except Dr. Canalis, who abstained, and then the next thing says, “Motion passed and proposal was put in the yes category.”




I don’t remember what happened, except you mentioned to me that you don’t think he was funded, so there’s some disconnect there.  If we could just straighten that out?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  We’ll have to check that out.  Thank you for bringing it up.  Any other comments?  How about a motion to approve those?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Make a motion to approve the minutes of the grant review meeting of 3/31/08.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay, 3/31 and 4/1?




DR. WALLACK:  With the modifications checked.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay, so, 3/31 includes 4/1, and we want a modification for the 4/1 portion of that.  Okay, next one is the minutes of the May 20th meeting.  Comments about that, corrections?




DR. WALLACK:  There’s probably a mistake there, because it says that we adjourned at 4:02, and I would imagine that we meant 4:00.  I’m sorry. (Laughter) Strike that from the record somehow.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  We will just say that was a note of humor introduced, not to be taken seriously.  Motion to approve those?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Motion to approve the minutes of the 5/20/08 meeting, monthly meeting.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  No objections, those approved.  Now we’re up to June 3rd.




DR. WALLACK:  Move to accept those minutes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Approved.  I’m going to skip number six, seven and eight.




MS. HORN:  Dan, you want to lead us through?




MR. WAGNER:  For item number six, we have the 2006 grant review process.  In the e-mails was the -- we won’t be able to vote on it, but I just want to let everybody know that Dr. Krueger is moving from the Health Center to Storrs, to Storrs campus to continue his research, and we have all the documentation that was requested, so if everybody can look at that when we have our telephone conference, we can approve that at that time.




DR. WALLACK:  I think we have a quorum to vote on it.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well do we have quorums or not?  




MS. HORN:  We have a quorum to vote on general items, but if people have to recuse themselves because they are affiliated with one or the other --




(Off the record)




DR. GENEL:  -- before.  Did we vote on it?




MR. WAGNER:  We didn’t vote on it.




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, it was not voted on.




DR. CANALIS:  I had to be recused, because it’s UConn.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well can I make a suggestion, Julius?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Why don’t we at least have Dan or someone highlight what has been presented, so that when we get the telephone conference when we do have a quorum, we can say that these issues have been discussed at the monthly meeting in June?




Let’s not, you know, just not use the time here.  Outline the issues.  We have these printouts from every one of these agenda items.  People have come to make presentations.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  We’ll do that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  So we know now about the item about Dr. Krueger moving.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, so, it’s item number 06 SCA 09, and his work started at the Health Center.  He was offered a position at the UConn Storrs campus in the Center of Regenerative Biology Lab up there, and, so, he has accepted that position, and then I have, on the last page of that PDF, we have a letter from Dr. Harnish(phonetic), I hope I said that right, from UConn at the Grant’s Program that says that they accept full responsibility of the agreement and royalty agreement that was signed in February of ’07 between CI and the Health Center, so I think that satisfies what Henry had requested that UConn provide, and we were working with the grant’s administrators to make sure that the money goes to the appropriate places when funding is approved and wired out.




DR. WALLACK:  I would move that we accept that, and, if it’s seconded, we can just table it, so we don’t have to go through the whole discussion again, so you’ll have a motion on the table that’s tabled, so you can just vote on it at the teleconference.  It will expedite the teleconference.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  It might.




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll move that we accept Krueger’s move from the UConn Medical Center to Storrs campus.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’ll second that motion.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  And we’ll table it for now.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  And we’re going to table it for now.




MR. WAGNER:  All right.  The next, kind of going in the order that I have here, we have a number of people from Yale and UConn that came in to give quick updates that the committee had requested, so I think the first person would be Dr. Nishiyama, who has an established investigator grant, 06 SCD 03, and there were concerns at the last meeting of the progress of the grant, and, so, she has resubmitted her progress report and is here today to provide a little oral update and answer any questions that the committee may have.




I also have notes from Amy, who e-mailed me.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s what you sent today?  I’m just trying to associate. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s what you sent yesterday.




MR. WAGNER:  Yesterday, I sent Amy and my correspondence.  If you want to stand, sit, whatever makes you comfortable.  You want to just give us a quick update?




DR. AKIKO NISHIYAMA:  Thank you for providing me a chance to give you the update.  First of all, I’d like to apologize for not having made as much progress as I would have liked to in the first year, and I think part of that has come from my incorrect assumption that (background noise) core facility that we could use on the Storrs campus, so I was a little reluctant to renovate my lab to accommodate all the equipment that we found out that we need to use with the stem cell research.




I clarified this with our administrators now, and I now understand that they’re waiting for their administration, the federal administration to change, and it’s up to the investigators to come up with the facility, the equipment that we need to call to the stem cells, so I have resolved that problem by making plans, arrangements to purchase a tissue culture hood that is large enough to accommodate the microscope and that we can use for isolating human stem cells.




I have been allowed some more lab space to accommodate that hood, so I think that will solve the technical problems that we had encountered in the first year of culturing human stem cells.




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m sorry to interrupt, but I didn’t quite understand what you said.  The problem that we understood is that you were not -- you didn’t have access to the equipment that you needed.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  And your explanation is that the institution is waiting for a new president?




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Well, initially, when all the grants were funded, we were discussing the possibility of setting aside some space for human stem cell research on the Storrs campus, but we do not have a building that is free of federal grants, and all the investigators have been able to go ahead with the research within their own laboratories, so that’s the way things are moving.




I think, with the purchase of this new tissue culture hood, I don’t think it will be a problem. I don’t think that we’ll need a facility that is going to be shared by investigators.  I think each investigator has enough equipment and enough space in his own laboratory.




DR. KIESSLING:  So are you in a building that’s not federally funded, or has no federal funding?




DR. NISHIYAMA:  No.  There’s no such building.




DR. KIESSLING:  So every investigator is in a building that was partially built with federal funds?




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  So I don’t understand the difference.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I guess what you’re asking is is there still a problem?




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, no.  I’m asking, I mean, when we reviewed these grants initially, the whole point was that the institution was going to make sure that this wasn’t a problem, and it sounds -- I’m trying to figure out if the problem is with the institution and if the institution has now decided to help out or something. 




I mean I’m just trying to understand why there was a confusion about this for two years.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Currently, everybody is using NIH approved cell lines, and during the four years’ funding, I think most of us have proposed to use non-approved cell lines, but we think that the regulations might change and that we may be able to start using non-approved cell lines in NIH funded buildings later on before the end of the four years of funding.




DR. KIESSLING:  But that was the whole point of Connecticut money.  Does everybody understand this but me?




DR. CANALIS:  I have a fundamental question here.  You mean to tell me that the lack of a laminar flow hood, which costs about 6,000 dollars, precluded you to do any work?  That is what I cannot conceive.  This was an established investigator grant with substantial funding, and a laminar flow hood is the reason why the work was not done, which costs you 1,000 dollars?  I’m missing something.  I have to be missing something.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  It’s a very trivial problem that we could have avoided, I think, if we had foreseen this, but we currently have two hoods in the laboratory, and until we received stem cell training, we didn’t realize that we had to have a microscope in the hood to culture the stem cells.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s another 3,000 or 4,000 dollars.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  You’re talking in the funding approved laws, this grant was funded for --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Half a million, 450 probably, Ernie, established investigator.




DR. CANALIS:  So it’s a minimal proportion that would have just required a letter, asking permission to purchase a laminar flow hood and a microscope for 10, 12,000 dollars, at most.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Yes, and I think that was a mistake on my part.




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  And I hadn’t done that, because we were able to, we had been able to culture all of our 20 other cell lines in the existing hood --




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  -- now in place and has been for about how long?




DR. NISHIYAMA:  Yes.  It will be ordered in the next two weeks or so.  We’re just getting quotes from other competing vendors to go to the State -- and the purchasing department.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It seems to me that this problem with the UConn stem cell core facility has been an issue that has not been resolved.  The building is still questionable, the investment.  I don’t see why we are holding Dr. Nishiyama as hostage to the entire concept.  




I think, when I read her cover technical report that she resubmitted, her efforts are admirable. Presentations in various meetings international, Germany, London.  Her work had been proceeding under the best possible circumstances.  She has trained people and so on, and manuscripts have been submitted in important publications.




As a layperson, I see that Dr. Nishiyama should be funded for the next period.  Her progress report stands well, and I don’t think she should be held hostage to the fact that the UConn building has not been established as yet.




I would, therefore, move, as we had in the past, to do this, if there’s a second, and put it on the table until there’s a quorum who can vote on it.




DR. CANALIS:  I cannot vote on this, but this is not what Amy -- I cannot vote on this.




MR. MANDELKERN:  You can’t discuss it even, Dr. Canalis.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s not true.  We have a lawyer here.  Can I discuss, yes or no?




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I discuss it if Dr. Canalis can’t?




DR. CANALIS:  You need to read what Amy said, and that is not discussion, just read it.




MS. HORN:  I think, Dr. Canalis, that you probably should not take part in the discussion if it’s involving UConn.




DR. CANALIS:  This is a change from the last meeting, so, for the next meeting, I’ll request formally clear guidance.




MS. HORN:  Absolutely.




DR. CANALIS:  Because, at every meeting, I am given a different set of guidelines, so the next meeting we need to have it, otherwise, at the end, we’re going to put all UConn grants, so I can leave earlier.




DR. WALLACK:  My interpretation, also, is that Ernie is allowed to discuss any item.  He’s never been restricted in what he can discuss.  He just can’t vote on certain --




DR. CANALIS:  I don’t care.




DR. WALLACK:  As Julie can’t vote on Yale and Galvin can’t vote on UConn, he can’t vote on UConn either, but, certainly, he can discuss it, as we all discuss it, so I take exception to the fact that somebody is saying he can’t discuss it, and I would frankly like to hear what he has to say.




MS. HORN:  Yeah.  I think it is something I can certainly get clarification on.  What we have been very careful to do is have the reviewers not affiliated with the proposals, and the major discussion has gone on with those reviewers.  Whether other people have leapt in, we haven’t kept track of that, but I will certainly get guidance.




It seems to me that if you’re recused on an item that if it is about the specifics of that particular grant, that you should not be weighing in on it, whether you’re voting or whether you’re coming in with your opinion.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mr. Chairman?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Just one second.  I have another question that’s related to what Ernie said.  Amy’s comments were through e-mail exchange with you.  How did they find their way into the record?




MR. WAGNER:  I can read them.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I think that would be a good idea.




MR. WAGNER:  That’s the best way.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  And then we’ll get to Bob.




MR. WAGNER:  Because Amy was traveling today, so she wasn’t able to join us, but I had sent her the written update.




DR. FISHBONE:  Was she the original reviewer?




MR. WAGNER:  She reviewed it with --




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  With me.




MR. WAGNER:  Julius wasn’t here last time either, so we’re kind of piecing this together.  So she states that, as far as the revised budget report, it’s better to -- on a couple of things.  In particular, she does not give a timeline for installation of the new tissue culture hood, nor indicate which four of the five milestones she anticipates achieving this year.  Finally, she indicates that may modify one of the aims, but doesn’t explain on which one would be modified.




In general, the progress is not very impressive, however, she did answer the questions we posed and has proposed a solution for the technical issue that has halted the progress.  Is it possible to fund her for only six months and then provide an update at six months?




My response to her was that we have four months now in funding gap, and it was a four-year grant, as opposed to a two-year grant, so her response was somehow I’ve confused myself to think this was a two-year grant.  




If it’s a four-year grant, then please edit my comments and say let’s fund the grant for year two, but clearly let them know that the progress is sub-par, and if not better at the next update, funding will not be renewed.  Thanks, Amy, Amy Wagers.




MR. MANDELKERN:  This was circulated by CI yesterday by e-mail to the whole committee.  Secondly, I would like to go on record that I clearly recall from past minutes and proceedings that members who are recused from voting on a grant are also recused from discussing such a grant.




MS. HORN:  What it says in the law here is that no member shall participate in the affairs of the committee with respect to the review or consideration of any grant and aid application filed by such member or by any eligible institution in which such member has a financial interest or with whom such member engages in any business employment transaction or professional activity.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you, counsel.




DR. CANALIS:  Can you clarify?  Can I discuss, yes or no?  Just say yes or no.  




MS. HORN:  I think you may not weigh in on the merits of the case.  I think, if you have a clarifying question --




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I think the answer is no.  The terminology is participate.




DR. CANALIS:  This is a change from the meeting during which the applications were reviewed, where I was clearly told that I could discuss, so, in the future, at the beginning of the meeting, wherever there is discussion regarding funding, I think we need to be reminded for the issue of clarity, because I would never intervene unless I believe that I can intervene.  I get confused easy.




MS. HORN:  I think it is confusing.




DR. CANALIS:  There is one more issue, frankly, and I’m going to go on record.  To be called upon this matter by another member of this committee, assuming or implying that I am doing something that is not appropriate, is frankly offensive.




MR. MANDELKERN:  May I respond?




DR. CANALIS:  And I’m going on record of that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  May I respond?




DR. CANALIS:  I’m speaking, and, when I finish, you speak.  I am going on record following precise instructions from a meeting that was convened to discuss funding decisions, and I have a reputation to maintain, so I find that type of comment totally, absolutely unacceptable.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I would simply say that it sounds very much like we have some confusion, some lack of complete clarity about what the rules provide, and once we get those clarified, without any personal intent of --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well I would like to have a --




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Please.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I do not mean to impugn anybody’s reputation about his intent to move forward the progress of this committee, but the law is the law.  It cannot be changed --




DR. CANALIS:  Are you a lawyer?




MR. MANDELKERN:  And the law, as I see it and have heard it interpreted, is clear, and I think counsel has reread it for that reason.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I think there’s not a dispute between individuals, but it’s a matter of clarification that needs to be done for all of us for future meetings, and we’ll just leave it at that and move on, if we may.  Dan?




MR. WAGNER:  So are we set with Dr. Nishiyama?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.  I still have a question.  I want to make sure that we all understand exactly what is the relationship between her and her institution.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Right.




DR. KIESSLING:  I have no problems with the research that needs to go on.  I’m concerned that there was confusion about whether or not there was a core that she could use.  




We’ve reviewed a lot of applications from the standpoint that the university, the state money was eligible to be used for non-federally approved lines. 




I mean that was one of the whole points of the review, and if somehow there’s still confusion at her institution about exactly what line she can use in which building and they don’t have their core organized, I would like clarity on that.  I don’t understand that.




What I would actually move to do to understand this is not hold up this investigator.  I don’t know what her role was or wasn’t, but there’s clearly confusion about whether or not she can use federally funded lines in her laboratory or in a core.  I think she let that go on too long.  It’s not clear to this committee what’s going on with that core facility.




DR. NISHIYAMA:  I think it’s clear to everybody that we can use federally approved lines.




DR. KIESSLING:  No, but our purpose was to fund research on non-federally approved lines.  That was the whole point of having Connecticut state money, so if that’s still a problem at your institution, we need to know that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of clarification, Dr. Landwirth.  Following, if we can get to it, there is going to be an explanation of the core questions surrounding UConn’s core.  It is one, two, three, four, five down on the list, so, Ann, those questions should be clarified at a higher level than Dr. Nishiyama.  Pardon me for mispronouncing your name.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Dan, will we be able to get that?




MR. WAGNER:  Yup.




DR. FISHBONE:  Mr. Chairman, it would be a little hard to make a decision or even a recommendation until we have --




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  We don’t have to make a recommendation.  We can’t vote on it anyway.  We’ll leave this one for later, including the recommendation.  Anymore questions for the investigator?




DR. WALLACK:  As Dan has indicated, could we bring the director of the core facility at UConn to the table for his own explanations, as well as for clarification on this issue that’s in front of us?  Could we bring that person to the table now?




DR. KIESSLING:  If everybody understands this, but me, I won’t ask the questions.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I think those are very valid questions.




DR. WALLACK:  Well the director is in the room right now.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  I’m going to move that we bring the director to the table now.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Seconded?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Very well.  We can’t vote on that.  Oh, yes, we can, I guess.




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask a question, Mr. Chairman?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Excuse me?




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask a question about Dr. Xu?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Yes, please.




DR. FISHBONE:  Is he located in Storrs or in Farmington, and will he be able to answer the questions?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Dan, are we going to hear from somebody who is located in Storrs or Farmington?




MR. WAGNER:  Doctor, where is your lab?




DR. REN-HE XU:  In Farmington.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And, if I may, as a clarification, I mean it goes to the question, we talked about the absence of a core at Storrs.  That’s the issue there.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay, so, therefore, we’re not able to address the question, unless he knows.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t know if he has anything to contribute to this discussion or not.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. Xu was in charge of the core at the Health Center, and he can provide some answers to the previous discussion, and he can give an update on the core facility.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Dr. Xu, before you begin with the presentation about the core facility at the Health Center, you heard the discussion we had a little while ago, can you shed any light for us on the status of the core facility at Storrs with respect to federally funded and non-federally funded lines?




DR. XU:  Frankly, I cannot answer that clear.  What I can tell you we can provide (static on microphone).  I don’t have a clear answer to that.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay, so, we still need to get it.  Thank you.  




DR. WALLACK:  However, you both work very, very closely.  I read the papers, for example, on Dr. Krueger coming from Farmington to Storrs.  There is an understanding about how each of those units are working.  I mean I just find it difficult to understand how we can’t get some clarification.




For example, we funded people like Ted Rasmussen.  We funded other projects at Storrs.  We don’t seem to have any similar problem going on.  Dr. Krueger is going to move from your institution, from your specific location to the Storrs campus, correct?




DR. XU:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  To work in Dr. Goldhammer’s together with Rasmussen.




DR. XU:  Um-hum.




DR. WALLACK:  Is that how we’re going to leave it, that we don’t even know you’ve had that working relationship, that we can’t get some information pertaining to this subject?




DR. XU:  For federally eligible lines, I don’t see any problems.  That’s also many other investigators got receiving training on the cell lines from us, and they supposed to already started.  We started with the federally eligible lines, so they should be able to do the research in their lab.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Federally approved lines.




DR. XU:  Approved lines.  Non-approved lines should be -- I think each chemist should provide their own space for that -- equipment should be certified, yeah, we have all chemists we certified each equipment, so when the researcher used the (indiscernible) they identified the blue pack first, and then they can use it, so that’s typically the way our chemists solve the problem.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So if I can just ask a clarification question, then?  If I understand our first researcher indicating that there were was back and forth at the Storrs campus, as to whether or not to find a dedicated space, it took a long time to resolve that, they decided not to, and now they’re sort of hoping that, well, it won’t be a problem downstream after the elections, but, in the interim, this researcher and all the other researchers at Storrs are breaking out their own clean space, non-federally funded.  Is that correct?




DR. XU:  Yes.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  That sounds like it’s a little clearer.  Whether it’s acceptable is something else.




DR. XU:  I think that maybe Isalda also can help to answer this question a little bit.  Excuse me.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Would you please identify yourself?




MS. ISALDA BATES:  Isalda Bates.  I’m the administrator for the University of Connecticut Center Stem Cell.  We have a procedure in place, and I believe it’s for both places, that all equipment is being screened.  We came up to ask which is eligible or ineligible.  They all can be in the same space.  I know that both campuses Dr. Lalande and Greg Anderson are working together.




At the Health Center, we have it all under control, because our buildings are, except for like one floor, are non-federally money, state money.  There’s a little bit different at Storrs, because it’s really not a research.




It’s more of an undergraduate campus, so they have some additional problems to overcome, but I know we working together, and when the investigators scheduled a point of doing ineligible lines, it should be all taken care of, and it’s not based on the fact that they hoping that the law changes.  They are working on alternate places for Dr. Goldhammer, Dr. Rasmussen, because they all want to go into the next stages to find the appropriate space.  




That’s what I can tell you administrative, on the administrative side.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay, so, what I hear you saying is that, as of this moment, until that alternative solutions are devised, there is a problem, but there is strategy in place for resolving it that will be coincident with their moving in that stage of their research that requires use of ineligible lines.




MS. BATES:  I really don’t know the status right now.  I do know, and if we could get back to you, we have a meeting next week with people from Storrs, and I can get you clarification at that time.




DR. WALLACK:  How is Rasmussen doing his work right now?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Pardon me?




DR. WALLACK:  As an example, how was Rasmussen doing his work right now?




DR. CANALIS:  At Storrs or Farmington?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Can you tell us?




DR. CANALIS:  I mean if there’s no federal funding in the specific space, then it would be okay, because the issue would be the overhead, and if you have federal funds and they come with the overhead, so they are covering that space.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  If I could ask you if you would give us a little more clarification?  You can send it to CI by e-mail, and then it could be distributed to the rest of us that way.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Because we do see a lot of other Storrs-based researchers moving ahead with their research with non-approved lines.




DR. CANALIS:  Only because there is no federal money there.




MR. MANDELKERN:  We approved the moving forward of Ted Rasmussen for year two, so we must have been satisfied that the work was being done in a qualified way.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s the whole point.




MR. MANDELKERN:  So we did it at the last meeting, so it must be adequate, unless we’re not adequate to our challenge.




DR. WALLACK:  And we also approved Krueger going from Farmington to Storrs.




MR. MANDELKERN:  So I think we have to have the confidence that this is being carved out by administration by high level, and I would put Nishiyama into the same area as Krueger and to move forward to these core questions, so that we can get Nishiyama off the table, because I don’t see why she should be held hostage and everybody else has been moved forward.




DR. WALLACK:  Well that’s the whole point, though, Bob.  The point is that, somehow, they found a way to move forward.  We’re not holding anybody hostage. If you remember back to the last meeting, we just wanted an explanation, because we understood others were moving ahead at the rate or the pace that we anticipated.




In this particular investigator’s workout, that wasn’t happening, so we just wanted that explanation.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Wagers, if I may, Mr. Chair, Dr. Wagers has now said that she feels clearly that it should be funded for year two, and that while progress is sub-par and it would be better at the next update, funding would not be renewed under those circumstances.  Unless the other reviewer, Dr. Landwirth, had disagreement, I think we can go forward with Dr. Wagers’ recommendation, which was released to us yesterday through CI.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Well I don’t know that she necessarily had benefit of this kind of conversation.  I would think, if it isn’t too much trouble, for you to double check this for us.




MS. BATES:  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  And we’re going to have to have a conference call anyway.  We can deal with the whole thing expeditiously at that time with that information at hand.




MS. BATES:  Under space, in particular, the space issue?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  You understand the confusion that we’re having here.  If you help us understand that in a brief e-mail memo, that would be very helpful.




MS. BATES:  I will.




DR. FISHBONE:  We made the assumption that all these issues were resolved, and it may be that some of the other people who were working there it would be nice to know what they’re working on and whether they resolved the questions.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Exactly.  Okay.  We’ll get that hopefully as soon as you can get it to us. Dan, pick it up from there, please.




MR. WAGNER:  We want to continue on?  Dr. Xu is also presenting on the core facility, and he was asked to provide additional update on his established investigator grant, so now, if we’ve kind of put that to bed, do we want to have him go to the core, or go to the investigator?  He’s going to do both, but which one do you want first, second?  It doesn’t matter to me.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  While he’s up, why doesn’t he just continue with the Health Center core?




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  It’s all yours.




DR. XU:  Thank you.  Thank you very much. First, I apologize for not preparing the reports as the quality as you expect, so this time I really spend a lot of time of full information hopefully satisfactory for you.




I’m so honored to have two grants to report, and the first one is the core grant, which is a grant shared by UConn and Wesleyan.  The aims, as we proposed in the beginning, is in a structure that we need to bring the human ES cell lines to this state and, also, bring expertise how to culture the cells, because these cells are so different from regular ES cell lines, so we bring the expertise, and, also, we collaborate with Dr. Laura Grabel of Wesleyan to provide a whole bunch of education outreach programs to teach the young generation about stem cell research.




Lastly, we also tried to have the expert to derive new human ES cell lines.  Our caring staff includes Lee-Ann Krandall(phonetic), who is together with me from Wisconsin.  Frankly, she wouldn’t come.  She’s so important in my core.  She basically leader of the whole core and, also, coached all the training sessions.




Also, we recruited Tiwanna Compton as an assistant to her for the training and the quality control.  We also hired Kristen Martins-Taylor, who in charge of molecular quality control of the cell lines, and Dr. Ge Lin to derive new human ES cell lines.  Dr. Lin just joined us this February.




So, as required, we set up two committees. One is the Advisory Committee, including scientists from all the campuses, all universities in the state, including Yale and Wesleyan and Storrs. 




Also, we set up an Internal Service Committee to watch us how we do, and this is on the monthly basis.  We also have set up a website for users to easily access to get the information they want, so we also frequently update it.  We also exchange our link with Yale Stem Cell Core.  




As I just mentioned, we have four aims.  Aim one is to build up inventory of human ES cell lines. As I proposed in the beginning, we brought in nine human ES cell lines, including six federally eligible lines and the three non-eligible lines.




So the six eligible lines, five of them came from Wisconsin, where I came from, and another line from Singapore, which is a green line.  Three non-eligible lines from Harvard, and they were derived after the President Bush announcement.




So since we prioritized training as our priority in year one, so we just focused on the cell line each line on each one to stay up in year one, because these two lines are mostly published lines, and the quality control have been done many, many times, so that’s why we have a scale of them a lot and, also, the green line.




We, as of April this year, we together held 11 training sessions, and we trained 76 researchers statewide, as you can see from all the major universities in this state, and 39 labs got the training from us.




Just an example to show session two and, also, each trainee must complete the training or receive certificate from me, so they can use it for grant application or looking for job.




We also did an on-line survey for our quality of training.  As you can see here, the majority of them rated us as excellent for our quality of the training and the facility.  As I just mentioned, mainly distribute H9 and H1, which currently, as of April, we distribute to 21 labs.




Now we also have a few examples of publications published from labs who received training from us, including my own lab, which benefited the most. I just had two papers listed in here, and, also, colleagues from the in-house will have some other papers, but this is not, by no means, a complete list.  It’s just an example.




And now we also have two sub-cores.  One sub-core is called a transgenesis sub-core, led by Dr. Alexander Lichtler.  The purpose is to develop vectors to trans gene or (indiscernible) exogenous genes in the stem cells.  So far, his sub-core did a good job, and they developed a backbone vector which has a dual reporting system.  




As you can see, the left panel of human ES cells were stained red by encherry(phonetic) protein, and once these cells differentiated to a misanome(phonetic), they became green.  So this system is so attractive to many colleagues.  They want to collaborate with us to use it.




And on the sub-core is FACS subcore, led by Dr. Leonardo Aguila, and he basically obtained the institutional support to purchase a human cell (indiscernible) sorter.  It’s called an Aria Cell Sorter, and that he already started to sort live human ES cells. He also helped colleagues, including our core, to quality control the cells for stem cell markers or differentiation markers.  The right side is an example for our proposed staining of our H line cells.




Aim three is for education, which has been led by Dr. Laura Grabel.  She mainly proposed, for year one, a student research workshop, which it will have on this Friday.  It will have a couple of high school students come to my core to give them some hands on experience.




Outreach seminars included speakers from the major universities, including Dr. Haifin Lin, who went to Albertus Magnus College, and I also joined the outreach, and it was really fun.  I went to Connecticut College.  It was the first time I was near the seashore. Beautiful place.  I enjoyed it very much.




And, now, we also have a marvelous cross-campus stem cell seminar series, which is teleconferenced from UConn Health Center to Storrs to Wesleyan and, also, sometimes to Yale by coordinating with Dr. Lin.  And we have many prestigious scientists from our old country or overseas to give talks to our audiences.




Our collaborators remain in close contact with us, especially I want to credit my former mentor, Dr. James Thompson, continuously support us by providing not only his WiCell lines, but, also, references how to teach the training, how to do the training and, also, (coughing) and, also, some essential plasmids.




Recently, he also provided his IPS cell lines to our core, so I really want to thank him a lot.




Aim four is to derive new cell lines.  We really struggled for almost a whole year to obtain approvals from our IRB and the ESCRO, because this is so important to get their clarification for each step, especially for the informed consent.




So after such a long process, we finally got all the approvals, all the documents stamped, and we hired a postdoctoral fellow from China.  As I mentioned, his name is Dr. Ge Lin, and he derived more than 150 human ES cell lines in China, so he’s well qualified to do the job.




And, not surprisingly, with a week or two after we received the first donated embryos, he derived the first line.  




What I want to say is we are now on a very good position, not only technically, but, also, ethically ready to derive more lines with genetic diversity or relating to diseases, and then we will scale up them and provide to colleagues statewide.




COURT REPORTER:  One second.




DR. XU:  So I really appreciate the enormous opportunity to run the core.  I feel such great honor.  I think with the IPS cell (indiscernible) that continues to grow, because IPS cell culture is so identical like human ES cell culture.  You can see the role our core only will grow bigger and bigger.  So thank you for your help, support.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  And thank you for that presentation.  We have both of the primary reviewers here, Dr. Genel and Kiessling, am I correct?   I just wanted you to have the initial comments of how you think this responded to your --




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Well I think this certainly fleshes out the earlier report very, very much so, I’m quite comfortable with this.  Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  Well since I didn’t get to hear much of it, I think our major concerns were we didn’t know who was using it.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  There is ample charts and data.  I think there’s a printout of it, a printout of it, also, which lists the training and distribution of cells, cell inventory.  This was the data that I think we were looking for.




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, yes.  This was the report that was so brief, but now I understand you were supposed to limit it to three pages, so, evidently, it was brief, because they were told to limit to make it brief.




DR. XU:  It was too brief.  I agree.




DR. KIESSLING:  So I’m sorry I had to be out for a few minutes.  Is everyone clear now that the institution is behind this effort?  That’s still not clear?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Separate campus.




DR. GENEL:  Well I think we have to distinguish between --




DR. KIESSLING:  Or are there too many institutions?




DR. GENEL:  Effectively, they’re operating as two separate institutions.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay, so, this is Farmington Wesleyan, and the other core we’re worried about is Storrs.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  This is at the Health Center, and it’s a collaboration with Wesleyan.




DR. KIESSLING:  Let me ask the question more directly, though.  Are you getting as much support from your institution as you need?




DR. XU:  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  I think we’re in a position to influence that if you’re not.




DR. XU:  Yeah.  I apologize.  I really got close communication and, also, a response from my boss, Dr. Mark Lalande.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




DR. XU:  So I really feel it’s a great alignment, and, also, I feel, if we could, invite all the committee members to visit our core, that would be great, to physically see how we run and where it is located, so maybe that will make a bigger difference, so when you read the papers, the documents.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  And you may have been out, but we’re going to be getting further clarification about the UConn core shortly.  Any other comments or questions for Dr. Xu?




DR. WALLACK:  Are we doing the same thing we did before, then, and that is, for the record, make a motion to accept the premise of going forward with this core funding, if there’s a second, and then table it for the teleconference?  I would make that motion.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  I’ll second it.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  That’s what we’re going to do, then.  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Dr. Xu.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  He has an established investigator.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Oh, okay.  He also has an established investigator report, right?




MR. WAGNER:  Right.  He was asked to provide additional information to supplement his initial technical progress report, so he submitted the written report, also, and he was nice enough to come in and talk to us a little.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  We have one of the two primary reviewers here.  Dr. Fishbone was one of the primary.




MR. WAGNER:  Let me just add that we have two other individuals.  We have the Yale core that’s going to speak and the Evergen grant.  Two gentlemen are here to talk on their progress, also, that we asked, so in terms of timing, we have to get everybody in who is here today.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Please proceed.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  You have a report on your established investigator grant.




DR. XU:  Yes.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Please.




DR. XU:  Thank you.  So I’ll make it very quick, because this is a research grant -- so my grant is focused to address the essential question regarding the fate of the human ES cells, and they either differentiate or self-renew.




This decision is decided by three major signaling pathways initiated by BMP-FGF and the TGF (indiscernible), as we demonstrated in our previous research in 2002 and in 2005.




So, very interestingly, BMP is signaling through a group called SMAD, called the 1/5/8, and the TGF radar is signaling us through another group of SMAD, called the 2/3.  They are doing totally opposite things. SMAD 1/5/8, (indiscernible) because they have got a nucleus and find their targets and cause stem cell differentiation, and the TGF beta pathway signal (indiscernible) SMAD2/3 go to the nuclei and find different targets or the same targets, whether they sustain the self-renew of the stem cells.




So this make this two pathways of very interesting object to study, so my proposal was to search for the targets.  What are the targets for the SMADs, either for SMAD1/5/8 or SMAD2/3, so, for year one, I was supposed to finish aim one, which is set up a pilot of study to search for some known binding sites of SMADs on the genes specifically expressed in human ES cells, so keep that in mind.




The first question I try to ask is how SMADs respond to TGF beta and the BMP signal in human ES cells.  You cannot just say, you know, based on literature, they respond.  You have to test it in stem cells, so we did a whole bunch of Western blot, as you can see here, phosphor this SMAD1/5/8 across human ES cell differentiation.




They really responded to the BMP signal. SMAD1/5/8 increases the BMP signaling, and it decreases with -- also increases with the inhibition of for TGF beta signaling, so this coordinate, agree with the biological acutuity.




And then we also found another group of SMAD, which is phosphorus SMAD2/3, which caused sustained human ES cell self-renew.  They also responded (indiscernible).  They decrease with BMP4 signaling activation or inhibition of TGF beta signaling.  So this indicate that this SMAD really function as we expect in the human ES cells.




Not only these, we also tested the staining to see how SMAD2/3 located in human ES cells.  As you can see in the middle upper panel, undifferentiated ES cells, SMAD2/3 localized in the nuclei.  




However, once you add an inhibitor of the TGF beta signaling, they start to diffuse to the (indiscernible).  So this indicates that the SMAD really (indiscernible) as we expect, so this established the basis for us to go further to test how if we can screen the targeted genes in human ES cells.




So the next question is if we regulated TGF beta on the BMP signaling, can we see -- what genes dramatically regulated by them?  So the microarray on the list here is some we presented with marker genes for ES cells or differentiation markers.




As you can see, one of the key transcription factors for ES cells is called a NANOG, which is dramatically reduced by inhibition of the TGF beta signaling.  It is changed from the level 1 to 4 1/2, so it’s like a 10-fold decrease.  So this dramatic decrease was confirmed by Q-PCR and also raised a question to us.  Maybe this gene is directly targeted by the TGF beta signaling possibly, so we hypothesized, you know, maybe this is the gene we should pick up to test by the method we proposed.




The method we proposed is called a chromatin IP or chromatin immunoprecipitation, so the way to do it is to use antibodies against the different SMADs to incubate with chromosomes, chromatins in human ES cells, so if they can find their targets, then you can pull down the target.




If they cannot find their targets, they will not pull down, so the height of the bars, the height of the bars indicates how much targeted DNA pull-down.  So we use the NANOG promoter as the target to see if these SMADs really bind to the promoter.




As you can see here, in the middle box, the SMAD1 antibody dramatically increased the pull-down of the NANOG promoter from the BMP4 cells in the middle box.  Also, slightly increased the pull-down from the SB treated cells, which is an inhibitor of the TGF pull-down signaling.




If we use (indiscernible) 2 antibody, we’ll get the opposite effect.  On the SMAD2 pull-down, a lot of the promoter DNA from untreated ES cells, but are much less in the BMP4 treated ES cells and almost nothing from SB treated ES cells.




This dramatically indicates that his SMADs really bind to the NANOG promoter.  Maybe that way they were regulated the expression of this essential gene, and this effect was confirmed by DNA pull-down and mSOX, so I don’t have that much time, so I just mention that.




So, as I just mentioned, we look for targeted genes for the SMADs, and NANOG is probably is one of them and maybe is the first one we identified, so this work is originally just accepted by a prestigious journal on stem cell, which Dr. Haifin Lin is on the editorial board.




So I think aim one is basically accomplished, and we also have identified the TGF beta SMAD2/3, NANOG signal pathway is important for ES cell self-renew.  And two is scheduled to start in year two, and we will do a global screening for more targeted genes, and we will collaborate with Dr. Brenton Graveley using his (indiscernible) to see if we can get a more (indiscernible) a new of targets.




And aim three will pick up some biologically important genes identified from this approach, and we’ll start in years three and four.  And we hope to -- some of genes may be able to replace the cancer oncogene which has been used to derive IPS cells, so maybe we could replace gene with the safer ones.  And then we enclose (indiscernible) new panels or markers for stem cells together with the industry for ES cell or IPS cell identification on the quality control.  Thank you very much.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Thank you very much, Doctor.  Dr. Fishbone, comment?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.  I had read his progress review, and it seemed that everything was accomplished in year one and the other in aim one, and then two, three and four were to be done in subsequent years, and the budget seemed very appropriate.




They made the comment that you were short of funds for lab studies?




DR. XU:  Yeah, very short.  I miscalculated the supply money, so I really couldn’t meet that goal.  I really hope I could mention that at your next meeting, when you kindly let me to continue.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Anybody have any questions or comments?




DR. KIESSLING:  We have to have a bake sale.  When you run out of -- 




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  A bake sale.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- you have to have a bake sale.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Did you want to make a motion that we proceed in a similar manner?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, I would.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Please do so.




DR. FISHBONE:  I make a motion.




DR. CANALIS:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just make one comment, though, and that is that, Ren-He, in section three of your written proposal, your summary for public and lay language, just for what it’s worth and not just for your lay interpretation, but, in general, if I might, and that is that you say this finding is of great significance in advancing our understanding of the mechanisms for human embryonic stem cell renewal and differentiation.




The lay public might be interested in why that’s the case.  Your summary, while very cogent and very well done, doesn’t get to that level of understanding, so if we could ask the various presenters to get to that level of description on the lay side, the press and so forth, that would be my only suggestion.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Or more specific about why the significance is --




DR. XU:  Okay.  I’ll revise it.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Thank you very much.




DR. XU:  Thank you.




MR. WAGNER:  Thank you.  Okay.  We’ll have the Yale core with Dr. Haifin Lin, who is here to present.  He has some oral presentation, and then we can fire away questions.




DR. HAIFIN LIN:  I’d like to thank the committee for your efforts and for giving me this opportunity to present to you the program report in person.  And just as a disclaimer, there’s only one Yale campus in Connecticut. (Laughter)  So if you have a different -- I’ll take full responsibility. 




So because you requested some specific information, and I have e-mailed to the committee last week, and I assume you have this information in your hands.




So instead of repeating this information and elaborating on the same details, to take you forward I’m going to summarize the progress from a different perspective.  




I’m very happy to say that the 2.5 million funding from the state of Connecticut really has made a transforming impact for human stem cell research on Yale campus, and I’m also happy to say that we’ve really made effective use of this 2.5 million dollars in the past year, and this is especially highlighted in the following three aspects.




The first aspect is that we actually built a full core laboratory (indiscernible) within the past year (indiscernible).  So let me just give you the timeline.  The funding started in March ’07, so from March ’07 to July 07, these are the only four months we intentionally involved in negotiating and purchasing equipment in identifying, interviewing and hiring key personnel and, also, in designing for the core laboratories.




So July and August were the months we moved to the building that’s completely (indiscernible) of federal funding.  And start working from August,  that’s really when the time the core lab is starting to be built.




Within three months, by the end of November, all the four core labs were built.  So starting from December, all the core labs started functioning at full capacity, and, collectively, these cores have now trained, provided over 17 training sessions, trained over 17 investigators, so this really, I think, my personal opinion on many of the new committees for fundings and, to the best of my knowledge, this is really impressive speed, according to any standard, if you want to use the (indiscernible) standard or the (indiscernible) standard, so I’m very proud of the effort that people are putting in doing this.




I want to make a point about this, also, not only because of the speed to my knowledge is impressive, but, also, the cost saving aspect of the entire process.  We, up to now, obviously have spent less than 2.5 million dollars, because we still have time to go for another year, but we built four cores.  How can we do that?




We actually have used this 2.5 million dollars of funding to leverage another almost 1.5 million dollars out on Yale.  That’s how we can afford to build the four cores.  Of course, Dan told me very clearly this is the one and only time we were able to contribute to this effort.




So this is the first and the second points I want to mention, how we’ve been making this progress and how we have used this funding to leverage alternative resources.  




The third one I’d like to mention specifically is about the ES core cell.  So we wish we were starting ES cores early as UConn, and we wish our cores as well staffed as UConn.  So our ES core actually rely on two people, head manager (indiscernible) and a  technician.  




So with those two people, we build a core ground up in six months, and we provided 12 training sessions.  Each session is a week-long session.  Started from didactic lectures to hands-on experience, and we trained 19 people, and that really propagated stem cell research to 12 different labs, so here is a change in the landscape in Yale’s stem cell research, in terms of embryonic stem cell research in human.




Before this core started six months ago, on the entire Yale campus there was only one postdoc in one lab working on human embryonic stem cells.  And after this core established within six months now there are 12 labs working on human embryonic stem cells. So we’re very pleased about this, and, obviously, we think this core will continue to have really leading role in leading stem cell research in the state of Connecticut, especially on Yale campus.




Now I’d like to briefly mention three other cores, what our three other cores we’ve built.  One is cell sorting core.  We also have a cell sorter lab, what Ren-He just mentioned, allowing to effectively sort the stem cells away from other cells.




We also have an analyzer, which is also state of the art.  Sometimes you have a very small number of stem cells we can only afford be analyzed, but not enough to be sorted.  We can do that, too, so that’s the second core, the cell sorting core.




The third core is the imaging core, so imaging is a way for you to understand stem cell behavior, and our core is built in such a way that we can do life imaging, we can see stem cells how they become different type of cells and what kinds of genes and molecules are turned on and off during that process, during that imaging process.




This really, so far, is the only core in the state of Connecticut that’s dedicated for this purpose, with state-of-art facilities.  




And, so, the fourth core is so-called genomic core.  Genomics is a science about studying genes and how genes regulate in cell divisions, and we actually built two components of the genomic core.  The first one is so-called high throughput cell screening, so each time we can use robotic to screen 384 different types of cells.  In this case, you can put 384 different types of stem cells in a plate, and then each you can treat with a different chemical, and then, within a few hours, you will know what’s the effect of this treatment.




So within a day, you can process through close to 10,000 different chemicals towards different kind of cell lines.  In all cases, we focus on ES cell lines.  Again, you know, we are very happy that we built this ability from the state of Connecticut.




The certain component of the genomic core is so-called deep sequencing, where we probably all heard about the dream of sequencing in humans, you know, with 1,000 dollars instead of several billions of dollars, and with this core we’re quite close to that.




If you’d like to sequence your genome, we can sequence for you for about 50,000 dollars.  Of course, we will apply this kind of powerful technology to the stem cell research.




So I’m very happy that first year has been a banner year for us.  These four cores collectively really has allowed us to build a very comprehensive stem cell research technical facility for the state of Connecticut, and, so far, it’s the only facility with all these capacities, and I welcome people in Connecticut, in Wesleyan, in the industry to join our use of this.




Now I’m very happy to answer any questions you have.  Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  I think you should tell your Dean that the leveraging ratio in California is one dollar of California state money to two dollars of institution money.




DR. LIN:  That’s really good. (Multiple conversations and laughter).




DR. KIESSLING:  He owes you another million dollars.




DR. LIN:  Exactly.  But just to do him a justice, actually, he put much more than that upfront, so the entire building was built from his money, and the building was close to 100 million dollars, and the space that’s allocated to the stem cell center is over 30 million dollars, so we’ve done well so far, but if you guys can give any input to the (laughter).




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Any other comments or questions, or does somebody want to move to --




DR. KIESSLING:  Thank you.  That’s great.




DR. WALLACK:  -- moving forward with the whole process of tabling.




DR. KIESSLING:  I’ll second that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Thank you very much.




DR. LIN:  Thank you very much.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I appreciate your coming.  Dan?




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, so, we move from the 06 to the 08 grants.  I do want to bring up that we don’t have enough people, obviously, for -- the Redmond grant was approved by the Yale ESCRO committee, and we’ll talk about that at our telephone conference to people who are reviewing the revised budget. 




But, without further ado, we have the other core grant that was given out this year, was SCD EVER 001, Dr. Lee, in conjunction with Evergen, and those gentlemen are here.  Jang-Won Lee and Jack is with Evergen, and they’re going to give a quick update, and he provided 20 some odd pages of documentation the kind of the status of where they’re at and how they’re moving forward.




The committee had asked for additional information on the status of the company and just an update on how they were going to move forward after they revised their budget.  There seemed to be some chopping of things, of equipment and people, and they just wanted some justification for that.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Before you proceed, can I interrupt for just a moment, because I’m going to be leaving and turning it over to Dr. Wallack, and we’ll be short a quorum, and I would ask to try to bring to a vote the report, the annual report going forward from Dr. Galvin’s office to the State Assembly, get a chance to take a look at that --




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- and I compliment Warren in his completeness of the report and its inspiration to all, and I would move the adoption and sending it forward to the legislature with acclimation.




DR. KIESSLING:  Did you want any input from us?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I asked for input in writing from everybody, and I’ve received it from some members.  The report is due by July 1st.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  Anybody want to second it?




DR. GENEL:  I’ll second it.




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  I’m going to approve it.  No objections.  Thank you.  I’m just going to take one second before I turn it over (multiple conversations) some update on the Ethics and Law Subcommittee, because I think it would be interesting for you.




We’ve been discussing IPS for awhile and the ethical implications, and it’s not at all clear that NIS is going to be coming out with any recommendations with respect to ESCRO review of IPS.  




It looks like we’ll be able to accomplish, at least in Connecticut, the two ESCROs are going to have the same policies with respect to IPS, review of IPS cells, which we expect is going to blossom the next several years.  That’s an accomplishment.




Thank you very much, and, for the record, the Chair is turning it over to Dr. Wallack.




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you, Julie.  Before you go, though, you wanted to go out of the agenda order and give a quick report, because I noticed that you have a report supposedly on Ethics and Law Subcommittee?




CHAIRPERSON LANDWIRTH:  That’s what I just did.  And the other aspect is it looks like that committee, because it’s an opportunity for both ESCROs to meet regularly, is serving as a planning committee for annual ESCRO workshop meetings, which will take place sometime in the fall at Yale, and the agenda grew out of some discussion about what appears like early research on, again, IPS, but the development of gamme(phonetic) lines through IPS technology, which is a huge ethical issue, and that may be the agenda for -- will probably be the agenda for the fall meeting.




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you, Julie.  Dan, can we pick up on the Evergen proposal, please?




MR. WAGNER:  All right.  Dr. Lee is going to give us an update right here, and if you can have his attention?




DR. JANG-WON LEE:  It is an honor to be here, and thank you so much for giving me an opportunity to present this proposal.  First of all, I received a question from Dan, from the committee meeting, first about the entity (indiscernible) so I would like to make a (indiscernible).




As we proposed in the original proposal, we already established a (indiscernible) which is for regenerative medicine international (indiscernible). 




Now (indiscernible) non-profit organization performed this research (indiscernible). I end up here I’d like to commit myself 100 percent, therefore, to have or maintain leading position of Connecticut for SCNT research (indiscernible) proposed in the original proposal, so (indiscernible) generate human SCNT (indiscernible) so we tried to establish patient (indiscernible) cell line.




Then, second, we (indiscernible) stem cell researcher.  That probably established (indiscernible).  Then second is the we are going to establish stem cell line from SCNT human embryo, so we definitely distribute for the Connecticut stem cell research to share with all the information to fast the progress for (indiscernible) therapy.




Third one is we provide training cores as with second budget cut -- we not provide as many as original proposal, however, with our budget, some 900,000, so we hire the scientist and technician and also commit myself for the training course to provide who interested in SCNT research, and then we maintain order of three tasks to accomplish within two years.




DR. KIESSLING:  I think Steve Latham was the one that had the most questions about this.




DR. WALLACK:  Do you or your associate have anything further to add to the discussion at this point, or do you want to open it to questions?




DR. LEE:  I will open it to questions.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  I have a question, Milt.




DR. WALLACK:  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  Why do we have three cores providing training?  I mean it seems to be duplicate effort.  I mean it would be less expensive for the state of Connecticut if training could be rotated among the cores.




DR. KIESSLING:  Well this type of training is specific. (Multiple conversations)  No other core is going to be able to do -- no other core in the country can do SCNT training.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  This is a SCNT core, which is quite distinct from the cores at both Yale and at Farmington, and, as Ann has said, it’s distinct in the country and calls upon expertise that exists in very few places, and it would be absolutely pioneering if the state of Connecticut could be sponsoring and funding an SCNT core that developed this --




DR. WALLACK:  Other questions?  Gerry?




DR. FISHBONE:  If understand what you have written, you would like to reduce the time of the grant from two years to 15 months, because of the cutback in salary?




DR. LEE:  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Does that propose any legal issues?  Marianne, do you know?




MS. HORN:  No.  The committee would have to approve that.  I’m not sure logistically, in terms of how that would play out, we’d operate on a year cycle.




MR. WAGNER:  We would fund for the first. And they’re going to be funded for the first 15 months anyway, because, as a private entity, that’s what we had set out in the new assistance agreement, so we would fund them in one shot and then, after that 15 months, we would --




DR. KIESSLING:  They have resubmit.




DR. CANALIS:  They have to resubmit their application.  This was discussed in the first round of funding, that when we made budgetary cuts, they were still committed to the entire project.  Warren, correct me if I’m wrong.  This was discussed.




MR. WAGNER:  They were committed to the amount of money that they would have to --




DR. CANALIS:  No, no, no, no, no.  You were not here yet.  This was about three years ago.  This was discussed in great detail, that this was a project, this was the money, but there was still an obligation to carry out the project for the reduced money, because it was a contract.




DR. KIESSLING:  No.  I think this is a different circumstance.




DR. CANALIS:  If they accepted the contract, it was --




DR. WALLACK:  Can we have order, please, and let Ernie finish his discussion?  Thank you.




DR. CANALIS:  Marianne, this needs to be clarified, because this was extensively discussed two or three years ago.




MS. HORN:  Right, but I think that we built more flexibility into the next RFP that there was a way that we could have more flexibility, in terms of the funding, so if they’re coming back to us, if the committee voted at the April meeting to fund them for 900,000 for two years and they’re coming back and saying we can do this amount of work for 900,000 for 15 months, I think that’s up to the committee to say whether that’s acceptable or not.




MR. WAGNER:  That’s what we did for all the other grants.




DR. KIESSLING:  As I remember, this was not funded the first time, so what we saw at this last meeting was a new application, and the curiosity was that it was such a different budget, but it was a brand new application.




MS. HORN:  It was a brand new application. The first one was part of a group project and did not get funded.




DR. KIESSLING:  And it was a brand new application for two years of funding, but now you’re requesting, because it was not funded fully at that meeting, they’re requesting a reduction.  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  Requesting a reduction in funds?




DR. WALLACK:  Did you have a question?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  This project was funded on the reduced basis at the March 31st/April meeting for 900,000 dollars.  When it came up for review at the May meeting, the reviewer, Dr. Latham, had questions about the ability to do the work with the reduced personnel and questions about the organization.




Now there’s been no contracts drawn, because there was a question that Dr. Latham wanted responded, and Evergen had responded with what I would guess approximately a 30/40 page answer that was on the website as of early in June, which answered the questions about how the work would be performed and now asking that the timeline be 15 months.




This is, I think, in keeping with what we asked for, how the work would be done on the revised budget, the status of the new non-profit, and it seems to me now we could go ahead with the approval of the situation, since we’ve had full answers with Dr. Lee, who I think is going to relocate from California to do this work.  Am I correct, sir?




DR. LEE:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think you’re coming from Burnham in California?




DR. LEE:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s quite something for Connecticut to consider that we have now attracted outstanding stem cell researchers from other states to come here because of our funding and, also, Dr. (background conversations) so much had been a colleague in Storrs and is ready to go forward with his part of the work, so I think the answers are here, and we can have the ability.




DR. WALLACK:  Dr. Fishbone, you had a question?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  Are you going to be able to do what the original proposal was for two years in the 15 months for 900,000?




DR. LEE:  Yes.  Because of -- we revised the budget.  We are going to hire more scientists, as much as original proposal, so we can split up -- make progress faster then. 




DR. FISHBONE:  You’re going to hire more?




DR. LEE:  Hire more, because we are using the 900K for 15 months, not for two years, which means we can have money to afford to hire more scientists and, also, technicians.  We can provide training course with a more hands-on research and definitely we can have more research on optimizing SCNT protocol or establishing human SCNT cell lines.  That’s why this proposed (indiscernible) updates revised the budget for 15 months.




DR. FISHBONE:  You think you’ll be able to fulfill the original things you were saying in this short a time and for the smaller sum of money?




DR. LEE:  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Thank you.




DR. KIESSLING:  I have a question.  Whose Embryonic Stem Cell Research Oversight Committee are you using?




DR. LEE:  Please say again?




DR. KIESSLING:  Whose ESCRO committee is reviewing this project?  What ESCRO committee?




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s not been answered yet.  




DR. WALLACK:  Excuse me, Bob.




MS. HORN:  You have to speak into a microphone.




DR. JACK WU:  Jack Wu from Evergen Biotechnologies.  So for the ESCRO, we have been considering that for quite a long time, so one possibility here is we are thinking about, since we are -- well I worked in Evergen, but this will be a new, non-profit, but we are all UConn graduates, both me and Dr. Lee, so we were thinking about if we could use UConn ESCRO, and we also talked to them.  Certainly, this needs to be, first, if we are going to be funded or not, and then we can proceed with UConn ESCRO.




Of course, there are other options should that not work.  We have the guidelines, and we feel, if that’s really the case, we can form our own ESCRO, but, of course, we are a small institute.  We don’t have the resources as UConn and Yale have, so we would also seek committee’s advice on that.




One thing I want to propose here, maybe later we’ll face the same question from small institute like us, whether or not the state stem cell committee can set up an ESCRO committee to oversee small institutes’ work.




DR. WALLACK:  Ann, you want to finish your follow-up?




DR. KIESSLING:  I think the burden right now for the ESCRO committees of both UConn and Yale is pretty small, so I think that, if California is any reference here, they have certainly encouraged ESCRO committees at local institutions to serve this need for you.




Now I guess, if you start proposing 10 projects a year that they have to review, you might have to start paying them for it, but, right now, in the spirit of state funds, I would assume that a funded state institution could cover your ESCRO needs.  I mean that would be my recommendation to this committee to recommend.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of information to the committee.  I’d like to reference an e-mail of Friday, June 13th, at 1:00 from Dan Wagner to the entire Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee.  




Quote, “Please note that all funding will be contingent upon ESCRO approval.  At this time, three of the 2008 grants have not provided ESCRO approval, 08 SCA UConn 040, Carter, 08 SCC UConn 004/Rasmussen, and 08 SCD EVER 001, Lee, Evergen.”




So this is not an issue that is specific only to Evergen.  There are three other grants that are waiting for ESCRO, and I think we have to consider them as a whole, but the question of the funding is the first, and then the ESCRO would be contingent, just as we did with Redmond.




We put the money in the kitty, we put it aside, and we said ESCRO was needed.  I would think we could possibly consider doing the same thing here.




DR. KIESSLING:  Bob, I’m just trying to help them get their ESCRO review.




DR. LEE:  From my experience, there is some kind of a commercial ESCRO committee member out there in the U.S. who can use commercial ESCRO and then, also, IRB.




DR. WALLACK: I want to pick up, myself, on a question, and that is picking up on what Dr. Fishbone was asking about, about your ability to complete your project.  The fact that you have to have a drastic reduction in your equipment, we had a discussion earlier on another project about equipment and so forth.




We had a discussion having to do with another core facility previously in May about equipment. How is that going to impact on what you’re anticipating being able to do?




DR. LEE:  For my personal milestone, from my experience, from the animal study and, also, human study, actually, with a limited number of human, might affect I can say three months behind compared will a full list of human, because a human source is -- I mean there is a new one totally establish human SCNT cell lines here, so which means we might study from the basic and, also establish all the protocol.




We can have one human right now with the budget cut, but we definitely go for from the progress, but time point day to day -- slower.  That’s my anticipation.




DR. CANALIS:  I have a question.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  Do you have any commitment from UConn Storrs ESCRO, either verbal or in writing, that they would review your work?




DR. WU:  We have communications with --




DR. CANALIS:  Commitment, not communication.




DR. WU:  Not commitment.




DR. CANALIS:  You have no commitment?




DR. WU:  No.




DR. CANALIS:  That, I think, is going to be necessary.  Commercial IRBs, maybe.




(Off the record)




DR. WALLACK:  Ernie, you want to talk?




DR. CANALIS:  No.  I think that they need, you know, we need to insure that this is reviewed by a legitimate IRB and by an ESCRO.




DR. WALLACK:  So, basically, what you’re saying is that since it’s not within an institution and the other people are, you want to be sure, for the record, that they are going to be able to get their ESCRO involvement.




DR. CANALIS:  Yeah.  It would be a letter of commitment from UConn Storrs, saying, yes, we will review it.  It doesn’t mean that they will approve it.  They’re not part of UConn Storrs.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, for the record, we will put that --




DR. CANALIS:  That is my view.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to remind the committee that this is the very first non-academic grant that we have approved, and I think we ought to commit on the funds, just as we did on Redmond, and give them a chance to get unwound on commitments for ESCRO.




I don’t think we can hold them on all scores at once, unless they know the funds are there.  I have full confidence, given the quality of this researcher and the work that has been done in Storrs on SCNT.  And, as Ann says, this is nationally groundbreaking that they will qualify for the ESCRO.  If not, that is a contingency on which the funds would be withheld, but I think we should go on record as approving the 900,000, which is a cut from the two million that was originally requested, so that they can move forward with their concept.




And I would make one other simple point to my colleagues.  There have been questions posed to this researcher, as to whether he could guarantee that the work would be done.  This is research, my friends, my colleagues.  How can anybody guarantee the results of research?




All they can do is guarantee their best scientific efforts, their commitment and the commitment to the work and the work of the stem cell research program in Connecticut.  You cannot guarantee results of research.  Either Einstein couldn’t or any other scientist in the world.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, just one minor clarification.  No one is asking of them anything differently than we’ve asked for anybody else.  I think what we’re asking of you is that certain milestones, anticipated milestones, hopefully be able to be in an anticipated fashion reached.  We have asked that of everybody who has come before us.  Ren-He is no longer in the room.  We asked him the same question as you heard.  All right.  Is there any other comments?




DR. FISHBONE:  I would second that.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, you’re going to second the motion?




DR. FISHBONE:  Pending that we approve the funding pending ESCRO approval.




DR. WALLACK:  All right, so, there’s a motion to --




MR. WAGNER:  Commitment or approval?  Is there a commitment that they’ll work with this institute, or the grant has to be approved by the ESCRO committee?




DR. KIESSLING:  It has to be approved before it could be funded.




DR. WALLACK:  All right, so, there’s a motion to go forward with the funding of the 900,000 dollars, contingent on it being approved by the ESCRO of whichever institution you choose to work with, and I think I’ve heard you say you’re probably leaning towards UConn, but that’s not probably relevant right now.




DR. WU:  I just have one thing I want to mention.  That is, in this core facility grant, a large part is for nuclear transfer training in which we will use animal eggs and animal cells, just to train the nuclear transfer technology.  I’m wondering if that portion can be funded to start work without the part.




Of course, the part where it involves human eggs we’ll have to get ESCRO approval.




DR. WALLACK:  My understanding of what we have to do with this is have a teleconference to go forward with any part of the project, so my interpretation, unless, Marianne, I’m wrong, is that we can’t fund any lesser portion.  We have to fund the entire project, which will happen, if it does happen, at that teleconference that Dan has alluded to.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I second Dr. Fishbone’s motion.




DR. WALLACK:  Second to the motion.  That motion also will now be tabled with a motion on the floor.  Okay.  Dan, I think that we’ve gone through everything we have to on six, if I’m not mistaken.




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.  I can update the 2008 contracts right now, number 10.




DR. WALLACK:  Dr. Canalis first, please.




DR. CANALIS:  How do you insure that -- before you release funds, do you require proof of IRB and ESCRO review and approval?




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  You do require evidence of that?




MR. WAGNER:  I have originals or PDFs of signed letters from the ESCRO committees, so UConn has one committee for both campuses, and Yale has their own committee, also, so we have that.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m just curious about this item, which has not been handled, on the 2008 grant issues, 08 SCC YSME 05, Redmond.  It has passed ESCRO, and revised budget needs to be approved according to the e-mail from CI on Friday.




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.  Dr. Fishbone was the reviewer, and I’m not sure if -- so we were, as we did last meeting, the reviewers provided an update, and then make a recommendation, in terms of passing the revised budget or not.  I don’t know if you could comment on that.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.  Let me just get to it.  The original budget for the Redmond grant was 1,999,000, 1,999,514, and we approved 1,120,000, and Dr. Redmond sent a letter to Dan, saying that what they have done is they have an assurance from Axion Research to support the non-state and non-federal funding.  They will raise the money for the portion done in St. Kitts.  They reduced the budget by eliminating a staff member and replaced by personnel there, and a postdoctoral fellow will be funded from another non-federal private donation.




In addition, some genomic studies reduced in scope during the final one and a half years, and they believe that the project can be successfully concluded in three and a half instead of four years, so they responded to all of the questions that we have I think satisfactorily.




The only one that I don’t have an answer to was that the Yale ESCRO committee was meeting on May 5th to review the proposal, and I do not know the results.




MR. WAGNER:  And they have approved that grant at this point, yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  They have approved, yeah.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s recorded in the e-mail.




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s recorded in the e-mail the ESCRO has approved it.




MR. WAGNER:  So they’re all set with that. I received the paperwork and the verification letter.




DR. FISHBONE:  So I would make a motion to fund the grant, the 1,120,000, with the explanations in place.




DR. WALLACK:  Is there a second to that motion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I second that motion.




DR. WALLACK:  Second.  And is there a motion to table again?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  It has to table.  There’s no quorum.




DR. WALLACK:  Right, so, we will table that, also.  Thank you.  All right, so, thank you, Gerry. All right, so, you want to go back down to 10 at this time, Dan?




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.  So the contracts we’ve received all the paperwork and all the ESCRO from all of the grants, except for Carter, Rasmussen and the Lee grant that we just heard about, and Redmond is the fourth one that we were waiting approval of the budget.




All the other grants have been sent out to the universities for review and signature, so we should be getting that back, and I believe we’ve requested the money to be allocated for that, pending DPH approval, so we’re moving forward with the 08 grants. 




The 06 grants, all the revised financial reports have been received, I believe.  Maybe there’s one outstanding, one or two, and we’ll collect those up this week and get those to DPH to review, and then, hopefully, we’ll have release of funds for the second year for the 06 grants, so everything is moving along.




I assume that, by the end of the month, everybody will have their dollars, I’m hoping.




DR. WALLACK:  Any discussion?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just if I can add to that?




DR. WALLACK:  Yup.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think I have an e-mail from our business office, saying the DPH fiscal concerns were addressed.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I believe I’ve shared that with you.  There may be one outstanding.




DR. WALLACK:  Any other discussion?




MR. WAGNER:  The only thing else is the strategic planning.




DR. WALLACK:  No.  Before we get to that, before we leave 10, can we request that a reminder note go to those other three?




MR. WAGNER:  I sent them out yesterday.




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, you sent them out already?




MR. WAGNER:  Yup.




DR. WALLACK:  Great.  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  To the two people that would not be here, so these guys know where they stand.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  The other two, Carter and Rasmussen, were e-mailed, and they’re aware.




DR. WALLACK:  So if we could include it, for the record, that that’s been done, that would be great.




MR. WAGNER:  Yup.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  You’ve got the report, Ethics and Law.  Oh, he walked out.  Mike Genel was at the strategic planning.  Can I turn, Warren, to you on the strategic planning update, please?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Sure.  Dr. Latham came down sick, actually, at the last minute today, so he asked that we give an update.




We had a non-committee meeting, just a group of interested people got together a couple of weeks ago, discussing a strategic planning process, sort of revisited some of the issues raised by this committee, as well as by CASE in their phase one report.




The attendees included Dr. Genel, Dr. Wallack, Paul Piscatello.  I don’t know.  Who else was there?  Myself.  And Rick Strauss from CASE to talk about the original report.  Bob Mandelkern was invited, but wasn’t able to make it.




Basically, there’s a couple of points that Dr. Latham wanted to bring forward.  One was that he does believe that there should be strategic planning efforts in place, both short-term and long-term, short-term to identify anything that might require legislative attention in the upcoming session, the long session, and longer term to look at some of those issues that were already identified in the CASE report.




The group was talking about looking to some non-biased, or, you know, clean entity to be working on that type of strategic planning on behalf of the committee, rather than going to anyone that’s currently funded, any institution that’s currently funded.




The other thing was that Steve was going to recommend formally that Paul Piscatello assume chairmanship of the Strategic Planning Committee, and Dr. Piscatello agreed to do that, but that’s a point of information now.  There’s not really much that we can do absent the chair.




I threw out an e-mail earlier this week that I think it would be critical that Connecticut Innovations participate in any strategic planning process, as well, since their role will continue to be increasingly complex over time as we get more and more annual, you know, reports going on and juggling contracts at the same time.  I think CI is willing or at least interested in joining that group.




I don’t know if anybody else was at the meeting and has anything else to say.




DR. WALLACK:  Mike, any comments from the strategic planning process that you’d like to add?




DR. GENEL:  Well, no.  I think Warren gave a pretty comprehensive, succinct summary in his usual fashion.  I agree.  I think that it was very helpful to have Connecticut Innovations participating in this.




On a long-term basis, I think what we were trying to wrestle with is the long-term future of the research program in Connecticut and whether or not there may be some benefits in connecting it with other research funding programs that are in place in Connecticut.  In particular, there is one funded out of DPH that is supported by tobacco funds, and it seemed to us that they’re creating some sort of cohesion perhaps under a new entity might make some sense, but need to be carefully considered.




Obviously, the fiscal climate in the state at the moment is not optimal for that.




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you very much.  Target dates.  Marianne, Warren, what was that supposed to be about?




MR. WAGNER:  I don’t think we had any in particular.  We usually have it at the bottom, but I don’t think we had any.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Mr. Wagner likes to have target dates.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, there’s nothing we have to do?




MR. WAGNER:  No.  I think we’re just wrapping up loose ends at this point and trying to get the money --




MR. MANDELKERN:  So are we scheduled -- pardon me.  Are we scheduled for 7/15?




MR. WAGNER:  I think we should leave it on the schedule, if possible.  We do have a number of things that we have to vote on still, and if we’re not able to get that telephone conference scheduled with the entire committee to vote on UConn and Yale grants, then we’ll definitely need that, because we don’t want things waiting off until --




DR. WALLACK:  Why don’t we anticipate being able to do the teleconference to complete this whole granting process?




MR. WAGNER:  I can send e-mails out tomorrow morning, trying to get dates on people, but we do need seven of the nine that can vote on Yale, and we do need the rest of the people, so, I mean, everybody is traveling this week.  There’s bios out in San Diego, people that just came back last week, people are going off on trips, Paul is in Beijing.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  People on vacations. That’s going to be a little difficult.  I would recommend that you keep the July 15th on target.




MR. WAGNER:  Yup.




DR. WALLACK:  Because by the time you finish with trying to find a date --




MR. WAGNER:  We might be close to the 15th.




DR. WALLACK:  It may be the 15th.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  And it could be a short meeting, but we just need to clarify those points.




DR. WALLACK:  Right, but I would also recommend that you try to get a date prior to that.  If it doesn’t work, it will have to be the 15th.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me, Milt.  I would recommend strongly that we don’t wait until the 15th.  Here it is the June meeting, and we don’t have any kind of a quorum close to it.  It has to be done by conference call, and it has to be done quickly.




DR. KIESSLING:  Dan, put a date in the subject of the e-mail.  Say, please respond by and give us a date.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  Good idea.  Thank you.  All right.  Is there any other agenda items that anybody else wants to bring up under new business?  If not, public comment.  I’m sorry.  Paula?




MS. PAULA WILSON:  I just have one question, or two questions.  Do you have a start date for the 2008 awards, number one, and, number two, is there any information coming forward whether there will be another RFP coming out this fall?




MR. WAGNER:  The first one, I think, on the contracts that were sent out, I think we have a date of --




MS. CHELSEY SARNECKY:  The 20th to get the contracts back to CI.




MR. WAGNER:  The start date will be when we receive them and when our president signs them, okay? So we will try to collect as many as possible and have them kick off as soon as possible on that same date, so we’re not having two months of reviews.




And in the second point, I don’t know if we’ve talked about the RFP at this point.




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s a committee question.




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is it not, Dr. Wallack?




MR. WAGNER:  It has not come up.




DR. WALLACK:  Is that okay, Paula?  Are you all set?  




MS. WILSON:  Will the RFP question --




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, can we put down the continuation of the RFP question in answer to Paula’s question that we can bring up hopefully on the next agenda item?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you.  Okay.  If there’s no other public comments, is there a motion to adjourn?




MR. MANDELKERN:  So moved.




DR. WALLACK:  All in favor?




MR. WAGNER:  Please pick up after yourselves.




(Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 3:42 p.m.) 
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