PAGE  


VERBATIM PROCEEDINGS

CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

JUNE 6, 2006

1:08 P.M.

CONNECTICUT ECONOMIC RESOURCE CENTER

200 CORPORATE PLACE

ROCKY HILL, CONNECTICUT




. . . Continued Verbatim Proceedings of the meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee, held June 6, 2006 at 1:08 P.M., at the Connecticut Economic Resource Center, 200 Corporate Place, Rocky Hill, Connecticut. . .




COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  I would remind those sitting at the edge of the room that if -- when you speak if you identify yourself it will allow our transcriptionist to get your name in the record and if you have odd names like Wollschlager, you might want to spell it. 




My opening remarks, we do have -- we will be discussing a number of letters of intent that we have. My only other opening remark is that we have no update on new appointees, Item 8, because apparently to the best of our knowledge we have been unable -- we are informed that we have not had any new appointees yet, which is not terribly unusual. It took Warren and our legislative liaison several months to move the issue forward and to get all the appointing authorities to do what they needed to do. This is a time of year, of course, after the legislative session and before the elections where people kind of lay low. And we will continue -- they’ve all -- all the appointing authorities have sent lists of individuals and letters asking them to appoint people.  Considering -- we will continue to ask them to please appoint some and exercise their prerogatives and appoint the people they need to appoint. 




With that I would ask you to peruse the minutes of the meeting of the 9th of May of this year. And I will accept any comments about changes or deletions, additions and the like. 




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Mr. Chairman. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sir. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  A request for an addition at the last meeting, I made a comment particularly for the record, and I thought it was important at some point for us to get back to the question of data share.  And it’s not reflected in the minutes. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  How would you like to phrase that?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think simply that the -- we should revisit the -- after some preliminary discussion we should revisit the question of requirements for plans for data collection on the part of funded researchers, possibly along the lines of NIH requirements.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.  How do you have that phased Willy?  I noticed that you’ve written -- 




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:   -- we need to revisit plans to encourage data sharing along the lines of NIH requirements. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Very good.  Would you read that one more time for us?  




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  To paraphrase, we need to revisit plans to encourage data sharing along the lines of NIH requirements.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Fine.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay?  That will be added to the 9 May meeting, the meeting minutes. Are there any other deletions, additions or corrections?  If not, I will entertain a motion to accept the minutes as amended by Dr. Landwirth’s statement.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  I make a motion. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second, please?




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Second.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The ayes have it. The minutes are accepted.  And now we’re going to hear a little bit about letters of intent.  




MS. NANCY RION:  We received about 75 letters of intent. May I remind you that we did not require letters of intent nor are letters of intent totally indicative that there will be that many proposals that we would receive. It was a courtesy to you, the Advisory Committee, that these 75 individuals representing many, many more people were interested in submitting proposals.




These are -- you have a three-page list. They are organized by the type of award. You will note that there are about 40 seed proposals planned. There are 27 established investigator awards.  Two groups, three core facilities and four hybrids. At the very end of this three pages you will note that there is a summary of what I just read as well as the fact that 36 letters came from UCONN, 35 came from Yale and one from Wesleyan, one from Central, one from the University of Hartford, two from companies Evergen and Sibtech.  And one hybrid working with Yale that has -- it’s from a foundation.  




So I would be glad to answer any questions although beyond the information here I’m not sure how much I can tell you.  Jerry.  




DR. XIANGZHONG (JERRY) YANG:  Nancy, just to correct the number, according to the list I think the total number is 77, not 75, right? 




MS. RION:  Well, it depends which way you add them up.  The foundation, if you add up the right hand column the foundation is actually part of a Yale proposal.  I was rounding them, but thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have no experience with Evergen or Sibtech. Does anybody here know of those?  


MS. RION:  I think Jerry could probably tell you a -- 




DR. YANG:  -- I am the primary funder for Evergen although I have no real -- I’m not the owner, but I am the primary funder for colon research about five years ago.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And they’re a Connecticut based company. 




MS. RION:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And Sibtech?




MS. RION:  And Sibtech, I can’t tell you too much about the background. They’re located in Hamden. They seem to be a very small company. I’ve had a couple of e-mails back and forth. They weren’t really sure whether this was appropriate for them to participate in or not, but they wanted to get the letter of intent in.




The letters of intent range from three sentences to about four pages with a large variety of information.  I was talking with Ernesta earlier, there are some from -- I tried to differentiate between Yale, Yale Med, UCONN at Storrs and the Health Center in Farmington. There are a good number of -- from the engineering department, not a good number three or four perhaps at Storrs who felt like they could help out the stem cell piece. So there -- there is quite a variety here.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any other comments? Willy.  




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  Willy Lensch. I would just like to state for the record that I’m very impressed by the variety of letters of intent that we’ve received. I think to me it’s the first clear indication that we are on the right track with what we’re trying to do with this funding. There are diseases represented here that definitely are in need of greater understanding.  Multiple tissues of the body, organ systems, basic sciences, bio-engineering and I am just incredibly pleased to see what has come in.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think that’s certainly a manifestation of there being monies available.  You know, if you build it they will come. But I think it’s also an outflow of the excellent work that the Committee members have done and the amount of time and effort that we’ve all put in to making this move forward. And you, yourself, along with everyone else here has made excellent contributions.  So I’m very impressed, just very impressed.  




Any other comments?  




DR. WALLACK:  I have a question, Bob.  Have we gone through this and, for example, for different types of research, for example, neuro research, different varieties because as I’m looking at this quickly we have not done -- I don’t see a lot of requests having to do with beta cell work at all.  




MS. RION:  It’s very difficult. As I said there were some letters of intent that were three sentences long.  Some people put a title. Some people did not.  In those cases I tried to say, you know, in the letter if it says I’m going to study such and such I made that the title for now.  I think it would be difficult to make too many assumptions about the content from the information that we’ve received. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  My name is Julius Landwirth.  I think I would mention that -- the fact that there were 75 -- it does not necessarily indicate how many applications were -- what is -- I mean why do you say that?  




MS. RION:  My -- the experience that I’ve had with grants is that when we’ve had letters of intent probably 80 percent followed through with an actual proposal.  They want to hedge their bets by getting this in and they may not come up with a proposal.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So in terms of the issues that we’re going to be facing that’s a working premise.  




MS. RION:  I think you could probably say that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments? 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, two negatives from -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s surprising.




DR. CANALIS:  Come on, I mean I give you until 1:20.  The first comment is you have a scientific board group of five members, right?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Um, hmm. 




DR. CANALIS:  Even if they were to get 60 or 70 applications they’re going to be totally overwhelmed. We are going to have two reviewers per application. They’re going to be reviewing about 20 applications a piece. And that is totally unmanageable.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, let me just break in for a moment.  Warren and I and Mary Ann had a conversation with the reviewers and perhaps this would be a good time for me to give you an update on the peer review meeting if that’s fits with Dr. Canalis.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’d be happy to hear that. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s very nice of you. Thank you.  




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  For the record, I’m Warren Wollschlager. I work with the  State Department of Public Health. I just provided a business card so that I -- I like to keep the spelling secret.  




In response specifically to the peer review, Commissioner Galvin convened a public meeting, the first public meeting of the Connecticut Peer Review Committee back on May 24th. It was handled telephonically since two of the members of the committee we were trying to bring in from an overseas location.  We did have a quorum.  Three of the five members were able to make the conference call. Those include Miodrag Stojkovic out of Spain, Dr. Kyba from Texas Southwestern and Dr. Weiner out of the University of Stanford.  Catherine Verfaillie was on and scheduled to participate and then was rushed home sick and we have followed up with her since.  And Dr. Womack had notified the Committee in advance that he would not be available but definitely wants to participate in the process.




One of the first agenda items at that meeting was the process by which the Peer Review wanted to handle the -- what was, at that point, an unknown number of applications. We were both -- I think everyone -- let me just say for the record, that I believe three additional members of this Committee were on at least part of that.  Dr. Genel you were on it. Dr. Yang you were as well and Dr. Wallack. So we’re happy that you were able to -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- excuse me for one moment. I’d like you all to know that Warren and I were also cited for disobeying a fire alarm ordinance was in the building -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- during the call. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we were duly reported and I think there is going to be discipline. Is it flogging or making us park three blocks away. We are getting -- we were roundly disciplined for not leaving the building. Go ahead.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, next time you ought to do it in the parking lot.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We thought so.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It was unbelievable. Anyways.  




The first thing we did make sure there was no fire just so -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- as a matter of fact they stamped Warren’s meal card no dessert for one month.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  One of the -- so one of the first things we took a -- on the agenda was a discussion -- and minutes, once in better shape, will be shared with this body and also put up on our website as -- as are your minutes.  But we asked them how do you handle -- how do you anticipate handling a process where you may have a 100 applications. We went through the various types of applications, the numbers of pages that might be on those applications.  Oh, I missed -- Russ Twedale was on the call as well from CI. 




And we were very pleased when they said, well first of all, we’re not looking to farm out this work to any of our post doc’s. We think this is too important, too critical to the State of Connecticut, to important from a policy perspective. We intend to review each and every one ourselves.  The process by which they want to -- that they intend to follow, which will be clarified a little bit, is similar in terms of they do anticipate having the thorough review from the two members each so that each application will be reviewed by the two.  That then will be brought back to the entire committee.  They understand we’re looking at perhaps up to a 100 applications. 






They imposed their own deadline of October 4th.  They have set a deadline for the next business meeting.  I mean not necessarily the next, but the business meeting at which the final recommendations for science and ethics of the Peer Review Committee, we’ve scheduled that meeting for October 4, 2006 at their request. So we were very pleased. 




We raised the issue right up front, this is a huge burden on all of you. It’s only five of you. It’s very different. But they said that they thought it was too critical. They weren’t willing to even engage the idea of delegation. The only place where they intend to bring in expertise is when they’re looking at a certain type of application where the core Peer Review team lacks subject matter expertise so they would bring in some experts as needed. 




So I’m very confident. Commissioner or Mary Ann perhaps you had other feedback, but they made it very clear that they were -- they took this responsibility very seriously and they were going to handle it themselves.  Indeed, they wanted to go beyond their authority in the law and usurp some of your authority. They were very interested in having a say in who actually got the final money. So that was -- we sort of had to push them back a little bit.  




Any questions? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We intend on meeting or I intend with Warren and Mary Ann with that group at the international conference in Toronto at the very end of June.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we’ll reinforce some of that information.  




DR. WALLACK:  Warren didn’t say this, but being a sound participant on that conference call, the telephonic conference I had to comment that I thought it was an extraordinary meeting.  It’s very seldom that you go to a meeting that you think is almost perfect and I thought that that meeting was in fact almost perfect. And I was, in fact, amazingly -- having said that, amazingly impressed by the energy, the excitement that these -- and the commitment that these individuals brought to the table.  




They did all of the things that Warren has already indicated.  They immediately got into the organizational aspects. They elected one of their own to be chairperson of this entire process. And they are very anxious to move ahead with the time table. They’re -- they want to do it, as you’ve heard, on their own. And they came up at that meeting, all within an hour, which I thought, was also extraordinary, with a methodology of how to proceed. They have a ranking system within categories. But then they also have a point system idea.  


So the reason for that is that they’re so committed to getting this in the right direction that they don’t want to fund anything just because it’s within a category and it’s the best in that category if it doesn’t qualify on a point system basis they don’t want to -- they don’t want to fund it or recommend to fund it. So that they had total, total confidence and total control of what they’re doing.  And I’m very, very -- I left that meeting really enthusiastic about the idea that we are going to absolutely stay on schedule. And these folks have total control over what they’re doing.  




And I complement Bob, you, for having brought that together. And most notably, Warren, you were running the meeting.  I thought you did an absolutely extraordinary job.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, thanks. I mean we were pleased. I mean the Commissioner brought -- appointed those folks and brought them together so we were definitely pleased with the way it went.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Did they elect one of the two people that wasn’t there as a Chair? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  They actually tried. They thought about dumping that on Dr. Verfaillie. But actually the person who best knows the NIH and the NAS guidelines of that group is Dr. Weiner.  And his university has already endorsed and adopted as policy and procedure all of those -- all of those guidances on the NAS to the extent that Dr. Stojkovic may need a little bit of priming on NIH and NAS.  He’s definitely the guy to do it. So we were very pleased. Dr. Weiner will be the chair.  




DR. WALLACK:  One other quick thing and that is that the experts that they -- if they don’t have an expertise in a certain area they also specified that they will not be -- they will not be able to vote on anything. They want to really be the ones weighing in on this.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought it was extraordinary because they absolutely insisted on judging each application individually.  There wasn’t a bit of compromise. They just, as a group, agreed they’re all going to read the applications.  They’re not going to have any post docs or -- they may ask somebody who has a special area of expertise. I was very impressed.  




DR. CANALIS:  Amazing.  Who is going to clear the reviewers? I mean now you have established that you have a scientific review committee and you have posted that.  But then suddenly, you know, you need expertise in whatever, skeletal biology and you’re going to send it to somebody.  I mean who is going to clear that somebody?  And are you going to post that that somebody is also part of the review committee?  By rights they’re going to have to do that. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. The committee identified who that expert was and -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- and who is going to clear that person?  You?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No. The Peer Review Committee.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m not sure of that.  That bears some consideration, you know.  And the other issue you’re going to -- those individuals also are going to be known, they’re going to be identified as reviewers because we have an -- we are posting who is reading the grants.  So this individual is going to influence the state of grants. So that person has to be sort of officially appointed.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. I mean certainly that needs to be clarified a little bit. Their intent was really -- what -- the original feedback was we’re going to handle these all ourselves and then as they started working -- they’re going to come up with an application where we lack subject matter expertise and we have to bring in expertise. But they plan on handling that as a committee. With that being said, we do want to keep -- who is involved in the process. 




DR. CANALIS:  And some decision needs to be made about who clears those reviewers.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I think the Peer Review Committee clearly, by statute, can decide how they’re going to handle the evaluations.  Not us, not this advisory committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we can’t add to the Peer Review.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or subtract from it. That’s by law.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I don’t see that -- I don’t think they have an issue with any of that because I think that what they were thinking about was that it’s almost like going to back to a textbook and gaining additional expertise in a certain area if they didn’t have it.  So they would go to a source and they would seek that source. I think they -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I heard it that way, that they would review the grant. If there were pieces of that they needed to be updated on they would consult whatever source they might think was appropriate to get themselves up to date. I didn’t hear anybody say that they would look at a grant and say, woo, I can’t do this. I’ve got to find another guy to do it.  I thought what they were saying, and we can clarify that at the end of the month, I thought that what they were saying if there is a piece of this that I don’t quite understand I’m going to ask somebody to help me understand it.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But I didn’t get -- I didn’t get any indication that anyone else was going to be in a decision making position.  




MS. MARY ANN HORN:  That’s right. And you’re right, they can’t be in a decision making process. And the Commissioner was very clear with them as he’s been with this Committee that it’s all going to be very transparent and as the extent that you can when you’re reviewing a grant all the pieces and the decision making will be available to everybody. 




DR. GENEL:  Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, sir. 




DR. GENEL:  Mike Genel, on that later point I don’t think we have yet agreed on or heard an official ruling in terms of to what extent the grant process is to remain confidential.  So this -- because I think it’s very important for the Peer Review Process to proceed that there be the -- that there be some commitment to protecting confidentiality both of the grants themselves and the -- and certainly the Peer Review process.  




MS. HORN:  We do have a little bit of that on the agenda.  




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  My second chapter on negativity, when you look at the titles of these proposals and the monies these are asking these would lead me to believe that this is on going research. And I think it would be quite appropriate to ask for some declaration of overlap because, you know, if the research is on going, like some of this, you know, I even know the people.  How are they going to justify new funds from the State of Connecticut and where is the overlap?  You know, I mean how did they generate all this data and why would they need more information? So I think that the investigators are going to have to provide some declaration of overlap or no overlap otherwise there is going to be dual funding for the same projects. Some of these are very transparent to me.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I haven’t seen -- I think we’re going to have to defer that until we see what they’re actually asking for.  I understand your point.  




DR. CANALIS:  The declaration up front for the overlap is with current funding should be a -- is required from NIH or at least before you disperse the funds. But that would be up to the -- you know, I mean you’re ranked No. 3 but we’re not going to give you the money at this point is going to be much more difficult than if it’s up front. You require a declaration of overlap, but it’s up to you, Governor -- Commissioner.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Then I’ll make you Commissioner of Health  




DR. CANALIS:  We are a team.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Only if you’re conservative.  Warren, are you all set with discussing -- with your discussion on the meeting? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  As I say there are draft minutes that are being circulated internally.  Yes, I’m sorry.  




Again, the other key points were that although the categories of funding established by this body do not exactly match up with the NIH, they’re fairly close.  And folks felt very comfortable going with that type of a rating system and that is -- that’s the way they’re going to go.  So they’re comfortable and confident with the rating and scoring system.  




And as the Commissioner said we are going to -- all of the members of the Peer Review anticipate being up at Toronto at the ISSCR later on this month. Dr. Galvin will be up there and if possible we’ll convene a public meeting if -- or if necessary. And if not, then we’ll have more of an informal meeting.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll have to make arrangements to transcribe that.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right, and provide the telephone access points so that the public can listen and can participate or listen in. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Okay. Thank you, Warren.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I presume that Ernie has raised a question about grants that overlap. And I would certainly agree with his point that it doesn’t look like these guys are going to -- somebody is going to come in and do a $500,000 grant and then stop.  




MS. RION:  Within the application under biographical sketches it does ask the PI’s to state -- to make a list of their recently funded projects in the last five years. So while it’s not exactly what you’re asking.  


DR. CANALIS:  It’s not, it’s very different. 




MS. RION:  You could be able to make some links there.  




DR. CANALIS:  That’s creditability that you have been funded.  It’s not overlap.  




MS. HORN:  This may -- Mary Ann Horn, this may go slightly to your point, although I think it’s talking more about proposed funding. There is a section in the -- under evidence of commitment in the application and it asks for financial commitment from other sources. Describe financial commitments to the project from other sources. I don’t know if that’s -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I may not have understood or interpreted what Ernie said correctly. But I thought what he was saying is trying to differentiate a grant that asks for two million dollars this year and then would ask for a follow on money the next year through three, four and five.  




DR. CANALIS:  It’s totally different.  My point is I’m already funded to do this work.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  What right do I have to come to the State of Connecticut to get additional monies. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. 




DR. CANALIS:  To do very similar work. And when you look from the titles, you know, some of them would suggest that it’s on going research. So it’s already on going why should the state give you money. And to force the investigator to write a statement that there is no overlap with other sources of funding is sort of giving them the message we’re not kidding with you.  You know, it’s just keeping it straight. You know, if you’re already funded for this, you know, don’t even think about getting additional funding.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  But it’s up to you. I mean that’s my opinion.  




DR. GENEL:  Let me pursue that.  Genel. Let me pursue that a little bit.  In this day and era it’s pretty common for laboratories to have multiple grants that are, in fact, overlapping in order to provide the funding.  And specifically the stem cell research bill provides funding to do human embryonic stem cell research that they could not do conceivably with federal funds.  So quite the opposite, I would think that demonstration of adequate funding from other sources might be perhaps even be positive, not necessarily negative.  I mean that is something that I think the review process, both the Peer Review process and our oversight process, is going to have to ferret out.  But I don’t know that overlapping in funding is necessarily disadvantageous. It may, in fact, be very positive.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think dual funding for the same project is unacceptable.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think dual funding -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- which is overlap. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think there is some -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- not necessarily. 




DR. CANALIS:  Very close.  




DR. GENEL:  We’ll check Webster’s dictionary. I don’t think so.  




DR. WALLACK:  Just picking up on both of your points, I think that if we go back to the bill, Mr. Chairman, it in fact asks the advisory committee to look for alternate sources of funding. So there is an assumption there that in fact that’s hopefully something that is going to happen.  That’s at least my interpretation.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, does this mean that when we get into the final selection process we’re going to reject somebody’s grant because it appears to us as if it’s overlapping funding?  




DR. WALLACK:  I would think not. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But I think that’s what -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I will say reject that application, to be honest with you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Wouldn’t it depend a little bit on the level of overlap, right?  I mean you can overlap on a project and you can overlap on the same refrigerator.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well. 




DR. CANALIS:  How are you going to know the overlap unless you have investigators to be clear whether or not there is overlap -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- you have to give them a clear definition of what you mean by overlap, which you can do.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think you’re better off telling them up front then after the fact saying, oh by the way, Ernie thinks that there is overlap. You’re not going to get the money.  It’s going to be much worse.  




MR. HENRY SALTON:  If I may just be speak. The statute does say that one of the things we’re supposed to require from applicants is the applicant’s plans for stem cell research and proposed funding for such research from sources other than the State of Connecticut.  So we do have a mandate to ask the question what are your other sources of funding for this research outside of the State of Connecticut. 




And then the question would be something the Committee would have to, as a body decide, is this in any particular application is this a good thing or a bad thing.  It’s supposed to be preclusive and -- from the beginning meaning that if you have money and obviously every applicant might have a different way of describing well, I’m getting 80 percent from you and 25 percent -- 20 percent from someone else. And maybe that’s more than a 100 percent and that may be where you need to have a -- some concerns. But clearly we should be inquiring -- making that inquiry. If it’s not in the RFP -- 




MS. HORN:  -- it is. 




MR. SALTON:  -- it is. 




MS. HORN:  It is.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m asking the question if what I’m saying then is appropriate a percent effort in other grants is appropriate.  If I’m already a 100 percent on my time -- you know, think of the nature, you should know because -- I’m going to put 2 percent of my time on this, on the project, people -- we’re not going to be tremendously enthusiastic.  So right now the only thing I’m proposing is to ask the question. I’m not even acting on it. Just ask.  




MR. SALTON:  So then we need to go back to the RFP, Mary Ann, and ask whether we’ve made that inquiry.  Do we have that? 




MS. HORN:  What we have is just what you’ve quoted from the statute, financial commitment from other sources, describe financial commitment for the project from other sources.  As required by the public act applicants must submit proposed funding for such research from sources other than the State of Connecticut.  




MR. SALTON:  Now do we need to -- are you asking that you need to kind of expand that -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- NIH grants -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- to a certain level of detail?  




DR. CANALIS:  NIH requires that for each grant you declare the percent effort or the amount of funds from that grant.  So you do not go beyond 100 percent of your time.  And you also would like to know what percent of time this individual has available to do this work.  These are simple questions.  I’m not making -- I mean there are three or four questions. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think they are straightforward questions.  But at what -- at what point do we ask these questions and how do we ask them. 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Gerry, you had a comment. 




DR. YANG:  I think this -- for the first question for discuss, however, I think the applicant needs to clarify that the project is the same project already funded or not.  Any of these researchers if they are well funded they know the same project cannot be funded by different sources. You cannot have one part of it funded by one and they’re also funded by another source.  And also if they’re applying on the same project to different funding sources they need to clarify this project was also submitted to another source. So -- you need clarification if they have the same project at different sources, one clarification. 




The second -- on the faculty of the -- faculty need to say 20 percent or 10 percent for each project be involved because you cannot ask for more than a 100 percent. Your effort is a 100 percent. You need to do a calculation.  




The third point that I need to mention in this particular case that is I will say ask the question, if we were working on human -- you have the same author or the CI or professors either working on in the actual -- already funded. Now, you say whether you have a new cell -- would that be considered for funding at the state level or not. I think that’s a good question.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think the question I have is do we put out an addendum to the request for proposals?  And if so, how we word the -- do we word that or do we wait until the Peer Review Committee has given us lists of appropriate projects and then make that inquiry to 15 or however many we have.  Yes, Mr. Wollschlager. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I appreciate the comments. For my own clarification I just want to make sure we’re talking about a situation where somebody who is an establish researcher working on a project which is already funded with a source or sources other than state dollars we don’t want now to have state dollars supplant those dollars. 




DR. CANALIS:  You got it right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s supplantion is the issue that we’re looking at, right?  So that’s not to say it would be -- and the second point is that this body has already established as a funding priority funding not eligible for funding from NIH as one of your priorities. 




DR. CANALIS:  That’s correct. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So I think it’s certainly appropriate to phrase the question in terms of sup plantation or to say that the policy for this body, if you care to consider it as a policy, we’re not going to supplant existing federal dollars with state dollars. Or not even federal, any kind of dollars simply -- and use up the 20 million in the sup plantation methodology. That may be a way to consider going. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, would you recommend we do that after we’ve gone through a Peer Review screen or before?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would recommend before so that the applicants know what’s going on. And, again, Peer Review won’t be looking at this issue at all. They’re only going to be looking at just at the designs and ethics.  But it would be a smaller pool, then maybe it’s easier to just set that as a policy if this body endorses that as a policy.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, can we then communicate with the individuals who have expressed the fact that they’re going to, in all likelihood, submit a proposal and tell them that we will also be looking for non -- not to supplement or replace other monies?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think we could do that. But we could also put it out as part of the minutes or part of the public record. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. Now, I think -- what I thought, Ernie perhaps said a bit earlier, is that if two grants were competitive and we picked A instead of B and then found out that A was really going to -- we’d end up replacing money from other sources then we’d be remiss in not saying, well, we don’t want to do that.  We want to take B rather than A.  So I think -- I agree with both of your summation of Dr. Canalis’ remarks. I just don’t know how to do this.  




MS. RION:  In my experience in doing grants it’s -- once the letter of intent has been received it’s fairly easy to send out an e-mail reminders of the dates and the cut off, be sure you have all the signatures. And we could add this piece. The risk we have is that we miss someone who did not submit a letter of intent. But I think if let the universities know and we have it in our minutes and so forth that the chances would be fairly good that we could reach everyone.  So I would be glad to do that. I have everyone’s e-mail addresses.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Can you suggest a phraseology?  




DR. CANALIS:  NIH -- NIH calls it other sources of funding. You know, they have this form, which is established. Naturally they do it after the fact before they disperse monies, but up front is probably better. 




DR. GENEL:  But haven’t we already asked for that?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  No.  




DR. GENEL:  That’s what I heard.  I heard we did. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s the language again, Mary Ann?  




MS. HORN:  Financial commitment from other sources.  The way it’s described in the law it’s really talking about proposed funding for such research from the sources other than the State of Connecticut. I think you could read that as being sources that are already available to them as well as prospective.  




DR. CANALIS:  And you can be more explicit asking for a dedicated time to -- 




MS. HORN:  -- I think that was your other point is you want to make sure -- the other point is that they sign to say that all of the statements are true and if we were to find that they had a PI who was doing 50 percent here and a 100 percent over here and indicating that would be evidence fraud and they would stand to loose funding. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I think that however presupposes that we’re going to have some sort of a police force to go around and look at what happens with these grants. So Ernie and I will get a vehicle and go from place to place.  But perhaps we should reissue that statement with the corollary of time spent on the grant.  


DR. GENEL:  -- percent effort.  




MR. SALTON:  There is a provision in the -- that says you’re supposed to describe commitment of key people.  




DR. CANALIS:  Percent of -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- and it says, focus of each person’s efforts and the percentage of effort each person will devote on the project.  So that’s in the current -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that’s fine.  We’ll examine it when we get the applications.  




MR. SALTON:  That’s already in the RFP now. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are you okay with that, Ernie?  Would you like to -- I’d be glad to drive around with you and inspect these people. But if you think this is not -- if you think this document -- I understand your concerns, which are valid.  And if you think we need to reissue this statement to the -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- we’ll keep our eyes open. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, that’s fine. 




MS. RION:  So we are not going to do that then?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  All right. Anything else, Mr. Wollschalger?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There are a couple of other agenda items, Mr. Chair, that -- there were a couple of other agenda items farther down in the agenda, Mr. Chair, that you -- that I was scheduled to address.  Would you care for me to address those now? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Whip it on us. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Great.  We -- we already heard in terms of new appointees to this body that we are following up. The Commissioner actually has communicated with every -- each and every appointed authority in writing offering assistance in providing some names. I saw in the minutes that you solicited names from this body as well.  I have not gotten any suggestions from this body with the exception of Dr. Jennings, who is not here. He did forward a couple of names. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I gave you one 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  You’re right.  I take it back then.  Two other members gave me names. 




So I’d like to move on to the next item, which is -- which is the umbilical cord blood bank bill that passed. And I handed out copies of this for folks. I believe we have a couple of other copies. It’s Public Act 06-77.  For those of you who were involved in tracking this, I know our colleagues are UCONN were involved in providing some testimony and statistical notes on this -- on the original version of the bill. 




There was consideration of establishing by statute a public umbilical cord blood bank in Connecticut.  The way the bill ended up was that the Commissioner has been tasked with putting together an Ad Hoc Committee, as you see by Section 2 there, to look at establishing a public cord blood bank. For entering into a multi state public collaboration and as well as developing a public private partnership with existing umbilical cord blood banks.  




I bring this to the Committee because if you turn the page and go over to Section 2b1, you see that indeed the stem cell -- two parts, first of all a member of this body will sit on this Ad Hoc Committee. And secondly, in Section 2, the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee, this body, may expand the membership of the Ad Hoc Committee to include additional members if his body thinks it’s appropriate.  




I’ll give you a little change to look at it, but it’s a very fast track bill. The Commissioner is tasked with calling this body together within 60 days of bill passage, which basically gives us another 30 days to appoint members and to convene the first meeting.  We have to come up with a report by January 5th. And so I bring it for action really to this body for your discussion to see -- to an extent that anybody has an interest in serving on this committee.  And then would request that the Committee consider taking action to appoint somebody.  




DR. GENEL:  May I suggest we draw lots? 




DR. WALLACK:  Mr. Chair, if you’re looking for a suggestion or an idea or a nomination from this group or I would offer that suggestion if that’s what you want I would offer the name of somebody sitting at the table, Willy Lensch. 




MR. SALTON:  How do you feel about that? 




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I’m not very good at protests.  I do have expertise in on going current projects in available cord blood stem cells. I have background in homological malignsis and in the developmental biology of the blood system. And I would be honored to fill this spot if the Committee so decided. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  




DR. WALLACK:  So moved. 




DR. GENEL:  I’ll make that as a motion then.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Would you second it, Mike?  




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The ayes have it. Dr. -- you abstain.  Congratulations. I think it’s -- you’ve come from some distance and are a busy guy and you certainly have the right attitude and energy and expertise. And I think it’s wonderful of you to help us like this. Thank you.  




DR. LENSCH:  My pleasure. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner, I just want to point out again to solicit input from this body. Firs of all, you have the authority to make -- to expand the membership if you so choose. But certainly you can see the criteria here. As opposed to the Stem Cell Advisory process whereby you were appointed, this -- these are actually Commissioner appointees, so we have a little bit more leeway in moving the process forward ourselves. 




We have been in the Department in touch with the only private umbilical cord blood bank in Connecticut down in Stamford.  I’m forgetting on the name.  We’ve also been in touch with Dr. Fotord, who some of you may know, was once at UCONN and is now up with Bicell up in -- out of Cambridge.  But we’re very interested in hearing your suggestions for potential appointees to this process.  




Thanks, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  Not hearing any, I think we can move -- perhaps since you’ve got the floor, Warren, you’d want to discuss Item 10. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. We had mentioned this once before as we were more in the planning process. I just wanted to confirm to this body that we -- we’ve made significant progress in terms of putting together a stem cell symposium. It’s really a two day event.  Day one will target -- and the two days will target different audiences.  Day one events will target legislators and members of the administration.  And that’s March 27, 2007. Then the afternoon sessions, one will be handled by Dr. Landler. I know you’re working on bringing together various escrow committee members from throughout the region to address the -- some of the legal and ethical issues of the -- involved with stem cell.  




I know my colleague, Paul Pescatella from CURE is also putting tighter a session on economic development opportunities and a bio-tech sector related to stem cells. That’s again the afternoon of the 27th.  




All day on the 28th will be scientific breakout sessions, a full day symposium.  The list of confirmed speakers is outstanding. It includes folks such as Doug Melton and Kathy Verfaillie and Arthur Kaplan from UPENN and just an astonishing group of individuals who we plan on pairing up with our colleagues from local institutions.  So that we get both a international and national flavor, but also a chance to taut what we’re doing here in Connecticut.  It goes back to the whole idea of really marketing Connecticut as an international center of excellence.




Governor -- we put out a press release on this. I think that’s gone out or at least our part of it has gone out where the Governor is quoted as actively supporting this. And so I appreciate that. I wanted to get the word out to this body.  The planning group is the Department of Public Health, the CURE and the Stem Cell Coalition. So I don’t know if on behalf of the coalition Dr. Wallack you had anything else you wanted to add to that.  




DR. WALLACK:  I just think that it’s going to be an extraordinary opportunity to highlight the State of Connecticut as a center of excellence for stem cell research.  And you’ve already heard that we’re going to have a fabulous scientific day.  The -- that will be on Wednesday from 8:00 -- 8:30 to about 4:00.  The three aspects of Tuesday you’ve heard, the escrow in the afternoon with the economics and the -- probably the earlier portion has to do with the legislative piece.  




And it will end, however -- it will end however, because I don’t know if you’ve already talked about with the CPTV town hall forum kind of format where we’re hoping to reach the entire state.  So that the advocacy groups and so forth will all be involved. 


If it’s your pleasure, Mr. Chairman, I have the press release that Warren referred to.  And I can pass it out to all of us or perhaps submit it as part of the minutes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Why don’t we just submit it as part of the minutes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ll let you be the custodian of that. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Very good. 




DR. WALLACK:  There will be ample opportunity for many, many different people to be working on this and we’re hopeful that we can bring together additional people.  The cooperation -- and this is a very, very, very important part of it, while you heard the organizing group has -- is DPH, CURE and the Stem Cell Coalition it should be really highly noted that it’s being done in cooperation with the educational institutions of the state.  Yale Medical Center, the University of Connecticut’s medical center and the scientific community and the Storrs campus as well as Wesleyan University.  




So those elements, those people are very active participants. They’re enthusiastic participants.  There’ll be an effort to raise significant dollars. The people who I’ve just mentioned are all willing to not only give of their time and effort and so forth but they’ve also committed their resources.  And that’s going to be an important part of it. So we’re very, very enthusiastic about this.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just the last point on that, Commissioner, is that we do hope to have a booth up at the ISSCR in the end of this month where we’ll be marketing the symposium as well as marketing Connecticut.  


Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All set?  Since we’re in it and presumably myself, at least Warren and Mary Ann, if I have to stay down here and do something else, those two individuals will be talking to the Peer Reviewers. Now, I understand there are two things we want to -- want to make clear to them.  One is the -- this -- the item that Dr. Canalis came up with about supplication or using this to replace another grant or -- dovetail onto another grant.  I understand that’s an issue that we want to discuss and very properly brought up by Dr. Canalis. 




It appears that the other issue is that my feel -- my sense is that the group feels comfortable in area on the grant that may require some technical explanation may be the individual reviewing may enlist the services of someone on their faculty who has special expertise.  But that our understanding is that the grants will all be reviewed by one of the five, two of five.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Two of five.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And other than -- I think is your understanding, Warren, that they were looking at maybe perhaps some isolated technical -- relatively small technical areas.  And I think we have to make that clear to the group that that doesn’t mean that a post doc or someone else will be the reviewer and if they review more than a relatively small technical portions then they’ll have to be identified. But we do have -- we have no mechanism for adding reviewers without going back to the legislative body.  


Are there any -- so we’ll bring those two things forward to the group of five.  Are there any other things that we need to bring forward that any of the -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- we may, again, if we have a formal business meeting there, which I think we’re moving towards here, we also want to then really clarify and codify the scoring mechanism both for the science and the ethics. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So there will be no question about what criteria they’re using.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And that meeting will be open to everyone here on the Committee and also we’ll provide transcripts within a -- we’d have to have a short turn around on the transcripts if someone, Kevin or someone couldn’t make the meeting.  So we weren’t waiting a couple of months for some -- for this group to be comfortable with the instructions that the Peer Review Committee gleaned from what we say. 




Are we all comfortable with that? Okay, thank you, Warren.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Then we will proceed now to Item No. 5 on your agenda, consider award type funding limits that Dr. Genel wished to bring up.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, I would have preferred we had this discussion before we saw the list of the letters of intent because the -- what I suggested about three weeks ago, after our last meeting through an e-mail that I sent to the Commissioner, to Warren and to Nancy Rion. I would have sent it to the whole Committee, but then I understand that would have constituted a public meeting, so I couldn’t do that --was that in advance of the Peer Review process that the -- this Advisory Committee, which according to the law has the authority to direct the Commissioner with respect to the awarding of such grants after considering recommendations from the Peer Review Committee. That we establish some parameters as to the amount of monies of the 20 million that would be available to each of the various categories that we’ve established.  




My concern was -- and on the -- I’m just scanning the letters of intent that reinforces this and that is that unless we did this we would not be able to really establish our -- or determine what our priorities were in terms of the initial funding cycle.  And my thinking being that since the intent of the legislation was in part to create infra-structure in the state for pursuit of human embryonic stem cell research that we should establish some broad guidelines as to how much of the 20 million dollars would potentially be available in each of the various categories. 




And that -- those boundaries, at least in terms of percentages, would not be something that would be frozen in time, that would be for this funding cycle.  And obviously I think subject -- and I would expect would change as we evolve through the ten year process of the program.  




Now, I arbitrarily came up with some numbers, which I’m happy to share. But I think perhaps first it might be useful if we agreed on the principle of doing this because otherwise I think the numbers will become a diversion.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we’ve had some discussion about this a little bit in the past and I think we sort of got into the mind set of we’d want to wait to see what it looked like we were getting before we set limits.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, no, if I understand that correctly that was a discussion about how much of the money would be available up front in individual grants not how much we would allocate as a committee in the various categories of the grants, which I think is entirely different -- it’s an entirely different subject.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think what you’re saying is really going to shape what we’re going to get out of the far end of this grant cycle or at least what we decide now is sort of the direction we’re going to proceed. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, my concern is if we’re going to sit down here in October and we’re going to have a series of recommendations from the Peer Review Committee and we’re not going to know what sort of -- how we are going to be able to allocate the money between the various types of grants unless we have set some sort of parameters that would serve in the various categories.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s very clear. 




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, either to you or through the Chair to Mike, I thought that we had done some of that when we put together the applications. For example -- and that’s why, you know, I don’t know whose is going to answer this.  We allocated a certain percentage. I think it was no more than two million dollars, a certain percentage for the seed grants.  We allocated a certain amount theoretically for the group grants, for the hybrid grants and so forth.  




So I think to some extent in a general sense we’ve begun to do that. We did begin to do that. I thought, Mike, where you were going to go with this is in the experience researchers portion.  I think that where we left it was that the experienced researcher could get up to a million dollars or so.  And I thought what you were going to be leading us through is a discussion about whether or not, in fact, you want to redefine that at some lower amount or a more controlled amount because in your correspondence you reference the fact that otherwise we’re going to be running out of money. So I’m probably way off base on my own assumptions, but perhaps you could clarify. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think maybe Dr. Canalis’ whose memory is excellent could get us up to date on what we did or didn’t do. And where you might we would be headed.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think what Mike is trying to say, correct me if I’m wrong, is that we’re going to fund five new investigators, ten established investigators, three cores, four whatever.  He wants a precise number of grants in each category that we’re going to fund regardless of money.  Is that what you’re saying?  




DR. GENEL:  No.  




DR. CANALIS:  No, I’m sorry. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought that that’s what you were saying.  




DR. GENEL:  That’s close.  But I’m not trying to -- 




DR. CANALIS:  Close is almost there. 




DR. GENEL:  Almost there.  No, I’m not  -- I’m not suggesting a specific limit on numbers. I am suggesting a specific upper limit in terms of money available in each of the various categories.  




DR. CANALIS:  It’s the same as numbers give or take because the numbers the -- I mean if you keep life simple that’s -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- okay. Well -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- you can use, if you choose that’s all right. 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, you can choose either way, but you want to set a limit for each category.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, an upper limit. 




DR. CANALIS:  An upper limit. 




DR. GENEL:  An upper limit for each category. 




DR. CANALIS:  Because no more than five in this category, no more ten in this category, and if you get grants obviously you’re not going to look for ten grants. 




DR. GENEL:  Exactly.  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  Exactly.  




DR. WALLACK:  The information that we have in the document, for example pages four and five, doesn’t begin to do what you’re looking for?  




MR. SALTON:  That’s the category -- 




DR. GENEL:  I think we only set that up -- we set a limit in terms of C grants, if I could -- if I remember, did we not?  And -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- no, we haven’t. 




MR. SALTON:  That’s the individual, isn’t it?  




DR. WALLACK:  It has the individual seed grant. It has the major investigator.  




DR. GENEL:  Correct. 




DR. WALLACK:  For a project, but it also has the core facilities and the hybrid. 




DR. RAKIN:  I think Mike’s question is how much per category.  




DR. GENEL:  Sure.  




DR. RAKIN:  Will 70 percent of the money go into core facilities or 20 percent? 




DR. GENEL:  Can I answer that?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Gerry has got a comment first. 




DR. YANG:  I think this issue was discussed at several of the meeting in the funding categories, funding limits.  The final decisions, which are only reaching us, so there was only one category that is the seed of the grant are the 25 percent of the public funding. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right. 




DR. YANG:  For the other categories, university -- university grant, group grant and the core facility grant and the hybrid each one have a -- however we have decided, you know, early -- no allocation to like five million dollars, ten million dollars to each category. At this stage we don’t really know.  In the proposal guidelines we did not raise that. I think this year we cannot really change that.  For next year guidelines when we have the -- correct our guidelines to say for senior investigative grant have to be at least 20 percent of -- that for future. I think this year I think we have received 75 or 76 applications it would change the allocation -- it’s not appropriate I think.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, this is a complicated thing I’m going to try to bring together I hope.  Forget the document for a second.  Early in the conversations that we had, some of our first meetings the ones back in January, we talked about the fact that it would be a number, how we would fund that would be a floating number. For example, early on in the process we would be funding -- we would out of necessity have to fund more of the core facilities because without the buildings, without the equipment you can’t get the research done.  After the first two or three or four years that number would flip because now you’ve got your facilities and now you can put all of it into either the particular individuals, the seed and the junior researchers and so forth.  




The -- when the Peer Review people, if I remember correctly, addressed this same subject they also -- I don’t remember if it was Kyba or Weiner, when they addressed this subject they referenced this same kind of an approach.  And that is that that number would change during the course of time.  And their preference, and I alluded to this before in their ranking system, was that their primary preference was to fund good research so that while they would fund within categories their point ranking would be such that if in that category they saw no good research then they would not fund anything within that category. 




So I think that how I see this whole thing coming together from our initial discussions here on the Advisory Committee to the observations that I made in listening to the Peer Review people is that this is something -- we have a wide stroke parameter and that as we go forward we will internally here adjust based upon the kinds of scenario that I just put on the table.  Now, I hope that’s a little clearer. To me it’s clearer. 




DR. YANG:  Very clear. 




DR. GENEL:  I’m not talking about ten years, I‘m talking about what we do in this particular cycle. 




DR. WALLACK:  That’s what I’m saying, Mike. In this particular cycle the preference that I see is such that the core facilities get a preference now. So that -- and the Peer Review people see the same thing.  And that’s where I see the Advisory and the Peer Review people coming together on -- in a mutual sort of way.  So I’m not concerned about that because when we get back to reviewing their recommendations and we then allocating the dollars, we can make those adjustments as we see fit. I don’t think we need to do that today.  But I understand where you’re coming from, but I don’t know if we have to do it today.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Does that observation about starting off with a greater emphasis on core facilities change anyway when you look at this list and find that there are only three in the letter of intent? 




DR. WALLACK:  No, no. Because from my  perspective that’s exactly what we expected to see. And as a matter of fact going back to the Peer Reviewers they had to -- it’s hard to believe all this happened within an hour that they had this conversation.  And we talked about the same thing and that is we’ve always hoped that there would be, in fact, only at the most -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Two cores.  And they said the same thing because anything besides, in addition to two cores becomes very redundant and unnecessary and a waste of money.  So that, no, I don’t see that at all as surprising because I think even the people putting in the application, some of whom sat here at the meetings understood ahead of time that we’re going to be favoring a minimal amount of cores not an expanded number of cores.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie? 




DR. CANALIS:  Let me begin here, at this point I really have ethical difficulties with this.  And you can’t -- to put a grant together takes a significant amount of effort.  We have established these categories for right or for wrong.  And after the fact we cannot go back and say, we’re going to primarily fund core grants. And we have about 50 poor applicants that are working in getting preliminary data together and getting a grant submitted. It’s too late.  You know, we already made a declaration. We’re accepting all these categories, which means all the categories are legit. It would be unfavorable. 




Just so -- if people are going to ballistic here and there is not a single investigator being funded or not a new -- you know, or one type of grant funded, you know, we already declared that this is what we’re taking. Now, we have -- we have to consider. I mean independently, we have to make a serious effort to funding into the various categories. We have to. I mean we asked -- we asked for the grants. 




So -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- my problem not being -- my problem not being a researcher is if I had 20 grants of various types and of scorers how do I -- and if I got 40 million dollars worth of grants how do I pick 20 million dollars worth of -- what criteria do I use. And what mix of criteria do I -- how do I do that?  There are five different categories here.  And do we have a -- I’ll just make one more thing -- and are we going to have a group philosophy about what are we looking for.  




DR. CANALIS:  In that context Mike’s point is valid.  It’s probably better to set a frame of mind blindly, appropriate than after the fact because we’re already out there. This is out already.  We cannot go back.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. And I don’t want to make it like an oriental restaurant where you take one from Column B and two from Column A and three from Column C.  But I think we probably have to have some sort of a basic philosophy about where we want this 20 million bucks to go and what do we have to do to -- you know, once again to achieve the legislative intent.  




DR. WALLACK:  Mr. Commissioner, with your permission can I read the portion of the e-mail that I did send out?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly, 




DR. WALLACK:  Because I think that clarifies. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Of course.  




DR. WALLACK:  Perhaps better than I can -- I was able to expound.  I said, we should establish broad guidelines regarding how much funding would be made available in the various grant categories we have established so that this is done, and my emphasis before, the applications are reviewed.  And I said in -- I agree, Ernie, in retrospect it would have been preferable to do this before the RFA.  But we didn’t. This would allow us to establish some general priorities in terms of funding in advance of the review process. These need not, in fact they should not, be static.  That is I believe our emphasis initially should be support development of infrastructure and later years would shift to individual investigators or teams of investigators or so called our group project award.




Now, for allocation of the first 20 million then we could establish upper limits. And I’ve drawn some numbers, but obviously this was something we would -- these are just my opening suggestions. Seed grants a total awards up to a half a million.  




DR. CANALIS:  $500,000 in -- okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well that was -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that’s okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Established investigator grants up to 2.5 million.  Group project grants up to 7 million. Core grants and hybrid grants, and I put them together in one category, up to 10 million.  Then I said, well, or we could combine and we could combine group project grants, core grants and hybrid grants with an upper limit of 16 million and add one million to either one or two as we chose.  




Those are just thrown out as suggestions.  But the principle is one that I think is really very important or we’re going to have one hell of a time in October trying to sort out between the recommendations of the Peer Review Committee and how we allocate the funding.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Just let me add on to that that we’re also going to have four or five or as many as eight people in October who have not had the experience of working through the philosophy and working through the grants. So we’re -- the request for proposals, so this is going to kind of be like a baseball team with some new players who have to know at least what the philosophy of the group and what are the ground rules here as to getting someone who may be very well prepared and very learned, but doesn’t have -- doesn’t have -- there is no way we can get them up to speed as to what happened from January until October because a lot of that is personal.  




DR. WALLACK:  One other item, Commissioner with your permission, there is something else I forgot.  As I indicated that my numbers were arbitrary. That they would establish upper limits in the categories listed.  But if there were insufficient meritorious applications in one category, based on the Peer Review, we could easily shift the funding to one of the other categories. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s perfectly reasonable.  I have a tendency to doubt that we could get a lot of lousy grants in one category, but that’s perfectly -- that’s -- that may happen.  It might occur.  




Jerry. 




DR. YANG:  Mike, I think the comments are very, very good for future guidelines.  But our proposal guidelines already -- state public guidelines.  For example, if we called ten percent of the seed grant, two million dollars out of 20 million dollars you can -- because we’re changing our guidelines 10 percent to the -- four percent. So can we do that?  




And I think also the point Dr. Wallack had already mentioned that the review committee you say they -- they want jobs that are based on a scientific merit.  And of course also -- and although in the early discussions we had a topic four different categories and then adding another category hybrid proposals, we could not really -- clearly on category received zero dollars with no qualified applications.  So that’s one clarification.  So I think this year is really -- we should not change the guidelines at this time. 




And the other point I would need -- as a clarification to me to mention the three of the core, in fact there is seven core.  So -- but you can only say -- you can apply any category, but no one -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- thank you, Jerry. But we’re going to have this discussion ad infinitum about seed grant versus core grants unless we decide, you know, we got 20 million bucks here and the 20 million bucks is to advance stem cell research in Connecticut with a viewpoint of some place, somewhere along the line being able to recoup some finances by commercial efforts, using stem cell lines which are not approved by the federal government. So our focus is a little bit narrower than I think.  




DR. CANALIS:  I have a simple suggestion. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Those are the best kind. 




DR. CANALIS:  Just to make life simple, okay, if you were to accept in principle to fund 10 to 15 percent of the seed grants and 10 to 15 percent of the investigator, initiated awards you’re looking at four to six grants or three to five grants. If you cut four to six to let’s say five at $200,000 you’re talking one million dollars.  And you’re talking three to five and you cut it at four you’re talking four million dollars. So you’re really are making an allocation of five million dollars to individuals and that leaves you 15 million dollars which is three quarters of the pot for core, hybrid and whatever. 




And I think if you look at current NIH grants to fund between the 10th and the 15th percentile is what is happening in many institutes. So this is sort of along the lines of national -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- what was the last thing you said?  I missed that last point.  




DR. CANALIS:  If you look at investigator, of paid lines of various institutes at NIH the pay line is between 10 and 15 percent depending on the institution.  That’s what it is. So I mean this would be sort of in principle it would be a modest allocation to investigator or new investigator or initiator work. We would be along the lines of NIH, which people sort of have learned to live with. And it would be along the lines of the sentiment of the group, which has been most of the monies still going to go to core grants.  




But, you know, I would expect the ten to 15 percent of the grants would be made for research. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you -- what I’ve heard is that the group wants core grants. I mean the initial group, the initial dispersement that core grants seem to be the preeminent interest.  




DR. CANALIS:  It would be 75 percent of the -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- and I think maybe in the next -- for the next ten million dollars we might -- and, you know, my view of this is very simplistic. I don’t do this.  But my view is that there is research that’s gotten to a certain point, which is now hampered by an inability to utilize appropriate stem cell lines.  And that what we’re trying to do is move that ahead rather than start things all over again. But that’s just my -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- there is going to be a public relations issue also. If you look at a grant submitted 70 grants, you know, out of the 75 in round numbers are investigator initiated awards.  So let’s say that you do not fund a single one.  And we’re going to come across pretty poorly because, you know, out of the 70 none is funded.  People are going to say, you know, what are you doing?  You know, you should have said up front you were not going to fund this type of research.  And you have 70 people out there that are going to be pretty unhappy around the state.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think we need to come up with a philosophy we can live with.  




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you, Commissioner.  So I just want to offer my recollection of the conversation that we had. And this comes out of when Charles and I actually sat down and tried to hammer this out.  We even had a pie chart that revolved around funding percentages.  And when the notion of that was brought to the group for discussion there was an incredible amount of opposition to the concept of establishing limits on how much would be funded.




The underlying principle was that the quality of the science and ethical merit of the project should have the ultimate authority as to whether they would be funded or not.  It seems to me that a problem only arises when you have two different types of grants that have the same score, what’s going to be the tie breaker.  




And I think that as a group we have spoken to that by establishing what our funding priorities would be.  First and foremost none NIH human embryonic stem cell work. And secondly work that is of a more collaborative nature than supporting the work of a single investigator. And that to me seems like it does allow us to split the baby in a King Solomon type of fashion. What it doesn’t put on the table is a very actuarial pie chart for how the funding will be distributed.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have great respect for your science, which is not my science.  I think as we look at these things though we’ve got to -- what’s -- how can we move stem cell research in Connecticut ahead.  What’s the best way to move it ahead?  Maybe we look at a project that was wonderful but would have a positive result in 18 years.  And as opposed to something else that might not get quite as high a grade, but would produce a product or a result. And there is -- I think it’s difficult to think of this project as having -- as a project with an economic goal and with a goal to provide research that can’t be done because of certain limitations imposed by the central government as opposed to looking at it as a science project. Because it’s not really a science project, it’s different. It’s a hybrid.  It’s a mixed project.  




DR. RAKIN:  Commissioner, I’m not hearing anything really different and the concern I have with some of the proposals with great respect is that you leave so many caveats that I’m not sure what the benefit of it is. If we’re saying, well, at the end we’ll still see how this all looks. So I go back to establishing more principles, which I think is -- there are some very good principles articulated.  And letting the process unfold the way we’ve deliberated on it today.  




I mean the only reason you’re coming up with this is because you’re concerned there is 75 proposals, right?  But you don’t really know the quality of the individual proposals here, so there is a big unknown that I think we should let play out. Otherwise I’m concerned you’ll send a message, well, why don’t you change into a different category or why do you even want to apply.  And I’m not sure those are messages we want to send. 




DR. WALLACK:  I agree with Kevin and I don’t think that we can change the message that we have already articulated.  I think it’s clearly articulated in the document. I think for all the reasons that I won’t repeat that I’ve already put on the table that I’m comfortable in proceeding.  




I think we do have some very specific parameters. For example, when we’re talking about the seed grant we specifically have an upper limit.  And they knew that ahead of time, everybody knows it, it’s in the documents.  And they know that it’s going to be on a scoring system.  So I don’t -- there -- I’m not concerned about the quote/unquote public relations. I feel badly obviously because I don’t want to see anybody not get good science funded.  But there is a limit to what we have.




But we talk about the 10 percent. We talk about the 200,000 dollars specific number. So we’ve done already some of that.  And I’m not the least bit awkward about moving ahead especially when I know that the Peer Review people articulated similar kinds of expressions to what we’ve already articulated as we have gone along with this process. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not getting -- thank you. I’m just not getting a clear point of view about what exactly we’re looking for.  




DR. WALLACK:  I’d be looking to go ahead with the process as we’ve already instituted it.  I think that we’ve all had an opportunity and we made use of that opportunity. I feel we’re on solid ground with where we are.  And we‘ll have a final ability to make those judgments when we get back the information from the Peer Review people and when we as an advisory group are all able to then deliberate on how we’re going to allocate those dollars. We will do that, I think, as we have done this whole -- gone through this whole process in an intelligent and fair way especially I’m sure you will insist upon that. And we will perform that way.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Warren, you had a comment.  Did you have a comment? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I did, yes, if I could, a couple of comments. One is that this is one of the criteria that needs discussion amongst this body in terms of how are you going to proceed with reviewing the applications.  That’s only one aspect.  You see that actually if you look at the agenda the whole SCRAC review process is a separate and distinct agenda item because it’s not simply the science and ethics for this body to review, it’s all those other things that have been referenced, economic development, benefit to the State of Connecticut, benefit to the people of Connecticut. Priorities, which you established, in fact.  




So my sense is that there is a lot of this work has already been done.  The only place I hear disagreement is whether or not there should be some kind of cap. I know that if we go through the minutes and the transcripts of the previous minutes, meetings, we can extract the priorities that you have established and indeed they’re reflected already in the application. So I think there is actually quite a bit of work already done in this arena. The only real disagreement that I heard just listening was whether or not to set an ordinal parameter or not.  I think your priorities are already well defined.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, Ernie. 




DR. CANALIS:  I have an issue of concern and a practical issue. The issue of concern is that if we’re asking for applications in various -- various types of applications I think it would be unfair not to consider seriously for funding all the categories. We already took that step and I want to go on record like I would think that that is very unfair.  




The other practical issue is what you’re going to get for a scientific review committee is a scorer and a ranking. That’s what you’re going to get. There are not -- you’re going to get a brief, you know, the science is good. It’s terrible. But in general terms it’s going to be very difficult to make an assessment. 




So the reality is that the way in practical like this works is that you fund the top X number of applications.  That’s what ends up happening.  That is reality and we’re going to see that in October.  So it’s not inappropriate to have some general guideline of how many grants in each category you want to fund because that is what is going to happen.  It will happen. You’re not going to get more than a score and a ranking. So out of this 40 seed grants you’re going to get this is the ranking.  And we’re going to deal with this today or in October, it makes no difference. But we will have to deal with that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I don’t want to deal with this in October with eight new Board members because then we’ll be here -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- in that case we might as well -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes, well, then we’ll be here until you’re putting the ornament on the Christmas tree. 




DR. CANALIS:  We are there -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- and we don’t want to do that and so I think we need a philosophy because we’re going to get -- you’re right, this is going to come back a bunch of numbers.  One, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight, whatever it is. 




DR. CANALIS:  And then we’ll have eight more people around the table.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. So what I’m trying to say is what are you going to do about this? What are we looking for?  And if we get a whole bunch of grants of one type, request for grants that are outstanding are we not going to fund any of some of the other types or are we going to fund at least one from each category, which doesn’t make much sense to me scientifically.  I mean if Category C has five lousy grants we shouldn’t fund any of them.  Or should we fund one so we’re not -- so -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- the clear that I hear from Peer Review -- excuse me, sir, is that we would not fund any of those in that category if they was nothing that qualified within that category.  They’ve already taken care of that.  We‘ve already taken care of that. And as Willy said and as Warren, I think, said we’ve already vented all of those expressions throughout this whole process.  




The -- you know, maybe you want to put a cap on the amount of core monies that you would have out there out of the 20 million.  I’m not so sure I want to do that until I’ve seen what I’m looking at as far as what my requirements are though.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think one of the things that we -- the chances are not of getting a group of grants that have no particular really good merit. It’s sort of like saying if you took Warren and I and Kevin and said, pick the tallest and so it would probably be Kevin and then you’d have two other shorter guys. That wouldn’t help you a heck of a lot with your basketball team.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I’m sorry, I was out for a minute so I may have -- I may be redundant to what’s already been said. But it does seem to me that there are some general priorities that we’ve already discussed in the past that I heard Warren say.  And I mean that’s the difference between the Peer Review Committee and the Advisory Committee.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And the Peer Review Committee are scorers and we’re advisors. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And that means that you massage the data, pick your priorities.  And if you’re here from October to December then that’s what you do. And the answer to the question, it’s not a matter of whether you’re going not to fund the lowest two percent if lower two percent happened to be pretty good maybe you will.  But that’s a determination that you make in an advisory capacity.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  For me and how you work -- what do you with the scoring and we can do that without -- but without getting boxed in by numbers up front particularly if they are public.  




DR. WALLACK:  I agree. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As long as we have a philosophy so we’re not having a heated intellectual discussion with new members.  Go ahead, Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I was just wondering is there anybody you felt comfortable by articulating that philosophy?  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, I think that Julius just did and I think that some of us around this table have already also done that.  I think Julius wrapped it up very neatly what’s being said.  And the only thing he said at the end of his remarks was that he wouldn’t put a -- and you used the word ordinals, he wouldn’t put the ordinals at the end of that discussion today.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Now, when we consider these things are we going to consider them all from the point of view of the legislative body who said that they want to move human stem cell research forward using lines -- or -- that are not available under -- and that’s a constraint.  I see that as a constraint. Once again I’m talking as someone who doesn’t do this kind of work.  And I see that as a constraint that where do we build that into our -- this is not a discussion of purely scientific merit.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s a discussion of what are the merits of these things considered in a very -- in a constrained environment of look we want you guys to do stem cell research and we want to see some products, rightly or wrongly, that’s the law.  And that’s the law under which the Health Department can disperse the funds. We can’t disperse it and say that’s a terrific idea. That’s probably a Nobel Prize idea.  And maybe if we couldn’t relate it to the legislative intent are we entitled to disperse the funds, Kevin?  




DR. RAKIN:  Well, is it trying to be constructed with stating for the record kind of summary of these principles that is -- what we’ll use so that when eight new members come we can say, yes, a paragraph on our principles -- which I frankly thought really summarized well and were tempered by economic goals. I think you’ve added to what he said. But there was some -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I’m fine with that.  I’m -- as long as we all understand it so we’re not -- 




DR. RAKIN:  -- well, that’s why maybe it would be good to go back to what Willy said which I thought you had four or five principles and adding economic objectives to that. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry. 




DR. YANG:  I’ll let him go first.  




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I was hoping to conclude the discussion. But maybe I will anyway.  Look I think we’ve had a very healthy discussion.  I put this on the table because I felt I was concerned that we were going to be in a one devil of a fix in October. I still worry about that.  I -- but I do agree that after having a list, a publicized list of letters of intent it’s pretty difficult to arbitrarily go back and set numbers. Still I think we’d be better off doing it. But if we have a set of principles that can guide us in what we do in October I think we’ll be very -- I think we’ll be very much better off.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry, did you have a comment?  




DR. YANG:  Yes, thank you.  I’d like everyone’s comment and clarification, but I want to really stress the clarification in the category of a funding.  On the seed grant I think -- mentioned the 40 applications.  That will certainly be a challenge. A seed grant we do have a category of a 10 percent -- two million dollars will be available to the 40 applicants.  




On the other category, I understand everyone’s concern, particularly Dr. Canalis, if they applied for established investigator awards along the category of 27 -- yes, that will be a concern. So perhaps that will be a judgment that internally, we cannot change the proposal guidelines at this stage, I think. We can say in each category based on scientific review there is really no -- none of the 27 -- of course certainly we can not fund. But we can have a -- of at least one that will be funded in that category. But how do you really read the qualifications based on the review -- that’s not a clarification.  




The last one I wanted to mention to stress what both I think everyone mentioned on the -- the core facility, indeed it was discussed that issue several times that for human ESL research, not the funding but in that category indeed it was a State of Connecticut priority.  And however there are two steps. When you talk about the human ESL research that’s one. You have to have the resource available. That’s where the core facilities is really very, very important. Then the second step, of course, is using the ESL for conducting research.  But I have to say we cannot say, you know, usually it will have cap of five million dollars.  We cannot promise whatever you propose you get five million dollars.  And that’s where the evaluation is very, very critical. We still have to say we cannot give you a category for whatever you propose you get the five million dollars.  We want to see the quality of the core or the core -- before we fund you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And just I’ll inject one more comment then I think Willy has something to share with us.  My duty here is I’m a public servant.  Warren and I are public servants. And we’re here to protect the public in Connecticut, the three and a half million plus of you citizens and to make sure the legislative intent of the law is observed. So we have a different spin than the rest of you, as you folks do.  




And I’ll go on to say that if you think that this money is going to be dispersed without people being very unhappy that they -- and they didn’t get enough or didn’t get any then you are a very foolish panel indeed because the people who get -- who do not get the kind of funding they want or don’t get any at all will be very unhappy. These are public funds.  This is public money, taxpayer’s money.  




71 of the grants are either Yale or UCONN.  And you can certainly perhaps predict that some of the smaller institutions are saying, you know, that the two big guys split up the pie between the two of them and other people didn’t get sufficient amounts. So we can anticipate perhaps some unhappiness as there always is when there is a competitive process.  We’re looking at 62,730,000 at present worth of requests for money. And 20 million dollars of it might -- I think that’s about 40 million dollars more than we have.  And we have to disperse. 




So there will be some unhappiness in my -- and I perhaps prolonged this discussion longer than it should be, but we all need to be on board saying we did the right thing. We followed our conscience. Whatever it was and we weren’t out to disenfranchise anybody.  And perhaps you’re going to, I think, speak about our principles.  




DR. LENSCH:  I would like to, Commissioner.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d appreciate that.  


DR. LENSCH:  So I’m looking at the last draft that I had -- and this is Willy Lensch -- the final version of our request for funding proposals. It’s dated May 9th. And I want to refer to three pages, pages one, three and five.  




The first page is the principle that brings us all here.  And that is the statutory principle to support the advancement of embryonic and/or human adult stem cell research in Connecticut. We all agree that that’s the thing that brings us to these chairs.  




The second is at the top of page three where we have interpreted the history behind the law, which has brought us here.  And we have established -- and we did this early on in our deliberations, a priority for the Connecticut stem cell research grant program is to support research on human embryonic stem cells that are not currently eligible for federal funds. That seems very clear to me. 




And then to page five under selection criteria, we list A through G.  A, scientific merit of the proposed research.  B, conformance to high ethical standards. C, ability to perform the proposed research. D, commitment of the host institution and collaborators including cost sharing.  E, potential for collaborations across disciplines and institutions. F, benefits including financial to the state and, G, alignment with funding priorities that we will elect annually from time to time.




It seems that the question is which of these criteria will bear greater weight in our decision than not. And that, again, I’m coming back to the point that I feel that the question is not what -- how much we will fund in each category, but ultimately which research will be funded at all. And that we have spent a lot of thoughtful time coming up to this list. And if we’re moving to weight A through G, one bearing a greater magnitude of importance than others, then in a very practical way that will get us to where we need to be.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Very well presented, thank you.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can we adopt that as our guiding principles?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  In all three parts? 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m just saying. 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I’m not sure I’m adding anything to that because that was really very good and succinct.  But I think the relative weights of those A through G’s may change.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  After we see -- when we take into account what’s before us with the grant applications and amounts of money. And that’s as it should. It’s okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d like to -- if we could put these all together and when new people come in I don’t have to say, well, look over here.  And then when you turn back here -- we need -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- that’s what I was suggesting. So if we could do that I would move the acceptance of the comments amended by Julius’ comments that it can change over time relative to the weighting. And I think that at least would help us with the new people and ourselves. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have a second on that?  




DR. RAKIN:  I’ll second that. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Comments? 




DR. CANALIS:  A silly question, how are you going to decide this?  You’re going to have to read each one in every single application to make a judgment call.  And are you guys and the other eight characters coming next October prepared to read every application?  And how can you judge a science better than the scientific review committee?  That’s why you have it.  So, you know, how are you going to -- how are you going to make the judgment call that this is better than the other based on this seven, eight principles.  




The bottom line is this is going to be science driven.  And the bottom line is you have a scientific review committee that is going to give you a ranking. It’s going to give you a score.  And it’s going to say these 20 applications, this science is not worth it.  And unless you make up your mind that you are going to fund X number of applications in each category you are going to run into problems and you’d better be prepared to read these 77, right, 77 grants. I’m not prepared to read 77 grants, I’ll tell you honestly.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that what you’re saying is something that’s pertinent to all of us that if there are ten grants in a category are we going to turn with Number 6 through 10 who have received relatively low grades. So we may say that -- we may want to look at those and say, if our friend from Spain gives one -- if he gives the top one a 98 and then the next one a 97 and then two 96’s, a 95, a 93 -- so they’re all grouped in together we might have to look at all of those.  But if he gives one of them a 98 and the next one is a 76 and the one after that is a 64 then we probably wouldn’t want to go down so far down the list.  




DR. CANALIS:  You’re on with me, Commissioner.  That’s why having some idea of how many grants you are going to fund in each category will allow you to do that. To say if I’m going to find four grants I’m going to look at the top 15 grants or top ten grants.  Here we’re in total blind city.  We’re going to see what happens in October and I think October is going to prove very difficult. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I’ve said it enough.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Your comments are respected and well taken. I think that we need to see how -- I don’t know how these guys are going to do it. I don’t know whether -- and I’ve reviewed stuff where the grade range is from A to A plus.  And you’ve got to pick five up or three out of everybody has got a grade from 95 to 99 and that’s almost an impossibility.  And then there are other situations where there is an obvious cut off point and comments from a reviewer and we could certainly say that we would -- we would -- to the reviewers that if something has no merit or little merit, from your understanding, of the science then please indicate so when you return the work to us.  




I’m not sure if we could set quotas in advance of seeing what the system looks like.  Jerry. 




DR. YANG:  I think two points.  One I think essentially even though we’ll have a reasonable large amount of time for discussion I think we agree we cannot change the guidelines in official announcements at this time, for this year.  




Second, I actually have to say Mike’s comments and Ernie’s comments and other comments are a reasonable concern.  We have to have a concern.  Indeed if in each category among 27 or 40 applications -- certain -- perhaps we can really have an internal guideline for evaluation that -- under each category. So we’re willing to say under that category it is zero.  One -- at least one under that category will be fundable based on a scientific evaluation.  We’ll have to say a scientific evaluation is still all -- the key point for final decision.  But at least we can say all considerations of at least a one under each category shall be fundable.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. I’m going to be involved in deciding and you guys got to make it really easy for me.  If you were deciding something about aerospace medicine I’d make it really easy for you. But you’ve got to make it really easy and I think maybe we should indicate to our reviewers that we need something to indicate real relative merit about -- I mean good, okay, and pretty good are -- that needs a little work, that kind of -- that’s not going to help us.  




Now, my understanding is that they are going to give us a numerical grade, is that correct, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Both a numerical grade and an ordinal ranking within categories. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. And I think can we legitimately say to them if you think this has no merit just say three is no merit or this is not a reasonable proposition.  




DR. WALLACK:  It will come out anyway. 




DR. YANG:  One for category, except the seed grant is really -- that’s already in our guidelines so we cannot change that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, Willy. 




DR. LENSCH:  I just want to be clear because I honestly feel that we’re talking about two different things because even if we assign percentages we still face the same eligibility criteria within a category. And so what we keep coming back to and what I’m hearing although it’s not articulated as such is that the scientific and ethical merit of a grant seems to be of greater importance to us than other things. And so whether we’re putting a number on it or not it seems that we, at least within ourselves, are implying a greater weight to those criteria against others.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I wouldn’t say that we were implying that have a greater weight than the others, but those are the two criteria that the Peer Review Committee is going to be scoring.  Not -- A and B, not A through G.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So that’s the first cut. If you don’t make the cut on science and ethics, you’re out of it.  Then it’s our job to fold in these other criteria. And that may change the ranking. 




DR. WALLACK:  I’d -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- now, do we intend to review everyone of these that’s go out to the -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- may I make a suggestion on that, Commissioner?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. SALTON:  G is a alignment of funding priorities determined from time to time by the Committee. So it sounds from the discussion today that you have a funding priority for the first round, which is core facilities.  So it may be that what you want to do is review based on your funding priority. So start with that category and see where you end up. And then depending on what monies you have left if you only have two million dollars left for seeds maybe you only look at the top rank seeds that go down to four million dollars total. So you could at least say we did one lap of -- one additional lap around the track instead of going and looking at 20 million dollars when you only have two million dollars to hand out.  




DR. CANALIS:  That’s unfair after the fact.  We should have decided that before we provided the request for application. 




MR. SALTON:  Well, the rest -- the request for application, remember, under the statute you had to generate a request for the entire -- this is -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I didn’t say it’s unlawful.  I said it’s unfair. 




MR. SALTON:  Okay. Well, your obligation, whether it was fair or not, was to generate an application by June 30th for the entire ten year program and this is a standard application. So in year four you may going zero for core facilities and people who might be coming in from, you know, New London may see, gees, I really would like to generate a core facility down here. And you’re going to go, no, we’re not doing it. And they’ll say, well, it was within your application.  So it’s -- you’ve built in this flexibility to allow you to shift among categories. And as I recall the categories was to give people guidance about what you were willing to entertain long term and short term and it wasn’t a matter of we’re going to take somebody every year from every category. It wasn’t a distribution obligation. It was to give guidance to applicants as opposed to tie the hands of the Committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So, Warren, we’re kind of beating this to death.  Very good comments, thank you.  We’re beating this guy to death and we may want to -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- can I help you out a little bit maybe by calling the question -- I mean we do have a motion on the floor.  So to move it ahead for you would that be helpful if we call the question and vote on the idea of moving ahead with the principles as articulated by Willy with the one caveat that Julius already added to.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure if I understand the motion very well.  But I think what the motion is to put those all on one -- in one document. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Rather than three different areas.  




DR. WALLACK:  In a narrative fashion, that’s what we’re trying to do.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So it would not change anything that’s already there. 




DR. WALLACK:  No.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It would just change the placement. 




DR. WALLACK:  It would help you in that you would have a document for your new eight people that these -- this is the mechanism by which we’re proceeding.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. So -- and that’s a very narrow motion to just collate these items on -- in a single document or in a single place within the document.  Any further discussion on that very narrow motion?  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ayes have it. 




DR. CANALIS:  I’m opposed. It’s already there, that’s the reason. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we just want to put it on one piece of paper.  




DR. CANALIS:  But you didn’t ask for anybody opposed.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s fine.  




DR. WALLACK:  May I ask a point of information, nothing to do with what we just disused, but just when we’re looking at these applications and say we have a five million dollar request and say we want to fund that request.  But we want to -- we can only afford say, we feel to fund it at two and a half million dollars. Is there -- can we -- how does that work? Can we then, you know, say yes we want to fund that but we’ll do it at a two and a half million?  Or should I leave that question for later? 




DR. GENEL:  We can anything we want to. 




DR. WALLACK:  We can do that?  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I suggest we get some guidance from our colleagues at OPM r something like that. Just off the top of my head I would say -- I mean if there is no money -- if there is no money on the table I don’t know you can make that kind of a commitment.  




MS. HORN:  I think the question was could you fund it for less.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  For less, sure.  




DR. CANALIS:  It happens all the time the investigator will even send a supplement later on.  You know, two years from now he could ask for -- or she could ask for a supplement or could revise the aims to reflect cutting funding.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, that’s good for Jerry Yang to know because now I know he’ll cut the five million back to a million.  




DR. YANG:  I just saw that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  This is -- let’s just -- let me just summarize where we are or where we are not.  I don’t think we’re necessarily in a really bad spot here. This is about what you’d expect. We’re having to make some very difficult decisions and if you look -- if my math serves me correctly two out of every three applicants are going to be turned down.  We’ve got twenty million. You’ve got 63 million dollars worth of -- or two out of every three dollars applied for are going to be turned down.  So it’s difficult.  




And it looks to me, from my limited point of view, my limited primary care point of view, that these are all -- a lot of these are very good projects. And I don’t see any of them really that on the face of things look like they’re very bad projects. So this is going to be a very difficult time for us and these are going to be very difficult decision for us to make.  This is not the first time we’re going to sit here and have a frustrating hour or so as we go through these things. But nobody said it would be easy.  It ain’t. 




DR. LENSCH:  I would just like to reiterate that the glass is half full here. That a one and three chance for having a grant approved is better than any NIH institute at the moment. The heyday of the NCI was about 30 percentile for some grants.  And I know I’m making a connection between the dollars funded and the percent cut off, but I think we should also be very optimistic about how many of these grants we can fund.  




DR. CANALIS:  You’re not talking one out of three.  If you fund four core grants or four hybrid really you’re funding four out of 77.  So don’t look at percentiles when you’re looking at dollars. This is not a percent of grant.  So it’s not one third being funded. It could be just .05 percent or something like that.  




DR. LENSCH:  My point is that it just may end up being more generous than a person could -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- a better shot than you’d get from the CDC or anybody else.  




DR. LENSCH:  That was the point. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Do we want to kick this around anymore?  We’ve got a couple more meetings.  Mary Ann, did you have any substantive comments about the process?  




MS. HORN:   I want to follow up on a topic that we had opened up -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- let me just interrupt. 




MS. HORN:  No, go right ahead. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think the fact that there is open and honest difference of opinion here is what makes -- this is what makes this valid.  I mean if you all sat here and said, okay, fine and okay, sure and we got up and we were out of here at half past 1:00 then we really -- we really wouldn’t be doing justice to a topic that is both technically and professionally difficult, but also ethically difficult. So the fact that it’s difficult is because it’s difficult.  




DR. GENEL:  Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. GENEL:  May I make an observation for the record?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  




DR. GENEL:  That I find that Dr. Canalis and I are in almost complete agreement that I’m not sure I could have said at previous meetings.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Good. 




DR. RAKIN:  Now, Dr. Canalis is going to object.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, Mary Ann. 




MS. HORN:  Okay, thank you.  I wanted to follow up on a topic that we opened last week and that was part of how the Peer Review process, the application review process will go and I think people are concerned about how we will handle the grant review.  And I think this is only going to be part of the process. What will inform the process is I think as the Committee further discuss exactly the nuts and bolts of how this review is going to take place.  




Under the FOI, which is the Freedom of Information Act, which is what we have to operate here as a public entity with public dollars, there are specific ways that documents can be exempt from release to the public. And the review of those documents, similarly there is a provision to hold sessions in executive session, which is out of the earshot of the public so that discussions about certain exempted materials can go on.  




So we’re really talking about two different things. 
One is that the public records and what are exempt under the Freedom of Information Act and then how does that review of those documents go forward. And there actually is a fairly well worn track in terms of using the executive session provision under the Freedom of Information. It’s typically done under -- with hearings.  




The way I would envision the application review very simply happening, and simplistically stated, would be that you review each application. And there will be -- we’ve asked to have the confidential sections marked. There must be some kind of a review to make sure that they are not being frivolously marked. That there is some merit to those being marked. The exceptions that there are broadly are for trade secrets, patent able information, I don’t have the exact wording right here. But it’s generally proprietary information is protected and commercial or financial information that is given in confidence, not required by statute. 




There are a couple of other provisions for preliminary notes and data. And for personnel and medical files that would constitute an invasion of privacy. But those, I think, are less important to us than the trade secrets and the commercial and financial information. I actually do have it here. 




So when we get to the part of the substance of the application where those -- with trade secrets or financial information that is marked confidential it needs to be debated that’s when I would see the -- somebody making a motion to say we would like to go into executive sessions for the purpose of discussing trade secrets or commercial or financial information.  There is a second vote.  You go into executive session.  The public is excused from that portion of it. The discussion goes on.  And at the point when you finish discussing the material that is exempt you make a motion to go back into public session. And you continue to discuss the rest of the application. 




It’s cumbersome. You have to be kind of organized.  It’s difficult to flip back and forth sometimes. But that, I think, is the process that I envision where you can have a full and frank discussion if you’re discussing materials that are exempt under the FOI.




And that’s basically what I wanted to share with you today.  I think that it would be really helpful to me and to -- Attorney Salton has certainly been helpful in doing some research on this, to know a little bit more about how you envision the actual process going forward, the actual nuts and bolts of reviewing the applications.  I know Warren is going to be talking about work groups and I don’t know whether any of you have had an thoughts about whether this is a topic that would merit a separate work group in order to develop the process for grant review. 




Whether, Nancy, this is something that is also very well known to you folks and doesn’t need that kind of process. It’s not something I’m that familiar with.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, I presume that every single grant on these two pages will be sent out for Peer Review.  




MS. HORN:  If they all come in as grants, then they will be sent off, yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So there will be no preliminary step where somebody might -- 




MS. HORN:  -- oh, oh, I’m sorry.  No, I think that one of the things that we had talked about was, obviously, there -- when they come into CI I imagine CI has a process where they would look to see if the grants are -- they’re not complete.  They’re not something that is remotely within the guidelines to be funded.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we’re on shaky ground there because I couldn’t review those. I’m a pretty well educated individual. I’m not sure that anybody at CI who has the narrow expertise that would be required to exclude any. I think we either need to have a subject expert do the review or else send them all forward.  




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think what we’re contemplating and what we discussed this -- we have -- you have to resumes in the application.  You have to have certain budget -- an application came in there were no budget numbers in it. That should not go to Peer Review. So there needs to be a completeness as opposed to quality of an application, but a completeness as set forth that you meet the elements, the checklist of things that need to be in a complete application before someone then does an evaluation for quality. That -- you don’t want to send an application that has no budget to the Peer Review. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I understand that. But I’m saying I see one here that says, magnetic resonance imaging of adult -- migration, which is a Yale project.  I just picked it off the page. Now, I wouldn’t know whether that was a -- it seems to me that’s a worthwhile project.  But I wouldn’t -- that’s Warren. I wouldn’t -- I wouldn’t know and so we need to understand whether we’re going to turn down things here Performa because they just -- the -- he left his file off or he didn’t put a budget in or some such thing.  Or there is going to be any sort of subjective first run at this to say this is not what we want to do. We’re not interested in doing this.  




DR. CANALIS:  The scientific group is going to provide a statement, a summary statement for each grant application, a written statement giving you an idea of what the application is worth or just a number?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m talking about before they leave here to go to the Peer Review. 




DR. CANALIS:  No, I understand that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  The ones that we get them -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- is anybody going to look at them to say, this is a lousy project. This is not something we want to do.  No. So every one that comes in that’s an appropriately formatted and complete is going forward.  Okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  Chances are there will be very few applications like that.  But the question I had is when we have these wonderful meeting in October the scientific group it’s going to provide a summary statement on each one of these applications? You know, how do we get a feeling?  I mean are they going to give us a two page thumb up, you know, this is garage because, this is wonderful because.  Are they or are they not? Otherwise we’re going to be in trouble. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we can -- what do you think they should do, Dr. Canalis. 




DR. CANALIS:  They should give us at least a paragraph, you know, trying to give us a sentiment.  If they give us just one number it’s going to be -- it’s going to be very difficult for this group to make a judgment. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now that paragraph I presume will be non discloseable.  




DR. CANALIS:  That is whatever you decide.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I mean I don’t want -- if it were you and you commented on Dr. Verfaillie’s work and she knew you commented negatively -- I don’t want her calling you up and saying, you’re a plum. You just screwed me out of my project.  




DR. CANALIS:  For that, for you and I they will be up front.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You understand what I’m saying is that information has got to remain confidential. 




MS. HORN:  I think that’s going to have -- we’ll have to look at that under the FOI laws and I think that material that is exempt under the FOI would not be public. But there may be some portion of that that would be.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I imagine some of these people would -- the guy -- these people in Spain and Scotland are not going to get too upset if somebody at Yale is upset with them. But there are other people who work in the same relatively narrow scientific community that might take offense at you putting a negative review.  So I think we have to know whether that’s discloseable or not. 






DR. RAKIN:  I’m saying in NIH grants the investigator gets a summary report, don’t they? 




DR. CANALIS:  It’s called the summary program.  It’s eight pages.  




DR. RAKIN:  Yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  Per grant. 




DR. RAKIN:  So but we’re not going to give any feedback back to the -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- you don’t have to.  




DR. RAKIN:  Well, I’m just asking it as a question.  It seems like it would be productive once you’ve gone through all that to give some feedback back to say here is how you can do a better application next year.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think once, again, we’re dispersing public funds.  And I think that large institutions such as the University of Connecticut and Yale would want some explanation and probably if they didn’t get it demand it. What I’m trying to say is are we exposing our reviewers to unfair criticism for them to be singled out as -- or for their note to be -- it should have to be signed. 




DR. CANALIS:  No, no.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Anonymous, okay, that’s fine.  




DR. RAKIN:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s fine.  So we would under no circumstances, I would believe, say well, you know, Rakin and Lensch put the boots to you and that’s why you didn’t get your grant.  That’s what some people are going to say. I should have gotten it. 




MS. ANNE HISKES:  On the record, I’m Anne Hiskes, Chair of the University of Connecticut Escrow Committee and a philosopher, so I’m amused by the way that term has been thrown around at this meeting today.  As you are -- as you know, we’re all in this together.  The University Escrow Committee, the stem cell working group we’re all inventing it as we go.  We’ve never done -- we’ve never had escrows before.  




I’ve been putting together a committee. We’re starting to look at the letters of intent thinking about what kinds of questions we need to ask on our form so that we get the right relevant information to make informed ethical decisions. This research is very technical.  We don’t really have many people on our escrow committees who can understand this. We didn’t ask Jerry to be on our escrow committee. We didn’t ask David to be on our escrow committee for obvious conflict of interest reasons. 




So the members of my committee are hoping that perhaps the information, the evaluations of the -- this wonderful Peer Review Committee might be made available again anonymously, confidentially to the members of the Escrow Committee for our edification.  So that we can see what they regard as high quality research, the kinds of questions they raise, the kinds of criteria that they represent. And the -- in particular, what they consider to be relevant ethical issues.  




So I think that would be a wonderful resource for the Escrow Committees around the state if they could receive these evaluations confidentially and anonymously.  And I had asked this of Mary Ann before if that might be a possibility. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we want to then provide members of the Peer Committee with saying we’d like you to make a definitive statement and would you include A, B, C, D, E and would you include a statement about the ethics for us. Yes, Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, Commissioner, we can certainly -- you, as the appointing authority, certainly have your own relationship with the Peer Review Committee.  I would just note that this body does not have the authority to tell the Peer Review Committee how they’re going to proceed. 




That being said, I mean they had said that they intend to follow NIH guidance to the extent that it’s applicable.  So I think we’re going to be having some feedback information.  But to say we want you to go A, B, C, D, we can recommend it, but we can’t enforce it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think I’ve oversimplified Ann’s -- Dr. Hiskes’ remarks.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think what her intent is to get some feeling of how do you evaluate these things and what do you take into consideration rather than a statement like I knew this guy when he was a post doc and he has -- he’s not any better now than he was then.  You know, and I don’t think this has any merit. I think that -- I think what Ann is saying is that can we get something more that has widespread ethical and applications and how do we do that.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  One thought, without the specifics, and again we can ask them and perhaps they’ll say, sure.  But again they have their own standing within statute. But we do have on Stem Conn ‘07 a session being put together on escrows. We have the commitment of all the Peer Review Committee members to attend that.  It seems to me that might be a nice opportunity to establish working relationships. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And that’s

certainly one opportunity, but I think we -- if there is an opportunity to be taken advantage of here that this is all brand new and we’re all kind of groping around trying to figure out the right way to do things, if we have an opportunity to get Dr. Hiskes some basic level information about, I sat down and I did this and here is what I thought, is that -- 




MS. HISKES:  -- well that would be nice.  If you could get a paragraph, you’re going to use that paragraph, could we use that paragraph.  And there is that alterative motive here as well.  We’re looking at what 40 some applications ourselves.  So if there is any way we can get that would help us with our work load would be very appreciated.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ll bring it up to the Committee.  




MS. HISKES:  If they say, no, well,  that’s fine.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think you have to think that one through pretty carefully.  It’s true that we’re all -- it’s a work in progress for everybody.  And every little bit of  information that you can get in terms of how people think about things will be helpful. But to do that related specifically to a particular project, even if it’s anonymous, you’ve got to weigh that against the concerns about the Peer Review not being disclosed, even approximately disclosed.  There are other ways that they can talk at the end of the day about what their experience was like and how -- what they did in more general terms that might be helpful. I just -- I don’t know -- I can see how valuable that information might be, but --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I think we can work this out, but I don’t want -- I don’t -- I think I was stunned at the energy that these Peer Reviewers have and the dedication.  And I don’t want them to say, gee, I just got five phone calls from people and would somebody let them know that I said -- made negative comments and I’m not going to do this anymore.  And a question, Julius, very well that means the next five guys we ask won’t do it either particularly not for pay 




DR. GENEL:  But let me raise an additional concern. It’s my impression that an escrow evaluation is intended to be an independent evaluation. And if it were made with the review process in hand it would no longer be an independent -- an independent process.  So I understand the concerns, but I don’t think that’s the intent of an escrow evaluation. 




DR. CANALIS:  An additional concern is I wouldn’t share the summary statement with anybody but with the investigator submitting the grant application. If the investigator wants to share it with whoever including the escrow it’s a different story.  But to start sharing this information that reflects how well or poorly somebody did with an outside body I don’t think it is appropriate whatsoever. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead.  




MS. HISKES:  I want to thank you. I brought this question on behalf of my committee who asked me to do it. It does not represent my own personal position. And in fact I agree with -- that the escrow should be independent. We have our own responsibilities.  And we’re going to do our best with them.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So I presume the issue then is taken care of by the fact that the Peer Reviewers should all be present during the March meeting and would be able to share some of their -- 




MS. HISKES:  -- that would be a wonderful resource. But I think what I’m hearing is that the Committee should get its own ad hoc reviewers perhaps if it needs specific advice.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. HISKES:  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, go ahead. 




MS. HORN:  Just in general, I wanted to say one more thing about the concern about having a meeting via e-mail.  The situation that came up at the beginning when people were sending documents out and then reacting to those documents and having discussions by e-mail that is of concern to me about having a meeting.  The fact that Dr. Genel would like to send something out to the whole committee that you could review ahead of time and then be prepared to discuss it when you come into the meeting that, unless there is dialogue and discussion back and forth, I think we’re fine to do that. I don’t want to -- I don’t want to hinder unnecessarily the functioning of the Committee. If you do have something then read it into the meeting and we can discuss it and make decisions in a public forum and discussion a public forum. 




I just wanted to add that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, sir.  




MR. BOB MANDELKEHN:  I’m Bob Mandelkehn from the Stem Cell Coalition representing the Parkinson Disease community.  You might recall that the legislation, though I haven’t reviewed it within the last couple of weeks, the Peer Review Committee was purposely put at arm’s length from the rest of the process except for you, Commissioner.  You have the power to appoint and therefore involve.  But I think the purpose of that was to enable them to be as objective as they could in their evaluations.  I think the more you draw them in to relating to the proposals you’re going to loose some of their independence wily nily.  




Secondly, in relation to this long discussion about looking forward to the October meeting and the consideration of dispersement of grants, I’d like to point out to the Committee that I see as the basic problem the disproportionate number in relation to the dollars. In other words, specifically there are 40 seed grants totaling so far 8 million dollars requests. There are 30 established roughly in the amount of 30 million dollars.  And there are only four hybrids and the four hybrids eat up 15 million dollars.  




So when considering the grants and the amounts and the percentages there are going to be a lot of difficulties because of the fact that you could give 50 percent of the money to two grants in hybrids and therefore would have nothing left for 40 grants almost in seed. So the problem I see is the disproportionate numbers in relation to the dollars is the way I see it with the limits that you had suggested of half a million here and ten million there.  




And the other comment I would make is that the Committee should feel very good and very proud of itself in consideration of the disposal of 20 million dollars for the first two years.  Because my research and knowledge tells me that the federal government in total expended 25 million dollars, the federal government 25 million dollars on stem cell research in its last fiscal year.  And here you are sitting in a state with maybe one percent of the population of the country expending almost as much on stem cell research as the federal government did.  I think that’s something to feel very good and very proud about as difficult as the process is. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s well spoken.  I certainly agree that the Peer Review Committee needs to be kept separate.  And I’m quite concerned that we’ve -- that anything should happen that would reveal their identity particularly to somebody who did not get a grant and felt that they were not appropriately reviewed. So I think that their -- I think their remarks should be considered off limits for FOI. That’s just me.  Or we could have -- we could have Dr. Wolmot do them all in Scotland. I don’t think he’d want to do that. 




But I think we need to protect the individuals and make sure that they’re not identified as the grant -- as the endorser or the non-endorser or any particular -- of any particular grant.  If there is information in their write up that’s helpful I think that’s -- that should be extracted for whatever good it might have. And the -- identified as to the source of the data just so we don’t loose some of their ways of thinking about things.  




DR. LENSCH:  As the question was asked, I just want to make sure that we’re clear about the types of confidentiality we’re talking about after review.  It seems that we’ve disused three options. The applicant gets no feedback on their application. The applicant only gets feedback on the result of their review for the application comments, the review comments are publicly available.  The last one I personally feel could be very damaging and would make me uncomfortable as an applicant. The second one can certainly be useful.  




The first one certainly within our power to not do, but again it’s not very helpful to the applicants. And I just specifically would be interested to know if distribution of comments on review to the investigators only for their grant is allowable, which seems to me to be short of full public disclosure and yet is still some type of source. 




MS. HORN:  And what do you envision going out then to the public in terms of a grant award? And what I have specifically seen is the grant awards that have been done in California and New Jersey where there is something that is released to the public. And I’m not aware of what goes just to the investigator.  But there is a nice little summary of what the grant is and the amount of funding and some technical -- some technical details, some description of its strengths.  




DR. LENSCH:  So we’re talking specifically about the thought process, the conclusions of the review committee, which can be very specific. They can be praise. They can be condemnation.  They can ultimately be useful either way to the investigator.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  You just -- it’s just a description of the project.  




DR. LENSCH:  That’s right. 




MS. HORN:  Right.  




MR. SALTON:  I think that you have to just turn back the clock, take a step back.  The basis for excluding something is going to be because it contains information that is exempt under the FOI. So if you wrote a document after reviewing of an application. You’re on the Peer Review Committee and you go and disclose in your document saying, well, this is some of the technical information which is -- constitutes trade secrets for this application. And I’m talking about it in my review then your document -- because it’s going to disclose otherwise trade secret information, that document will be exempt. Okay?  




However, if your document is basically just rating. I gave this a number 12 and -- out of a 100 and I gave this an ordinal on the scale and that’s all it says, that document doesn’t contain any exempt information. It’s -- it is part of the process of government distributing money and that document will be reviewable. So that’s one end of the extreme and that’s -- versus the other.  




If we -- you can structure something in a way where your concern is protecting the identity of the members of the Peer Review Committee. 




MS. HORN:  Um, hmm. 




MR. SALTON:  So you don’t want any individual to get slapped around because he wrote a -- or she wrote a negative comment.  You can say, well, the way we’re going to write our comments are it’s going to be signed by the Committee as a whole. There is not going to be attribution to any individual members. So then what is disclosed, like that rating, is not -- no one is going to say, well, Henry gave you a 12 and Dr. Galvin gave you a 15.  And Mary Ann gave you a 16.  You don’t have to do it that way. There is no process that says how you do attribution. 




But you have to remember whatever you’re going to generate is -- it’s ability to maintain confidentiality is based on content and that content has to be information, which is not discloseable under the FOI. 




So if someone wrote an application and they said, listen the Peer Review guy really dinged you based on the fact that you don’t show financial commitments from your institution or there are ethical issues that have nothing to do with trade secrets. The way you structured this is this whole review process is unethical in my mind and therefore while I give you -- I make no comment about the technical rating and the trade secret information, but my comments are strictly on your ethical structure as not being sufficient under standard, well, an analysis of ethical structures is not exempt.  It’s not a trade secret.  And it’s not going to be commercial or financial information given under confidence. 




So that opinion, if it’s handed out, may not be attributed to anybody but that opinion doesn’t contain exempt data from the FOI.  And that -- and whether we like that, that’s the ground rules that the FOI sets. And Connecticut is a very, very strong pro-FOI state.  I mean the burden would be on the agency -- on us to prove that something is exempt. The presumption is everything is available. It’s very transparent.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So all you want back then is a numerical score.  




DR. CANALIS:  We’re talking two different things.  May I?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, sure.  




DR. CANALIS:  She’s talking about posted in the abstracted of the application, like in California. This is what we funded.  The applicant is submitting the description of the program and is being -- and you’re posting the State of Connecticut funded this program.  I mean there is nothing that is secret about this.  




MS. HORN:  Yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  You’re talking about the summary of the review committee, which are totally different.  




MS. HORN:  No, but I think the same standard applies to them.  




MR. SALTON:  The thing I would say, Doctor, is this. Typically in an FOI request what will happen is someone will come in, the outside party, whether it’s a competitor or a press person and they’ll say I want to know everything. I want to look at every document that Peer Review Committee or every document that this Committee has about the application submitted by Vassar College. I’ll just pick a school.  




DR. CANALIS:  Ernie sent in. 




MR. SALTON:  Ernie University, okay. And it will be -- everything is on the table and we have to pick out those things that we’re going to say, not available, available.  And in order to -- once you say something is not available the burden is on us to say the predicate is there. The factual predicate that this document contains trade secrets, medical personnel records, whatever it is we’re going to rely on. The predicate would be on us.  Okay?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Can they FOI the identity of the reviewer?  




MR. SALTON:  Well, it depends if it’s a document that identifies the reviewer.  




DR. CANALIS:  Nobody is going to review ever.  




MS. HORN:  I think that what we see is that individuals will read the grants. This is what the Peer Review says that they would read all the grants and all the -- do their review. Come together in a big meeting and discuss all of the grants and they would do a summary process that is not identified by one person or another, it’s the whole Peer Review coming to consensus on the grant and writing something. 




MR. SALTON:  It’s an elective process is what the individual -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I thought that two different individuals -- maybe I’ve got this wrong. I thought that two different individuals were going to -- were going to review these things and write their comments.  




MS. HORN:  They’re bringing them back. 




DR. WALLACK:  I think what’s going to happen is that there is going to be a primary reviewer and a secondary reviewer.  The secondary reviewer is going to be sort of the back up in the process.  It’s the primary reviewer’s responsibility to do all that work.  So they’re not going to each be doing the same amount of work. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I understand that. But if my grant doesn’t get accepted and I say, I’m going to FOI. I want to know whether Ann Wolmot turned me down or Catherine Verfaillie turned me down, who turned me down or was it Ernie Canalis.  And we say, well, we have to give you everything. This is Connecticut and I got to turn Ernie’s name over.  And the next thing I know is my peer reviewers -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- the problem with that is that you don’t know if -- Dr. Galvin, you may have written a positive review and the other four people on the Committee said you’re nuts. Okay. We’re not going with that one.  It’s clearly not as good as these other 20. So the fact that you were assigned to do that review doesn’t tell you in and of itself if it was good or bad, it’s only if you wrote a report or gave -- and created that document that said, this is where -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s not going to work, Henry.  That’s not going to work. I’m not going to have any peer reviewers. 




DR. CANALIS:  The reality is these two reviewers are going to call it. That’s what happens in real life.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  And they are going to write something about that application and I think their identity needs to be protected otherwise they’ll never review again. I would never review for you, never, unless you protect my identity.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren.  




DR. GENEL:  I’m sorry -- at least for at three months trial. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I mean the large picture is a lot of this has to get worked out still. 




MS. HORN:  Right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And we’ve had one single one hour conversation with the members of the Peer Review. And we’ll have more.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sorry to interrupt you.  This is -- this bothers me a lot. And I also have things that enflame my passions.  And you’re just not going to have -- if you reveal who the peer reviewers are we’re not going to have a peer review process.  I mean I know that we have all these laws to protect everybody, this is going to tank the project.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, if I could, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  My sense was the way the process was going to work was that one and/or two primary with a back up individuals as assigned by the Chair were going to provide preliminary draft information to the entire committee.  So that’s one question is like why would that be releasable if it’s preliminary draft notes.  




That then is going to be under the consideration of the entire -- and by the way that’s going to be at best a two person thing.  So that’s not a public meeting.  That’s not a quorum.  




MS. HORN:  Right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So now we’ve got it -- it’s a non public meeting, preliminary draft notes shared within an entire body would there be a name on it.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I want to see the notes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, those notes are -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I want to see the notes of the preliminary draft.   




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m no attorney, but why would they be releasable?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Everything else is. 




MR. SALTON:  No. There is a limited exemption and we could look at that. But there is -- there was a case that the City of Hartford lost in the Supreme Court a few years ago where they basically had an advisory committee that evaluated some building proposals and they wrote an evaluation -- it was an outside independent committee and they wrote an evaluation of all of the different proposals and they -- the Hartford Courant FOI’d all of the building -- the advisory committee’s stuff and the Supreme Court said, well, this is not going -- this is not exempt.  




Now, the individual person’s preliminary notes were different. But if you’re talking about the notes that the -- the documentation that that advisory committee -- because that was one document that was used by the City to say, okay, we looked at what the committee said about the -- all of each individual building plan and we’re looking that each one of those analysis were made available as a committee analysis. But the individual, like me writing my notes today, even forget that I’m an attorney, my individual notes nor anyone else’s individual notes are not -- are not FOI. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So I don’t have your notes and I don’t have your notes.  I have notes of discussion and decision making at the peer review process.  




MR. SALTON:  Right. So if I’m a member of the committee and I write -- and I read something I wrote notes in a pad, these are the good tings, these are the bad things, these things I have questions about, these things I think the committee should talk about, and I come in and present here is my presentation on this application and I read off my notes.  And this is just in the discussion, my notes are not available because it’s not what the committee makes the decision. This is my individual notes as for me and as preliminary. 




But if you’re saying I’m submitting a formal -- if I wrote a formal analysis and everyone, it was circulated and everyone said, I move to adopt Henry’s formal analysis then it becomes -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- that’s a different thing.  




MR. SALTON:  That’s a different thing. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that’s good advice. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With respect to you, Warren, and to you Henry, you know why we don’t -- we have lousy peer review in the hospitals in  Connecticut, guess why?  Because they reveal who did the review no matter how careful, unless you have very, very hard core protection if I do something that violates the standards of care and Ernie is the peer review, guess what, the next morning at coffee, Ernie, what are you doing to me.  You’re the guy who said I -- and that’s why we don’t have peer review. That’s why we end up litigating stuff because we don’t have peer review. Peer review has to be sacrosanct.  And if I  can’t guarantee these people this -- I don’t think they’re going to cooperate with us.  I don’t see how they can. 




DR. LENSCH:  Are the deliberations of the Peer Review Committee a public meeting?  




DR. CANALIS:  Are they?  




MR. SALTON:  Not when they’re discussing the trade secret information, the technical merits of the application.  




DR. CANALIS:  But the rest is public. 




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  So they’re identified together in a quorum.  




MR. SALTON:  Only if there is a quorum, right.  




DR. LENSCH:  But they cannot act as a committee unless there is a quorum when they’re reviewing grants, right?  




MR. SALTON:  Right.  




DR. LENSCH:  Therefore, this is a transparent public exercise, there is absolutely no way to protect the identity of the reviewers because you can request a transcript of the meeting.  




MR. SALTON:  Only if there is one made. 




MS. HORN:  And the confidential discussion goes on in executive session where there is no transcript. Everybody clears the room, the peer review only are in the room and that’s where that discussion goes on. We go back into public session and the court reporter, whoever is taking the minutes, comes back in. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But these guys are -- how are you going to do this with these five peers?  It’s over in foreign countries.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can I just ask a question?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  We understand your sensitivity towards their position.  They will, I think, very well appreciate your sensitivity towards their position.  You’ll be meeting with them in Toronto.  We all are on the same page with you in wanting to protect them.  I’ve seen them as a very rationale, clear thinking group.  




Would it be permissible through the Chair to have you and Warren, whoever else is going to be there, have you this discussion with them and see what kind of recommendations they can come back to that they will be comfortable with.  My sense is that they will be able to articulate knowing, Henry, some of the ideas from the State of Connecticut, a pattern of behavior or activity that we will all be able to live with. And I’m only saying that based upon the one hour -- I could be wrong, but based upon the one hour of meeting that they had on the teleconference meeting. We have no other choice at this point anyway. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ll certainly discuss it with them.  I don’t know how you can FOI their information if they’re in California, but I suppose you can or in Scotland.  




MS. HORN:  They’re public officials. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think you’d probably have a hard time getting it out of Scotland.  




MS. HORN:  That’s true. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or Spain. But that’s just me.  But if you don’t guarantee this sanctity of the Peer Review process you’re done.  




DR. WALLACK:  But you will hopefully be able to work that out with them.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You mean tell them they’re not done.  




DR. WALLACK:  No, no.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There is not going to be -- their names are not going to be revealed. 




DR. WALLACK:  We’ll have to see where they go with this. 




DR. CANALIS:  How long can the executive session last? Can it last one day?  




MR. SALTON:  As long as there is protected information.  It’s not -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- but they can consider that all this is protected information.  Can they or not?  Can they get away with that or not?  




MR. SALTON:  If it’s bona fided you’re going to have -- if someone says, well, let’s talk about resumes today and say, well, we’ll say that’s a trade secret. We’ll -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- then they do one application at a time, that’s what they’re going to do. 




MR. SALTON:  Right.  




DR. CANALIS:  So each application technically could have, you know, confidential protected information. So you could argue that you could go in executive session for eight hours, couldn’t you?  




MR. SALTON:  If there was a debate on the trade secret information for eight hours.  




DR. CANALIS:  Only.  




MR. SALTON:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Several years ago, Dr. Canalis, at St. Francis Hospital we had problems with resident physician who was referred, and this has been adjudicated so I can talk about, I don’t know the name, I wouldn’t mention it if I did, who was referred to the impaired physician part of the state medical apparatus.  And the physician in charge of that program did an evaluation and made some recommendations and the individual didn’t like the recommendations and went after both the hospital and the state medical society and got them to give up the name of the peer reviewer.  And sued him and this went to the, I think, the appellate court, federal appellate court.  




And we’ve got to make sure our people are safe or they’re not going to do it.  I -- I can’t say, well, you know, you might be on the wrong end of a law suit because your notes might get subpoenaed. 




MS. HORN:  I think that there is a way that we can thread the needle. And I’m not saying that it is not a difficult needle to thread at all times and it is a cumbersome process.  And I know for Henry and I as attorneys we’re not familiar with the whole scientific review process and it would be I think helpful for us if we had folks who would like to work on going through the review process from start to finish. What are the documents that are produced at any particular period of time.  And then we can be helpful, I think, in terms of coming up with a legal process that will hopefully address some of your concerns. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If you don’t keep the peer reviewers sacrosanct you can’t have peer reviewer.  I will just have to ask the legislature to get rid of that part and do it here.  And then they can beat up on Ernie and Jerry and Mike and all the rest of us.  




DR. WALLACK:  Would it be appropriate -- picking up on this just to turn a segway to another question and that’s having to do with the working groups because it seems to me that that’s a perfect area where the utilization of your working groups might be very, very helpful.  Which leads to the question is there a certain time -- a time table in our minds that we will be able to discuss these working groups because it certainly, with this issue, it may be very helpful.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we have five minutes. This is a 1:00 to 4:00 meeting.  And I don’t -- I think we need to discuss future meeting dates.  I looked at this work group item and I think we need to get the Board up -- constituted up to 16 before we start doing that because otherwise we’re going to end up with work groups that all have chair people of the original eight that are not representative of the group.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s okay because we’ll -- hopefully we’ll have additional people by the next meeting which is going to be July, what July 18th anyway.  So it may work out.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s your opinion on that, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We’ll wait.  I agree, Commissioner, that we need to -- I mean one of the things -- one of the beauties of increasing the membership is to have more bodies to share the work load.  And I think we’d want to know that before we started appointing members to the -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I’m not sure we’re going to have a majority of the eight new appointees by July.  It took us a long time to get the original group put together. It will probably take us, particularly during the slow summer months, an equally long -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- Bob, would it be helpful if we then sort of prioritized what working groups we -- we don’t have to have all the working groups implemented. We can prioritize and implement one, two, whatever is appropriate.  It’s only a thought and perhaps we can talk about it more at the next meeting.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d prefer to wait until we have 16 so they didn’t feel that they were excluded from the process. Now, we have new members and we have a whole new process of trying to make the eight people who are coming in feel that they are on equal standing with the eight people who have been here.  I think maybe that will be our first agenda item in July. Hopefully we’ll have some of them.  We have none of them right now.  




Yes, Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could just bring up one point to close the loop on the discussion. I hear you loud and clear, Commissioner, about finding a way to get it done. I am -- I’m going to be in a conversation with the Chairman of the Peer Review Committee at 7:00 Thursday night. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And I will certainly begin to get his guidance and expertise to how to make this happen to protect you and your colleagues in a way that satisfies Connecticut’s requirements.  We’ll make that a top agenda item. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Good.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that meeting is already scheduled for Thursday afternoon.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Can we consider some next meeting dates while we have a few minutes.  July 18th, okay. July 18th is our next meeting.  August 15th, are you going to be around then, Dr. Canalis?  




DR. CANALIS:  I have a -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I’d fall asleep if you weren’t here, Dr. Canalis.  




DR. CANALIS:  See I have a purpose in life.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think your input is very important.  And I would prefer we have the meetings, as we add new committee members, I think it’s important to have -- if that’s a bad day for you in August in there is another time in August?  




DR. CANALIS:  I have no idea.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  It’s all right for everybody else?  




DR. CANALIS:  July I am around.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right. September 19th.  




DR. WALLACK:  I can’t make that one, but -- I can’t make -- you know.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  How does that sound to everybody else?  




DR. YANG:  I don’t know. I don’t have that calendar with me.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now they’re -- there are three other dates, October 17th, November 21, December 19. Do we want to wait a little bit before we consider those?  




DR. WALLACK:  I would just assume put them tentatively on because I find it easier. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Tentatively is fine. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And then we’ll change them.  It’s -- there is really nobody here at the table that I would want to have a meeting without. 




DR. YANG:  I just want to make one suggestion, I think Mary Ann and Warren made a good point. Since today we have really no decision on the reviewers confidentiality issues and Warren will check with the Chairman of the Review Committee and -- you said you would check with other funding agencies, you know, obviously this is new for Connecticut but it’s not at the federal level. I think we could check with other states in the federal level how they handle the confidentiality issue. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But our confidentiality rules and FOI rules are a bit different and they favor the individual looking for the document.  And I keep coming back to the point that I have to guarantee the sanctity of the process or there won’t be a process.  




DR. YANG:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I certainly wouldn’t want to review something and have -- then have Mike call me up and say, why did you do this?  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, for the record before we conclude I think it might be appropriate to comment on the fact that one of our has just been given a very prestigious appointment.  Mr. -- Dr. Willy Lensch and I think that we should acknowledge his appointment at -- maybe you want to tell us what it is. 




DR. LENSCH:  I haven’t signed anything yet, but I’ll just say this. I was faced with an opportunity to leave science or to stay in science and my heart is in science.  And so it looks like I have an opportunity to remain at Harvard Medical School a bit longer and to have a promotion.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s not too shabby.  Well deserved.  




Do I have a motion adjourn? 




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And a second? 




DR. RAKIN:  Second.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  See you in July. 




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:03 p.m.) 
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