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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  Good afternoon, all.  Since we have a quorum present, I will call the meeting to order.




MR. PAUL HUANG:  Hi.  This is Paul Huang calling in.




A FEMALE VOICE:  Great.  Thank you, Paul. We’re just beginning.




MR. HUANG:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Our first order of business is approval of the minutes from the May 15, 2007 meeting.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Move its passage.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do I have a second?




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Are there any discussions about the minutes from the last meeting, additions, deletions?  Yes?




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Just one comment. There might be a typographical error.  On page three of the draft, paragraph one, two, three, four, where it talks about interviewees, California versus Connecticut. “In California, expressed the desire for more direct research.”  I think that was intended to say directed research.  It sort of conveys a different meaning the way it reads now.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Are there any other changes, additions, or deletions to the minutes of 5/15?




MS. DENISE LEIPOR:  Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




MS. LEIPOR:  On the first page --




COURT REPORTER:  You want to get up closer to a microphone?




MS. LEIPOR:  It should be with DPH.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Where is that?




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Carol Stone is indicated being with DPUC under other attendees.  It should be DPH.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anything else?  Hearing no other additions, deletions, or changes, I will ask for a vote.  All in favor of accepting the minutes with the two changes appended to them from May 15, 2007, signify by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The motion is carried.  The next item will be a report from Charles Jennings on the Strategic Planning Subcommittee and discussions of recommendations for ’07 and for Next Steps.




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  Do I need a microphone?  So thanks, everyone.  The Strategic Subcommittee met about a week ago, and I’ll summarize our deliberations.  We focused primarily on the RFP for the next round of grants, but I thought it might be useful, just before doing that, to say a little bit about overall strategy.  I think that’s listed as Part B, but I thought it might be just good to talk about it upfront.




I wasn’t here at the least meeting, but looking at the minutes and looking at the transcript of the discussion, it seemed to me that there’s still quite a lot of disagreement or different perceptions, as to what we should be doing strategically, and I think that also raises the question of what the Strategy Subcommittee should be doing and could be reasonably expected to do.




So it seems to me that there’s two levels of questions.  The first level is, say, given the current level of funding or the foreseeable level of funding, whether that’s going to be 10 million per year, or whether it’s going to be 20 million, what’s the best way that we can spend that?  How can we maximize the impact of that money?  I think that has really been our focus so far.  That was certainly, in my mind, the focus of the report from CASE, and I think that’s something that we can and should discuss in detail.




There was a second sort of level of strategic discussion, which is, and I was picking this up particularly from the transcript from the last meeting, is what can we hope to accomplish with only 10 million or only 20 million dollars a year?  Is that enough to really have a substantial impact?




That also seems to me to be a useful discussion, but it’s a completely separate discussion in my mind.  I’m concerned.  I see a lot of debates and some disagreement among committee members, as to what we should be doing there, but I’m not sure that I’ve seen any sort of constructive plan for how we should move that forward.  The only thing that will move that forward is access to more funding, and that could come from one of three sources.  It could be public funds, which I think it’s unlikely that we’ll see an increase in public funds on the kind of scale that would transform this program, or it could come from philanthropic donors, and that’s maybe not beyond the realms of possibility, but we really have not made any progress at all to coming up with a strategy for finding such donors, or it could come from industry.




Again, there was some discussion at the last meeting about the possible role of industry and whether it’s possible to make some sort of partnership with the local industry to raise substantially more money and come up with some grand vision in partnership with some sort of consortium.




Again, this strikes me as an interesting theme, but this committee is not and doesn’t want to become a debating club.  I think we have to make some sort of decision, as to whether we’re going to get serious about this, and, if so, we have to have a plan for moving it forward.




So far, the Strategy Subcommittee hasn’t really tried to take that on at all.  I think it wouldn’t be far off to say that we’ve really become a sort of tactical subcommittee, because we’ve been focused more on what’s immediate and what’s urgent than on long-term strategy, and that’s really of necessity, because it needed to be done, and it needed to be done soon.




I’m sort of spouting a bit, because I don’t have a concrete recommendation for how we should proceed particularly with this grand vision or with a discussion, as to whether we’re in a position to undertake it.




I think we must have a discussion immediately about what’s the best way to spend the money that we now have, and, at this point, I’m not sure.  Maybe it’s known whether it’s 10 million for the coming year or 20 million.




As I say, the Subcommittee so far is really focused primarily on that.  I see the focus of the CASE report, also, as being almost exclusively on that question, how best to spend the resources that are currently available.




There was some, I think, some concern about the scope of that report and about the composition of the interviewees.  What I would say in response to that is that the people who were selected to be interviewed were picked because they are our major stakeholders.  They are primarily academics.  They are primarily the people, the kinds of people who applied for the last round of funding, the kind of people whose cooperation we need in order to move forward with our current type of program, so I’m convinced that it was an appropriate group.




We sampled a few people from the Patient Advocacy Community and from industry.  It simply was not feasible to do a broad or let alone a statistically significant survey of those different constituents.  We had limited time, and we had limited financial resources. My own view is that we got useful report within the scope of those limitations.




I would say one thing that the report has done, which I think was very valuable, is it has given us clear feedback that we have been acting sensibly so far, and we, of course, have our own internal view on that.  We all think we’ve been acting sensibly.  




To me, it’s nice to hear the academic community feels, the stakeholders, the grant recipient community feels that we (coughing) I find that a reassuring message, and I think that’s something that deserves to be publicized.  I think it reflects well on the work of this committee so far.




So all of that said, I think we need to discuss the RFP for the upcoming round, because we’ve set ourselves a target of August the 1st for releasing it.  That means we have only this meeting and one more meeting in which to resolve the text of that RFP, so I’m assuming that we will spend most of our discussion today working through it.




One of the things, the main thing that we did was to prepare a draft text with input from, I think, many of you and a lot of help from Nancy, and that’s been circulated to all of you.




I would propose that we go through it.  We can go through it linearly, if that’s the preference of the group.  To broadly summarize the recommendations of our Subcommittee, we don’t see any reason for major change.  I think there are few changes that we recommend relative to last year’s proposal.




One is that we changed throughout, in the new draft that you have in front of you, we changed throughout the language anywhere where it appears to refer specifically to academics.  We’ve tried to broaden language to make it explicit at every turn that we’re reaching out to companies and to hospitals. 




Any institution that is capable of carrying out research and is qualified to do so is eligible, and we need to be as proactive as possible about getting that message out, because one piece of feedback we got from the CASE report was that we haven’t necessarily gotten that message -- a perception is being created that this is an academic program. 




Yes, on average, most of the applicants, almost all of the applicants and all of our recipients of funding were from academic institutions, but it does not have to be that way, so I think we need to continue to do what we can to get out the message.  Any thoughts people have on how to do that, we should entertain.




In terms of the overall purpose of the funding, we did not recommend any change to the overall language, so this was language that was agreed last year. It is the intent, I’m reading off of page two, to consider funding any form of stem cell research, but priority will be given to human embryonic stem cell research that’s not currently eligible for federal funding.




Other types of stem cell research will also be eligible, with priority given to studies with clear potential relevance to human health.  Animal models are not excluded from consideration, but applicants will need to demonstrate a direct relevance to human stem cell biology and its therapeutic implications.




That was wording that was fleshed out last year.  Our Subcommittee didn’t see any reason to change it.  I don’t think anything from the CASE report indicates that a change is necessary.




However, I note that there was some debate at the last meeting over the question of whether we should be more focused on specific diseases, and I saw some back and forth, as to what exactly that meant.




My own view, which I think is shared by Milt and Bob, but they’ll speak for themselves, members of the Subcommittee, is that we should not change the wording and that we continue to -- I’m sorry.  Paul Huang, as well.  That we should not change the wording, but we should continue to fund disease related research, but there is not any good reason at this point for trying to single out particular diseases or particular areas in which we want to build up Connecticut as a strong player, rather, we should continue to be guided by the quality of the science that comes before us and fund wherever the Peer Review Committee thinks that there are opportunities.




So I think my reading of the transcript from the last meeting is that that is the majority view, but I don’t think it’s a unanimous view on this committee, so whether that would cause any further debate I think I throw that to the group.




In terms of the -- so we talked about the content, that is what types of science should be funded. We recommend that there should be no change.  We talked about the structure of the types of grants and their numerical size, so our recommendation there was that we should keep the collaborative grants and the core grants and the senior investigator grants and the seed grants.




The hybrid grants, I think there was not a clear consensus.  My sense is that the majority view is to abolish the hybrid grants, because they’ve caused more confusion than they justify, so I think that’s something that needs to be decided by this group.




Could I finish my summary, and then, perhaps, Milt and Bob should pitch in, and then we’ll throw it open to group discussion?  Let me just finish the overview here.




We recommended that the budgetary caps for the seed grants and the senior investigator grants should remain at last year’s level, and that the budgetary caps for the core grants and the collaborative grants and the hybrid grants, were we to decide to keep them, should be discussed, so the question will be whether we should have the caps on those budgets.  You recall that we have a limit of five million for collaborative grants and four million for core grants, or it might have been the other way around.  That was in the context of an overall budget of 20 million.




Can I just ask at this point do we know whether it’s 20 million or 10 million for the coming year?  That’s still up for grabs.  So if it ends up being 10 million, then we should decide whether to have the limit from those large grants.  If it ends up being 20 million, then I think we would recommend to keep them where they were.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me.  I’m not even -- I don’t think we even put forward a legislative proposal to change it from 10 to 20, so it will be 10 next year.  It could be some different figure.  The figure we’ll be working with in this series of grants will be 10 million, unless something very unusual happens, which sometimes does in the last days of the budget.




I think it is unlikely that we will be able to convince the legislative body to give us 20 million dollars a year for three or three and a half more years, rather than dole it out at 10 million.




If you consider eight percent interest and put up around 500,000 dollars, five million dollars, the interest will make it worth 10 million dollars if you can hang onto it for eight years.  These guys, they want to hang onto the money, so if we get dollars that were due to us in year nine and year 10, that means they lose the use of the money, so that, in essence, they lose money.




What they’re saying to you is, sure, we’ll give you 10 million dollars eight years from now, or seven years from now.  That’s like saying or we’ll give you six and a half million dollars now.  They’d rather keep the money and drag that process out, because it’s better for them.




I think it’s certainly worth a try.  I think it is unlikely that they will double the amount.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Thank you, Commissioner, for that clarification.  That, then, sort of puts on the table the question of whether we should have the budgetary caps on those large grants, assuming that we’re dealing with a 10 million rather than a 20 million total for this year.




And then the final recommendation we made was that we would -- so you recall that last year we had a specific cap of 10 percent of the overall budget to be spent on seed grants, so that was up to 10 percent, and, in fact, we ended up spending 10 percent.  Last year, we had no specific monetary allocations for the other categories.




Our recommendation this year was that we would do something pretty similar.  We would recommend specifying not less than 10 percent on the seed grants, and that could still end up meaning 10 percent.  I think the point there was that seed grants seem to have been effective.  They’ve been popular.  It’s something that’s effective in building up human capital, if you’d like, which I think is an important priority.  




It was recognized an important priority for Connecticut in the CASE report, so starting new projects, and boosting the careers of young people, and making this an appealing state in which to start a career in stem cell research is an important priority.




So our recommendation was that we should allocate at least 10 percent to seed grants.  We recommended no specific financial allocations for the other categories, so the same as last year.  It would be determined on its merits once we see what we have in front of us.




And I think that was it, in terms of the sort of overview of the RFP.  Just before we get into details, just to mention, I think there are a few other sort of strategic, if you like, strategic questions that fall within the scope of our current budget that were identified by CASE.




One is the need for a communications strategy.  Another is the need for legislative change to expand the Peer Review Committee, but I think that’s already in hand.  I think the scope of the communications program and how we’re going to fund it does need to be worked out.




Another issue is how to benchmark the success of our program, what sort of data we should be collecting in order to monitor the effectiveness of the money that we’re giving out.  There was another one that I’m going blank on, but it will come to me.




I’ve been talking long enough, so do people want to comment at this stage, or do you want to dive straight into the wording of the draft RFP?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob, you wanted to comment?




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Yes.  Bob Mandelkern.  Charles, I think your overview was very helpful to the committee, but I would suggest possibly to follow the procedure we did on the Subcommittee, and that is to vet the proposed RFP with the changes that Nancy has highlighted, because we did leave certain areas that we knew would have to be discussed by the committee as a whole, and they will come up if we start the page-by-page review, which I think would be in place, since we only have this meeting and next meeting before we’re supposed to go to press.




My suggestion would be to go back to what we did on the subcommittee, vet it page-by-page, paragraph-by-paragraph, so that all the committee can put their yes or no’s on it and their input on it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  Milt Wallack.  I think that Charles really very well represented what we did.  For my own sake, I just want to share where I think we are, though, Charles, which is basically going to be, I think, very similar to what you’ve already identified.




I see maybe four highlights.  Even if we go page-by-page, it may be helpful for me to make this comment, and that is, to me, what we looked at is a sense that we wanted to say with most of the categories, with the exception of the hybrids, a sense.




Number two, the big condition here is the idea that companies and hospitals would be accurately pursued from the standpoint of them understanding that we would be receptive to getting applications.




Third, when we talk about the categories, the area of seed grants, a little different in that area, in the sense that the last go, or the first go around, we specifically said that we did not want senior investigators to be applying for seed grants.  In fact, one grant that was very highly rated from Angela Bordica(phonetic) of Yale on a rating system would have been funded, but she was denied on the basis that she was a senior investigator.  That changes in what we’re doing now.




The next part that is a little different is that we specifically wanted to avoid the whole idea of partial funding for grants.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  I should have mentioned that’s something that Henry, in particular, raised --




DR. WALLACK:  -- we specifically talked about partial funding.  I think that, if we go through it line-by-line, to me at least, it might be helpful with what I just said.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yup.  Agreed.




MR. HUANG:  This is Paul Huang.  May I make a comment?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly.




MR. HUANG:  I was only there for some of the discussion for the subcommittee, but I just wanted to, first of all, echo that my feeling is that this doesn’t make sense to focus on specific diseases, but simply just save disease for later.  I think that’s the best way to do it.




The second is I wanted to put things into perspective.  I just came back from Hong Kong, where I sit on the Research Grant Council in Hong Kong, and they gave out 153 million Hong Kong dollars, which is 20 million U.S. dollars.  We reviewed 500 grants and gave 150, and this is for all of Hong Kong for the whole year, so that’s about 10 universities.




That includes not only biology and medicine, but technology, law, social sciences.  So even though, compared to the NIH, 10 to 20 million dollars is not a lot of money, it really is a lot of money, and especially if it’s divided into, for instance, the seed grants.  Then it can really make a lot of difference by supporting many investigators.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  I have a little concern about going through this line-by-line, because we have a limited amount of time, and I find, if we do it that way, you don’t necessarily answer the question of the specific points that have been raised.




I read through this, the RFP thing, and I thought it was very well done, and the corrections only really reflected what we had decided on in the committee meetings.  For me, it would perhaps make more sense if we can address ourselves to the important highlights that need to be answered.  




My own feeling, with all due respect, Bob, is that the committee has done this work and (coughing) and what we have to address, I think, are the important substantial issues that are still out there that we haven’t resolved.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m certainly very happy with that, and I think it makes sense, in terms of budgeting this committee’s time, if we start with what’s most important, if we can pick out the key issues and discuss them.  I think, since we must sign off on the whole document, we need to either go line-by-line or vote to authorize some subset of us to sign off on the wording.  We don’t want to get bogged down in paragraph one and then find we haven’t gotten to the key issues.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead, Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern.  If I might make a compromise suggestion, all the changes that we’ve recommended in the RFP are highlighted, and I think it’s necessary to get committee understanding of the changes and agreement to the changes, so I withdraw my line-by-line suggestion and would just say the highlights on each page, so that the committee, as a whole, can get a sense of what changes we made, so they can vote appropriately at the end.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment? I want to raise, with your forbearance, an issue.  We are talking about 10 million dollars, and I’d like Warren to comment about how much of that money are we going to need for operational budget?




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  As drafted, Commissioner, the budget would allocate just 200,000 dollars for that administrative support.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Based on your experience, do you see, with all the coalitions forming and with investigating partner and opportunities, will we need more than 200,000?  I’ll interrupt you, and I’ll say that I ran a million dollars over my personal service budget in the Department of Health last year.  Some of that million dollars was stem cell money, a nice chunk of it.  I can’t do that again.  I can’t.  I can’t go back to the legislature a second year a row and say, you know, I’m a weensy bit over budget, like a million dollars.  That’s not going to fly, and I’m not going to do it.




So any significant augmentation of what Department of Health employees do, travel, need, etcetera, will have to come out of the 10 million dollars.  I want to be very clear.  I’m not going to donate anymore Department of Health time.  I can’t.  I’m short three dozen employees that I desperately need that I can’t hire back, because I had a budget deficit. 




Once again, a good piece of my budget deficit was stem cell.  I’m very much behind it, and I don’t regret the fact that we donated some time and effort and budgetary employees to this effort, but I can’t do it again.  I can’t do it again.  I can’t.  




We have to make some decisions.  Are we going to dispense 9.8 million, 9.5 million?  I have two people in Australia right now at the international meeting.  We have overtures from several foreign countries.  If we’re going to do that, if we’re going to form partnerships, we may need to put some cash into these coalitions and partnerships.  I don’t think that’s known yet, but I think we need to sit here and spend a few moments.  




Do we have 9.8 million dollars, 9.5 million dollars, nine million dollars and hold back some, until a later date?  I don’t know that answer, but, to be boring and repetitious, as I sometimes am, unfortunately, I can’t do this.  I can’t finance anymore of the stuff that I already am out of the Health Department.  Nancy?




MS. RION:  If I could just follow-up?  While the Health Department received some money, 200,000, Connecticut Innovations did not, and, Connecticut Innovations, our Board is committed to helping out, but they very clearly said there are limits.




I personally am being pushed to spend much more of my time in other places, because there’s no reimbursement for that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much for bringing that up.  I am remiss.  I should have done that.  I think you guys have probably donated a large piece of cash, in terms of services, and I think, if we’re going to ask Nancy and her organization to help us, they need to get paid.




There isn’t anymore hide for us to take this money out of.  I won’t do it, and I can’t do it, because I can’t deficit the Department.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I totally understand and support what you’re saying.  As an Advisory Board member and someone who is totally committed to this, as we all are, I’m terribly appreciative, terribly appreciative of what you and the Department have done and what Nancy and CI have done.  I can’t tell you.




I would totally support taking monies out of whatever number it may be, 10, or whatever it is, that will be coming for this year.  I would suggest that even the 200,000 is probably very much stretching it from the standpoint of making something work that probably won’t work at that amount. 




I have a feeling that we need to look at it more aggressively and take even more out, because another area that you’ve not identified is something that we hopefully will get more aggressive at, and that’s the fundraising part, which coincides with the partnership concept, and to do that you’re going to need professional staff there, also, or some type of professional input.




I don’t know what the number, therefore, will be, but if someone from your office said you needed 500,000 dollars, between all of that and what CI would be doing and providing for us, I would not be, you know, feeling that that was an exorbitant amount.




We just have to be sure, also, that we, in fact, through the process that we have, can allocate that money off the top before we distribute the rest of the funds.  So somehow, if that impacts on what we’re doing today with Charles and the application process, we ought to keep that in mind.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let me just give the group an idea.  Two of the four employees who work full-time, basically full-time on this project, are making a salary in excess of 100,000 dollars, plus a 40 percent fringe, so we’ll just say, for the sake of argument, that I have two 140,000 employees and two others who are at the upper level.




With the first two, 140,000 times two is 280,000 bucks.  That means, from the get go, I’m 80,000 dollars in the hole, plus two other big salaries.  I have to get some relief from that.  I can’t keep pulling.




What it does, just so you all know, is it backs up other places in the Department, so License and Register and Vital Statistics get backed up and inspection, because there aren’t people to do that.  I think we need to think about some sort of a reasonable figure to compensate us, hopefully, but also to hire people to do fundraising.  I think you’re going to be a lot closer to nine million dollars dispensed than 10 million dollars dispensed, but that’s a decision for you.




I have to stand firm and say I can’t take anymore out of my hide.  I’m already losing a couple hundred grand a year, even with the 200,000 I’m getting.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can we do that?  The regulations that are created to fund the stem cell initiative, do we have -- can we, in fact, take the 750 or million dollars out before we do the distribution?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think so, without legislative approval, so we’d have to find out some way of doing that, or just decide that we’re not going to dispense the whole thing until we get legislative guidance.  




I know I’m belaboring the point, but it’s like Nancy is saying.  This is getting to the point where people, you know, we can’t do it, and they can’t do it, her Board doesn’t want to do it, which makes sense.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, it seems to me that we simply need a proposed budget for the administrative costs of operating this program for the next year, so maybe we should be discussing how to put together such a budget, and, presumably, that means DPH and CI need to put their heads together and come back to this committee with a proposed administrative budget and explanation or justification for their line items.  Is that the way to go?




There are some things that I think simply have to happen, like administering the grants.  There are other things that involve a strategic decision, like whether to hire a fundraiser.  That, I think, is a decision for this committee to make, but our starting point needs to be a proposal on the table for what needs to be spent in the judgment of DPH and CI in order to keep this program operating.  




It’s perfectly clear, from what you and Nancy have said, that something needs to give.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Did you have a comment, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  It would be very easy to put together a budget.  At least from the Department’s perspective, we have real time expenditures for the last year, so we know what we’ve spent, so it’s not that difficult.




DR. JENNINGS:  So I would suggest that DPH and CI, since there is potential overlap between what you do, that your budgets need to be coordinated, and my suggestion will be that this committee ask DPH and CI to put their heads together and come up with a jointly approved budgetary request.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, would it make a difference, and this sort of segues to the strategic planning process anyway, because Part B was to talk about the administrative arrangements, would it be helpful if the committee made a motion to ask you, in fact, to do exactly that, to come back, so that we understand what your funding and CI’s funding requirements will be, so that we can act upon that?  Would that be something that --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What do you think, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think the idea of coming up with a budget is something --




COURT REPORTER:  Hold on.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m sorry.




COURT REPORTER:  That’s okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Before you go, if I’m hearing what he’s saying, then I would move, then, that we ask you to come back with a combined budget that would reflect the financial requirements of both the Department and CI.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is there a second for that motion?




DR. JENNINGS:  I’ll second that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  We have some sunk costs.  We have money that we put in that, you know, six or eight months of full-time from Warren and four other people that we’re never going to recoup, and that’s sort of our contribution to the project.  Nancy has money that she’s never going to recoup.  




We’re not looking to get money back that we’ve spent.  We’re looking to have a realistic budget as things go forward.




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  The only concern I have is that since you’re required legislature approval, I mean this committee does not have any power, and the only power this committee can have is to recommend the budget to the legislature, but we cannot approve it, correct?




We don’t have the power to tell you you have a million dollars to operate, correct?  That’s the part I am confused.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  We have to ask them.




DR. CANALIS:  So to bring a budget to us, the only purpose is to endorse it and say, as a group, we favor this budget, but we don’t have any power to approve it.




DR. JENNINGS:  Although they may just bat it back to us and say, fine, if that’s your administrative cost, it must come out of your overall --




DR. CANALIS:  I understand that.  I’m not opposed to it, but I’m just trying to be realistic.  We’re not going to approve the budget.




DR. JENNINGS:  Something has to happen, and there are only two options.  One is that they appropriate more money.  The other is that they tell us to take it out of the money we’ve already been given.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or else they just say get along on what you have, in which case we’re reaching the point where we can’t donate anymore time and salaries beyond the 200,000 dollars.  I think Nancy is saying the same thing, that her organization is getting to the point where they’re just going to say don’t work so much, and just work on something else.  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern.  I think Ernie’s point is well taken.  We cannot give the money from the 10 million dollars, but if this motion is passed and there’s a proposed budget and we get a strong vote of recommendation from the Advisory Committee to go forward with the budget through the legislature, that would be a strong indication to the legislature that we’re between a rock and a hard place.




I would think I would vote for the motion and send it hopefully forward when the budget comes through with a unanimous vote from the Advisory Committee, which hopefully will have an impact when they do appropriate the money.




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Can I ask for a legal opinion?




MR. SALTON:  Ask.  I don’t know if I’ll answer.




DR. GENEL:  The legislation says that not less than 10 million dollars shall be available for grants and aid to eligible institutions for the purpose of conducting embryonic and human stem cell research, as directed by the Stem Cell Advisory Committee.




Now if this is for the purpose of conducting, would not the administrative cost of administering the program be considered to be part of the purpose?  In order to accomplish the purpose, one has to provide for the administration of the program?




MR. SALTON:  Good question.  I would suggest this, that it be appropriate to confer with the authority to make that judgment, which would be the public auditors.  I wouldn’t make that call off the top of my head.  I think the public auditors, which are an independent agency of the government, could look at that and say the legislation says 10 million dollars is to be made available with the grantees conducting stem cell research.




DR. GENEL:  No.  It’s available for grants and aid, but it doesn’t say --




MR. SALTON:  But I’m saying it could go either way, and I think that there is other legislation I’ve seen, where they provide money, and they specify that administrative costs are specified separately in the legislative language.  




It’s the kind of thing that Warren or I could bring to the public auditors and get kind of an off-the-cuff informal opinion, but I wouldn’t, off the top of my head, I’m not prepared to give you advice on that issue, especially without looking at some of the opinions of the public auditors in these kind of cases.




I would tell you this.  I would be very hesitant, I do not feel comfortable saying to anyone that this legislation authorizes administrative overhead to come out of the fund.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




DR. GENEL:  -- motion, or maybe as a separate motion, I would like to propose that that request be made.




MR. SALTON:  I don’t think we need a motion.  Warren and I can --




DR. JENNINGS:  We need an answer, is what we need.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would just say that if we had confidence that we could do that, we would not have gotten explicit language in last year’s budget that authorized the 200,000.  We had specific language in the budget to allow the use of 200,000 in the current year.




DR. GENEL:  There’s nothing in the --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  There’s a proposed 200,000.




DR. GENEL:  Oh, 200,000.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.




DR. GENEL:  I would like you to make the inquiry, at least so we have it on the record, in any event.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, now, there’s a motion on the floor.  Do we want to -- is it your motion?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You want to restate it for us?




DR. WALLACK:  The motion was basically to have the Department and, also, CI come back with a recommendation about what the administrative cost would be going forward for this upcoming year.  That’s it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Does everybody understand the motion?




DR. JENNINGS:  Just to be specific, it’s a combined budgetary proposal.  We don’t want two independent proposals, the discrepancies of which need to be thrashed out subsequently.  I think this committee needs to receive a coordinated plan.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Understood, but just for the record, we have two different approving authorities.




DR. JENNINGS:  The question here is what do we think it’s going to cost?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Understood, but in terms of strategic discussion, we’re not just talking about --




DR. WALLACK:  -- implication was also that we have a sense that we’re justified.  What drove the motion was the fact that there’s a perceived justification in having the Department and CI funded for their administrative costs, so that’s an important part of the motion.




DR. JENNINGS:  If this committee is going to forward this budget as our recommendation, we need to understand why we think it costs half a million, rather than 400, or 300,000, or whatever.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  Yeah, Julius?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Just in the interest of our time frame, are we expecting, then, to see that budget at our next meeting and, at the same time, trying to get the others to resolve, because we see that budget either way, right?




MR. SALTON:  Well I would think you really need to have that budget when you’re ready to make grants, to make awards.  You don’t need to have it for the RFP.  The RFP can just say up to 10 million dollars may be available for this fiscal round, but when it comes to, okay, now we have all the applicants in place, are we going to spend 9.5, or 9.8, or 9.3, that’s when you need to know what the available pool is.




DR. CANALIS:  I don’t agree.  People will become really upset.  What is going to happen is people are going to say I didn’t get funded, I was on the edge, and I didn’t get funded, because you gave the money to the State to operate.  




I can see this happen.  Frankly, this needs to be approved by the legislature.  We should get the budget.




MR. SALTON:  That’s assuming that you can take any money out.




DR. CANALIS:  But you go and you make the recommendation.  I’d be very careful about that, because people have their expectations, and then they are going to find reasons to be critical.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well we may be not able to take it out at all.  I think that’s the first opinion.  Is this a possibility of taking money out of the 10 million, and if it’s so, that’s one set of circumstances.  If it’s not, we’ll have to go and ask for some more money.




If they decide they’re not going to give Nancy anymore money, any money, and they’re not going to give us anymore money, that means that Nancy is not going to give you as much service, and we can’t give you as much service.  




I just can’t make employees, pull employees out of the woodwork.  The people who are doing this are people who had very, very important jobs elsewhere in the Department that had to be backfilled. Yes, Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Milt, I wonder if you would possibly accept an amendment to your motion, which I feel strongly about, that we should also be asking for some administrative help for the Advisory Committee to discharge the various duties that we are charged with under the Act.  




We have very specific responsibilities, which we have not been able, I think, to do if we don’t have any money at all.




DR. WALLACK:  I don’t know if you need an amendment.  I think that Bob and Warren and Nancy could factor that in when they come up with their budget.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s reasonable.  What I’m not happy with was here’s the money, you know, put together these organizations, you know, dispense the money, but there’s no money for expenses.  Just kind of add it onto the other stuff.




DR. WALLACK:  And I would do this sooner, rather than later, picking up on, Ernie, on your recommendation, that we really have to do this soon.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Well I think the first thing is to clarify.  If the 10 million dollars is totally off limits, it’s off limits.  




DR. WALLACK:  Come in with the amounts anyway, because that will help us, no matter what.




DR. JENNINGS:  Just to close on that question, when can we get the budget Julius asked?  Is it feasible to get it by the next meeting?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, sure.  




MS. RION:  Absolutely.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  I have a question for Henry. Is it lawful to tack on an administrative cost to the grants?  I mean it’s 25 percent overhead to the university.  Would it be lawful to tack on five percent as administrative costs of the State of Connecticut?  Then, on a 10-million-dollar base, you end with half a million.  I mean universities want their slice.  You want your slice.  We approve the 25 percent.




It might be easier to go to the legislature and say, listen, universities and administrative costs, we have an administrative cost.




MR. SALTON:  I don’t think right now you have authority to charge back your administrative costs to applicants, if that’s what your question is.  That’s what it sounds like to me.




DR. CANALIS:  Well I’m trying to be innovative here, you know?  You’re just shooting me down all over.




MR. SALTON:  You ask the questions.  There are other agencies in the state that have that authority to do that and it’s specific, and so, in the absence of specific authority, I wouldn’t assume that it’s inherent in your process, so I don’t think you do.




MS. RION:  I would just mention that for the other grants that Connecticut Innovations administers, there is in our legislative regulations that we would get three percent for administrative costs.




MR. SALTON:  But you have specific authority for that.




MS. RION:  But we have specific authority for that.




DR. CANALIS:  The question to you, Henry, it might be easier to make this fly with your legislature.




MR. SALTON:  You’re asking the wrong guy.




DR. CANALIS:  I’m sorry, Commissioner.  It might be a way to go.  She gets three percent, you know, so there is a precedent. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Can we call the question that’s on the floor?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Call the question.  Anybody need Milt to clarify his motion and amendment?  All in favor, indicate by saying “aye.”




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Carries.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question?  Will Henry be, in the meantime, finding out from the auditors? I mean, if they say we can’t do it one way, then we only have one way to go.




MR. SALTON:  Again, I can only ask for an informal kind of feel from them.  I’m not going to provide you a formal opinion of the Attorney General.  I’ll do what I can on that.  I would not be optimistic, really.  I would not be optimistic, and that’s just my read.  Maybe I’m a strict constructionist, but I wouldn’t be optimistic.




DR. FISHBONE:  Well let’s be optimistic and make it work.




DR. JENNINGS:  My suggestion is that we should come back to this discussion at the next meeting, after we’ve seen and perhaps even voted on a recommended budget, then we can talk about strategies for finding that money, but it seems to me we don’t need to nail this, we can’t nail this right now.




If it’s not going to be more than around a million at the outset, then it’s not going to be more than 10 percent of our total, so it’s not going to -- any answer that we could get is not going to fundamentally change the character of what we need to do now.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Shall we proceed?




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- considering the changes in the RFP?




DR. JENNINGS:  Perhaps I should just reiterate what I see as the key changes that require discussion, and please, others, pitch in if I miss anything.  The first is the overall scientific scope, as defined by the language that we agreed to last year.  Are we going to keep that?




The next one is are we going to abolish hybrid grants?  The next one is are we going to keep the other four categories of grants?  The next question is are we going to change, on the assumption that we have only 10 million, or let’s say nine million dollars to play with, are we going to alter the caps on any of those grants?




The next question is do we approve the overall changes in the language to emphasize the eligibility of hospitals and companies?  And the next question was do we want to allow, do we want to encourage partial funding of grants?  Did I miss anything?




MR. MANDELKERN:  You got them all.




DR. JENNINGS:  I got them all.  Okay, great.  Okay, so, do we want to go through those questions one-by-one?  Does everybody agree to that?




COURT REPORTER:  You want to grab that microphone?  Thank you.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This came up yesterday at the Legal and Ethics Subcommittee.  Although we didn’t have this document, we anticipated the discussion.  And we were interested in how we’re going to view ESCRO review, particularly anticipating that we’re going to be making an explicit push to try to get companies involved. How would companies be required to get their review?




Here, ESCRO Committee is defined as an institutionally based embryonic oversight committee.  We didn’t have it, I don’t think, at the first go around, but we now have available independent ESCRO Review Committees that are not institutionally based, similar to what we have in the IRB world.




DR. JENNINGS:  So a company can outsource its ESCRO.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well a company might do two things.  Some have already tried to develop their own internal.  Now the history in the IRB world is not very good with those, so they get a lot of public criticism for that, and so the independent IRBs came up.




Now our going in question was, if we’re trying to encourage companies to apply, what will we require, then, in the way of ESCRO review?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Nancy?




MS. RION:  Julius, if you’ll notice on page three, under Special Considerations, the second paragraph, we have added a phrase that says the Grantee’s Institution must establish an ESCRO or establish an affiliation with an existing ESCRO Committee.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right, but the question is will we be satisfied with a company establishing its own ESCRO?  




MS. RION:  Right.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  We were very concerned about that.




DR. CANALIS:  It depends on the company. It depends on the ESCRO.  You have a company like Pfizer, I’m sure they’re going to do the right thing.  It depends what company you have.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  That’s one way to look at it.




DR. CANALIS:  -- very difficult to make an absolute determination.




DR. JENNINGS:  Do you have any recommendation?  I mean there are two questions.  One is, is this language sufficient for now, and the other is do we want to have some sort of policy, which might sort of reside in the minutes, but outside of the RFP document?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think our Subcommittee was of the view that an applying company should have their application reviewed by either an institutional-based or an independent ESCRO, very similar to what they would in the case of IRB.




It doesn’t mean to say necessarily that they would not have a legitimate ESCRO, but, at this time, since there are so few of those, it might be a good time to set something up that would be acceptable, although it might be more costly for them.




DR. JENNINGS:  Since we don’t even know at this point whether it will arise.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right. 




DR. JENNINGS:  We may or may not get an application for embryonic stem cells from a small company with a sort of non-standard ESCRO arrangement.  Maybe we should just put some language in the RFP that would, as it were, reserve us the right to intervene if we saw something --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That would work.




DR. JENNINGS:  Does that make sense?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Um-hum.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Steve?




DR. LATHAM:  Or maybe we should say something about getting a report on how the ESCRO is going to be established as part of the proposal.  If the company is going to establish its own ESCRO for the first time in order to get the proposal going, maybe we should find out how they’re going to do that.




MR. SALTON:  I would suggest that, first, if you look at the definition of ESCRO now, that’s where you need to make the amendment to this change, on the top of the second page, which now basically says you must use an institutional based ESCRO Committee.  Perhaps we can just add something that says, if you want to use another ESCRO, that has to be included in your proposal, and it’s subject to specific approval by the committee, because the concern is, if someone is -- you need to make sure you guard against the abuse.




Even if 85 percent of the companies out there utilize an appropriate ESCRO, you still, as the watchdog, need to make sure that you (coughing) those 50 percent.




DR. JENNINGS:  So do we want to drop this language now?  We could either do that, or we could ask the Ethics Subcommittee to come back with recommended language in time for the next meeting that can be incorporated.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think what we just heard is a very good suggestion.




MR. SALTON:  We’ll jot it down.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Should we go through the two points?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  That was the first two points.  I think we resolved it, right?  Okay, so, on page two -- I’m sorry.  Another procedural question for Henry.  Do we need to vote on each of these, or we just have discussion and then take a vote at the end?




MR. SALTON:  I think we can have discussion, and then we’ll just go through what the decisions were --




DR. JENNINGS:  Achieve a consensus, and then we’ll vote.




MR. SALTON:  Unless someone wants to call something for a vote, in order to avoid the consensus.




DR. JENNINGS:  We don’t actually need to even vote today, do we?  Because what we’re doing is we’re preparing a draft, which we can vote on before it actually goes out the door.




MR. SALTON:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  Charles, if we agree today, why can’t we vote today?




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t object.




MR. SALTON:  Let’s just wait to see final language on some of these changes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Nancy?




MS. RION:  Just a procedural thing.  As you look at this new document, this is not the one that I e-mailed you.  It’s the new one that I provided you today.  If you look carefully, you will notice three different colors of print.  There’s a blue print and a green --




DR. JENNINGS:  Yellow.




MS. RION:  Well there’s a green one, as well, okay?  Those were made by different people on the Subcommittee.  The yellow was made by one of the Advisory Committee members, who read through this very diligently and sent these suggestions.  




The yellow ones were not recommendations necessarily by -- I think there’s some good suggestions here, but they’re not necessarily recommendations from the Subcommittee.




DR. JENNINGS:  Those are from Amy, right? You told us this morning that they were from Amy.




MS. RION:  Yeah, were Amy’s suggestions, and my only question to you, I think they were all good, but I have the question about adding the zygote to the nuclear transfer, because I think the definitions were taken out of the statutory language.




DR. WAGERS:  I just wanted to discuss that --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Nancy?




MS. RION:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  The blue and the red there are interchangeable?  You did in blue this time what you did in red last time?




MS. RION:  That’s correct.




COURT REPORTER:  You want to repeat that on the microphone?  Thank you.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh.  The draft that Nancy sent out with the Subcommittee changes were noted in red originally.  Now she has substituted blue, and possibly the next one would be white, right?  Anyway, the blue is the equivalent of the red in the last draft that we all received.




DR. JENNINGS:  Just to stay on track, we’re going to go through the key points, which I’ve just listed, and then we’re going to go back, line-by-line, paying special attention to the colored areas that have been changed since last year.  Does everybody agree to that? 




Okay, so, page two, overview, this is the exact same language as last year, except that I see somebody has deleted the word “human.”  I’m sorry?  With a clear priority given to studies with clear potential relevance to human health.  It does seem redundant, doesn’t it?




So there is one change since last year.  Is everybody comfortable with this language?  I’m sorry. There isn’t a yellow highlight in this paragraph.  We’re specifically discussing the overview statement and whether we’re comfortable with that language.




So I’m hearing no objection, so I think we’ll assume that there is a consensus to keep that language, so that’s good.




The second question is whether we should preserve or whether we should abolish the hybrid grants, and I think the argument for abolishing them is that the number of people found them confusing or unclear.  The argument for keeping them will be the same arguments for why we included them in the first place, plus I would note that our single top -- the top funded, the top grant was, in fact, a hybrid grant, so it’s not all together a failed category.




I was the main advocate for them last time, but if the majority view is to abolish them, I’m certainly not opposed to that.  Does anybody want to offer an opinion?




DR. WALLACK:  I would suggest that based upon all the casework in the study phase and based upon the observations that we made through the process, that I would be strongly in favor of abandoning the hybrid category.  It was clear that the participants of the 30 some odd people who were interviewed there was an overwhelming sense that we should do that, and I would be supportive of doing that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can I just ask Rick, who is sitting here, is that your sense of the CASE recommendation?  Do you want to just comment?  I’ve been sort of trying to incur what you are recommending.  You’re right here to tell us.




MR. RICHARD STRAUSS:  Well, actually, I’d be more comfortable if I had an opportunity just to take a look at the recommendations, since I haven’t read over the language in about a month.  




DR. GENEL:  Can I ask a question, Charles? If we abolish the hybrid, would it be feasible for somebody who proposed a group project grant to include a large support laboratory component of that?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah, sure.  




DR. GENEL:  Which is, in essence, what the hybrid was.  So we’re not saying that you could not submit a large program project --




DR. JENNINGS:  But I think, if a major component of the purpose of your grant was to provide a core facility for general use, beyond the research purpose of the specific grant, then that would be potentially awkward.




DR. GENEL:  I don’t recall that that application was actually a hybrid.  I recall it’s a group project.




DR. JENNINGS:  It was technically a hybrid, and it did contain core facilities. (Multiple conversations)  It was a hybrid, yeah.




COURT REPORTER:  You want to put that microphone over there, please?




DR. YANG:  I remember that’s a group project.  I think none of the hybrid grant proposals is funded. I will check on this, but I remember it is in the group project category. 




DR. WALLACK:  The only reason I commented that way is that Mike’s, specifically, had a -- I’m sorry.  Had a core component to it, so that that’s why I’m saying that it smelled like a hybrid.




DR. GENEL:  My point is it’s a matter of semantics.  If somebody put in a scientifically meritorious group project that had a very large laboratory component of it, we could still fund it, so it’s really a matter of semantics.




DR. FISHBONE:  Jerry Fishbone.  Just from this discussion, it seems to me that it’s very hard to understand what a hybrid grant is, and if we could fold it into what else exists, it sounds like it might be better.




DR. JENNINGS:  Is there any objection to doing that?




DR. CANALIS:  I wouldn’t fold it.  I would just delete it.  Actually, Milton has a motion there, which I’ll be happy to second, because I always disliked the hybrid proposal.




DR. WALLACK:  If you would make the motion, I would second it.




DR. JENNINGS:  Did we say we’re not going to vote on --




DR. CANALIS:  We’re not going to vote. (Multiple conversations).  Trust me on that.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think the next recommendation is to keep all of the other categories.  That is seed grants, senior investigator grants, core grants and collaborative group grants.  I forget the exact wording we used for those, but we all know what we mean.




DR. WALLACK:  Well the difference there, Charles, is that in the seed category, in this RFP, we’re going to allow the senior investigators to put in a seed grant.




DR. JENNINGS:  Let’s just turn to where the seed grants are defined.  Can somebody guide me?




A MALE VOICE:  Page three.




DR. JENNINGS:  These are intended to support the early stages of projects that are not ready. This is not the early stage of career.  This is the early stage of projects.  It says junior researchers are particularly encouraged to apply.  Priority will be given to junior faculty members, but there’s nothing here to say that you may not apply here, a senior.




DR. WAGERS:  I was wondering if we --




COURT REPORTER:  Hold on.  I just need to get you on the mike.




DR. WAGERS:  Sorry.  I was wondering if the committee wanted to define a junior researcher for the purposes of the seed grant.




DR. JENNINGS:  We’ve effectively done that by saying junior faculty member or postdoctoral fellows with the support of a faculty sponsor.  Does it need more definition than that?




DR. WAGERS:  How do you know when you’ve stopped being a junior researcher?




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t know.




DR. WAGERS:  That’s what I mean.  I’m just asking if there needs to be a definition.  I know the state of California has defined this as anyone in the first six years of their independent faculty appointment, and I thought it might be useful for applicants to have some direction, as to who, in fact, was a junior researcher.




DR. JENNINGS:  If there was an absolute exclusion, we would need that, but it’s only a preference.  It could be a sort of sliding scale.




DR. WAGERS:  So you’d rather leave it ambiguous.




DR. JENNINGS:  If we’re saying that preference will be given, but senior faculty are eligible, then --




DR. GENEL:  Well I was going to raise that question.  If we are saying that senior investigators feel they’re eligible, why should we indicate we have a preference?  Why not just delete that entirely?




DR. JENNINGS:  All other things being equal, we do have a preference.




DR. GENEL:  Do we have to be explicit about that?




DR. CANALIS:  I have difficulties with the ambiguous language.  I mean the reason why we have seed grants was because Willy really made a strong case about his career would have never started without seed funding. And the sentiment was to fund young investigators, and now we’re starting to twist and turn this, where it becomes very confusing.




In fact, I would favor Amy’s view.  You need to be very specific, otherwise, it’s going to lead to tremendous amount of confusion.  How do you define new to the field?  Number one, it’s limited amount of funds.




DR. GENEL:  That’s exactly why I deleted, otherwise, then, delete the last sentence about more established investigators are welcome to apply.  You’re already telling them that they’re not going to have any preference, so why encourage them to apply?




MR. MANDELKERN:  You’re suggesting to drop the last sentence only, Mike?




DR. GENEL:  Well I say drop the preference to junior investigators or drop the last sentence, because they’re contradictory.




DR. WAGERS:  Can I say something?  So my interpretation of seed grants is that it should be directed at new investigators in the stem cell field, so people who have recently established their labs, or people who have recently entered the field.  You could make equivalent -- and say both of those things in the definition of a seed grant, so you could say preference is given to junior researchers in the first six years of their career, or more established researchers, past six years, who are new to the stem cell field, and then it makes clear why a seed grant is distinguished from any other kind of grant, otherwise, there’s nothing to distinguish a seed grant from something else.




DR. JENNINGS:  Except that it’s small and short.




DR. WAGERS:  Yeah.  I think it gets to what Ernie was saying, because the purpose was really to help to bring people into this field, and that’s the purpose of it, so I don’t think it’s wrong to say that that’s the purpose of it and that the preference is going to be given to grants that fulfill that goal.




DR. CANALIS:  The problem is you cannot define the field, so you cannot define the field is not an absolute definition.  It’s not like a club that you’re a member or you’re not a member.  I could argue with you that even though I studied cell fate, I’m new to the field, because, in my world, I am new to it, and it becomes very ambiguous.




And, you know, limited amount of funds.  If you’re going to do 10 percent, you’re going to do a limited amount, you know --




DR. WAGERS:  I agree with you, but you have the same problem with defining the --




DR. CANALIS:  -- (multiple conversations) within six years of an assistant professor appointment, or 24 hours after they become something.  Just be very specific, so that there is no confusion when you make your final decisions.  The problem is not now.  The problem is when you try to make the awards.




DR. WAGERS:  Right.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s the issue, and I think you need to be specific.




DR. WAGERS:  Right.




DR. CANALIS:  And I would endorse you six years of something.  You need to state what is that something, assistant professor?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Charles, again, we don’t want to have --




COURT REPORTER:  You need to speak into that microphone.




DR. JENNINGS:  Microphone, please, Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Again, we cannot define any of these opportunities, only in terms of academics.  You must define them inclusively for hospitals and commercials, so we must not think only those standards. We have to broaden this.




DR. YANG:  Can I clarify?  Jerry Yang.  I think the normal part for the seed grants is really nowhere near, no technology, not ready for applying for a larger grant.  It’s really like a testing state to call it early stage. What’s unique for the state seed grant, it allows senior postdoctoral associate researchers qualified to apply as principle investigator with their professor support.  Assistant professor is qualified to apply seed grant and the large grant, also, depending on their experience and their preliminary data.




So I think that’s really no for the ?? which are normally not allowed to apply, but, in this case, allowable with the faculty support.




DR. JENNINGS:  What about just coming back to Mike’s suggestion, which is to delete the last sentence, and, if you wanted to change junior faculty to junior faculty within the first six years of their independent careers, I’d be happy with those two changes.




DR. GENEL:  Frankly, I only made that to say that if you’re going to have preference to junior investigators, then say so.  If you’re going to follow the recommendations of the CASE report, which was you should also encourage investigators new to the field to apply for seed grants, then I don’t think you should say that you’re going to give preference to junior investigators.  You’re going to give preference to investigators who are new to the field of stem cell research.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think, particularly given the limited amount of money that we have, we should -- we have here now, as I read it, our two priorities or two types of seed grants for early stage research and early stage researchers.  




I don’t think they belong in the same paragraph.  Either you do one or the other.  Early stage research can certainly be conducted by advanced researchers, right?  But that’s not what this is primarily about, I don’t think.




DR. JENNINGS:  Although it’s not true by definition, if you’re an early stage researcher, all of your research is going to be at an early stage.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So that speaks to the idea of eliminating the last sentence, and we’ll get what we need, I think.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would second Julius’ thought and Mike’s, that eliminating the last sentence might clarify the paragraph, and we could move forward on it.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s certainly fine with me.  




DR. CANALIS:  You’re also looking at only five grants here, which you need to keep in mind is about 10 percent.  So to spread this outside junior faculty within six years of let’s say their degree, you want to say 80 years of their degree, just put a defined term.  You’re mixing.  You’re mixing grant categories here.




MR. MANDELKERN:  But it also, if I might make the point, if you look at the language in the beginning paragraph under type of awards, seed grants will be at least 10 percent.




DR. CANALIS:  Well you changed that this time around, and I was being quiet about it.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s another question.




DR. CANALIS:  It’s one of the questions.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s one of the questions.  Right now, we’re talking about the definition of the grants.  Do we have any evidence that it created great confusion last year?  I don’t think so.  My sense was that we have a lot of excellent applications.  There was no evidence of widespread confusion.  In the end, we got very helpful recommendations from the Peer Review Committee, and we made reasonable decisions on which ones to fund.  We made one explicit decision not to fund a senior person, because we thought she would be able to get funded elsewhere, but that was a decision that we were able to make.  I don’t see this as a big problem.  I don’t see the confusion as a huge issue.




DR. CANALIS:  To me, it’s a huge problem, because the reason why we established this category was to foster junior faculty.  That was the reason, and we can go back the minutes about a year ago.  To move away from that sentiment, I think I have a serious problem, because it’s not confusion.  It’s what was the sentiment of this committee, and this committee created this category with a specific purpose, and now we’re changing the purpose, and I have difficulties with that.




DR. JENNINGS:  We’re hearing multiple suggestions, but one suggestion that’s on the table or that is in my mind is to simply strike out that last sentence and leave the rest of the language as it currently stands.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think there’s sort of a consensus on that.




DR. JENNINGS:  So why don’t we just do that?




MR. STRAUSS:  Do you want to hear what the committee said?




DR. JENNINGS:  Sure.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well this is on the hybrid.




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, okay.  Let’s get closure on seed grants and come back to hybrid.  Thanks, Rick.  So can we agree, then, just to strike out the last sentence and leave the rest as it stands?  Okay, great.  Hybrids, then.




MR. STRAUSS:  Rick Strauss.  (Alarm sounding).  From the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering.  On page 29 of the report, which is actually page 11 of PricewaterhouseCoopers’ report, they state those interviewees who discussed the hybrid grant issue in the first round of funding were mixed in their support of this type of project, though this is the only grant program that interviewees specifically mentioned discontinuing. 




In the Academy’s suggestions and findings, they did not address the hybrid grant specifically, but just said there should be a mix of small and large grants, so they didn’t address those specific comments from however many interviewees made that comment.




DR. JENNINGS:  But we’re right in recollecting at least some interviewees thought that it should be abolished and that nobody suggested any other category be abolished.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right, and I don’t think you can imply that that was a majority.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s not necessarily a strong recommendation.




MR. STRAUSS:  There was a statement by Pricewaterhouse that they heard that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  So I don’t know if I’m a swing vote or whatever, but I’m going to recommend that we abolish them, since I’m not hearing any strong support for keeping them.  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  So we’ve done two things.  We’ve taken care of the hybrid and seed.




DR. JENNINGS:  Seed grants and hybrids, yup.  So the senior investigator grants or the established investigator grants I see no reason to change any of that.




DR. WALLACK:  Charles, we left everything else basically the way it was.  The only new thing, two new things, the companies and hospitals and the partial funding.  Do you want to go to one or the other now?




DR. JENNINGS:  I want to go to -- no.  I want to go to the budgetary caps on the large grants.  What we specified last time was that the group project awards could be up to four million, and the core facilities could be up to five million over four years, and that was in the context of a 20-million-dollar overall part. 




Since we’re now most likely looking at 10 million, the question is whether we want to have the size of those group projects and core facilities and cap them at two million and two and a half million, so prorated to the overall size of our part.  That would be my own recommendation, but I think others should --




DR. WALLACK:  I would support your recommendation, Charles, especially since we don’t want to support the idea of more cores or multiple cores, therefore, the cores that would be coming back have already gotten two and a half million.  




Basically, what’s driving this is that the cores at Yale, because they were reduced from five to two and a half, they set it up for two years, UConn has set theirs up for three years, and the grants were for four years, so we have to make sure that the cores are in place. 




We only need another two and a half million to secure that situation, so I would support your two and a half million.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Why would you want to support anymore cores in Connecticut?  You got two.




DR. WALLACK:  No, I’m saying that I agree. That’s exactly my point.




DR. JENNINGS:  We wouldn’t want to exclude -- well let’s say some major new technology comes along that’s not available --




DR. WALLACK:  Charlie, let me just make myself clear.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m trying to answer the Commissioner’s question.




DR. WALLACK:  I specifically don’t want to do that.  All I’m suggesting is that the two that we already funded, they’re only going to be for two years and three years, and my suggestion was that we should have some amount of money, and we only need the two and a half, to make sure that the Yale two-year cores go to four and that the UConn go to at least four.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I understand that.  What I’m saying is do we even want to entertain a third party saying I want to have a core facility, too, which is what we see on the medical side.  I want to have an intervention or neuroradiologist, too.  If you’re going to give it to the other two guys, you’ve got to give it to me.




DR. JENNINGS:   I would say that we should entertain that.  I mean we don’t have to commit to it now, but we should entertain the possibility.  For example, some new technology may come along that has the potential to transform stem cell research and it’s unaffordable for any individual lab, we should be willing to consider funding such a thing if the proposal comes to us.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s fine. I just don’t want to have us endorse redundancy.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I completely agree.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




MR. MANDELKERN:  If we look at the language that the subcommittee agreed on to submit to the whole committee under number four, core facilities, the changes are funding will be considered for additional support of already established cores and for new cores that are beyond the means of most labs, etcetera.  Proposal must include an explanation of need for a new core or expansion of an existing core, so I think we’ve covered it.  I think the only point Charles was making was to have the amounts, which seems eminently rational and reasonable to go down to two and a half for a core and two for a group, and that would solve the problem.




I think the language is inclusive, and it’s not binding, and it leaves it open to submission for the Peer Review to say yeah or nay, up or down, five or two, or one or seven.




DR. YANG:  I’d like to make a clarification.  I think you’re right.  The statement for the approved grant and the core facility are correct, and I think it really makes sense.  It’s really not limiting that you’re the only one that can apply and the others cannot apply.  Anyone qualified to apply for the evaluation. 




My concern is the size of the grant and with only 10 million dollars this year, maybe nine million dollars this year.  To establish the grant, only one, or two, or three available, that’s really two fewer labs to receive that.  I do suggest to reduce the size, like a half size for the established one, like a half-million dollars, for group grant, also, two million dollars, and for a core facility, two and half million dollars, half the size of last year.




DR. JENNINGS:  Jerry, just to recap your specific recommended change, is that we halve size of the investigator awards to cap them at a half-million, rather than one million, is that right?




DR. YANG:  That’s right.  And same with the group grants.  Same with the core facility.  Half size.




DR. CANALIS:  -- the final figure?




DR. JENNINGS:  Excuse me?




DR. CANALIS:  You’re cutting everybody in half.  




DR. JENNINGS:  The recommendation of our Subcommittee was to cut the core grants and the group grants, because if we left the caps up four and five million, they would absorb a disproportionate amount of -- what’s that?




DR. CANALIS:  You’re cutting them.




DR. JENNINGS:   Cut them from four to two and from five to two and a half.  Cut them 50 percent, in proportion to the change from 20 million to 10 million overall.  Jerry is additionally suggesting that we consider cutting the senior investigator grants, which last year were capped at one million.  Jerry is asking whether we also want to prorate those downwards, from one million to a half million.




DR. CANALIS:  You have to go across the board.




DR. JENNINGS:  Well I don’t think we have to.  There’s some limit below which it ceases to have the desired impact, and it’s better to fund fewer in full, rather than more at half of the effective size, but that’s a question for the group.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think there’s a logic to cutting established core and group in half, but leaving the seed at 100.




DR. JENNINGS:  Two hundred over two years.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think we should halve the other three categories and leave the seed where it was.




DR. JENNINGS:  Just before we make the decision on the established investigator grants, I’d like to get, specifically get the opinion of the people here who are established investigators, or holders of large grants, and Jerry, Amy, I’m not sure if Paul is still on the phone, so I mean you guys have grants of this type.  What’s your view on the impact of a one-million-dollar grant versus a half-million-dollar grant?  Can we have a sort of RO1 scale impact if we cap it at half a million, and remember that that includes indirects of 25 percent? It has to be accommodated within that half a million. Paul, do you want to comment on that?




MR. HUANG:  Well I think that, obviously, more money is better, but I think that still one can do quite a bit with half a million.  It depends on the indirect costs, but that’s still works out to quite a bit, and I don’t think that it would be overly limiting.




The real advantage is that we could support more investigators.  Right now, the people who are not supporters at all, you know, they don’t have any funding.  At some point, obviously, when you cut the pie into too many pieces, then the work can’t be done, but I think a half a million is still quite a bit of money, and it may make sense to spread the wealth a little bit more than it is right now.




DR. WAGERS:  I agree.  I think we can absolutely accomplish something with half a million.




MR. MANDELKERN:  What was Amy’s comment?




DR. WAGERS:  I agree.




DR. CANALIS:  Four years, right?  Still at four years.




DR. JENNINGS:  Still four years.  I mean it can be spent in less, but it’s limited to four years. That’s certainly fine with me.




DR. WALLACK:  Charles --




DR. JENNINGS:  Then that’s what we should do.




DR. WALLACK:  I have a question.  I don’t, obviously, do this work, but the seed grants are 100,000 dollars a year for two years.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, times two years.




DR. WALLACK:  For two years?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  What you’re saying, then, is that the senior investigator is basically going to be getting on an annual basis, because it’s over four years, rather than two.  Let me finish.  The senior investigator is going to be getting basically the same amount annually as the young investigator.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  Same or 25 percent more.




DR. WALLACK:  Right, 125,000.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Two more years.




DR. WALLACK:  I understand for two more years, but is that an okay thing when you think about it in that context?




DR. WAGERS:  That’s a common thing.




DR. WALLACK:  It is?




DR. WAGERS:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think a budget of much less than 100k a year, it’s not enough to hire -- you know, that sort of -- limit usefulness, is, in my mind, an FTE, plus the supplies that they consume, and that’s somewhere around 100,000 a year, and that’s probably on the generous side, but it’s of that order.




So if you go below that, then I think you have to have a bottom threshold.




DR. WAGERS:  Just to add onto that, I think the idea that the scope of research that the established investigator is doing would be larger, so it’s not as though they’re doing the same project that we’re paying them twice as much for.  They, I guess, arguably, should be doing more.




DR. JENNINGS:  And they have the flexibility to hire one person for four years, or two people for two years, or four people for one year.  I mean they can decide how they want to deploy it.




DR. WAGERS:  And the argument of making the seed smaller is that there’s a higher risk associated with them, because they’re early stage projects.




DR. JENNINGS:  You want to fund a lot, with not very much --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Also, we can award more grants if we do that.




DR. JENNINGS:  This, to me, sounds like a consensus, that we will abolish the hybrids, we will keep all the other categories.  We’ve agreed on the wording, I think, of the seed grant.  We’ve agreed on the wording for all of them, and we’ve agreed to halve the overall caps on all of them, except the seed grants, which remain unchanged, so that’s good.




The next question was the size of what I’m going to call the buckets.  That is, let’s say, just for the sake of simplicity, let’s assume that we have 10 million to spend on grants.  To remind you what we did last year, is we said that up to 10 percent of the total will be spent on seed grants, and we made no recommendations in advance, as to how the rest of it will be partitioned, because we didn’t know how many large and meritorious grants we would get.




The recommendation of the Subcommittee this time around was to say that we would spend at least 10 percent on the seed grants, and, once again, we will make no recommendation on how to divide up the others.  Again, to remind you, the reason for making the change from not more than to not less than 10 percent in the case of seed grants was that I think seed grants, in my mind, have proved their usefulness.




We saw the quality in the number of the applications that we got last time.  I think there’s a general agreement that a high priority for Connecticut’s long-term strategy is to build up the human capital of the community of researchers who are going to push Connecticut forward in the future.  Seed grants are an effective way of doing that.




That language doesn’t commit us to funding more than 10 percent, but it gives us the option, should we decide to do so.  Jerry, comment?




DR. FISHBONE:  Jerry Fishbone.  Could I get some clarification?  If we’re talking about 10 million, of which we’ll probably ask for close to nine million for administration, from what you’re saying, so we’re talking about nine million, and we’re going to give both of the cores another 2.5?




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m not sure that we’re going to give the cores, but we have the ability to do so.




DR. FISHBONE:  I think the consensus was that we have to support the cores.




DR. JENNINGS:  Probably give them some more.  It may not be two and a half million more.




MR. SALTON:  I don’t want there to be a suggestion on the record that we’ve made any decisions on funding until applications are evaluated and determined.




DR. FISHBONE:  I’m just trying to get a sense of, if we go with the cores and we’re talking about 10 percent, that would be 900,000 for the seeds, which would be over two years?




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. FISHBONE:  That would be only funding about four or five.




DR. JENNINGS:  Four and a half.




DR. FISHBONE:  I mean we’re not going to be able, with the sums of money that we have, to fund a lot of anything, the direction that it’s going.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  Half as much as we funded last time.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It depends upon, Jerry, the quality of the applications, what the ranks and scores of the Peer Review say to us, and what we decide. I strongly think we should not be talking of committing any amounts to any core anywhere.  We have to wait to see what proposals come in, what their scientific merit and ethical merit is, and then we go forward.




We only have 10 million.  I wish we had 20, 30, 40, 50, but we’ll have to work within those constraints and move our program forward.  That’s reality, unfortunately.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think what Jerry may be trying to say is that there’s a likelihood -- there’s not much money to spread around, and I think that’s one of our arguments that we bring forth to the General Assembly, to educate them and the fact that, if we have 20 million dollars worth of grants per year, we’re going to double our opportunities of finding something significant and marketable versus 10 million.




DR. FISHBONE:  You said --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  I just kind of put together what you said.  I think we have somewhat of a difficult selling task to go in and tell them that 10 million dollars isn’t a lot of money.  In this arena, it isn’t, and although we don’t shotgun what we do, we want to get as many people.  




The more people who are involved, the better our chances are, and what we really want to do is start attracting people to Connecticut, ending the brain drain, or the intelligential drain, and the more people we got with grants, the more people we’re going to get, the more ancillary jobs we’re going to create.




That maybe will bring you along, and when we start talking to the committee members when the legislative body comes back into session early next year, I think our job is to convince them that we need to, and, hopefully, we’ll have some more specifics, rather than the generalizations.




MR. MANDELKERN:  A point of information, Nancy.  This draft language that was inserted, is this from our legal staff?




MS. RION:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s Henry and Marianne.  Thank you.




MS. RION:  Correction.  Bob is asking about the extra sheet of paper that is in here, and that came this morning from Henry, his recommendation language for funding in part.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can we just wrap up on the size of the buckets, if at all, and then the next issue is exactly that one.  Is there a general agreement that we should adopt the change of not more than to not less than 10 percent should be allocated to seed grants, Jerry having pointed out that that means 10 percent will probably be around 900,000, which gets you only four, at most five seed grants?  Is everyone comfortable with that?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would say leave the language at least the way we have it in the proposal.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  That’s the question, Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Gives you maximum flexibility.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Gives us all the room to do, according to what the Peer Review reports to us, flexibility in using our judgment.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  It sounds like we’re all in agreement on this, so I think we can move on.  So, then, the next question is partial funding, and Henry and Marianne have drafted this language, which I’ve only just seen, but it reads, “The Advisory Committee reserves the right and discretion to fund one or more components for defined parts of an applicant’s proposed research project.  In the event of such a determination, the applicant will be required to submit a revised budget reflecting the Advisory Committee’s funding decision and such other information, as the Advisory Committee may require.”




That, to me, sounds like it gives us all the flexibility that we want, and I would certainly support that, the inclusion of that language.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m opposed to it, because I think it’s going to become really arbitrary.  You have a grant, here’s the proposal, you fund or you don’t fund it.  Well, you know, we take, you know, project three and four out, then I would rank this much better than the other.




The other one gets ranked the same way, because nobody speaks to take a piece out.  It’s going to become a really arbitrary process, and I think the investigator has the obligation to put the best proposal they can, and that’s what they put on the table.




For us to start teasing a project apart, a proposal apart, so that we can maneuver the ranking of that project, it’s going to be really arbitrary.  I have very strong emotions about it.




DR. JENNINGS:  So this language doesn’t commit us to --




DR. CANALIS:  But it opens the door to become arbitrary, and I don’t like it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Last year, we had hours’ worth of discussion about this.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah, and we agreed that we wanted this flexibility and didn’t have it last year.  This language will give it to us, so, as far as I can tell, Ernie is the only dissenting view on this.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s okay.  I’m on record as dissenting.




DR. JENNINGS:  We should make sure the arguments are heard before we --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, we want to hear all the arguments.  We spent hours discussing this last year.  We’ve beat it to death, but go ahead.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well we turn to this, because the Peer Review Committee recommended last year number one for part of proposals and number five for other parts.  They asked for it, the Peer Review Committee, and we’ve just inserted our options.  I think this is eminently legally brilliant, and I think we should move forward with it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, did you have a comment?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well I think partly this reflects the recommendations of the CASE report.  I think that’s what’s driving us more than the Peer Review. I mean, you’re right, Mr. Mandelkern.  It ranked different parts of applications differently, but they didn’t come back to us and formally ask for any change or ability to fund based on those recommendations.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think this just gets us flexibility.  Warren and Charles, you had very long discussions about is it going to materially change the grant, etcetera, etcetera.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think we should incorporate this into the draft, and we can assume that, when we vote on it, it will have majority support.  Would that be fair?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that is reasonable.




DR. JENNINGS:  Great.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  So when we vote on the draft, we’ll vote on the specific changes?




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s a good question.




DR. CANALIS:  We’re not going to vote on block.




MR. SALTON:  I guess it would be up to the committee.  They may vote on block.




DR. CANALIS:  So if somebody is in disagreement with a specific part, how do you do that?




MR. SALTON:  We --




COURT REPORTER:  Can you move the microphone?




MR. SALTON:  -- it can be voted up or down.




DR. CANALIS:  Got it.  




DR. JENNINGS:  And then the final change is not in one particular place, but it’s dispersed throughout.  Language has been incorporated into this draft to make it clear, to eliminate any language that suggests that only academic institutions are eligible.  So any time that it referred to investigators, you know, faculty members, we inserted language that made clear that people from non-academic institutions were also eligible.  I think that’s straightforward, uncontroversial.




DR. WAGERS:  I have a question, which is that did we define eligibility of non-academic institutions?




DR. JENNINGS:  It’s defined by statute, right?




DR. WAGERS:  Just because there was a recent issue about that. (Multiple conversations)




DR. JENNINGS:  So this does not change the effect of the statute.  It’s just a question of reaching out to people who somehow thought we didn’t mean what we said last time.  Whether this will have any impact, I don’t know.  I predict that most of our applications, once again, will come from academia, but at least we’ve done what we can to get the message out.  Nancy had a comment.




MS. RION:  Just a point of interest.  This week, I had an inquiry from a company in France, who would like to -- requesting a copy of our application and would like to apply and set up a division in Connecticut. It looks rather legitimate.




DR. JENNINGS:  Illegitimate? 




MS. RION:  No, legitimate, so I would anticipate one new company that has been attracted by our stem cell funding and program, and they would like to come here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It might be interesting to get Dr. LaLande involved.




MS. RION:  He’s aware of it.  We’ve talked to him.  They are in communication, actually.  They want to work with the Health Center.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And he speaks the language.  His wife is a professor of French literature. Do you have another comment, Dr. Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  I’m good.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You’re good.  We’ve heard that.  




A MALE VOICE:  By whose judgment are you good, Ernie?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Consensus.  We’re talking about consensus.




DR. JENNINGS:  So it sounds like we’ve reached agreement on all of the main changes that we’ve recommended.  Do we want to go through this?  We have an hour and 10 minutes.  Do we want to go through this line-by-line, or we have other business, don’t we?  That’s why I’m asking.




So we must sign off on this by the end of the next meeting.  I can’t come in person the next meeting.  I hope to call in by phone.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I ask one question?  Very, very small, compared to what we’ve just discussed. Amy made one change in the blue on the first page, science instead of excellence.  Amy, would you think that scientific excellence, would that work for you? 




DR. WAGERS:  Sure.




DR. WALLACK:  I understand why you wanted the science, but we’ve been talking about centers of excellence here.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It occurs in the last sentence, Milt.  I agree that I was redundant when I wrote that, two excellences.  It’s in the last sentence, Milt, international excellence, so I think that just using science --




DR. WALLACK:  So you’re okay with that?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m great with that.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  This is interesting, but moot, right?  This one is interesting, but moot.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Before we move on, Lynn Townsend is in Australia at the ISSR, so we will not have an education in --




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, she’s not going to be calling in?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well it is now 5:00 in the morning.  I don’t think she’ll be calling in.  That leaves Julie’s report, Warren’s report and item four.  If we’re going to move to item four, Dr. Canalis and I will move to the parking lot.




DR. YANG:  I called Nancy for clarification, so I think I need to stay here to answer any questions.




COURT REPORTER:  You want to grab that microphone?




MR. SALTON:  Commissioner, could you designate an acting Chair, since you’re recusing yourself on item four?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wallack, would you be willing to serve as the acting Chair for this segment?




DR. WALLACK:  Sure.




MR. SALTON:  For the record, I just want to make sure it’s clear, also, that, Jerry, you’re just providing information regarding the application.  You’re not participating in the decision, and you’re not advocating, commenting what the Board’s action should be. You’re just providing us some factual information.




DR. YANG:  Yes, thank you.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.  You can stay, as long as you’re quiet. (Multiple conversations)




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  I did read the transcript from the committee meeting last month.  It’s very, very nice.  I was really impressed by the committee discussion and comments. I found a clarification I sent to you to Nancy, and that is why Nancy’s put this seed grant again on the agenda to inform everyone about this clarification. It is about the statement of the Co-PI, that is not in the letter of justification.  It’s not in the proposal.  It’s in the university letter of recommendation, a university letter to indicate Dr. Mark Carter was the Co-PI in the previous original proposal. I send the clarification to Nancy to clarify to you that the university prepared that letter, asking me what was Mark Carter’s involvement in this project.  I informed them that both Drs. Gang Xu and Mark Carter are working in my lab and Dr. Carter is my lab manager, the one in charge of all the annual care protocols, ESCRO, and lab Biosafety compliance issues. Also, Dr. Carter is responsible for the microarray assays proposed in this for this project.  This is why I placed Dr. Carter as Co-PI. This is likely why UConn letter indicated Dr. was and is CO-PI for this project. This letter needs a clarification, although he was not listed as a Co-PI in the original proposal, his role stayed the same to assist the PI for this project. Normally, there is no need to stress the role of the Co-Pis in the seed grant proposals.




So for the PI replacement issue, I listed Dr. Carter Co-PI to honor his responsibility, but he’s doing the same work as he was assigned before for this original proposed project.  Number one, no changes in the proposed aims or research experiments and secondly no personnel changes involved in this project including the graduate student, except for the PI change because of Gang Xu’s leaving. 




All junior researchers included in the proposal, Dr. Gang Xu and Dr. Mark Carter were hired working in my lab, the same lab, so they all working as a team.  I just want to clarify to you, via Nancy, because their letter for the term Co-PI, Mark Carter, was not listed as Co-PI in the original proposal, and now listed as Co-PI although his important work responsibility remains the same.  So I just want to clarify this.  I told Nancy about that, okay?




MR. SALTON:  Okay, so, with that information, do you want to, Milt, do you want to take up this agenda item here?




DR. WALLACK:  If you want me to.  My understanding is that the reason that it’s come back to us is that there’s some question about whether, in fact, we want to move ahead and support the idea of this grant, the seed grant that was given to Dr. Xu, being now transferred to Dr. Yang and Dr. Mark Carter as the PIs.  Am I right in understanding?  So I guess we would open it for discussion, about whether or not we want to sustain what we decided last time, or if we want to, in fact, make a different recommendation that will come out of this discussion.  That’s where we are right now.




DR. JENNINGS:  If somebody could summarize what was decided or recommended last time?




DR. WALLACK:  In the last go around, there were four options, I believe.  One option was to turn it over to next year.  Number two option was to fund the next person in line for a seed grant.  The third option was to -- there were three options.  Nancy, help me with this.




MS. RION:  You’re right.




DR. WALLACK:  Three?  And the third option was to do what we did, and that is to transfer it to somebody else in that same department.




DR. JENNINGS:  Do what we did, so you’re saying --




DR. WALLACK:  We voted last time.  It was not a unanimous vote, but we voted last time to transfer Dr. Xu’s seed grant to Dr. Yang and to Dr. Carter for them to carry out the research.




DR. JENNINGS:  Why are we discussing it now if it was voted last time?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Charles, you were the only one absent.  That’s why we’re asking these questions.  If you look at the minutes that we just adopted on page six, motion.  Upon a motion by Dr. Latham, seconded by Dr. Wagers -- oh, that’s the process one. 




The vote on the substance was the next page.  The vote on the substance was, upon a motion by Dr. Lensch, seconded by myself, the Advisory Committee voted in favor of authorizing a substitute of the PI for seed grant application, etcetera, from Dr. Xu to Dr. Yang.  Vote: 10 in favor, zero opposed, one abstention makes 11, three not present is 14, Charles not in attendance is 15.  That’s the whole committee.




I think there was an explanation given just now that the misunderstanding about Dr. Carter was created by our letter, which is in the hard package from Nancy last time.  It was number four, from the Dean of the Graduate School, Vice Provost, Research and Graduate Education, Gregory Anderson, where he makes the misstatement on page one, the fourth sentence, that the co-PI was Carter and would remain the same.




That was a misstatement of fact, which went electronically to all of us, went in hard copy to all of us, and after lengthy discussion, the vote was unanimous.  I think that should be high on our consciousness. 




DR. WALLACK:  Other discussion on the reopening of this discussion?  Dr. Fishbone?




DR. JENNINGS:  Do we have a quorum, Mr. Chairman?




DR. HUANG:  This is Paul Huang.  I was the primary reviewer, and I was also a participant in the last discussion.  I thought that we had resolved the issue, so I would be in favor of not reopening it.




DR. FISHBONE:  One of the questions that came up in my mind was who would be doing the work on the grant, because Dr. Xu seems like was the main person, and then Jason Gibson, the post-grad, was a major part of that project, and I wondered whether, in the absence of Dr. Xu, the work could go forward, and I wonder what the status was of Jason Gibson.




MR. SALTON:  Just provide a factual statement.




DR. YANG:  Except that Dr. Xu is leaving. The graduate student, Jason, is staying as a graduate student with me as his major advisor and Dr. Mark Carter is staying and still doing the work for this proposal as my lab manager.




DR. WALLACK:  Can we have that said more clearly?  We understand that he’s your graduate student, but are you saying that Dr. Gibson will, in fact, be working on the project?




DR. YANG:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  So he will have the same responsibilities, you’re saying, Jerry, going forward as he had prior to Dr. Xu leaving?




DR. YANG:  Yes.  No change there.




DR. WALLACK:  No change at all for Dr. Gibson?




DR. YANG:  Yes.  Still working on that, yes.  He’s still working with us.  My graduate student. The only guy leaving is Gang Xu, and the reason I did not put his name under my letter he’s a graduate student, not really a PI.  Jay is staying, yes.  Thank you for asking that question, and thank you for the interest here.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to go back to Dr. Yang’s, Huang’s, excuse me, pardon me, Paul, Huang’s suggestion.  I was the second reviewer of that project, and I would agree with Dr. Huang, that we do not have to review it, in view of a 10 to nothing vote last time and the whole committee accounted for by its presence, except for Charles, so I would move we do not reconsider and we move forward to other agenda items.




DR. WALLACK:  There’s a motion not to reconsider and to move on with the rest of the agenda.  Is there a second?  I don’t see a second.  Is there a second?




DR. GENEL:  Second.




DR. HUANG:  Let me clarify.  The motion would be to not to reconsider, meaning to transfer it, as proposed to Dr. Yang (coughing) is that correct?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




DR. HUANG:  Yes.  I would second that.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, we have two seconds, Amy and Paul.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mike Genel.  Didn’t you second?  




DR. WALLACK:  Oh.  Paul seconded it.  Discussion on the motion?  Any further discussion on the motion?  I have one question on the motion.  With the specific training that Dr. Xu had at Joslin relative to this research, is that same level of expertise going to be available in your group at this point without Dr. Xu?  I’m making specific reference to the parts of the training that he supposedly obtained with his experience at Joslin.




DR. YANG:  May I answer the question now? Thank you for the question.  We hired Dr. Gang Xu.  His expertise is in diabetes as a doctor, and he really has no experience with embryonic stem cells before he joined my lab research.  That’s why he came to our lab, to learn ES cells and interested in nuclear transfer to generate patient specific ES cells.  We sent Dr. Gang Xu and Jason, the graduate student, and several other research associates to Pfizer to learn ES cell culture and differentiation assays.  So Gang Xu is doing the work as a PI, but he’s a diabetes expert.  He’s going to Hong Kong to continue and practice his diabetes research.




DR. WALLACK:  I have one other question before we open it to further discussion, and that is, for clarification, Charles, we just had a discussion on seed grants, with specific reference to senior investigators being involved in seed grants.




Is this inconsistent with that discussion, since we did have an experience with one senior investigator, Angelique Borday(phonetic), specifically, who did not get her seed grant, because she was deemed a senior investigator.  Would this be, in any shape, manner, fashion, or maybe we can get a legal interpretation, if necessary, as well, relative to this question.




DR. JENNINGS:  I won’t speak to the legal interpretation.  I mean we have decided that senior investigators are eligible for seed grants if they’re setting up new and risky projects, so I don’t see anything that precludes it there.




I should just state for the record that I was, although no longer am, a paid consultant to Jerry’s center, so any comments that I have you should --




DR. WALLACK:  Henry, can you clarify this at all?




MR. SALTON:  Well, first of all, we have to act under the old RFP, as opposed to what was decided today, because that is what governs the contract process here.  I can’t answer the question.  I can maybe clarify the question, and I think the question that’s raised by the new information in some of the letters is whether or not Dr. Carter is the equivalent in the sense of being a junior investigator as Dr. Xu was.




Dr. Xu came, as we’ve heard, with diabetes background and was then starting new in the stem cell research, therefore, that was his status, and he seemed to fit the mold, as what we might commonly consider junior investigator.




Apparently, Dr. Carter was providing some of the administrative support to the original project in his functions, and now he’s moving -- he’s being identified now doing the same steps, the same functions, but he’s now being labeled as the junior investigator for this project, I guess.  He’s co-PI with Dr. Yang, who I think is not an insult to say it would be a hard stretch for anyone to say he’s a junior investigator.




DR. WALLACK:  So are you saying, then, that your finding or rationale, and I don’t mean finding in that sense, but you’re establishing a rationale that there is, in fact, a junior investigator on this, so that it would not conflict with the Angelique Borday situation?




MR. SALTON:  I’m not saying that.  What I’m saying is that is the question for the committee.  First of all, in the old RFP, I think the language was it would give priority to junior investigators for seed grants.  I don’t think the language was exclusive, meaning only junior investigators will be funded, but certainly that was the practice of the committee, as demonstrated in that other project that was denied.




Here, the question is, if you’re going to extend that practice, looking at the facts you have before you, who would be considered a junior investigator in this application?  The committee has to make that decision.  




I can only say this is what you seem to have in front of you, as far as information, and this is the question.  Now you may say, you know what?  This is one of those cases that we will not apply the priority rule, and I would hope that you could articulate why you would not apply the priority rule in this case, as opposed to the other case, but I can’t insist on it.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It seems to me, as a member of the committee, that all of these issues were thoroughly discussed at the previous meeting.  Secondly, reference to Angela Corday(phonetic) escapes me as a committee member. 




I heard no discussion in the voting process November 21st or 22nd of Angela Corday being upped or downed, so I don’t see what relevance that has to the discussion, and I think, to put an outstanding researcher in the world’s eyes for this grant under questioning is not something this committee should continue.




I move the question of not reopening it, I had three seconds, and I think the question should be called at this point.




DR. WALLACK:  There’s a motion on the floor to close discussion, basically.




MR. MANDELKERN:  No.  To go forward with what we had and not open up the discussion of the UConn seed proposal.




DR. WALLACK:  If I might, Bob, the discussion was opened, because it was an agenda item.  If you want to close discussion and I think the essence of what your motion has to be, then you would be voting to close discussion with the purpose of going back to the original motion of allowing the research to be transferred from Dr. Xu to Dr. Yang.  That’s, in fact, what you’re intending to do, is that correct?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, would you then state the motion, restate the motion in that way?




MR. MANDELKERN:  My motion is that we do not reconsider the unanimous motion of last meeting to transfer the seed grant from Dr. Xu to Dr. Yang as PI and Dr. Carter as co-PI.  That’s my motion.  We do not open it up for further discussion.




DR. WALLACK:  And I think we have a second to that.  Dr. Huang seconded that.




DR. HUANG:  Yeah.  I second that.  Both Mr. Mandelkern and I were the primary reviewers, primary panel committee members responsible for this particular proposal, so we’re very familiar with it.




DR. WALLACK:  Before we call the question, is there any other discussion pertaining to this, in addition to the discussion that we’ve so far had on this item?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, I have a question for Henry.  Henry, since I was previously a consultant to Jerry, should I recuse myself from this vote?




MR. SALTON:  Previously.  Let me make sure I articulate what my thinking is.  At the time that the application was submitted and granted, were you recused from it?




DR. JENNINGS:  I was recused at that time.




MR. SALTON:  Then I think you need to be recused.




DR. JENNINGS:  Thanks.




MR. SALTON:  And that also means that the committee no longer has a quorum.  Is that correct, Nancy?




MS. RION:  Correct.




DR. WALLACK:  Henry, if we don’t have a quorum, then this whole discussion -- we can’t go further.




MR. SALTON:  We should table it.  You only have seven members voting, available to vote.  You need at least eight.




DR. WALLACK:  So your recommendation is that we have to table this discussion?




MR. SALTON:  You can’t call a vote without a quorum.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question?  Basically, some of us had some questions that were answered by Jerry, by Dr. Yang, and I wonder if it is necessary to have a vote at all if those questions were answered to the satisfaction of people who had questions.




MR. SALTON:  My recommendation is that you table the issue.  At next month’s meeting, if you have a quorum of any motion on this issue, including -- or there could be no motions and no action taken and the May decision would stand.




DR. FISHBONE:  That’s what I’m asking, if the May decision can stand, since we can’t vote on it at this time.




MR. SALTON:  My experience, general practice is that an item is put on the agenda, you have discussion.  If you don’t have a quorum, you table it to the next meeting when a quorum is present to allow the committee to make a decision to act or not act in any manner.  My recommendation is that you table it to the next meeting or some future meeting, and the committee then will have a quorum and have authority to consider the issue on the agenda.




You can’t act without a quorum to take something off an agenda, so it’s been placed on the agenda.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




DR. WALLACK:  My recommendation, then, would be to move back to the existing agenda and return the chairmanship to Dr. Galvin.




DR. CANALIS:  I have questions for Henry. The Commissioner and myself know to even offer, you know, a non-verbal expression, because it would form a conflict, but you allow Dr. Yang, who is applying for the funds now, to address this committee.  That seems to me highly irregular.




MR. SALTON:  I’m sorry you feel that way. It’s not highly irregular.  Dr. Yang has made it clear on the record is the applicant, and we could have invited any applicant in any reconsideration of a contract to come here today, Dr. Smith, and provide factual information to the Committee to allow it to make a deliberation.




I was very careful.  I instructed Dr. Yang, and I monitored his statements to only answer questions on a factual basis.  What is presently going on?  He did not express an opinion in support.  He did not comment on other people’s comments.  He did not participate in the discussion.  He merely provided factual information, much as his letter does that was the basis of this.




DR. CANALIS:  But that is not the normal procedure.  The factual information should have been provided in writing.  I mean I find it highly irregular that you have somebody who would benefit from the funds be a participant of all this discussion.




MR. SALTON:  He was not a participant in the discussion.




DR. CANALIS:  He was present, and that is irregular.  I don’t agree.




MR. SALTON:  Well, Ernesto, we had people from Yale and UConn throughout these last years sitting in this room at various times when we discussed facilities.  We had them often making comments about the application process, provide us factual information about how the university operates, provides information about what they’re doing with trying to take steps to develop ESCRO committees. 




We had all kinds of people who were applicants who provided us factual information.  None of it was considered irregular.




DR. CANALIS:  You will disagree with me, but none of them were members of this Committee.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, I think this is a waste of time.  We’re all busy people, and I think Henry is authorized to give this committee advice --




DR. CANALIS:  I have wasted a lot of my time listening to things that I find irrelevant, and, to me, this happens to be relevant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that Dr. Canalis needs an opportunity to express his opinion.  He’s a very valued member of the scientific and ethical community.  Whatever he needs to say, I think he needs to say it, without interruption, please.




DR. CANALIS:  I find your behavior totally unacceptable, Charlie.  I find things that you spend 15, 20 minutes and we all patiently listen to you, and these are your personal opinions.  If I have a personal opinion that I wish to share and you find it a waste of your time, I will resign from this Committee.




Because you’re not in agreement with my position, you find it a waste of your time.  If you find my opinion a waste of my time, you might not want to come here.  I find your statement offensive.




DR. JENNINGS:  The Commissioner has asked me to keep quiet, so I will keep quiet.




DR. CANALIS:  No, you don’t have to.  I’m leaving.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I hope you return or consider returning.




DR. CANALIS:  His behavior is unacceptable.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I will say, in Dr. Canalis’ presence, that what we’re doing here is what a good friend of mine calls deliberative democracy, and it is not easy and sometimes it’s not pleasant.  He’s a gentleman who has a wealth of learning and a fiery disposition at times, and I hope I see him again in this venue.  If not, I will see him again in another venue.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, just for the record, I meant no personal offense to Dr. Canalis, and I regret that offense was taken.  My concern was with using the Committee’s time wisely.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well I perceived you as a very patient and fair individual throughout your stay here.




DR. JENNINGS:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I understand that.




DR. WALLACK:  Before Ernie leaves, Ernie, all of us have one intent, and that is to further a stem cell initiative that’s very important.  I personally, and I think the committee would say the same thing, would hope that you would stay today and stay in the future.




I think that you make valuable contributions.  I think that it would be a mistake for all of us sitting here if we were to lose those contributions.  I understand why you might leave.  I would hope that you would stay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let’s let Dr. Canalis have an opportunity --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Just one second, Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would just like to comment that the representative of the Attorney General’s Office legal guidance has been invaluable to us and has never been so challenged as it was today, and I don’t think there was any personal offense meant, but I do respect all and every opinion that Henry has made, and I don’t think any of us are in a position to challenge his understanding of the Connecticut laws that apply.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would agree that Henry has given us his very best.  He’s very fair.  I personally think he belongs on the Superior Court bench, but that’s not where he feels he belongs.  Of course, that’s why he’s making the big bucks.




MR. SALTON:  I recall that I am still a State employee, so when you say the big bucks, keep that in mind.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. YANG:  I want to thank everyone, too, but certainly it’s very shocking to me, too.  I’m a researcher and a cancer patient client. I have stated previously when I was assigned to the committee that I would apply for grants for nuclear transfer stem cell research. I would not serve the appointment if I can not allowed to apply.  So I’d like to hear your good advice, if we really think my resignation from the committee is a good idea before my involvement in grant applications, I would resign. I certainly would apply if the State has an interest in somatic cell nuclear transfer in generating disease patients specific ES cells with this technology as stated as a priority in the State Legal Act.  That’s my dream and the dream for Connecticut to advance State stem cell research.  If the committee advise me have the concern that on the committee you should not apply -- or well, the committee has no interest in supporting such area of research.  I don’t want to resign if I am qualified and treated fairly as any other applicant.  To be very honest with you, I’m happy working with you for the last one year or more, and I don’t want to resign, okay?  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  At the rate that people are thinking about resigning, it will probably be Wollschlager and I and Milt left in the room at 5:00, if we went that long, which we won’t.




I don’t think anybody wants Dr. Yang to resign.  We suffer from a problem of we’re in a little bitty state, and if you pick people from a little bitty state, who have an interest and know enough to have an intelligent discussion about a brand new topic, where do you think they’re going to come from?  They’re going to come from Yale, and they’re going to come from the University of Connecticut, and then we’re very fortunate to have some folks from the Harvard circle of schools that have come down to help us.




We’re in a small area.  Some of the conflict is, you know, people are professors at UConn, they’re professors at Yale, they’re formal faculty here and there.  Some of this is unavoidable, and some of this is just part of the process of developing this new, this whole new program and looking at things in a different way.




I don’t think any of us should be overly upset.  Compared to some of the struggles that Jerry has had, he probably didn’t think the most arduous part of his life was going to be in a committee room.  Then I found out, reading about him, that he’s also a Cornell graduate, as I am, so he can’t be all bad.  We want you to stay. 




Can we move onto our next agenda item?  Are you okay, or are you going to resign?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No.  I’m going to be here at least until the next agenda item, which finally came up, and actually is one that both Lynn and I were working on together, so the fact that she’s in Australia is fine.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Wollschlager can get the whole thing in 10 seconds flat.  Go ahead.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This is a much less controversial issue, but I just wanted to report and represent what our Ethics Committee has been thinking about for the last several months, actually.  It has to do with the direction of stem cell research and what we might be wanting to do in preparation for the day, which is not decades away, of clinical trials and a number of other things, as well, but particularly of the clinical trials. 




And in that connection and, also, when we talk about, as we do so often, presenting Connecticut as a stem cell research friendly state, what that might mean in a context of clinical trials, which would be something considerably different and more complex, given the history of clinical trials, than it does in the basic science stage of the research.




So we came to some discussion about, well, you know, it’s such a mixed history, about how the public views clinical trials and things related to genetics and that whole field, and there, in fact, have been so many clinical trials that have been terminated for lack of accrual of research subjects, which ultimately tracks down as a question of public trust.




And, so, after all of that discussion, we really came up with the idea that it will be worth our considering as one of our priority activities some way to engage the public in educational and to create an atmosphere of awareness and appreciation of stem cell research over time.




That’s when we got in discussion with Lynn Townsend about that, and what we came up with were several suggestions that we might want to pursue, and they have to do with creating a speaker’s bureau, for example, making available on a website, the Department’s website, the stem cell website those meetings that are taking place around the state that are academic meetings, but might be open to the public, which are a number, and, particularly, also, working with science teachers.




Both Yale and UConn have institutes for science teachers around the state of different types, but they’re very important institutes, and working with them to get stem cell research and its prospects on the agenda for students who now are high school students, but who may be before long become potential research subjects.




The core grant that went to UConn actually has a component in it of this kind of public education, and Laura (coughing) group at Wesleyan is getting ready now to start putting some things together in that respect.




So these are the kinds of things we think belong on the table.  They don’t really necessarily appear in the strategic plan in full blossom, but I think they ought to be part of our plan.  We, as the Subcommittee, will be very happy to sort of not take charge of that, but sort of be involved with that, work with Lynn and with Laura and see that we make some progress along those lines. 




We think it’s a very important, from an ethical point of view, it’s a very important component in research ethics, because when you shut down a research project because you can’t get enough subjects, you’ve already subjected a number of people to significant risk for no benefit at all.




And, so, that will make sure that we have a community that’s interested in the research in a way that they feel they belong together.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s very well said, and I think that the science teachers in middle schools and in high schools are some of the people who could be our biggest allies.  We have a brain drain in Connecticut.  Now it occurs, after they get educated at the State universities and they go someplace else.




The earlier we start identifying these kids, the better off we are.  Very well said.  Yes, Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern.  I’d just like to suggest, Jules, that there’s expertise to call upon.  The Parkinson community recently had a statewide clinical trial symposium, which drew 400 to 500 Parkinson patients to be informed by research people in the Parkinson fields recruiting for clinical trials, so the potential is there if the patient advocate groups can be reached and motivated and fortified, etcetera.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well said.  Thank you.  Do we need to approve Julie’s report?




MR. SALTON:  No, I don’t think so.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Mr. Wollschlager, would you like to take the floor, or at least a microphone, if you don’t want the floor?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Commissioner.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You’re welcome, Mr. Wollschlager.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  This will be brief.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Mr. Wollschlager.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And it’s good news.  First of all, in terms of the annual report, we did get comments from a couple of members.  We have another week or so to finalize this annual report, but I would like to put a deadline in, that if we don’t hear anything by, say, next Friday, that we’re going to go with the report pretty much the way we’ve seen it.




I didn’t send it back out, because the changes to date were fairly non-substantial, so I didn’t think we -- I mean they’re important, but I didn’t think we had to share all that e-mail with everybody.




So absent any other feedback by Friday, we’ll submit the annual report.  As a reminder, that goes to the committees of cognizance, as well as to the office of the Governor, per statute.




If I could go right in, then, to the next item?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go right ahead.




MR. MANDELKERN:  May I?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure, Bob.  Go ahead.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me, Warren.  I just have two comments and one question.  The first comment is I again compliment you on extraordinarily exciting, stimulating and rapturing report.  I’ve been at every meeting of the Advisory Committee, first as a public member and then last year as a member of the committee, and, still, I was engrossed, involved, stimulated and excited.  You did a marvelous job, so I want to compliment you on that.




Secondly, I also noticed in the report there’s another compliment and recognition due you, that you were elected as the Chair of the Interstate Alliance on stem cell research, which I learned for the first time from reading this report, and I congratulate you on that.




And my question is on page number 12, where you handled the question of the Peer Review Committee, two terms expiring October and -- excuse me.  Three members of accepted reappointment.  My question is what about the four members of the Advisory Committee, whose appointments are ending in October?




Shouldn’t there be some recognition?  What’s going on?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, first of all, if I can respond to your comment, regarding the report being exciting and makes for interesting reading, I just want to point out that I’m just reflecting the work that all of you guys did, so it’s really what’s exciting is what’s been accomplished.




Specifically to your question, there are four members, whose terms are going to expire in October. It’s a little bit different situation, because two of the members are appointed by members of the General Assembly, as opposed to a Peer Review, that they’re appointed directly by Commissioner Galvin.




We’ve begun having very preliminary discussions with one member to date.  I will say the two folks who were appointed by the Governor have terms that will be expiring, and that would be you, Dr. Landwirth, and Dr. Willie Lensch.  Those are the two where I’m sure would have to be working with out executive branch sooner, rather than later.




For the other two folks who are expiring, and, Denise, I know you had the list with you, but those appointments are by the members of the General Assembly, so it’s really not up to us, as to whether or not folks are going to be reappointed, although I’ve certainly offered to work directly with anybody.  If folks wanted to stay, I’m sure would be willing to work with the appointing authority.




The other folks, who have terms expiring, are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Genel, and that’s October.




DR. JENNINGS:  Are we appointed through October or until the beginning of October?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  It’s actually the beginning.  It’s through September.




DR. JENNINGS:  So unless that changes, September will be our last?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right, which, of course, is horrible timing, because --




MR. SALTON:  I think you stay in office until a successor is made.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  For all of these?




MR. SALTON:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  But the law indicated they’re appointed for a two-year term.




MR. SALTON:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  I understand. Unless they resigned or another appointment was made, you’re still on the committee.




MR. SALTON:  That happens a number of times.  People are for a term, they serve for four years, and five years after their appointment is completed, they finally get around to appointing a successor.




DR. GENEL:  Are you suggesting this is an indefinite sentence?




DR. JENNINGS:  Without prospect of parole.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That happens very frequently, people get two and three and four-year terms, and they stay on until there’s reappointments, so I think that if you want to say, you should be talking to the appointing authority, who can just reappoint you.  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would just suggest that the four members named, as who is -- you’re not expiring. Your terms are expiring, are very valuable members of this committee, and I think it behooves whoever can reach the proper authorities to see that Dr. Lensch, Dr. Landwirth, Dr. Jennings and Dr. Genel are either given a life sentence or reappointed formally.  




I think that would be very important, particularly at this time, to the workings of our committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if those two individuals, who are appointed by legislative members, are interested in staying, which I presume they are, we will talk to their appointing authorities, but it’s best that you indicate, whoever, that you really want to stay, because Warren and I labored vitally over the first group, and some of these people we made six and seven phone calls to, and a couple of them told us don’t call me anymore.




I don’t need to know who appointed you two guys, but it’s better that you or whoever spoke to them gets back.  They consider us pests. Nancy?




MS. RION:  I was remiss at the beginning not to mention to you that we did receive a letter of resignation from Dr. Eggan at Harvard, so that’s another position that needs to be filled.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well we’ve had one vacancy that we’ve had for quite awhile, too.




MS. RION:  Correct.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you for bringing that up.  Shall I move onto the other agenda?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, please.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Not including the annual report, because it’s sort of happening a little bit too late for inclusion, but thanks to Commissioner Galvin, I did want to let this group know that we are convening the first statewide bio-bank feasibility study, and I bring it up because a member of this committee is going to serve on that committee. 




Not by statute, but by invitation, we invited Dr. Latham to join us.  We do have members of the scientific community represented, but Steve will be there, as well as Paul Pescatello, who I know a lot of you know from his work with CURE.




That first meeting is being held this Thursday.  My co-chair for that is the esteemed Dr. Katie Kelly, our state laboratory director and distinguished scientist, so pretty exciting.




Finally, with IASCR, we did, in fact, meet, as we had said, for a day and a half out in Irvine, California, at the NAS headquarters, and the nine states represented, as well as Canada, U.K. and the National Academy, all agreed to move forward and formalize the formation of this interstate alliance. 




Dr. Wallack was unable to make it, but Dr. Willie Lensch actually was able to join us as part of his rep. as Massachusetts.  So what I passed out to you is just a copy of what has gone out as a final draft mission statement, goals and objectives, as well as a copy of the agenda.




If you had any interest in any of the particular agenda items, if you just got ahold of me directly, I’d be happy to share more information.




DR. JENNINGS:  Was that in our distribution packets?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I handed it out.  I have extra copies, if anybody else needs them.  It’s labeled Attachment Four, but if anyone didn’t get a copy, I have extras.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, did you get a feeling, and I didn’t ask you this question before, that any of the other states had an interest in some sort of an actual partnership with us?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, yes.  We came out with a lot of deliverables.  This is not a group that’s just going to be meeting.  Travel too far for it.  The first thing we’re trying to do right now is to have some kind of a recognition agreement between Connecticut and California with respect to the acceptability of derived lines.




What’s involved in that for right now, and California has already done this with the U.K. stem cell bank and they’re working with Japan.  They haven’t done it with any country.  It really involves a side-by-side comparison of the statutory requirements for donors and stuff and somebody at a programmatic level saying, yeah, our statutes meet the requirements in California and vice versa.  




It won’t really help the institutions.   You’re still going to have to make your own determination at the research level, but at least, from a state perspective, then, we could say, you know, we say that stuff that’s been derived out of California meets Connecticut law.  




Now that may have some other problems associated with it, in terms of constitutionality of doing that, but that’s what we’re looking at doing.  That’s the first thing that we’re doing.




DR. JENNINGS:  Warren, can I also ask?  Do you see, or does that group see the opportunity for research collaboration, other areas in which, by pooling resources, states can avoid needless duplication of each other’s efforts?  I mean I know, to some extent, states see other states as competitors, but is there also some sort of (coughing).




And a follow-up to that, should we even be thinking of allocating some portion of our budget to support those kinds of collaborative activities?  That was something that was flagged early on, and, if so, now would be the time to start thinking about it.




If we’re now talking let’s say eight million, as opposed to nine million, do we want to hold back some portion of our budget for, you know, ad hoc grants that we might want to make as this thing unfolds?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Your first point is that this is a collaborative effort.  We recognize that folks are competing.  In fact, we brought up the issue of fundraising out there, and folks were a little hesitant to talk about that, because they said, well, states are all competing for funds, so we’re not really in a collaborative model with fundraising, although we’re happy to tell you our techniques.




DR. JENNINGS:  Fundraising techniques?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  Techniques, not targets.  In fact, California is having a session as part of the Australian convention that’s going on right now.  We are going to do a couple of things to try to foster a climate, where interstate research collaboration would be easier.




Now, again, the folks targeted in this association is program staff.  It’s not really the scientists, as such.  We hope that the work we do, for instance, like deeming derived lines as eligible, would be of use to the research community.




I’ll be happy to put out the list of assignments that we’ve come out with.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’d be interested.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s coming up with a common data dictionary, coming up with a common set of recommendations for Peer Review and Advisory Committee oversights, a bunch of very functional things for folks who try to set up programs.  It’s probably going to help the newer states more than states such as ourselves, who have already experienced some of the trials and tribulations.




We will have a common list that all scientists can get to, by the way, that anyone would be able to get to.  It’s going to have everyone’s laws, everyone’s policies, everyone’s applications, all that kind of stuff that’s administrative.  I’m trying to benchmark all these different states.




The National Academy of Sciences, I’m actually setting that up on our behalf.  That’s it for me, Commissioner.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike?




DR. GENEL:  Can we discuss the expansion of the Peer Review Committee?




COURT REPORTER:  Can you get a little bit closer to the microphone?




DR. GENEL:  Can we discuss the expansion of the Peer Review Committee?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My understanding was that that was accepted in the legislative body --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- the 15 was accepted, although it hasn’t become law, pending -- you know, nothing is becoming law, until they finish, I guess, the budget.




MR. SALTON:  The Act was passed.  It’s awaiting the Governor’s signature.




DR. GENEL:  The Act was passed with an expansion up to 15?  Is that the language?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Up to 15, depending on the volume.




DR. GENEL:  On the volume.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And, because of that, by the way, I do think we’re going to have a resignation. We’ve heard informally that we will have one of our peer reviewers -- our current peer reviewers is going to resign.




DR. JENNINGS:  Which one?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s not -- because of the absence of remuneration. 




DR. GENEL:  The remuneration for the effort, not for expenses, but for the actual effort.




DR. JENNINGS:  There’s one point, which was a recommendation that was in the CASE report, that I at least forgot to mention, which was the recommendation that members of the Peer Review Committee should be appointed in consultation with this committee, rather than simply unilaterally appointed by the DPH.




I would certainly endorse that, because I think the role of the Peer Review Committee is to advise this committee, and they only have so much influence, as we have confidence in their recommendations.  And I don’t mean for a minute to suggest that we don’t have confidence in the current committee, but I’m saying, structurally, I think it will be wise to have some sort of consultative process in order to appoint new members, quite apart from which we have tremendous expertise on this committee, particularly people like Amy, who are practicing stem cell research, who is in a better place than anyone.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would say I couldn’t agree more.  When we first tried to put together the committee, we didn’t know any of you, so we were scrambling around, trying to figure out who can best represent the scientific community.




We certainly would be reaching out to our colleagues now and saying to any one of you, if we have somebody resign from Peer Review, or we have 10 more that we can fill, who do you think would be good?




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  Does it, for example, make sense that this committee should vote on new appointments to the Peer Review Committee?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The Commissioner has the authority appoint, not this committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well we’d certainly want to take into cognizance and get a consensus.  I’m not sure that there might be somebody that you just absolutely -- you’re a pretty fair guy, but maybe there’s somebody you just absolutely hate the guy, he stole your umbrella in a rainstorm, but I think we can get a consensus.




If somebody says, look, this is not the right kind of person, the science isn’t there, or it’s not a cooperative individual.  The thing I really want to avoid is somebody who is vindictive and says, you know, oh, I know so and so.  




DR. JENNINGS:  The practicing researchers on this committee are very well placed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  




DR. JENNINGS:  By statute, it’s you, not us.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, but I don’t want to think we should -- demand a unanimous vote if somebody doesn’t particularly -- if there’s nine voting and somebody says, you know, I don’t really like that guy, that woman, I think, with consensus.  If somebody has strong objections, I won’t put them on the committee.




DR. JENNINGS:  So all I’m suggesting is we should have some sort of procedure in place, whereby that consultation occurs.  Even if the Commissioner has the deciding vote or the only vote at the end of the day, we should, you know, it should be an agenda item for discussion.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s probably a good idea to put it on for the next one anyways.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We need to start getting names.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We need to start getting names for Peer Review, as well as for likely at least one or two Advisory Committee members.  It would be informal, but it would be something where I’d then say, sort of the way Willie lured you to this effort.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren and I wouldn’t know quite where to find 11 qualified people, losing one of the original five, but we would like to get suggestions and see if we can come up with a list of, say, a dozen people, so we’d have a couple in reserve.  We’ll decide on that next time.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’d be happy to accept them by e-mail and if we could put it on the agenda.  Again, Katrina Livingston(phonetic), who was helpful in our CASE study, she was on the scientific oversight, she’s a stem cell researcher, who actually received the first of the monies from New Jersey, has expressed an interest.




DR. GENEL:  That would be good.  Actually, there was an item in I think either nature or science, commenting on various state initiatives, that the real problem is going to be getting enough Peer Review members.




DR. JENNINGS:  There’s so much demand for that.




DR. GENEL:  Because of the demand, yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s going to work best, Mike, if somebody like Amy calls somebody she knows and asks them and they say okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s going to be a whole new business operation that you could open up.




DR. JENNINGS:  You’ll need a budget.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Finally, the last thing is that this committee was represented on the umbilical cord feasibility study.  That’s passing, my understanding is, as well, and the language is such that the Department would be required to issue a request for information.  There’s no budget, so we’ll be seeking feedback from existing cord blood banks to see if they’d be interested in providing a partnership with the State, whereby Connecticut birthing women would be able to publicly donate, donate to public banks umbilical cord blood, but the operation would be handled by an existing bank.




DR. WALLACK:  That was passed?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Of course, they’re not law until the nice lady in the gold dome building signs it.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  You said this committee was represented in that discussion?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  If you remember, by law, this committee had a person on that feasibility, and you guys voted on Willie Lensch.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think the other thing Warren mentioned is that we’ve had some people that, at least one Peer Reviewer, I think is going to leave, and perhaps somebody else from this Committee may not want to be reappointed.  We were kicking around the idea of what do you do to recommend, to recognize their service, and Warren came up with the idea of one of those little triangular -- what do you call those?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It was CURE that gave out those very nice -- those little things with the cell in them.  I think they’ll say they have a copyright on that cell, but something like that I thought might be nice.  I don’t know if anyone else had any ideas.  Perhaps cash severance pay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Administrative help in submitting my expenses.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any --




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, before we break, can we just clarify Next Steps on the RFA?  My assumption is that Nancy and CI will incorporate the substance of our discussion, and we will have a draft text that will be pretty close to votable for the next meeting.  




Do we need to run the draft past the Strategy Subcommittee?  I’m certainly happy to volunteer myself to look over it and make any recommended changes or flag any additional points for discussion or not.  Whatever the Committee recommends.  We want to bear in mind that we need to have an approved wording by the end of the next meeting, and please also bear in mind that I may not be able to participate.  I hope to participate by phone, but I’m fairly sure I cannot come in person.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Why don’t we have another conference call?  I respectfully recommend to the Chair that we have another Subcommittee conference call between Milt, you and I and Nancy, go over the final draft, and then we can designate who will handle it in your absence.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Mr. Chairman, again, if I could just sort of restate for the Committee that we have a number of strategic issues that have not been dealt with, because they are being pushed aside by the more urgent business, but I think, at some point, we need to get them on the agenda.  I’m just keeping a running list.  




We need a communication strategy, and I think the point that Julie was making about communication with public is part of that.  We need benchmarks for assessing the effectiveness of what we’re doing.  I think we need to talk about how we’re going to collaborate, or how we might collaborate with other states, and whether we want to reserve any money for those kinds of projects, and I think we need to talk about whether we’re serious about trying to raise larger amounts of money, either from philanthropy or from partnership with industry, but we need to stop just talking about it and come up with a plan for making it happen if we are serious.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that should happen probably next meeting, or perhaps in the August meeting, when you can be physically present if you’re available.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  I expect to be available.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Let’s talk about all those things.  Why don’t you submit that agenda for the August meeting?  Are there any comments from the general public?  Okay.  I just would --




MR. MANDELKERN:  I just wanted to say my good friend, Dave Menaker, from the public is here.




COURT REPORTER:  Get closer to that microphone.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me.  I just wanted to call attention that a very faithful attendee at our meeting is my good friend, Dave Menaker, from the Spinal Cord Association.  I thought he might want to.  He’s tired today.  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d only like to close by saying that don’t be too upset about the exchanges which occurred this afternoon.  We have a great deal of talent, a great deal of education, and a great deal of emotion and experience.  Some of us, like Mike Genel and I, kind of roll with the punches, and Julie, because we’re all like those toys the kid has, you know, they knock you down and you bop right up again.  Those kinds of things happen.  It’s part of the process.  We hope that a distinguished and special member of our grouping will come back.  I will spend some time with him and see if I can understand his views a little better.




We have made enormous, as Bob Mandelkern often says, enormous progress with this group in a short period of time, which is unusual, because of the complexity of the science and the fact that the whole thing is cast within the framework of the State Department of Public Health, which is an organization with rules and regulations and barriers, but we’ve been able to become preeminent in the field.




Some of the things that happen at meetings like this are part of the process, and we wouldn’t -- I guess the point of the spear wouldn’t be as sharp if you didn’t hone it a little bit and if there weren’t a couple of sparks.




Thank you, all, and I’ll see you next month.




(Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 3:55 p.m.)
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