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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  We need to get started please.  Thank you.  Thank you all for coming on this warm July day.  We had an interesting meeting this morning with the Umbilical Cord Blood Committee and we’ll share some of that with you later on.  First I would like to have the new members introduce themselves and we’ll start with Bob immediately to my right.




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  I’m Bob Mandelkern from West Hartford and I’m the Connecticut Coordinator for the Parkinson Action Network and I’m glad to be here.  I’ve been in most of the meetings that the Committee has held as a public member and I’ve observed the hard work that everybody’s put in in making the progress that’s been made to date and I will do my utmost -- I’ve been appointed under the business member, not as a scientist or an academic.  I have 40 years of experience in corporate leadership and I’ll do my utmost to contribute to the Committee’s work.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  And that’s your lovely wife sitting behind you?  I’m sure you wouldn’t have gotten anyplace without her.




MR. MENDELKERN:  No, not at all.  I couldn’t be doing any of what I do without her support and her care giving.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And once again, you’re welcome Mrs. Mandelkern.




MS. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And Bill Hathoway (phonetic) over in the corner representing the press.




MR. WILLIAM HATHOWAY:  I’m not in the group.  You guys do it very well.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All the dirty work.  Okay.  And to Bill’s right is?




VOICE:  My name is (indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, you’re welcome.  Let’s see.  Do we have any -- Doctor, you’re from the University --




VOICE:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.) from University of Hartford.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Diane Kraus.  Mark, Denise, Mike.




MR. MICHAEL BOO:  I’m Michael Boo.  I’m with the National Marrow Donor Program just to carry over from the morning meeting.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike might want to be our -- if he’s still here update us on the meeting this morning.  Anybody else that needs introduction?




MS. DIANE SHIPMAN:  My name is Diane Shipman (phonetic).  I’m an attorney from New York and solo practitioner.  I’ve been following (indiscernible, too far from mic.) for a long time and I’m really excited for it to be happening right here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Very good.




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may Commissioner?  The two colleagues on either side of me, including another new member of the Advisory Committee.




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  Hi.  I’m Ann Kiessling.  I’m an Associate Professor of Surgery at Harvard Medical School, but I also have headed up for some time a small private foundation that’s trying to organize to do the non-government fundable work in Massachusetts.  And I think I’m representing on this Committee as part of the private sector public charity.  I have for the last couple of years served on California’s Standards Working Group for their stem cell program in California.  So I’m hoping if any of that experience will be useful to this Committee.  It’s very exciting for somebody from Massachusetts to see a state actually allocating funds for this kind of work.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And to your left Warren?




MR. KEVIN CROWLEY:  Hi.  My name’s Kevin Crowley.  I’m the newest member of Connecticut Innovations.  I’ve only been there a few weeks now.  Formerly with the Department of Economic and Community Development as their Director of the Office of Bioscience.  I’m going to be working with the group today and moving forward.  So thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that everybody?  Okay.  I will remind the people who are not sitting directly at the table that the transcription folks will not know -- if you want to speak you can speak, but the transcription folks will not know who you are unless you identify yourselves.  We all happen to have name tags, so if you could preface your comments by your name that would be very helpful.




Our first agenda item is approval of the minutes of the June 9th, 2006 meeting.  You should all have received a copy of that or have a copy in front of you.  And we’ll take a moment to make sure that everybody has read through or glanced through.




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Bob, just an amendment to the minutes if I might?  Milt Wallack.  I think it’s on page four (indiscernible, too far from mic.) where it indicates the groups that are included working on Stem Conn ’07, Stem Conn ’07, the top of the page, page four.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yep.




DR. WALLACK:  And I’d just like to amend it to include the Connecticut Stem Cell Coalition.  That was an inadvertent omission in the listing of the names.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Does everybody understand where we are?  We’re at the top of page four where it says Stem Conn ’07.  And there’s a single addition to that group of entities, which I don’t believe is a controversial subject.  Are there any other additions, deletions or changes to the minutes from the June 6th meeting?  If not I will entertain a motion to accept those minutes?




DR. MYRON GENEL:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second?




DR. GENEL:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  In favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Ayes have it.  The minutes of 6/06/06 are accepted.  I’m going to change the schedule a little bit and move onto item number seven because one of our members has to leave a bit early today and would like to discuss some very pertinent parts of the program.  So with your forbearance we’ll go to other statutory and programmatic responsibilities, which is number seven on your agenda list.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you Commissioner and members of the Committee for going out of order on this agenda item.  Again, we want to commend the Committee members for the great work done in terms of the Grants and Aid Program, an item that has been carried forward on a couple of agenda now for the last couple of months has been the fact that there are significant other responsibilities that this body has that are articulated in the statute.  You see many of them listed by bullets there.




In addition, there was previous discussion and agreement amongst this body to move forward in some programmatic non-statutory areas and one of those areas was moving forward with a group to look at the ethical and legal issues involving Connecticut Stem Cell Research Program.  I know that there has been -- and that’s where I wanted to start in particular Commissioner because I know that Dr. Landwirth has been involved in reaching out to some of his colleagues putting together a program as part of Stem Conn for bringing together members of the various escrow committees.  And so I guess I would ask Dr. Landwirth to give us an update as to what he sees as the needs in the areas of ethics and legal committee work and your progress to date?




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  It’s not so much in the way of an update as to just pass about the proceeding to develop a subgroup which would -- you’d have in the area of ethics and from the minutes we have a decision -- or a consensus at the last meeting to defer further discussion about that until we augment the compliment of Committee members here.  So I was just wondering first how long that might be because I was waiting to have a colleague in the ethics slot with -- around which to build a subgroup, which in turn will be playing a significant role in part of the agenda for the Stem Conn ’07 program.  If that’ll be a while then I would just ask for some authorization to proceed anyway putting together a group?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I know that we have -- it’s a Gubernatorial appointee in terms of the next expert in the area of ethics and I believe we’ve been in communication with their office but we have not gotten a firm date for when that appointment occur.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have -- Warren has been very assiduous in assembling lists of potential new candidates from the Board -- for the Board and with great success with Bob and Ann and we have submitted some other very noteworthy and very accomplished individuals.  As they say, the mills of the gods grind slowly and yet exceedingly fine and we don’t have those appointments yet.  I would think Julie that we should go ahead with your option and then we can fold in a new person at some time when the appointment --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  That’s fine.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- when the summer vacation time and the appointments are solidified.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Thanks.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  With that do you want to return back to the original agenda Commissioner and move forward with update item number four?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Is that satisfactory?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes.  That’s perfect.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think we should move forward.  Those people will be onboard I would imagine around 45 to 60 days.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  Certainly I can speak for our government relations office saying that they are in constant communication with appointing authorities trying to push them to make those appointments.  And so the sooner the better.  We’d hope for by the time we meet next.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And we will then revert back to the schedule and look at item number four on your handout.  Update on stem cell proposals received from Mr. Crowley.




MR. CROWLEY:  Thank you Commissioner.  Again, I’m going to apologize.  I’ve only been with C.I. for a few weeks so I have maybe not as much information to provide as I would like to, but we’ll certainly be up to speed by the next meeting.  In front of you you will find a spreadsheet with a list of the proposals that have been received starting with the type, the institution, the investigator, the amount requested and then simply the title of that proposal.  We’ve received about 70 proposals.  34 of them seed, 26 of them established investigator, four group, two core facility and four hybrid.  The total request -- requested amount is around $65.9 million or so.




And just a point of note, about 20 of whom submitted letters of interest did not submit proposals, about 15 who did not submit otherwise did submit proposals.  Unfortunately I won’t be able to answer many of your questions, but I’d be happy to field any if you have them.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Questions from the Committee?




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  If I may?  The 20 who sent letters of intent and then failed to send actual applications, did they simply miss the deadline or they still haven’t arrived --




MR. CROWLEY:  I’m not aware of applications coming in after the deadline or folks calling and saying, gee, I missed the deadline.  So I think its folks who decided not to submit.




DR. KIESSLING:  I have a question about the overall funding.  Is this -- the law that was established, is this $100,000,000 a year for 10 years?




MR. CROWLEY:  I would defer to the Chair.  But no, it’s a total pot of money of 100,000,000.  10,000,000 annualized.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But because we started late in the calendar year this is actually our second year.  And so it encompasses the $10,000,000 for this year and the $10,000,000 for a shortened year because of when this occurred and was signed into law.  So the first grant is actually the first two years’ grant of $20,000,000.  And then annually we will be able to grant $10,000,000 a year for a total of $100,000,000.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes sir?




DR. GENEL:  May I make an observation?  I think particularly in light of what’s going on in Washington today the fact that one request for proposals could generate 70 applications for $65,000,000, not counting 20 that indicated interest that did not apply I think is a reflection of the interest in this area in this state and I suspect it’s mirrored throughout the country.  That may be taken as a political statement and if so, it is.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Agreed.




MR. MANDELKERN:  On an economic level the total Federal commitment to stem cell research last year Mike was exactly $25,000,000.  So you can take that as a heart-wrenching figure.




DR. XIANGZHONG (JERRY) YANG:  Just a minor point, I don’t know if it is accurate.  I think around the 20 letter of intent missing a proposal for 15 new ones not in the letter of intent.  I think (indiscernible) sent the letter of intent with one TI and then for the official submission, it’s a different TI.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Other questions for Mr. Crowley?




DR. WALLACK:  Are there going to be any -- and maybe through the Chair to Warren, any further indicators to the peer review people relative to something I know they already considered and that is when they looked at the subject of core facilities I know that they understood the idea that there should be a limited number of cores to help in not over spending for facilities themselves is it -- as I see the two grants for core facilities, but I also see the four requests for hybrid, which includes core, are we going to reiterate our feelings that we want to look at Connecticut and use the dollars in the most productive way and therefore hopefully limit cores that will be established around the state?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren and I met with the committee in Toronto, Warren and I and Marianne were present for the international meeting and we did have some discussions with Leslie Weiner (phonetic), who is the Chair professor at the University of Southern California.  And as I recall none of our conversations really swung on whether or not we were going to endorse some sort of a rationing system or some sort of a distributed -- distributive system with the grants.  I believe that when Dr. Weiner and you and I were talking he thought that probably this would straighten itself out or become evident as the qualitative decisions by the reviewers were made and perhaps Warren can -- I’m interpreting Dr. Weiner’s statement.  Maybe Warren --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  I think you’re exactly point on Commissioner.  Indeed members of the Peer Review Committee had an interest in overstepping the statutory authority in my opinion.  They wanted to be doing the work of this committee.  They wanted to be making decisions with a mind towards the environment here in Connecticut and Marianne delicately pointed out their statutory responsibilities really were specific to rating each and every application for science and ethics only and not considering how that would impact the state of Connecticut.




DR. GENEL:  That’s our responsibility.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  That’s exactly right.  Other questions?  Okay.




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  I have a couple of issues.  I know you are new to the picture, but I think it is critical that you provide the total funds per year because with allocations of $10,000,000 for the first year and $10,000,000 for the second year and the rest is unclear.  So when you have 65,000,000 your distribution per year is going to be critical to know what can be funded and what can not.




MR. CROWLEY:  I’ll make sure that there’s a footnote on --




DR. CANALIS:  Well, you need to know otherwise we have no idea where to go.  Could you expand a little bit on the Scientific Review Committee?  I mean, they’re going to rank the application, are they going to rank them by groups?  What party line were they given?  I mean, they’re going to score them, but then by groups?




MR. CROWLEY:  Yeah, actually --




DR. CANALIS:  You know, like these four groups they’re going to rank -- what were they told?




MR. CROWLEY:  -- they’re going to rate and rank within the category, that’s correct.




DR. CANALIS:  Within each category separately?




MR. CROWLEY:  Right.  Using the NIH processes.




DR. CANALIS:  Core NIH typing.  Okay.




MR. CROWLEY:  Right.  Just as pretty much this body had decided that in advance so we --




DR. CANALIS:  That’s fine.  I just -- I didn’t remember.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may?  Will they also provide a written -- more qualitative evaluation for companies with numerical rankings that will be available to this Committee?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  And what instructions have been given about helping define the format or how long we want the summary, what the structure of that report should look like?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I mean, candidly my sense is they’re still working on that.  They are going to try to follow the NIH guidelines to the extent that they’re applicable to this process, but they’re still talking about types of feedback to the individual applicants.  Types of feedback to the public, you know, but there again, they’re interested in being as transparent as possible as well and to be as helpful as possible.  I think their interest again was to be more actively involved in the decision making process of this body.  So they’re very much engaged.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I just wanted to understand what you just said a moment ago a little bit better.  They’re going to be rating and raking within groups?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So we won’t then be able to compare in terms of rating science and ethics of any particular proposal within a group in the total scene of things with any proposal outside that particular group, right?  In other words, if we have -- they’ll tell us which is the best of three or four in that particular category which may be the 50th best overall.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s my -- they’re going to be using the scientific -- the rating scoring mechanism that NIH has.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  So those are the --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The one to the 2.5 --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- okay, okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- and so you will have numbers that are comparable across categories but they’re also within categories ranking.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Those are the rankings, okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Just to pick up on the discussion, what I thought was very encouraging was that with the numerical rank you mentioned 50.  If within Category B they had six applications and it so happened that those rankings were 45 to 51 we would know what that was about and we wouldn’t necessarily be choosing something from that category just because we had to choose from that category we would instead be picking the best signs if you will and it may not -- it may well be that Category B would see no funding because there was no significantly important work to come out of that.  I think that’s accurate.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Sure.  If all of the seed money applications were ranked, you know, four to five using the NIH scales --




DR. CANALIS:  Well, you’re talking about scores and not ranking.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- scored, scored four to five then they may be ranked one through 10 but that doesn’t mean you as a body would choose to fund them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And once again, I think we have to look back at our legal charter and that’s to advance stem cell research using human embryonic cell lines in Connecticut with a potential ability to produce some type of an income generating mechanism somewhere in the future, probably in the distant future.  And so although we have some excellent scientists, top flight scientists telling us what they think you as a panel have to tell me what you think is best for the state of Connecticut while staying within the four corners of that agreement or the law under which we operate since this is a public function.  So it’s not -- it may be that one or more of the panel thinks to rate something differently or higher than we do and we may want to take something that’s number three out of four because of reasons that this distinguished group of people has -- desires to do and that was one of the -- Warren was very equitable and very diplomatic in trying to throttle these guys back down because I think at one point they thought they wanted to make all the choices for us and send us a list of the ones we should fund and the ones we shouldn’t fund and so -- we’re not going to do that.  We want advice from them and then we have to make that decision ourselves.




DR. CANALIS:  Comment and question?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  The comment is by rights you really cannot compare category to category.  You can’t compare a seed grant to a core grant.  I mean, it’s just impossible.  And the question is how legal and appropriate it is to have the chair of the scientific group meet with this group and give some direct insight.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think I -- would you say that a different way?  I didn’t --




DR. CANALIS:  The latter one, I mean, this, you know, the scientific group is going to meet on their own and they’re going to give us numbers and rankings in each category.  Would it be appropriate and legal to have somebody representing this group come to this meeting and sort of be available to explain the reasoning behind their scoring, ranking, or whatever?  Because we may have questions on the scientific merit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Offhand I don’t see any problem with that.  I’d have to ask Attorney Horn about that.




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  Yes.  I think that’s an interesting proposal that when you folks meet and look at the grants and start doing your work if there are questions that are coming up or if you can anticipate in advance that there will be questions that are coming up, I’ll certainly look by next meeting to see if there are any obstacles that I can see legally in terms of you folks communicating that way.  Legally they give recommendations to you.  I don’t think there’s probably a ban in them giving you recommendations with a little further explanation as long as it’s done as publicly as it can possibly be done.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So you would not see a problem if we asked Dr. Weiner to come out from California and spend some time with us so we’ve got a little bit better -- I think what Ernie is saying, Dr. Canalis is saying that he wants to get a little bit better feel about why did you do it this way?




DR. CANALIS:  And it’s up for discussion obviously.  This is just a suggestion, you know, I mean, because --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It sounds fine to me.




DR. CANALIS:  -- yeah, I don’t know how other people feel.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, what could be wrong with it?




MS. HORN:  Yeah.  Off the top of my head I can’t see anything right now, but I hate to give legal advice on the fly, so I will research that by next meeting and if there are any obstacles I’ll certainly put something out sooner than that.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Do you want a motion?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we need a motion on this?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Do we need a motion?




MS. HORN:  No, I don’t think so at this point.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




DR. CANALIS:  Because it’s something for you guys to consider, you know, it could be a bad idea.




MS. HORN:  And he may not be willing to do it, but we’ll explore it from all sides.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, if we can’t get the Chairman we might want to explore whether one of the other members might want to share some of their thoughts.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may Mr. Chairman?  If I’m understanding it you’re also suggesting that there might be an advantage to having somebody from this committee participate as an observer in their meetings?




DR. CANALIS:  I didn’t suggest that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  It didn’t cross my mind.




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean, although that might also be helpful to them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think most of their meetings since three of them are outside the country I think most of their meetings are going to be telephonic and I think probably that would be an interface we’d want to -- not -- although I think it’s alright to -- we could theoretically disregard all their recommendations.  Say we’re not going to do it that way. Have Ernie and Mike and Jerry will make the decisions and that’ll be it.  But I think it would be reasonable to have them after the fact, but not for us to be involved in part of the process -- that part of the process.  Okay?




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I -- one other question.  Is the goal to reach down into the recommendations to the point where you give away all the money every year?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s been -- that’s been my appreciation.  That we have $10,000,000 a year that is -- that is earmarked and intended to be spent on stem cell research and it’s up to this group to decide where the 10,000,000 is going to go.




DR. KIESSLING:  So of this 65,000,000 what of this -- what percentage of this is like for one or two years?  I mean, this is -- these grants are for more than one year?




MR. CROWLEY:  Yes.  That I don’t know.




DR. KIESSLING:  Or are we looking at only being able to fund one third of these?




MR. CROWLEY:  If I may?  There will be a substantial portion of this particular proposal group that I would expect would not be funded.




DR. KIESSLING:  So this is $65,000,000 for the first year of each of these applications?




MR. CROWLEY:  And again I’ll --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think maybe if interpret your question are some of the grants multi-year?  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Some of them are.




DR. KIESSLING:  And we have here is the total number for like three years or four years?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What we have here is the total dollar value as I understand it of everybody’s who’s asked for a grant.  And so basically we have a third of the money that’s been requested, which some of my colleagues who do this all the time say isn’t too bad to get 33 percent return.




DR. CANALIS:  Your first category is two years grants, the other ones I think they were four to five years, correct?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Four.




DR. CANALIS:  Four years?  So we can do some quick -- some quick calculations could be done.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  But the point -- that’s a great question.  I mean, the point is there may be more funding available than you might think from this spreadsheet.




DR. YANG:  And it would help -- for some clarification.  I think that I can help in the clarification.  We already know the year they are applying.  The 20 year funding of anybody, no matter who, whether you’re in your first year, or second year, or third year not touching next year’s funding.  Next, you know, it’s an existing pool of $20,000,000 to go to those applicants this year.  It’s not touching funding next year.




DR. KIESSLING:  So if they’re requesting five years -- if they’re requesting five years of funding it’s not going to come out of next year’s or the following years’ allocation?




DR. YANG:  No.  I don’t think it is.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  That starts up another application process next year for the next $10,000,000.




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  Although if I -- it’s my understanding that we’re not obligated to spend the entire money, and we certainly won’t spend it frivolously.  And if for some strange reason grants don’t pass muster, we’re capable of rolling money over into the subsequent years.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s my belief and it’s possible that we decide we have only $18,000,000 worth of worthy grantees and decide that we’re not going to grant the additional $2,000,000 and roll it over, I think that’s possible looking at the grants that they’re not getting into very interesting stuff --




DR. KIESSLING:  Can we invest it?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- good question.  We tried.  Yes sir?




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s obvious you have a maximum you’ve had one third of the requested money to distribute for the first two years.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s correct.




MR. MANDELKERN:  And if we are not to see these proposals, which are beyond my comprehension at any rate, is there not a danger that we would just rely on the scores and rank of the Peer Review Committee?  It seems to me that faced with the problem of having to eliminate two out of three of the grants proposals dollar wise we face a problem of how to actually come to a decision as to the value unless we decide to rely on their scores and their ranks.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I see the scores and the ranks as some guidelines for us to use in sorting through a rather, you know, almost six dozens requests and we’re obviously going to have to make some choices that will enfranchise some programs and not enfranchise others, but we certainly have enough fine scientific minds at this table to make those decisions.  And I said earlier we would -- as I said earlier, we might want if there were five in a category we might want to take number three for reasons that are pertinent to us and that are understood by folks like Jerry and like Ernie, like Dr. Lensch who, you know, who have dealt with these kinds of problems and had very good grants go in and get turned down and very good grants go in and get accepted and realize that a one for three return is not too bad.  What is it for an NIH grant Willy, about one in five?




DR. LENSCH:  It’s less than that (indiscernible, multiple voices.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One in 10.  So they’re not in bad shape with us.  And it doesn’t mean that someone who doesn’t make it this year can’t get in on the next grant cycle which begins in the beginning of calendar year ’07.




DR. CANALIS:  Doing some rough calculations the first year cost is about 20,000,000 and there’s $10,000,000 available.  I mean, very rough calculations.  But you’d need to consider that you’re making a commitment for four years to the other -- to the four year grants.  So all this needs to be calculated appropriately.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But you’re also -- Ernie as what we’re doing here is setting a whole agenda for a specific type of research.  So this is very -- this is very ground breaking and what we’re doing requires a great many well trained and fertile minds to do this in such a way as to move the project forward, as to be equitable and as to not disenfranchise juniors and not to discourage people from applying and I see a lot of faces around here who have probably been discouraged at having good projects turned down.  And I’m sure all of the biological scientists here, you know, Jerry and Ernie and Willy in particular and Ann are all -- have all been disappointed when stuff came back when they were four fifth of the NIH program that wasn’t funded.




And so bearing that in mind and their experience I have every confidence that this group will make appropriate decisions to move -- to encourage to move the process forward to look at some sort of a reasonable financial return somewhere and to do the right thing.  It’s not easy.  None of these grants look bad to me, but some of them are not going to get funded and none of us who have done scientific research here are -- we’re all cognizant of that fact.  Okay?  Want to move onto the next item?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If there’s no other questions we’ll move to item number five.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know what I’d like to do Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes sir?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We had our meeting this morning about umbilical stem cell issues and we do have a distinguished visitor, Michael Boo, who’s come all the way from Minnesota and I know that Willy Lensch was going to present the -- some of the material.  I know Michael is on a bit of a short fuse this afternoon.  I wondered if perhaps he could give us a relative nutshell about cord blood?  I happened to sit next to him at lunch and he’s exceptionally knowledgeable.  Not that Dr. Lensch is not exceptionally knowledgeable, he is, and he works at Harvard, which means he’s exceptionally knowledgeable.




VOICE:  It’s only because he couldn’t get to Yale.




(Laughter)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  He likes bigger towns.




MR. BOO:  What do you want me to talk about?  Just in general or --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Perhaps if you could give us -- I was fascinated by our noontime conversation.  Maybe give the members -- give us an overview of that end of stem cells?




MR. BOO:  -- I’d be happy to.  Thank you very much.  Cord blood as a source of cells for therapy is well recognized.  It was established some time ago, I think the first step cell use of cord blood was in 1973 -- or 1988, excuse me.  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)  And since that time progress has been tremendous in terms of cord blood as an alternative to marrow and cord blood stem cells for therapeutic purposes.  It is the original use of stem cell therapy, and that is transplantation for blood borne diseases and it’s well established and well recognized.  And cord blood represents a new progress in that area of therapy that allows to expand access to the therapy because many people cannot find a donor on the existing adult registries.




Cord blood provides an expansion to that by providing a source of cells that are readily available and provide the same therapeutic benefit.  The limitation of cord blood is that cord blood is relatively small dosage and so it works best with children and small adults and is slow in adapting.  That is it takes a while for the body to adopt the cord blood unit and therefore exposes the body to opportunistic infections during that period of time.  However, once it does engraft the complications from cord blood are less.  So as a therapy it has very positive opportunities for people in need.




Currently there are 2,500 to 3,000 cord blood transplants within the United States.  There’s a demand of probably 15,000.  Access to a suitable cell source is one limitation that cord blood will help solve, but it’s only one and there are other limitations as well, including funding for the cost of transplantation.  Cord blood as I say, is readily available, but we need more of it.  The current supply in the United States is about 150,000 units.  However, many of those were collected at a time when we didn’t fully understand what are the appropriate characteristics of an optimal unit.  Primarily we’ve collected too many units of too small a size for therapeutic purposes.




The Federal government has stepped in as of the end of last year with legislation that provides Federal funding to assist the existing cord blood industry in expanding publicly available cord blood units by providing grants for collection, processing and storage.  Those funds will be available shortly, but they will only go partway toward solving this need for a larger and more suitable inventory of cord blood units.  And so efforts by the state of Connecticut and other states to step in and provide additional assistance for the education or cord blood banking and supporting collection is very valuable addition to the need of expanding that inventory.




I think the only -- the final comment I would make regarding cord blood is, cord blood provides access to people who don’t find a suitable adult donor.  And that is primarily people of a minority background in the United States.  Cord blood and marrow is matched for therapy at a DNA level using the HLA segment and the more complicated HLA matches are within the minority community.  So cord blood provides a means not only to increase generally access to transplant, but to increase access to a population of the United States that doesn’t have the same level of access as the majority of people in the United States.




So if the state looks at providing assistance and supporting the increase in the inventory it should look at this question of whether it can assist providing access to disadvantaged groups by targeting populations within this state that would expand the inventory both in terms of size, but also in terms of diversity.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you and perhaps Dr. Lensch could add on in our proceedings -- the flavor our proceedings took this morning?




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  We have some homework to do.  And generally it seems to me it fell into two areas, one philosophical and one logistical.  The second one was the easier one, is it feasible to do this and at what level would it be feasible.  Partnering with the existing banks, making the Connecticut bank some hybrid of the two.  But really the big charge I think it was stated best by Commissioner Galvin and that is what is our general philosophy about approaching this issue.




Is it our intent to build something that benefits the public health in the state of Connecticut though it may not be economically feasible?  Or is it something that should be financially independent, something that would be self-sustaining?  And so we have homework to do before our next meeting which will convene in September to solicit opinions from other states that have developed programs.  New Jersey I think was at the top of that list.  New York as well.




DR. YANG:  Arizona.




DR. LENSCH:  Pardon me?




DR. YANG:  Arizona.




DR. LENSCH:  And Arizona.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And I think part of our conversation and Michael was very helpful with that, is that if we decide we’re going to bank -- let’s just say arbitrarily, a million units of cord blood then how do we make provisions in that million units for the under represented parts of the population?  Because as Michael indicated to me a little earlier today it’s relative -- it’s relatively easy to recruit cord blood specimens from Caucasians, from whites, but it’s more difficult with other populations and if we have a cord -- let’s just say in Connecticut we decide we’re going to bank 100,000 units and we fill the bank up and then we realize we don’t have units for Khmers and Cambodians and we don’t have good matches for people from Ghana or from parts of South America or the Middle East then what do we do and our capacity is filled.




And how do we, you know, there are a lot of questions about, you know, are we going to make 40 percent or are we going to fill the bank up with what we think are appropriate subsets of the population and then as new people come into the United States, we get Bosnians and Albanians and they may have special needs, what do we do, throw out some of the blood -- the cords we already have or double the size of the facility?  And there are a lot of questions and it sounded like an easy question, but -- when we started, but it’s really -- and Michael pointed out to us it’s much more complex than it looks.  Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  I actually have a question about how do you interact, or how do these programs interact with the private cord blood banks where people are banking cord blood for their own offspring now, which are popular and I think a little controversial?




MR. BOO:  Yes.  We see it as a range of options available to a family and the mother in terms of what should be done with that cord blood and so one option -- and it’s important that the mother’s been given all of the information that’s out there concerning what to do with the cord blood unit and we don’t have an opinion -- the International Marrow Donor doesn’t have an opinion about what is best.  But there is a continuum of options.  They all should be accurately presented and the family should make the decision whether to donate privately, that is for their own purpose and at their own expense, or donate to a public bank at no expense to them, but then that would be available to the general population and not necessarily available to their family.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And if I could follow up Dr. Kiessling, two points.  One is that there is a single private umbilical cord bank in Connecticut, it’s located in Stamford.  That organization is represented by their Medical Director on this ad hoc committee chaired by Commissioner Galvin and one of the three areas required by statute to be investigated is whether or not Connecticut does get into the business of public banking whether or not there should be a public/private partnership.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further questions or comments?  Charles?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman?  What is the responsibility of this Committee in terms of the cord blood bank program, if any?  I mean, obviously we want to plan our activities around what’s happening, it behooves us to be well informed, but do we have any kind of oversight responsibility or advisory role?  Could you clarify that?




MS. HORN:  The law does speak about the Ad Hoc Committee operating in consultation with the -- with this Committee and I think through the appointment of Dr. Lensch and reports back to this Committee that’s how we envision that proceeding.  But in terms of actual oversight or input or so on I think having Dr. Lensch on the Committee was how that plays out.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And if I may I do believe there’s one other area in the statute where this body is consulted prior to adding additional members to the Ad Hoc Committee and in fact, prior to the first meeting we did consult with your representative, Dr. Lensch, before adding a new member, Michael Boo.  That’s how that came about.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further questions?  Thank you Michael.  Item five, proposed review time frame.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, if we can review where we stood before and Kevin, I would appreciate your chiming in where, you know, I’m stepping on any toes at C.I.  We did meet as the Commissioner indicated with the folks on the Peer Review Committee up in Toronto.  They reaffirmed their commitment to try to complete their review process by October 4th.  And we have a tentative public meeting scheduled for October 4th.  Now there are some -- the ability to complete that review was depending on a lot of things, including the number and type and complexity of the applications as well as the time frame by when they’ll first have access to all of these applications.




So it’s a moving target but I believe our two institutions, C.I. and DPH is still committed to get these applications available to the Peer Review Committee in early August --




MR. CROWLEY:  Yes.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- and if we do that then it’s the Peer Review Committee’s intent to have their recommendations in terms of science and ethics available for this body on or after October 4th.  Then the next step in the process would be how long would it take this body to decide not only on the science and ethics but the other five areas articulated as priority requirements within the application.  I would hope you could do that fairly quickly so that we then might make notice of awards to the research community within this calendar year.  I’m certainly hoping Commissioner we could get that done by November or December.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any comments about item five?




DR. JENNINGS:  Could I just ask for some clarification?  So the Peer Review Committee will submit its recommendations to us by October the 4th?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The plan is that they will meet for their final meeting to come up with the final ranking and rating by October 4th and then they’ll --




DR. JENNINGS:  They will give their recommendations and then they’ll --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- and we are planning to meet on October the 4th or they are planning to meet on October the 4th?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re meeting on the 17th.




MR. MANDELKERN:  We’re meeting on the 17th.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  They are planning on meeting on the 4th and it would be our hope then that they could have their recommendations available to you prior to the meeting of the 17th so you’ll have --




DR. JENNINGS:  So are we going to try to make our final decision on October the 17th?




VOICE:  Sure.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, you know, I’m not a member of this body, so --




DR. JENNINGS:  Should that be our --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I lost a word there.  Are we planning to what?




DR. JENNINGS:  -- are we planning to make our final decisions on funding at the meeting on October the 17th assuming we’ve had the --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure that we can do that in a single meeting.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- yeah, I don’t think --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It may take us more time than that.  By then we will have added some members who may take a little bit of time to acclimatize to what’s happening here.  I was just going to ask Dr. Canalis if -- what he thought about the process once these come back with ratings, are we all going to sit here and look at each grant?  Are some of us -- what are we going to do?




DR. CANALIS:  I need to think this through Commissioner.  The first thing is they meet October 4th how are they going to provide the ranking in a summary statement?  You know, you have whatever number of applications here, 70 applications.  They need to provide 70 summary statements between October 4th and October 17th written, sealed and delivered and I’m not sure that that is feasible.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  You may be right.  I mean, that’s their intent.




DR. CANALIS:  Even if the summary statement is reasonably brief are there guarantees that you guys are going to give those applications the first week of August to the reviewers?




MR. CROWLEY:  We’re going to do everything in our power and I think it’s going to be achievable.  The issues, and I won’t bore you with the logistics, are the way that the applications came in and --




DR. CANALIS:  No I understand.  I’m not being critical, but I just want to --




MR. CROWLEY:  -- I think it’s, you know, a 95 percent certainty that that will be --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think it’s very important Kevin to get those out on time if we have to somehow intervene or augment, but I think it’s very important.  There’s a lot of stuff to be reviewed so it’s got to get out quite expeditiously or if it’s out late it’s going to get back late.  And we’ll be here Christmas Eve or New Year’s Eve doing that kind of stuff, which you don’t want to do.  I don’t want to do.




DR. WALLACK:  I was under the impression that the Peer Review Committee anticipated getting the applications by the 21st of July or if I’m not exactly -- with the date, but I thought it was 21st of July.  Now I’m hearing that they may not get in until August?  I’m surprised by that.  If that’s what I heard Kevin?




MR. CROWLEY:  That is my understanding.  I wasn’t aware of the July 21st.




DR. WALLACK:  The July 21st date was what we gave to them I believe and I don’t see any reason why we can’t stay with that date consistent with what the Commissioner just indicated that if we don’t get them the applications on time we’re only going to get backed up and certainly we have stated that we do want, as Warren just indicated, to get the money out into the hands of the researchers no later than December.  So I think it’s critical that we stay on schedule with that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a point well taken and I think that Warren and his administrative crew need to look at what we need to do to get them out as expeditiously as possible.  I think the problem may be one that is technical in terms of being able to encrypt them and send them in a secure fashion.  I think there’s also a lot of paper.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  Not to speak for C.I., but one thing that we didn’t do as a body here was specify the type of format, electronic format that these applications should arrive in.  So they came in in all different types of formats.  So it’s not that DPH or C.I. can’t work the paper, it’s a question of making all -- of reformatting a number of these applications so that it’s consistent and can be uploaded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll probably need to get a consultant or a consulting firm to come in and get this done for us expeditiously and use some of our funds to do that or find a way to do that.




DR. WALLACK:  Would it make sense to have a motion to reaffirm our desire to get those applications into the hands of the researchers by the 21st?  If so, I would move that in the form of a motion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think that you’re certainly free to propose whatever motions you think are appropriate.  But I know Warren and I are going to press forward with this and we’ll get them out as fast as reasonably and humanly possible.  If we have to use other resources we’ll use other resources, but we’ll get them out -- we hadn’t anticipated formatting problems.  I’m not a computer guy.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just do this then?  Can I endorse that?  Can we as a group endorse --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, certainly.




DR. WALLACK:  -- endorse the idea of DPH, the Commissioner with Warren, making sure that the applications are hopefully in the hands of the Peer Review people by the 21st and if not by the 21st at a date very close?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As soon as reasonably possible.  Warren, you don’t have to worry about Warren getting things done on time.




DR. WALLACK:  But just try to move the process.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  We just don’t want to get into something where we don’t have a secure network or we sent out -- we don’t think this through enough to get them formatted property so they get out and we get a call from Valencia, Spain that he doesn’t have it all, or he can’t read it, or it’s in a format that’s not compatible with his gear out there.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  One possibility is to send print copies perhaps to the Chairman of the Review Committee who will probably be responsible for allocating the individual applications from individual committee members and we might be able to give him a jump start, give Dr. Minor a jump start on the process without having to wait for the computer problems to be solved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is there -- and I don’t know the answer to this, but is there anything that says we can’t send print copies in a secure, some sort of a receipt required secure vehicle so they don’t get lost in transit and some poor devil has to go to the airport and pick up 100 pounds of paper, but rather than waiting until August?




MS. HORN:  I did have a brief conversation with Nancy Rion, she’s -- unfortunately couldn’t be here, she’s on vacation.  She did ask me to convey to you all that there is -- there are two huge file drawers full of paper is what these applications amount to.  So that I think sending them out in a paper copy might be difficult.  Maybe looking at putting them on a CD would be another suggestion.




DR. KIESSLING:  This is where the standard study section mode, you know, study sections are designed to review anywhere from 50 to 100 grant applications in a day or two.  So for somebody who’s had experience with this to get two huge boxes of paper would not be that uncommon.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  My only comment -- my only comment --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on for a second.




VOICE:  I was just going to recommend that if we’re concerned about the format that the grants came in you can decide on the format that you want, I would recommend PDF, because everything can be made into a PDF, and simply contact the 70 people who applied and say, send your grant as a PDF if they didn’t.  So then we -- I mean, they’re still there.  They exist.  They can give it to you anyway you want and it might save a lot of trouble if you just went to them and said, we need it in this format, rather than your needing to switch it around.




VOICE:  And if you need help to convert them into PDF come to me, I’ll do it in a few minutes.




(Laughter)




DR. YANG:  Let’s go further on the technology. So let me instead on the reviewers to many proposals and their journal papers, you do not need to see a hard copy or even view it any more, you just assign the I.D. and the password, you can get access to it.  So I guess you can assign to the Chair of the committee who do you assign a folder to the (indiscernible).




MS. HORN:  No.  I understand that.  That is how we’re proposing to go forward.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you for the advice.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me Warren for interrupting, but I think that our -- what we want to do is find the most expeditious way to get them out in appropriate format in the shortest period of time and I would really defer to Warren’s expertise in managing these types of things to do it.  And he’s certainly free to consult with Diane and Jerry and with Ernie and other members here.  Did you have a comment Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  This is not that out of line, you know, NIH that line of June 1st to July 1st, and the grants get to the reviewers in September.  So, you know, one week more or less with all due respect is not going to make a gigantic difference here.  You know, I understand that a PDF format by the investigators is probably a very good idea, but the other issue we forgot is they’re not going to be assigned.  What came back in one of the meetings was that all of the reviewers were going to review all the grants, remember that?




DR. JENNINGS:  I was not at the last meeting.




DR. CANALIS:  I think that that came back in one of our meetings, so there is not going to be -- so they need to review 70 grants so the two months seems to be, you know, appropriate.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would agree with that, I just don’t want it to spill over.  I don’t want to be talking about this on Labor Day.  And I think we need a little bit of a push to move it on.  If it’s the 25th instead of the 21st I’m not upset.  If it’s the 25th of August then that’s different.  Yes Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s my recollection that at the last meeting the timeline for the granting of the money was put by the end of this year.  That’s why I don’t understand how we could conceivably think of getting recommendations by the Board then making decisions by the 17th of October.  I think to ease it we should possibly think of a perspective of ranks and scores being in in October and giving us November, December to make the final advisory decision.  I think personally I would feel comfortable having 60 days instead of two weeks to come to a decision.  And that’s what I thought was the sense of the decision at the last meeting though I can’t catch it in the minutes at the moment.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  My understanding -- my understanding has been that the money was supposed to be dispersed, the monies, by the end of the calendar year.  And subsequent to our making selections on a scientific and an ethical basis is a process of getting the money allocated, getting it from where it is now, and I’m not quite sure where it is now, probably in bonds and stuff, into some suitable form where we can sit and I can write Dr. Canalis a check or Bob a check and that -- there’s a long lead time --




VOICE:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yeah, there’s a long lead time for that sort of stuff.  This is not like private industry or a foundation.  I mean, if a foundation wanted to make an award to Milt Wallack of $100,000 and we had it we could write a check for $100,000 this afternoon.  But this other system is much more cumbersome so I think in order to stay within our boundaries, and we’ve been six or seven weeks ahead of most of our landmarks, but I think if we wait until too late in the calendar year we will end up dispersing funds in ’07 rather than ’06, which is contrary to our legislative mandate.




DR. JENNINGS:  In that case Mr. Chairman it might be helpful to work backwards from the deadline knowing how long it takes to mobilize funds and to specify fairly early on a timetable for our decision making.  I’m mindful that Thanksgiving comes up in late November and we want to make sure that we --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a good suggestion.  I would say that there’s probably a minimum of six weeks before being -- saying, alright, we need a check for $2,300,000.98 here and another one there.  My guess -- my understanding of the system is there’s a minimum of six weeks before that would occur.  I think we’d be much better planning on two months.  So we really need to have a request for payments and allocations in by the end of calendar of October.  Now Warren is much more, you know, a longer career within the system and I’d have to defer to his judgement about how long it might take us to move -- to move forward with that and to make disbursements.  And my chief financial officer is sitting right behind me, so perhaps she could -- Mrs. Katherine Kennelly could tell us what she thinks about the time it would take us from asking for a disbursement to actually putting a check into someone’s hands?




MS. KATHERINE KENNELLY:  Assuming that whatever date it is that you all make your decision it could easily take -- well, C.I. I don’t think is quite as cumbersome as we are to issue a contract, but I would say it could probably easily take six to eight weeks.




MR. CROWLEY:  Yeah.  I think that the lower of that is probably reasonable.  I think six weeks is reasonable.




MS. KENNELLY:  And we are geared to make sure that C.I. has the funds to disburse as soon as they have finished the contracting process.




DR. GENEL:  And effectively means we need to decide by our November meeting.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think even before because Thanksgiving week, you know, is an awful lot of vacation time and then two weeks after Thanksgiving you’re going to have people not being around from mid-December till early January and you basically lose about three weeks in that time period.  So I would think we’d be very wise to have all our work done by at least the end of the calendar month of October and even then that might not be quite enough time.




DR. WALLACK:  I totally endorse that and picking up on what Charles was indicating -- asking before, we’ve done this before.  When we initiated the process we accelerated our meetings and I think that we as a group should be ready to commit to you the fact that we will meet more frequently than is indicated by this schedule.  By doing that we can definitely meet those deadlines and certainly I as an individual member of the Committee, but I think I speak for all of us at this table, would be willing to do that in order to meet these deadlines.  So I don’t see that as a problem.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree with you, but I would have to defer to Dr. Lensch and to Dr. Canalis about when these recommendations come back how long do they -- and to Dr. Krause and to people who do this all the time about, okay, you’ve got all the stuff back.  How long do you take to deliberate and make your decisions and realizing you’re setting precedents and that you’re -- and that this is a first time occurrence for us how much time do you need to make the right decision?  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  One question.  The October 4th date is decided, it cannot be pushed back?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, if I may?  Two points.  The October 4th date was selected by the Peer Review Committee without any knowledge of how many applications they were getting or the complexity of them.  So it’s not -- it’s certainly not set in stone.  I would not see it as being pushed forward much, and just for the record it’s just -- it’s this body that set as a priority the calendar year end disbursement of dollars.  That’s not in the statute.  So we are backing into that, but that’s not in the statute.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I have some feelings about -- four of the five members were at the Toronto meeting and all of whom were very receptive and very helpful and I have some -- a little bit of difficulty in deciding that we’re going to push hard on these people who are volunteering their time.  They’re doing this for the good of science.  Three of them are out of the country and I don’t think have any real concern about whether the people of Connecticut think they’re wonderful or mediocre or pretty good, they’re just doing this to advance science and I have a little bit of difficulty in trying to squeeze Mera Drouge (phonetic) or Katherine or Ian to say, hurry up, will you?  You know?




(Laughter)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Because we’re not paying them.  If I was paying them I’d say, you know, get it done on time or I’ll find something else to do it.  But this is a little different.




DR. YANG:  I certainly agree with you to give enough time to the Reviewer’s Committees, so the decision is October 4th for their writing and I think it gives enough time to the Advisory Committee to review the proposals rather than waiting until after their recommendation on October 4th and then popping out a decision on October 17th and that window is small indeed.  


However, if the Review -- if the regular committee members have enough time to read the proposals starting as soon as the proposals ready for the Committee to read, and then I guess a two week decision is different, it’s easier than -- I have two weeks to read it, all of a sudden the proposals -- I think we should have access to the committee -- to the proposals as soon as we providing that --




DR. CANALIS:  The problem I have with multiple meetings is it becomes very fragmented.  Whenever I have done this it’s a block and, you know, probably if you blocked one day you can make all of your decisions and there is a degree of continuity.  Because you’ll remember what, you know, the basis of your prior decisions.  But if we have four weeks in between then, you know, four weeks later it’s very hard to know, you know, the basis of your decision for this category of whatever.  So we might be better served in saying, you know, we’re going to block and entire day from this time on until we’re finished.  I have done that.  You know, it may be painful, but it’s a way to get it done.




The other -- I agree that we should have access to the grants prior so that, you know, they want to skim through them, you know, they can make an idea.  And the last comment was the last time you guys did not work on this comment, but if we had an idea of how many grants we want to fund in each category then you have a better sense of where you’re going to go, but you guys didn’t like that.  It would make life much easier.  You know, you make some decision beforehand, this what we are going to do guys, you know?  And then you have some perimeters to follow.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have to defer -- I think your comment about a one day meeting is quite correct.  And I think reading the grants ahead of time is quite correct.  But I am very much handicapped in this by not being that type of a biological scientist and I don’t know whether it would help you having seen the grants and some of the comments would it help you to decide how much of this and how much of that and how much of the other we’re going to do --




DR. CANALIS:  I don’t know.  But we need the summary statements before we make a decision, it’s a given.  I mean, we would be doing a disservice to the people who have applied.  I mean, I think it’s unfair not to see them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d rather see those and get an idea --




DR. CANALIS:  Sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- from my standpoint, but you know, this is not my area of expertise and I would have to defer to your judgement there --




DR. CANALIS:  Understood.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- but I don’t think we should go in here -- come in here some morning at 8:00 o’clock and have our coffee and then look at 70 grant proposals and decide we don’t really have a very good idea about what we’re looking for.




DR. CANALIS:  No, I understand.  Sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And, you know, what’s the old Alice in Wonderland thing?  If you don’t know where you’re going it doesn’t make any difference what road you take.  And so I think we need to have some sort of a direction or else we’ll be here three days.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Diane?




DR. DIANE KRAUSE:  I think that you guys -- I need clarification and I think perhaps you guys do too.  I was part of thinking this through way back when we wrote the bill and there was a Peer Review Committee.  The idea was that the Peer Review Committee would decide this for us and you guys are more like counsel.  That means you’re not, you know, reviewing the science and the preliminary data and deciding this is the best grant.  You’re taking a grant that has a grade score and another grant that has a grade score and saying, are we going to fund all of these or are we just going to pull out the ones that are embryonic stem cells because that’s our priority?  You’re going to think about your priorities, but members of council don’t read the grants and that’s -- now you’re getting on conflict of interest if this group is going to start ranking the science than just dealing with your priorities.  Just my opinion in listening to this.




DR. CANALIS:  Just in answer.  The reason why I asked for accessibility to the grants was not to do a scientific review.  If somebody wants to have access to the grant they have an idea, that’s certainly not -- I want to be very clear about that.  I don’t think -- I agree.  It is not our role to do a scientific review.  I hope I was -- I’m sorry if I was not clear.  That was not the intent.  But somebody might want to take a look at dollars distribution.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I have to take a look at -- I’d like to see just the grants overall and I certainly couldn’t argue the merits of a technical grant with you, that’s not my -- where my area of expertise is and I’ve already said, I can’t vote on any grants that influence the University of Connecticut since I have an academic appointment there and I’m on the Board of Directors at the Medical School.  But I’d like to see the grant.  Now there are some grants that I don’t think Ernie can vote on either, but that’s why we’ve expanded the panel.




DR. CANALIS:  Most of them, yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s why we’ve expanded the Board here.  But I would like to get an idea of what’s there.




DR. GENEL:  Let me pick up on a couple of items that Ernie mentioned.  I fully support an all day meeting and I would suggest that if we intend to meet here to say 9:00 o’clock on the 17th and if we’re done at 1:00 o’clock, well then we have the afternoon free, but I would think that we ought to at this point establish that we will start on the morning and work our way through.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If you finish in a while I’ll take you to the casino.




DR. GENEL:  We could do that.  The -- some would say that we are acting as the casino.  The other point, and I absolutely agree that we are not to do the scientific review, but I think it might be helpful to familiarize ourselves with the application.  So I would welcome an opportunity to pursue the -- pursue the grants --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So would I.




DR. GENEL:  -- at my leisure before the meeting so I know a little bit about what we’re talking about.  Primarily it’s just a matter of doing my homework.  Thirdly, I know we discussed this last meeting and the minutes I think pretty accurately reflect our discussion, but I would move to reopen the subject that I brought up last meeting and that is to set some guidelines as to how much money we will allocate in various categories and I think it’s not the sort of thing we ought to do today.  I think it’s something we ought to set aside to discuss again at our next meeting.



DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  One way to approach that would be for this Committee to have a look at the applications and can emphasize for not being for purposes to review them scientifically, but I think once we’ve had a chance to familiarize ourselves with them we might be able to have a more intelligent discussion about whether we want to set caps for each of the individual categories.  I think it’s very hard for us to have that discussion in the abstract and I think we need to see the totality of the applications before we can really have a sensible discussion about it.  But if we would do that I would certainly see some merit in that.




DR. GENEL:  Well, I’m not sure about that.  I mean, I think the purpose of setting this is to determine priorities and guidelines.  I’m concerned if we did this after looking at the grants how we might approach this would be different.  So I would prefer if we’re going to do this at all in terms of setting guidelines we do this without respect to the applications themselves.  I never suggested in my -- when I proposed this that this be absolutely rigid.  The intent was that it was to set some sort of general guidelines that we could modify later on after the review process came in.  And I still think it would be helpful in trying to allocate the money that we have at least some guidelines as to what we’re going to allocate in various categories.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to revert to Dr. Wallack’s point in this discussion.  I think it’s a necessity to accelerate and make our meetings more frequent if we’re to come close to meeting our deadlines.  I’ve met many note payments in my life and if you don’t plan ahead they creep up on you very quickly.  I think there were two points that nobody has mentioned that comes strongly to my mind in the need to set timetables and move forward.




First of all, as I remember the Ethics Committee ruling that brings Ann and myself to this table many of the members -- or some of the members of this Committee are going to have to recuse themselves when it comes to the decisions about grant proposals.  That’s going to leave less people to decide.  That’s going to give a disproportionate emphasis to the six new people who might be sitting here next month.  Therefore, I think it behooves us to have more frequent meetings and to set timelines that we will meet regardless of people who have to recuse and people who come on possibly demanding equal voice and delaying the whole process.  Because there is nothing in the new ’06 law that gives anymore prominence to the older members as opposed to the newer members in my recollection.  So I think all of that has to be borne in mind if we are to meet the goal of disbursing of funds by the end of the year.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I thank you.  And Ann, you’ve got a comment?




DR. KIESSLING:  I just have a question actually.  Are you -- Dr. Genei, is it Genei?




DR. GENEL:  Genel.




DR. KIESSLING:  Genel?  Are you referring to these categories A, Seed Group; B, Establish Investigator, are those the categories that you’re talking about that you would like to have some idea --




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  I think at the last meeting -- the minutes of the last meeting on page four there’s a discussion, award type funding limits that we had at our last meeting.  What I’m suggesting -- what I’m suggesting is that while that was deemed not to be done, that we reopen that and have that for reconsideration at our next meeting.  I don’t -- I’m not suggesting that we discuss this further now, I just think that we will be in a much better position if we have some sort of guidelines in the various categories.




I made a calculation of the amount of money that’s been requested in the various -- in the various categories and it comes out to be -- it’s rather striking.  The total request for C grants is thirteen million-two hundred-eighty.  Established investigators, 22,000,000.  Group project, 13.5.  Core facility, 10.  Hybrid, 16.1.  You know?  So there is almost an equivalent amount in almost all of the categories with the exception of the establish investigator, which is 22,000,000.  And I think we need to have -- we can determine what our priorities are in these various categories by setting some sort of guidelines that we can then use at a time when we have the peer review process and we have the scientific ranking.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a good suggestion.




DR. WALLACK?  I appreciate my esteemed colleague’s comments, because I always do.  But I think that I remember that we’ve already done that to some extent.  For example, when we talk about the seed grants we talked about the seed grants being at 10 percent or $2,000,000.  I’ve already indicated earlier in discussion in relation to remarks that Warren talked about that it seems to me that this group has indicated that in the area of core grants it was our desire to fund hopefully only two core facilities and that without giving exact dollar amounts I think some of us perceive that that could be anywhere from three to four or $5,000,000 for the core facility.  So that I understand where Dr. Genel is going with his request for reconsideration but I think that part of why we rejected this suggestion at the last meeting is still valid and that is that we have already given some consideration along those lines to the dollars that we’ll be allocating.  So I would think that we don’t have to reopen that discussion.  We’ve had the discussion and I think we should go forward.  But that’s only my own opinion for the reasons I’ve stated with all due respect to my friend.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there further comments?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  I would make one addition if I could Dr. Galvin?  It seems to me that in some of the discussion as was reported the Peer Review Committee was trying to in a sense preempt some of the responsibility of the Advisory Committee and that was handled in Toronto I gather.  I sense that there is a tendency on the part of some of us to try to preempt the prerogative of the Peer Review Committee.  I can see for example asking for the summary reports for myself but looking at the actual proposals is simply duplicating what the Peer Review is doing.  The summary reports or the scores should be able to give us insight into what they’re talking about.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, I’m not sure that I suddenly take the point, but I don’t want to duplicate what the Review Committee -- I’m not sure that I entirely agree with what’s just been said.  I think there is real value to us looking at the overview of what’s been submitted and part of our mandate is to avoid redundancy in spending perhaps to avoid unnecessary overlap and think of a better strategic level that I think is simply beyond the mandate of the Peer Review Committee and that’s not going to happen simply as a result of looking at their individual rankings or scores for signs of merit.  I think we -- I think we simply have to look at them ourselves even though you have probably instinctive that those of us with a scientific background have to sort of discipline ourselves to say we are not trying to preempt the Peer Review Committee and devaluate its scientific merits of the proposal.  But I do think that we have to look at them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  How would you accomplish that Charles?  What would you suggest?




DR. JENNINGS:  Sitting down with a large pile of paper and a fair amount of quiet time to look over them.  I would strongly endorse the idea that we should look at them before or we should have an opportunity to look at them before we get the reports back from the Peer Review Committee.  I think we need to think carefully about the timetable in October.  If we’re committed to reaching our decision by the end of October the Peer Review Committee will meet on the 4th as Ernie pointed out, it will take them some time to type up their recommendations and send them to us.  It will take us some time to look at those.  We will probably want to read those reports and go and match them back to the applications themselves and, you know, digest a little, that’s when we all get together for our marathon day of discussion.  So that would be my suggestion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Taking that a step forward should -- Jerry and I shouldn’t look at any of the UConn applications.  So the only group of people who can look at every application are you and Ann and Bob and Willy and some of the newer additions.




DR. WALLACK?  Me.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And Milt.  Okay.  Warren had a -- but there’s some of us who can’t vote on some of the items.  So do we want to try to --




DR. JENNINGS:  Does that mean that we can’t look at them?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, look at them is one thing.  But look at them and saying, you know, to Milt, jeez, that’s a lousy idea Milt.




MS. HORN:  You cannot participate in the discussion, the review or voting on an application where you have a conflict of interest.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, so what’s the point of looking at it?




MS. HORN:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And a couple of points.  We certainly would not provide access to any of you without first having nondisclosure agreement and conflict of interest forms available as well.  So I mean, theoretically I don’t think there’s anything to say you can’t look at them all, but you have to certify nondisclosure agreements as well as conflict of interest forms.




DR. KIESSLING:  I really think the model that this body is serving as counsel, for those of you that are familiar with the way NMH works is that there’s a peer review group.  And then counsel makes decisions about overall priorities.  And I don’t see, I mean, I guess Charles wants to look at abstracts, but I don’t see that to make that kind of decision you need to read the grant.  And I don’t see -- because I realize that that’s probably going to bring in a lot of conflict of interest.  You may want to look at the budget.  You may want to see the abstract.  But this group is to decide whether or not -- which of the meritorious applications best meet Connecticut Stem Cell Guidelines.  You don’t need to read the grant to make that decision.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  No, that’s what we just -- this is a question of mine.  As we work through this and we start to -- and let me just take a look at, you know, the first grant I don’t think there’s anybody that’s -- AL-1 is from Central.  I think we can all talk about that.  And then AL-2 is from Yale, so the Yale people have to disqualify themselves.  Then there’s one, two -- there’s five from UConn and I’m not sure, does that mean that Jerry and I have to go out and sit in the corner until we’re called back in?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s called recuse.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  So that there’ll be relatively few grants, just a handful of them where everybody who’s at the table now will be in attendance.  The rest of them will be minus either the Yale crew or the UConn crew.  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  At the risk of being redundant, at no point -- I tried to convey the message that looking at the grants means reviewing the grants.  Okay?  I was trying to accelerate the process and trying to be a good citizen for a change.  So the way to get an idea of what was coming was to take a look at the grant and have a sense of what was coming.  It is the right of counsel at NIH to have access to grants.  That doesn’t mean that a council member is going to review the grant, but you should -- you should have access to the grant.  So if I came -- if I dedicated the number of hours to take a look at what has come then I might be better prepared in a very short period of time to assess the summary statements.  At least I’d have sort of an idea of what came.  I’m just trying to be helpful, you know, I couldn’t care to read the grants.  The reality is neither Charles nor I have that kind of time, you know?  I was just trying to get a sense of what was there.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think it was you comments were regarded in that context.  I would also say that being a good citizen means saying what you honestly believe and I have no doubt that everything you’ve said here represents your honest and personal beliefs.




DR. CANALIS:  Sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And that’s why you’re an asset to the Committee.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Commissioner Galvin, would you entertain a motion?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’d entertain any motion Bob.




(Laughter)




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would put forth to try to consolidate this, number one, to schedule another meeting, a special meeting prior to the August 15th meeting as it’s outlined.  That’s point one.  And two, that that meeting should be not a regular agenda meeting, but a one item scheduling and handling of the peer review material and how we’re going to proceed with a priority so that we reach our goal.  I think it is necessary to do that if we are going to come near what we’re talking about.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now that would be a meeting in addition to or instead of the August 15th?




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, a meeting -- I’m proposing a meeting by the end of July or the very beginning of August, in between this meeting and the one that’s scheduled and the purpose of that meeting be to work on only the timeline, the frame, the references and possibly ask Dr. Genel to come in with his computized proposal about allocation within groups.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Should we do that just to clear up in my own mind, would we have a significant agenda for the 15th of August if we met say on the 2nd or whatever day?  Warren?




MR. MANDELKERN:  That I don’t know.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I do think that there are a number of other programmatic and statutory responsibilities of this body that we never seen to get around to talk about.  And I also know that we have been in discussions with a fairly significant law firm that’s interested in coming in and talking to this body in August, specific to providing pro bono legal services in the area of IP and commercialization.  Two of the areas that have been very difficult for this Committee to get their arms around.  That’s Foley and Lardener (phonetic) who provides pro bono services right now to CIRM.  So I think, yes, there would still be an agenda.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  That answers my question.  So as I understand the motion that’s on the floor and perhaps Attorney Horn can help me with that, is that Bob would suggest that we schedule the motion -- schedule an additional meeting sometime in late July or in the first week in August to simply discuss the processing of the grants and how we’re going to do things, is that a correct phrasing of the motion?




MS. HORN:  That’s my understanding.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  You state it much better than I’m able to.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought you did a great job.  Do we have a second?




DR. YANG:  (Indiscernible) because normally I reach my schedule several months ahead of time.  So it -- I’m talking this weekend -- I won’t second you August 5.  Nothing before that - it’s too short a time to say, well, let’s schedule two weeks from now.  It’s not possible.  In a month from now we can think about that, but within one month I don’t know if anything is really possible.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Do we have a second to that motion?  We don’t have a second.




MS. HORN:  We don’t have a second so we don’t go into discussion until we have a second.  Anybody will to second the motion?  Okay.  Then there is no discussion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, number seven I would like to spend some time on.  As we talked about, the Committee does have other responsibilities.  Some are statutory, some are more programmatic not articulated in the statute.  Specially in terms of some statutory responsibilities we have to look at what’s, you know, what’s good for promoting stem cell research in Connecticut.  How to recruit and build the biotech sector in Connecticut.  We need to develop a donated funds program.  And I’m not sure that this body knows that Connecticut the Department Commissioner did receive the first significant donation from a private individual to go into the Stem Cell Research Fund in Connecticut.  So make that for the record.  But we need to codify and come up with an actual mechanism for handling that donated funds program.




And the programmatically we heard from Dr. Landwirth earlier about the need to do more in the area of ethics and legal implications of stem cell research and I think for sure we need to figure out what we’re doing long term in terms of intellectual property and benefits to Connecticut.  So this agenda item was out there originally as a suggestion for whether or not we should consider work groups.  I hear, and I see in the minutes that we had deferred that for our new members and perhaps we still want to defer it until the body gets a little bit larger so we can spread the pain around a little bit.  But I do think there are some activities and maybe it would be appropriate to make that the focus of the meeting in August.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a reasonable statement.  I think that I heard you bring up three separate things.  One is donations, one is how to handle intellectual -- intellectual property and we had Dr. Landwirth wanting to discuss -- wanting to discuss more ethics, which we set off for the next meeting.  But I also hear probably one of the major items is marketing, which is a whole different -- I may unwittingly ignore someone here, but I don’t see any people here who know more about marketing than just a smattering.  You know, some of us have done some, some of us haven’t and I’ve had a single business school course in marketing.  I don’t know about marketing -- anything particularly about marketing and science.  And do we market this as part of a greater biotechnological, pharmacological development in Connecticut or market it on a narrower basis?  Probably the marketing is going to have to come from somewhere outside of this room.




But perhaps it would be reasonable for, you know, we did receive a donation and perhaps it would be reasonable to -- that’s an item we could knock off pretty quickly about what do we do with donations when we get them?  I think the corollary for that is how do we get people to give us and let them know that we would like to receive donations?  So I think perhaps if you could just -- if somebody says, I want to give you $5,000 for stem cell, what do you do?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, currently there is a -- excuse me, as you know Commissioner on your web site there is a solicitation to receive donated funds on our DPH stem cell web site.  That is in fact how this individual who gave the first donation, the first one ever, found us.  She was on sites, she was looking for information about stem cell research.  She’s supportive of it generally.  She saw the Connecticut web site and said to her trust attorney, gee, this is something I support.  Please cut a check to the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Foundation -- or Connecticut Department of Public Health Stem Cell Research Fund.




That check was received made out to both of those entities and I’ll defer to Kathy Kennelly, but those dollars then are earmarked to go directly back into the stem cell research fund.




MS. KENNELLY:  That’s correct.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that as of right now that $20,000,000 that’s in there, or somewhere, is now $20,003,000.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Okay.  So we’re alright with our ability to receive a check from Joseph Smith and for that purpose it doesn’t have to vanish into the General Fund or something?




MS. KENNELLY:  No, that’s correct.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or the vortex.




MS. KENNELLY:  Definitely not.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Gas for the State fleet.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And perhaps one of our earlier marketing -- earliest marketing things would be perhaps to market the trust attorneys and to people who do wills and estates and who address issues of beneficent individuals who would like to give money to a medically -- medically oriented program and maybe once we -- I don’t know if we have any products to market right now other than the beneficial future and gains that we’ll have from stem cell.  But one of our earliest marketing might be to let people know that if they want to donate to a worthy medical cause they can donate to us.  Kevin?




MR. CROWLEY:  Just a point of note.  The Department of Economic and Community Development along with Connecticut Innovations and Connecticut United for Research Excellence are going to participate in Bio 2007, which is going to be Boston next year, which is the largest biotechnology show of the year.  And I believe that it’s their intent to shed light on the stem cells, the Advisory Board’s work, and the fact that Connecticut is conducive to Bioscience growth and a place for stem cell research.  So we’d be happy to bring you our thoughts on what we’re going to do there and ask for your input as well.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  In the meantime should we form a subset of this Committee?  One of the questions I would ask the group, do we want to form a subset to have a strategy to approach donors who might want to -- who might want to donate to this cause?




DR. WALLACK:  I would --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are you trying to give us a donation or something?




(Laughter)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  -- I would like -- I would like to pick up on really implementing now, I mean, you’ve given the tacit approval to Julie to move ahead with the I.P. work group.  I would think it would be appropriate for you to give hopefully the go ahead to form a work group on the raising of additional funds.  I see this not in the context solely of what Kevin just shared with us, but rather how do we go to organizations like the Star Foundation, like the Rockefeller Foundation, how do we go to Pfizer, how do we go to some of the larger corporate groups?  Ann was sharing with me before the meeting that in California they’re raising large sums of money outside of the process of the state.  10, $20,000,000 at a shot.  Those are the kinds of additional funding that I thought that we as the Advisory Committee, you know, should be involved with and it’s with all due respect.  I’m not saying that what you’re suggesting Kevin is not very important, and it is a very important aspect of it, but a subcommittee of this group can be directed with some backup and so forth to look for some of these additional funds.




I’ve already shared with you for example, Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation has indicated, we shared a letter from them with you, their willingness to look at $10,000,000 or there abouts annually for stem cell research.  They don’t have a lot of applications for that.  We may be able to generate from this state applications for that kind of funding.  So a work group starting at this point would probably be appropriate, and again, we need staff support and so forth and some of us would be, myself included, would be willing to work in order to do that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s an excellent suggestion.




(Whereupon, Kevin Rakin joined group by telephone.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, hi Kev.




MR. KEVIN RAKIN:  -- you know I wanted you -- you know how you were saying Ruth was saying, and  along the lines of what Warren was saying, I couldn’t see why we couldn’t get one of the big biotech P.R. groups to give us some pro bono services and put the marketing package together you’re talking about.  Because after all, anyone who wants to be in the stem cell or join the medicine business side of things are giving a great confidence to stay alongside of them really, you know, develop their expertise and make a name for themselves.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I certainly agree in substance with your statement.  I would like the group to know that I’ve been involved in fundraising efforts ever since we started our Public Health Foundation about 20 some months ago and there are a couple of things that I think you should know.  Everybody goes to Pfizer, most everybody comes back empty handed and that’s just the way it is.  They’re besieged with people looking for money for good process -- for good programs.  Everybody thinks they’re going to go down and bang on the door at G.E. and see the other Bob Galvin and the lower Fairfield County businesses and they’re going to give money, most of their money goes towards New York City, it doesn’t come back this way.




There was a recent experience at the University of Connecticut with one of the Deans who was -- who was part of his duties were to raise several million dollars and an endowed school and although he was about as personable and as great a guy as you’d possibly meet he fell very, very far short of getting enough money to endow a separate school at the university.  So the going out there -- the going out there is tough.




A couple of things -- and you need an appropriate strategy and, you know, they see guys like Milt and myself or Willy who are all pretty good guys and they shake your hand and give you, you know, a Coke and hopefully some ice and they hear your spiel and maybe get a chocolate chip cookie if you’re good, or oatmeal depending on your needs, but you don’t get the money.  Because you go out there and there’s two other guys look just like you that are sitting out in the waiting room, the 3:30 and the 4:00 o’clock who want some money, too.  And so you have to have a very good strategy.




The one strategic thing I’ve learned is that foundations and charitable organizations when you’re asking for money a lot of them are very willing to give you the money and when you say, oh, incidentally, there’s a 40 percent overhead on this.  Only six tenths of every dollar that you give us is going to actually go into research, bang, you’re done.  And so what they want to do is they want to see the vast probably 95 percent of their money spent on the actual research.  They don’t give a hoot about your overhead.  So when you’re trying to sell these things forget -- leave the overhead in your other briefcase.




But you really need to get -- I would suggest that we find somebody who’s very good at this type of fundraising.  Dean Deckers (phonetic) from UConn is very good at this kind of fundraising and there are other people who know how to do it, but there’s certain big buzz words you have to -- you have to avoid.  Taking a trip down to Groton, Groton is nice.  I spend a lot of time in Groton, but I’m not sure you’re going to be successful in going to Pfizer, the corporate headquarters, and getting money from them because I’m not sure they see any return on their effort for it.  I think they would see -- it’s certainly a good thing and a valuable thing and there’ll be great science created, but you know, what’s in it for them?  Rather with the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation what’s in it for them?  Curing the disease, advancing science.  So you’ve got a lot better chance down there, but don’t go down to JDRF and ask them for a 40 percent overhead or you’re done.




DR. YANG:  That’s the question -- whether the donation is from JDRF or (indiscernible) Foundation probably 25 percent indirect but when we go -- they don’t follow you normally 10 or 15 percent, so.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You get above 10 percent, they’re not going to give you the money.  They don’t want to see their money go for infrastructure.




DR. YANG:  You’re right.  Their donations follow our guidelines or --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You have to have different guidelines, Jerry.




DR. GENEL:  Commissioner?  First of all, Warren, can I ask where -- did that money come from out of state, that $3,000, or was it from in state?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  It was a private citizen who happened to see it and --




DR. GENEL:  In state though?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- in state and we are a 501C3, so we were able to give her our tax information, you know, our -- and so it is tax deductible.




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  And we don’t put any overhead on those contributions?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  Those dollars went right into the fund.




DR. GENEL:  Goes right into the fund.  So contributions to the fund would not be subject to any administrative overhead, would they?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we need to keep it either no overhead or absolute minimal overhead, because that’s the deal killer.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can I just ask how -- does anybody know how CIRN has gone about this?  Because they have shown extraordinary powers at fundraising.  Does anybody have an insight in fact on what they’ve done and done very professionally in the obvious question process in whether we want to emulate that model in any way, I mean, it’s get to get $3,000 here and $3,000 there, but we’re talking a magnitude larger donations as in California.  Obviously this is a smaller state, but it’s a wealthy state per capita, so is it realistic to think along similar lines?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t know the answer.  My answer is I don’t know.  But again, we have had an offer for a law firm who’s representing Sierra and to come on in, fly themselves in, meet with this body to talk about I.P., to talk about commercialization.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think the statement -- in my mind those are quite the same things, there’s philanthropic donations from people who are motivated to simply see the research move forward and then there is full profit investment and most of the I.P. issues are right off the bat, obviously some philanthropic organizations are hoping to see some financial return.  They would like to get some if there is, but that’s not their primary motivation.  So I do think there’s separate -- there’s separate categories and I suspect that phobia is more interested in the prospect of our funds seeding future biotech industry perhaps they will wreak financial benefit.




DR. GENEL:  I think that Bob, you’re right, that it’s difficult to raise those funds, but I think that Ann earlier and that you Charles were indicating that it’s happening someplace.  It’s happening in California.  So that -- and I think it was Bob, you talked about you need to have the right strategy.  To me a first step would be to confer with California.  See what’s making -- allowing them to be successful.




DR. KIESSLING:  One of the most straight forward things that they did I think as their overall working group is they sort of looked at the income of people in California and asked most of those people to sit on one of their boards.  So they went to the very top income producing people.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Wealthiest individuals.




DR. KIESSLING:  The wealthiest individuals in California and they asked them if they would like to, you know, sit on one of the committees.  So a lot of those --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And to contribute?




DR. KIESSLING:  -- well, not necessarily contribute, but you know, that’s a group of people that talk to each other and for instance the co-chair of the Standards Working Group in California, which is a group similar to this, it’s an advisory group as to how you’re supposed to go about what kind of ethical issues and how the money should be disbursed.  The co-chair of that is Sherry Lansing (phonetic), who was CEO of Paramount Pictures for many years.  You know, Sherry knows probably almost everybody in California.  And the other person who was a very prominent member of that committee was Bob Krauss, who is the one who almost single handedly got the tax, you know, bond measure passed in California.  So they really involved the people who could actually contact a lot of people in their committee work.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a very good point Ann because you’ve got to get to the decision makers.  We were able to raise some fundings for our Public Health Foundation for a very large family-owned business and it turns out that the original family members run the business and we had a contact who went to college or high school with one of the family members and so that contact we got to talk directly to the decision makers.  Lots of times that doesn’t happen.  We go to -- when we try to do some things on the public health side and we go to some of the insurers we end up talking to one of the more highly placed physicians who very frequently are in favor of what we ask but they’re not decision makers and we don’t even know if the request for a decision gets passed onto the proper person.  Maybe it does, maybe it doesn’t.  You can’t tell.  You just usually get a no back.




So I think that’s important to have a group of people who can, you know, who are heavy hitters and move with other heavy hitters and think it’s a good idea or can get you access to the important person so you can deliver your spiel or somebody’s who’s professionally trained can present this in such a way that it’s understandable to a decision maker who may have strictly a business background and not have a medical background or even a peripheral medical background.




DR. KIESSLING:  Most of these people are public advocates for a disease.  For instance, Sherry sits on this committee because she’s advocating for cancer.  So a third of the committee were disease advocates and those disease advocates were chosen from among the people who could actually make some financial decisions or help encourage others to do that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So it sounds like there is an interest in moving forward on this -- in this arena and there’s some thoughts about how to at least proceed developing this strategic plan.  And so I guess --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would certainly be glad to be part of any fundraising activity since I have a business background and I’m also -- I’ve been elbowed around, you know, you see these guys down the end of the hockey arena that are getting the stick, well I’ve gotten plenty of that over the last two and a half years.  So I kind of know some of the places where we don’t want to go and some of the places -- and I think Ann is exactly right.  You’ve got to line up your people.  You’ve got to get people who it’s a cause and they’re willing to -- they’re well known and/or wealthy and they’re willing to exert themselves for the cause.  They have a child, they have an uncle, they have a brother, they have a spouse, and I think that’s very important and they’re the people who get you access or get you money or get you access to somebody who can get you money and I’d be glad to help in any way.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Dr. Wallack, I think I heard you express an interest in moving forward with this as well?




DR. WALLACK:  I would volunteer my time for whatever value there is in it to help with the process.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think that I’d love to work with you.  I think that would be fun.  I think at some point Milt we need to find someone who’s a real -- has more of a business and legal way of looking at things.  Perhaps Kevin, if he’s interested in doing that and also perhaps somebody who knows how to make these approaches so you and I don’t end up going into some corporation and talking to the chief doc who talks about oral surgery and talks about aviation medicine and we leave with nothing.




MR. RAKIN:  If I can be of help in any way.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




MR. RAKIN:  I’m here.




DR. GENEL:  Charles, was there from the Westport area, Greenwich area, Ken Urban?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  I know Ken.  I’ve had contact with him from Harvard and he will be somebody -- do you know him evidently?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  Yes.  And he’s the kind of guy I think that --




DR. JENNINGS:  He will be a great person to get involved.




DR. GENEL:  -- that Ann’s talking about.




DR. JENNINGS:  He’s a mover and shaker.




DR. GENEL:  Right.




DR. JENNINGS:  And has been very publicly supportive of this Connecticut center.




DR. GENEL:  Right.  So I think somebody like that Bob or like this Ken Urban.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a good idea.  I think we need to include Kevin.




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean, I don’t know how well you know him.  I would certainly be happy to make contact with him.




DR. GENEL:  That would be great.  I mean -- yeah, that would be great.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think that once again, not to beat the point to death, is that we need to have with that gentleman’s help and Kevin’s help, the Kevins, both, help that we need to have a pretty well formulated plan about how we’re going to present this and what we’re going to do with it if we’re looking for -- and then there’s another part of it about donations to estates and from estates and the like.  But I think if we’re going to solicit, you know, operational funds for people we need to keep -- let them know what we’re going to do and we need to just leave the overhead out of it and say we’re looking for operational funds to get you -- give us a million bucks and we’ll give you a million bucks worth of research.




DR. YANG:  I’ll be happy to serve on that fundraising.  I’ve been working with several foundations in conducted upon this and (indiscernible).




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Good, good, good.  Okay.




DR. YANG:  Ford Foundation and the Cell (phonetic) Foundation.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So do you have all those names of your victims?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, I do.  Thank you all.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  One and all.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We’ll be following up with it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  And do you have some other --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I mean, perhaps we might defer some of these other subgroups until next meeting and hopefully there’ll be, you know, some additional expertise around the table to help us out.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I think that’s reasonable if the Board would go along with that.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would encourage any Board member with a particular expertise or area of interest if you let us know then that would, that would be helpful as well.  I know that some of you have interests that are different than other or expertise.  So -- but all of these areas need to be worked on over the course of the next nine years.  There’s plenty of work to do.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Are we ready to move onto eight?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I certainly am.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  I think you’ve been ready since 1:30.




(Laughter)




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes sir.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Lensch and Yang are going to speak to us about the International Society Stem Cell Research.




DR. YANG:  He will go ahead.




DR. LENSCH:  Thanks professor.  So it was a wonderful meeting and it’s the first annual meeting and I’ve been to every one of them since the first in Washington, D.C., and the meeting has doubled every year in size.  So it’s really an up and coming society.  Why don’t -- I think one of the more interesting things in this meeting was that International Society for Stem Cell Research issued it’s own set of recommendations for the conduct of stem cell research to complement those put out by the National Academy of Sciences.  And so those guidelines are currently under consideration by the membership until September 1st and I’m going to see what I can do to get a copy of those guidelines for this body to consider.




Why is this --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me.  Have you got a copy of those?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah, we have those already.  Yeah.  We’ll make those available to this body.




DR. LENSCH:  -- so the question was asked in a town hall meeting why these guidelines were important and the fact that this society specifically caters to an international group of researchers was I think the main point that the National Academy guidelines were limited in scope to the United States.  But there are some very practical things that are also coming out of these guidelines, including a generic consent form for the donation of tissue research as well as a generic electoral property agreement and I think that those forms may be very much of interest to this group when those become available.




Another highlight was obviously being able to sit in the same room with the Peer Review members and to see that group as a whole.  And it’s been commented a few times that that group seemed interested in overstepping the boundaries of their authority.  I would just like to characterize that a little bit more.  I think my impression was that they were so supportive and enthusiastic about what we were doing here that they wanted to really -- they were drawn into the process as a whole and not out of a desire to do our jobs for us, but out of a desire to do the best job that they could.  But they really were interested in not just the scientific integrity of the grant, but really interested in knowing what our institutional vision was or how this program is going to develop within the state.  So I took it to be very heartening.  They were interested in more than their own job, they were interested in our jobs as well and I thought that they were very much onboard to see this completed.  Do you have anything you’d like to add Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  I think one interesting session with the Stem Cell Coalition Committee I’m going to tell you -- Woody is serving on that committee -- and I think he was stated the Chair that day -- he was a real good speaker who (indiscernible) meeting.   For the next meeting of Connecticut (indiscernible) protein acids really -- about 3,000 people attend it each year.




DR. WALLACK:  How many Jerry?




DR. YANG:  3,000.  2,500 registered there. 3,000 people have attended that meeting, but 22nd each one have five speakers, you can say there were 100 speakers in the meeting cover all the different aspect of the stem cell research.  The committees very, very high on that even the Prime Minister (indiscernible) at this meeting, so certainly very high (indiscernible).




DR. LENSCH:  As I’m sitting at the Stem Conn ’07 booth on and off during the meeting I can tell you that there was a lot of interest in what’s being put together in Connecticut next March and it definitely raised eyebrows in a positive way to see the list of speakers that are slated to address Stem Conn ’07 in the scientific symposium.  It really got a lot of interest.




VOICE:  And dollars.




DR. LENSCH:  And dollars.  I was hoping that maybe you would speak to that Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I mean, one of the primary reasons we were there was for marketing.  Marketing of Connecticut as an international center for stem cell research, but also marketing of Stem Conn ’07. These are the types of materials that we’ve passed out.  I think we’ve shared them all with you.  If not, we’ll pass them around, as well as a wonderful picture of myself out there.




(Laughter)




DR. LENSCH:  But we are now following up on, you know, these were not cold calls, these were folks who came over having an interest in sponsoring and/or participating in our international symposium in some way.  And so we are meeting on Thursday actually, with members of the planning group which Dr. Wallack and Paul Pescatello (phonetic) head up and so we’ll be following up on those.  But these are solid leads for real sponsorships from folks who are very supportive of what we’re doing here in Connecticut.




If I may, just two other things that came up.  One I mentioned already and if the group is interested, fine, if not, that’s okay too.  Two exhibitors up there, one was Foley and Lardener, yeah.  And so that’s how we made that contact, plus a connection to Dr. Yang.  They’re interested in coming in.  Obviously they have their own commercial interests, but they are interested in at least coming in and beginning to talk to us about I.P. issues and I think that’s an area where we need some expertise.  We have talked about forming an I.P. group here, but if this body has an interest in having that body come in on their own dime and talk to us as part of the next meeting they’re more than willing to come out in August.




The second thing is that also up there in terms of sponsorship we received and had a nice relationship with folks from the British Consulate in Boston.  They will be sponsoring in a couple of different ways our Stem Conn ’07 in March of next year.  More immediately Stefan Winkler (phonetic) who some of you met, he was at the first meeting here, he’s a scientific counselor for the Boston office, he’s interested in bringing a delegation of members of the Parliament to Connecticut and to Harvard, candidly, to -- they’re very interested in partnering with us internationally and they want to come in in September when -- they would like to come when there’s a meeting of this body.  They’d like to sit in and meet you and see what you’re doing and then also take advantage of the time in Connecticut to probably visit some or many of you at your research institutions.




We don’t know which house these M.P.s are coming from, but we’re talking about four of them and we’re talking about a two or three day visit in New England beginning September 18th.  I think our next meeting is September 19th.  So those are a couple of -- those are the kinds of connections and contacts that we got up in Toronto.  It was very helpful.  And if Commissioner, if this body is interested in entertaining visits from either of those entities we’d be happy to set it up.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that would be wonderful and I don’t -- is there any objection by any of the Board members about having individuals from the British Consulate or Parliament visiting us?




DR. JENNINGS:  Do I need to recuse myself?




(Laughter)




DR. JENNINGS:  I would be happy to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought you might be a Guy Faulk (phonetic) supporter.




(Laughter)




DR. LENSCH:  And how about Foley?  Bringing in Foley, anybody have objections to that?




DR. JENNINGS:  The only question there might be, do we come -- do that in August or do we want to wait until we have convened our own internal committee to start thinking about recruitment of stem cell business and intellectual properties issues.  Are we ready to hear them or do we want -- do we need more internal thinking before?  I mean, we -- as we were saying, I think we have quite a lot of material to get through before October in terms of preparing for the grants and I just wonder whether a third presentation (indiscernible).




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know if you talked about this before, but it’s Charles’ concern.  One of the deliberations that the California committee had, sort of extensively, was how to protect intellectual properties that were developed from their grant funding.  And they began dealing with that pretty early in the discussion because the goal of California granting grants is to generate economic growth in California.  And so they wanted to have some intellectual property guidelines in place for the grantees that might be somewhat different from those guidelines that we operate under if we had NIH funds.  So if have -- NIH funds of course are all publicly -- they’re supposed to be publicly available as soon as possible.  Californian’s struggled with that, how to protect the intellectual property that had been developed from their funds, which would be slightly different from the NIH guidelines.




So I don’t know what -- whether you’ve discussed that or if your grantees know -- have some sort of guidelines as to how to protect their intellectual properties say before publication dates, that sort of thing.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Probably a good portion of our grantees are from the University of Connecticut and they’re bound by -- the intellectual property belongs to the State of Connecticut.  It’s for their private -- Wesleyan and Yale and the private sources that we have some concern.




DR. KIESSLING:  But how does the State protect that intellectual property?  How does the -- how does --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have no idea.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- right.  How does Connecticut protect that?  Because under NIH guidelines, you know, you -- you have to come up with some kind of arrangement of what you publish before you’re protected or is it protected before you publish it?  How quickly do you have to review it?  So the whole idea was to balance the need to push stem cell science knowledge into the public sector so everybody would take advantage of it as quickly as possible while still protecting the intellectual property.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And we’ve seen the large committee they put together out in California and the draft I.P. guidelines.  It’s an area that we have not -- we put really a place holder in this year’s application just saying they’ve got to tell us what they’re going to do.  But we have not really come up with a policy.




DR. JENNINGS:  If we’re going to make decisions by late October we’d better know -- we’d better understand the criteria by which we can make those decisions and make it a point and that perhaps is an argument that starting to think through before -- before we have to veto their statements and make our decisions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think earlier rather than later.  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Isn’t there a qualification to that in the grant proposal, in the application proposal?  There’s a clear mention of intellectual properties and a five percent minimum and so on.




MS. HORN:  That’s the one we’re referring to as our place holder, but it’s really a very complicated --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, that was just a place holder?




MS. HORN:  -- yeah.  It’s really very complicated and I think as we start C.I. and the applicants start developing their contracts we at least need to be aware of what some of the issues are and we just don’t have the expertise at this point to be sure that we are not missing some major areas and leave the state vulnerable or miss some major areas.  So new people have offered to come in and speak to us for free.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to do that in August?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Great.  I will contact our colleagues.  Some of them are located in Del Mar and we need to get out there before --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you ought to go out there for a week or so.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- but some are located in Boston as well, so they’ve already indicated not just an interest, but a willingness to come out in August.  So we’ll follow up on that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Make it so, as they say.  I think we’re now down -- we’ve talked about umbilical cord blood bank.  We’ve talked about the International Stem Cell Research Association.  And we’re I believe down to item 10, is that correct Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think that’s correct Commissioner.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have public comment?




MR. MANDELKERN:  As a new Committee member I’ve been trying to study that Advisory Opinion 2061 from the Ethics Committee and I think it would be helpful to the Committee as a whole if we have some legal guidance as to who has to recuse themselves when the consideration of the grants come up.  Because eyeballing the completed proposals the vast majority, if not maybe 95 percent of them, are from UConn and Yale and there’s going to have to be in my understanding significant recusals from the Committee.  Well, I think a legal opinion on that sooner rather than later would be helpful to us to avoid any difficulties.




MS. HORN:  What we have developed is a standard conflict of interest form that would -- you would indicate where you have a connection with one or more of the grantees.  It’s the standard NIH form that we have adapted to this process.  And then we also have a nondisclosure form that you would need to sign before any grant information is turned over to you.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Because I think it applies to me also in that some of the grants are specific to Parkinson’s Disease and I’m an officer of an organization in the state, so it would be helpful to me to get that guidance also.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  I would be happy to provide that, an overview again, at the next meeting for the new members and as a refresher to the old members because there are some ins and outs of that opinion that if you’re not a paid, you know, if you’re on the Board and you’re not a paid member then you may not have a conflict, but if you are getting paid then you would and so I’d be happy to do that.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Good.  That would be helpful and again, thank you for raising that Bob.  We can’t -- again, we can’t provide you access to these applications until we get NDAs from you.




DR. YANG:  Until we what?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Until we get nondisclosure agreements from you.  So we’re going to have to work on that.




DR. KRAUSE:  I do have a comment just about the October 4th meeting of the Peer Review Committee.  You implied that it’s public, but Marianne, tell me is I’m wrong, I think that much of that public meeting is going to be in closed session.




MS. HORN:  If they are discussing something that is covered by the Freedom of Information, if they’re into trade secrets, financial information given in confidence, a couple of other exemptions.




DR. KRAUSE:  I think the actual scores of the grants would fall under that as well.




MS. HORN:  Well, that would be a determination that we make as we go forward.  So that they’re -- you’re right.  I think a large part of those meetings will be held --




DR. KRAUSE:  -- and the, the --




MS. HORN:  -- they will be conducted in executive session, upon a motion to go into executive session and then when we stop discussing things that are covered by the Freedom of Information Act, then we will move to go out of executive session and continue the public discussion.  We will be -- it will be cumbersome.  We’ll try to do it in as organized a way as we possibly can.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you have a big turntable that this can be on?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And of course it’s being telephonic -- we’re meeting telephonically which makes it all the more awkward.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Marianne, another point of information, this $145,000,000 judgement that was thrown out by the Florida Supreme Court against the tobacco industry, does that affect our tobacco fund at all?




MS. HORN:  No.  I think that’s a separate -- that’s a separate issue.  That does not -- yeah.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Good.




DR. YANG:  I think that Diane mentioned a good point (indiscernible) discussing a decision.  We are discussing on each individual grant are not for the public -- let it (indiscernible).  When we comment on only bigger application grants what they say or their critics of who is doing that, they do not want released to the public.  It’s a confidential evaluation process.  Secondly, I think I’m on the committee they were assigned to, right?  For each grant we already meeting the reviewers, however, among 70 some applications they cannot review each one all the time in order.  So they will search for other publishers which are also confidential, correct?




MS. HORN:  Well, the name of the reviewers are going to be made public.  As much of the process will be made public as is required by bylaw.




DR. YANG:  Even ad hoc reviewers?




MS. HORN:  The ad hoc reviewers names will be made public.




DR. KRAUSE:  But Marianne, you’re representing the law here and the decisions need to be made or some of us would actually pool our grants.  So that needs to be clarified is just my point.  And I’m sure the reviewers wouldn’t want their peer review to become transparent.  If I’m reviewing Jerry’s grant I don’t want Jerry to know I’m reviewing his grant.  He can know I was on the review panel, but he shouldn’t know that I’m the one who was the primary reviewer on his grant.




MS. HORN:  Yeah.  And that was discussed at the Peer Review meeting in Toronto.




DR. JENNINGS:  Do we have a determination on whether that can be adhered to?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The plan -- let me see if I can from a lay perspective spell it out.  The plan is to have a primary and/or a secondary on each of the grants.  Have them come forward with their draft findings.  Those draft findings be shared with the entire Committee, but still draft subject to revisions.  And then those findings be discussed in -- by the entire Committee on October 4th.  Everyone though will have all the grants.  In fact, that’s one of the requirements.  They all want to see all the grants.  So when there is a final scoring it’s going to be done by the total Committee.  That’s how I think -- now again, I mean, they’re -- I mean, they’re autonomous from this body.  But my general thought is they’ll know that -- so you’re an applicant and you’ll know what your score is and what the feedback is, but you won’t know specifically who was primary or secondary on --




DR. JENNINGS:  So the question I think we’re pushing at is, are we in conformity with Connecticut law if we do what you just described?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- if we go that way?




MS. HORN:  We will do the reviews in conformity with Connecticut law.




DR. JENNINGS:  No, I know that.  That’s just -- yeah, you’re being a good lawyer, but --




MS. HORN:  I understand -- I understand the tension, yes.  And I understand the pressure --




DR. JENNINGS:  -- you’re in a position to give us an assurance.




MS. HORN:  -- between the typical scientific process, which is usually done totally behind closed doors and we have worked out a process where the reviews will go on with I think a degree of anonymity for the reviewers that the Peer Review is comfortable with and that there will be released to the public a critique of the grants that the people who submitted the grants will be comfortable with, that it will not contain trade secrets or scientific information that is confidential and yet it will bear for the public some accountability and some accounting for how the money is being spent.




DR. CANALIS:  The primary and secondary reviewer will remain anonymous?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  Totally?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s where we’re trying to get.




DR. JENNINGS:  So the ad hoc reviewers their identities will be known but you will not be able to link an ad hoc reviewer to a particular opinion on a particular topic?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s critical.




MS. HORN:  That’s correct.  Now obviously the reason that the Peer Review is calling in ad hoc reviewers is one, the number of the grants, but also their areas of expertise.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  So you might be able to guess, but you won’t know for sure.




MS. HORN:  Right.




DR. YANG:  I think there are two issues on that.  One is -- one issue concerning whether confidential or not, their proposal.  The second issue are the comments, reviewers’ comments are normally confidential or public information?  So really the question to that -- up to a point meeting for all of the Review Committee members to discuss each proposal, is that meeting open to the public on October 4th when we discuss each proposal?  Is that open to the public?




MS. HORN:  It is open to the public to the extent that they are discussing information that is not covered by an exemption to the Freedom of Information Act.  And when they go in and they discuss trade secrets and the scientific component of the grants to the extent that we can have that confidential that would be confidential.




DR. GENEL:  So to put this in a different context, when somebody applies for an I.H. grant, goes through a Peer Review process there is a critique and a summary sheet and we turn back to them a critique of the grant.  I’m not aware that that is available through Freedom of Information.  But that same process conducted under this would be available.  In other words --




DR. JENNINGS:  Because it’s Connecticut law as opposed to Federal law.




DR. GENEL:  -- yeah.  Well, no, but I think that is exactly what you’re saying is that that summary review of the grant will be available to the general public?




MS. HORN:  We have to take a look at what we’re talking about when you talk about the summary of the -- and the critique.  If it contains trade secret information, if it contains information that is exempt under the Freedom of Information Act then it would not be releasable.




DR. CANALIS:  You would not be commenting because it is available to this Committee it’s not to be available to the public.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would think so.




DR. CANALIS:  I mean, every statement doesn’t have to be available.




MS. HORN:  And if you look at what New Jersey did, if you look at what California has done, this is -- there is information out there and it gives you an idea of what the grant is about and why it was -- why it was funded.




DR. KIESSLING:  Will these also apply to the applications that are not funded?




MS. HORN:  We really don’t see any reason that we would say this is exempt under the Freedom of Information because it was not funded.  So yes.




DR. CANALIS:  You see, we get them here.  We get them here so it is open to the public.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, but let me just be clear.  I mean, there is a process where they’re going to be doing the scoring system.  My understanding is that they’re considering looking at the NIH guidelines.  They, being Peer Review, so that there’s not going to be such an in depth, I mean, if you’re talking about those applications that are coming in at the three to five range I’m not quite sure that those aren’t just going to be triaged out as they are in the NIH process.  So I don’t think -- I don’t know how that plays out in terms of FOI and non-funded applications, but there’s going to be less materials on non-funded applications because it’s going to be triaged by the Peer Review.




DR. GENEL:  Well, we’re doing the triage as I understand it.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, they’re doing a triage on science.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, but we’re doing the triage on funding.  Which as I understand it would mean that in essence all of the summaries of all of the grants would be reviewed by this Committee and therefore would be available Freedom of Information, which may be what the Connecticut law requires, but we’ve had this discussion before.  And my only point I think at this point if that’s immutable is that I think that the investigators who’ve applied need to be aware of this explicitly, because this is not what the investigators are used to, are normally used to in the NIH review process.  They’re not -- they’re not familiar with the process in which the review of your grant, or the summary statement of your grant is available and published in the Hartford Courant.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can I just point out that this has the potential not really to upset individual investigators, but it also potentially has the ability to undermine one of our fundamental bills.  If the aim here is to promote economic development based on stem cell research in Connecticut it will be a disaster if something were to be blurted out which years down the line is discovered and is determined in court to constitute public disclosure and undermine intellectual property on something valuable.  We can’t allow that to happen and I think we’ve just really got to be mindful of that.  I wonder if that’s something that we can put to Foley and Lardener when they come to us.  But at a minimum it seems to me it would be wise for us to send some sort of letter to all of the applicants spelling out exactly what’s going to happen and making sure that they are in consultation with their university tech licensing officers to make absolutely sure that everybody understands the implications of what they’re doing because I see a real danger here of doing some serious damage down the road.




DR. KRAUSE:  Every applicant received a letter that said everything’s available and free for people to look at unless you write to us and tell us exactly which paragraphs, which sentences, which words should be exempt from the Freedom of Information Act and why and your reason has to be good.  So I wrote this out and I did this whole thing and then I thought, who am I?  I don’t know anything illegal.  So I sent this to Yale, you know, to Yale’s grants and contracts office and they’re working on it.




But if this Committee also came to some agreement so Yale finally sent you and say for Yale grants this is the reason this much of the grant has to be exempt.  But if you guys were in agreement that would make some of this a little easier.  And Yale will do that and I’m sure UConn will do that as well.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  The problem I think is the law.  The issue -- the risk that I see here is when summary statement says this grant was for science the entire state of Connecticut is going to know that this guy was a bad guy, you know?  So I think a letter is critical to tell the investigators that the public might have access to the summary statement and if they are uncomfortable with this they are welcome to withdraw the grant.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, if I -- I’m sorry, but to go back to Dr. Krause’s point, that was -- that letter went out to all applicants.




DR. CANALIS:  No, but I don’t think that they realize that the summary statement --




DR. KRAUSE:  We can talk about the summary statement, it’s just that (indiscernible, talking over each other.)




DR. CANALIS:  -- the review is going to come here and therefore it’s available to the public.  So the guy who wrote a bad grant the entire state can find out that Ernie wrote a real bad grant, he’s a bad investigator.  So the investigator should be warned beforehand that this is public knowledge including the fate of the grant and the review.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I certainly didn’t get the opinion from talking to four of the five reviewers that they would put pejorative terms on it.  They may just say it’s not suitable, or not appropriate, but I did not feel that something was going to go on there that’s saying that so and so is a bad guy or trying to gain the system.




DR. KIESSLING:  But the Federal guidelines all release information about projects that are funded.  And that seems to be, you know, the public is entitled to know what their taxpayer dollars are going for.  So I don’t, I mean, I’m surprised to hear this.  I’m surprised --




DR. YANG:  That is a simple summary and now you can in turn follow, it’s just a summary.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- no, if you work hard you can get the entire proposal if you ask and are patient you can get the entire proposal because it’s public dollars and the taxpayers has a right to know what’s funded.  You can get all of it.




MS. HORN:  I think the point is that the taxpayer may want to know --




DR. KIESSLING:  The ones that aren’t funded are not publicly available.




DR. YANG:  That’s not true.  Please comment?




MS. HORN:  I think that we -- the taxpayers may counter and say, we have a right to know what was not funded.




DR. KIESSLING:  Not funded.  I know California struggled with this.




MS. HORN:  And California is still struggling with this.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  But it varies on a state by state basis, right?  Because we’re talking about Connecticut’s Freedom of Information Act, not the Federal law and not California law.




MS. HORN:  And generally the State’s Freedom of Information laws are broader.  They allow more information to be released and unless there is an exemption and under the Freedom of Information Act in Connecticut then the material is subject to disclosure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think this is something we need to go to the ’07 Legislative body and say we think we need exemption for these things which concern science.  The general public is not going to be able to understand what they mean anyway.  We find I think the law in Connecticut favors individuals who want to get every single scrap of paper or information or every single email and even your post-it notes are fair game and they have the ability despite people’s discomfiture to get much more information here than you can and I think they have access in Connecticut, the general public, to things that might be considered work product elsewhere.  And it may have a dampening effect on the applications and the project, however, that is the law -- the law of the state and until it’s amended or changed and if that’s possible we have to live through it and if it may be something which sets back -- sets the project back a bit.  But that’s we have to live with that.  There’s no way that we can say we’re not going to comply because it’s science.




DR. YANG:  I think the other difference is when the Connecticut (indiscernible) review panel discusses meetings it’s not open to the public and so I think the final reviewer we need to know the October 4  meeting is it open to the public or not?  And if they are open to the public, any grant applicant can even attend to hear what the reviewer say about their proposal.  It’s a very critical question.




MS. HORN:  No.  That was discussed at the final meeting that we would go into executive session for the discussion of the grant that’s talking about the scientific -- the trade secrets and financial information and that that would be conducted in closed session with the public excluded.




DR. YANG:  Yeah, but the evaluation of each proposal, are they open to the public?




MS. HORN:  That may well fall within the part where they’re not talking about trade secrets.




DR. YANG:  That’s right.  Do we know when I talk about your proposal, are you allowed to really listen?  That’s the question.  So it is really a critical question.




DR. JENNINGS:  And the related question, can this Committee go into executive session insofar as we’re expected to review your academic benefits to the state of Connecticut.  We happen to be privy to some of that information.  Can we go into executive session?




MS. HORN:  If it’s covered by one of the exemptions under the Freedom of Information Act and it’s also been trade secrets or financial information that’s given in confidence and not required by statute.  There are certain categories and believe me, we will construe them as broadly as we feel comfortable construing them.  We understand that the tension between scientists wanting to have this conducted in the usual process in our goal here of making it legal and transparent.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner?  I’d feel much more comfortable if the applicants were to be sent a letter spelling the Connecticut State law and telling them what can become public.  Because my fear is next year, you know, somebody can become tremendously upset and, you know, create a nightmare for the program.  And telling them up front we’re just spelling the law, you know, saying this is Connecticut State law and you should be aware of.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The vast majority of the grants are either from Yale or the University of Connecticut.  Do we need to send every single grant author a letter?




DR. CANALIS:  But it’s the same letter, you know, it’s a form.  You know, it’s a letter indicating please be aware that according to Connecticut State law the following whatever material --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But I thought we already said that Diane?  Maybe I’m not hearing you right.




DR. KRAUSE:  What Ernie is suggesting be added is the information about how much of the review process is open to the public, that the score of your grant may be open to the public, that the actual review statements, except for those which reveal some scientific secrets would be open.  So it could say, Diane Krause’s grant sucks and she gets a five and I don’t think she should even be a scientist in the state of Connecticut.  And then I would say --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would say strong objection to that.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- I’ve been, you know, I’ve been liabled.  This shouldn’t be public knowledge.  And he’s saying if I knew that coming into it then I wouldn’t be able to have a case against them afterwards.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to put a positive spin on this instead of being only solicitous about the grant -- the applicants’ feeling.  Suppose someone puts in for a grant and is refused because it’s not considered worthy enough in relation to others?




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s fine.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Perhaps that proposer would then be inspired to do better next year.  The grant is a continuing process --




DR. KRAUSE:  Well Bob, we already get feedback.  We will get the feedback.




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- well, I’m saying that it doesn’t necessarily have to be a negative process, this openness, it can be a positive spur for someone to do better.  In business when you go out and try to make a sale and you don’t make it you go back and call again.  And sometimes you spend 10 years until you open an account.




DR. KRAUSE:  Well, that can happen without the players knowing.  That’s the point.  That would happen anyway.  It’s not that the public needs to know.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ve come -- you know, this is an area where we’ve skated around this thin spot in the ice several different times and there really is no way short of a legislative change that we’re going to supply, you know, a relative amount of saying, I don’t want this considered or I don’t want that considered.  I’m not sure that a legislative change such as that would suit the General Assembly in Connecticut and whether they’d pass it or not.  It is however something we have to live with unless people indicate what they consider as priority.  I mean, these are -- these are part of the lines that mark the soccer field we have to play on and we just can’t step out of bounds.  Now if we get -- the General Assembly decides to change the boundary lines or give us an easement or protect the process or if we have individuals coming forward and saying they’ve been treated unfairly and can make their case in front of the Legislative body it’ll change.  We’ve got to live with it that way we can certainly send out -- excuse me, a letter saying, you know, be aware that this may happen.  I would think that looking at the list of things and understanding the science that’s about in this business that we’re dealing with there would be very few people that would send in a grant that was ridiculously inappropriate.  It might not be -- it might not be accepted, but I’m not sure.  I mean, I don’t think somebody says, you know, my God, look at Jerry put a thing on, you know, Jerry, it’s a lousy grant Jerry, you know?




DR. YANG:  If we couldn’t use it, you don’t have to send it again next year.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Don’t send this back.




(Laughter)




DR. GENEL:  At the risk of taking your soccer metaphor a little further in exerting ahead, but I’m wondering if a simple solution might be to have the type of letter that we’ve been talking about at least be sent to the grants and contracts offices of the various institutions.  As I -- as I count that up that might be say the two UConn campuses, Yale, Wesleyan, Central and Hartford, that would be six letters.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I prefer to do it that way.  I think when you send out groups letters there’s all -- the more you send out the more the chances that someone doesn’t read it and say, well everybody else got it, but my mail got misdirected.  So I think sending out to the grants offices of the institutions involved, let’s face it.  We’re all big boys.  You’re going to get some lumps.  Some are going to say, you know, I didn’t like Mike Genel, you know, he took the wrong fork at a dinner party or something like that and, you know, most of these people are established or scientists and I mean, you’ve got to have a pretty thick hide.  We’ve all been turned down and told that our proposals weren’t so hot.




VOICE:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we’ve all been turned down, you know?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Do we need a motion or do we just want to say we’re going to send out a letter saying --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let’s just send out the letter.  I don’t think we --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- you know, buyer beware, you know?




DR. CANALIS:  That’s the only thing I was suggesting.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah, okay.  We’ll send the letter out.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would just point out that it’s not really our call, it’s the Commission’s call.  But we can warn them that stuff is likely to be released rather than not released.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  If it has a terrible overall inhibitory effect on people and we get a lot of negative feedback that’s something that the --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s better to know now.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- Legislative body has to know.  I mean, they’re not going -- they shouldn’t be giving out $10,000,000 a year and just getting the people who are willing to take some abuse and to drive away people, particularly newer investigators who may be sensitized to having something happen to them early on in their career that would be inhibitive.  Okay?  Will you take care of that?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s done.  Sort of.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Anything else.  Do you want to go home?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  How about -- to schedule the meetings then, we would like these to actually be a schedule so that we don’t have to keep doing special meetings, if they could be, you know, scheduled meetings which gives us more flexibility with the agenda and things like that.




DR. WALLACK:  Well Warren, one thing that Ernie pointed out though, do we want to now maybe think in terms of making October 17th a full day meeting instead of 1:00 to 4:00?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought we decided that?




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  So we’re going to make that a 9:00 o’clock start?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  8:00 o’clock, what’s the matter with you?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And we’ll work on the nondisclosure process I guess, too.




DR. KIESSLING:  And you’ll cover our housing the night before?




DR. YANG:  (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, hold it.  We --




DR. KIESSLING:  You’ll cover our housing the night before?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we now have funding and we will take care of members who have to come down the night before and fund their overnight stay.  That’s only fair.




DR. GENEL:  Is 9:00 o’clock feasible for you folks?




(Discussion off the record.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  8:00 o’clock or 9:00 o’clock?  9:00 o’clock.  I’d prefer for our out of town visitors, our Boston visitors to not have to drive down that morning.  So I think we --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think we should stay at your house Commissioner.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, you’ve got a cot.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Alright.  We’ll figure it out.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I believe that’s what our operational funds are for.




VOICE:  There’s a Marriott, right?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah, Michael Boo stayed at the Marriott.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we’re adjourned or semi-adjourned.




MS. HORN:  Do you have a motion to adjourn?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have a motion to adjourn?




VOICE:  Moved.




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 3:38 p.m.)
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