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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  Please remember, unless you have a white light illuminated at the bottom of your microphone your voice won’t be broadcast. So when you go to speak make sure that the light is on. And with no further adieu, I will turn things over to Mr. Wollschalger who will introduce a distinguished new member. 




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you very much, Commissioner Galvin and members of the Committee. It’s my pleasure to introduce one of two new members to this body. It’s Dr. Paul Huang and you see Paul is M.D. Ph.D. He grew up in New York.  I’m happy to report that he’s a Red Sox fan despite growing up in New York.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Me too.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  He received his M.D. and Ph.D. degrees from Harvard Medical School back in 1985, I believe.  And was named Associate Director of his own lab, the Cardio Vascular Research Center associated with Mass General back just last year, December of last year.  And so we’re pleased to have you here. It’s your first meeting. We’re going to do all we can to make sure you’re up to speed so that you can be an active participant in the review process scheduled for next month.  And we look forward to your contributions, Dr. Huang.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you. And we’ll go on to Item No. 3, a review and potential approval of minutes from our meeting of 19 September of this year. Are there any corrections, deletions or additions that the members would like to make to the minutes? 




DR. WALLACK:  I have some comments, if I might, please. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly.  




DR. WALLACK:  Milt Wallack.  Some editorial things, in the attendance I think that Hifun Lin, Yale Medical School, was in attendance.  And I think that you have Bruce Carlson representing DPH. I think you mean to say the UCONN Health Center.  There is some editorial things on the last paragraph, Line 4, Dr. Spink and that can be cleaned up a little bit, I think.  




But I want to get into something more substantive, if I might -- two things, actually. One on page three. This may be just how I heard it and it might be wrong, but I just want to put it out there, where it talks about Attorney Salton explained that it would be -- not be advisable to recommend funding only a portion of a proposal that contains several elements or would result in reconfiguring or changing the structure of the proposal.  I -- as I understood where we left it, I think that Henry’s comments indicated that we could in fact fund a portion of a proposal, but that we just could not delineate how that partial funding could then be utilized.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I was reading through and I think that Henry’s last two lines on the next to the last paragraph on the bottom of page three, “Attorney Salton explained that it would not be advisable to recommend funding only a portion of a proposal that contains several components or would result in reconfiguring or changing the structure of the proposal.” And I thought that was fairly clear that we can’t substantially change the proposal during the meeting where we make the selection because it would then be unfair to other individuals who did -- who thought they were bidding on one thing and in fact they were bidding on something else. So if you have -- Milt, have some language that would -- I thought Henry’s language was pretty clear, but if that looks and sounds confusing we could insert some language to clarify that.  




DR. WALLACK:  I think what you just indicated I would agree with.  But it’s -- I think that that might be inconsistent with the sentences that I just read and, therefore, to have total consistency at the end of that next to last paragraph, the paragraph starting discussion, I think that Attorney Salton indicated that we could do partial funding of a -- for a proposal -- of a proposal but that we could not delineate how that partial funding could then be utilized by the person requesting that grant.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can make changes so long -- and I think we need some language that says, so long as we don’t materially change the structure of the proposal.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s fine.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that language -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- that’s fine.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Acceptable?  So after proposal I’m going to put so long as the proposal is not materially changed.  Does that make it a little clearer?  




DR. WALLACK:  To me.  And the reason for it, Bob, is that I didn’t want any parties to go back later on if we did partial funding and claim that we had no right to be doing this. So what you’re doing now gives us that ability as long as it doesn’t violate what you just indicated it shouldn’t violate. I agree with that. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So I’m going to recommend a change. Attorney Salton explained that it would be advisable to recommend funding only a portion of a proposal so long as the proposal is not materially altered.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s good.  That’s fine. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, sir.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Mike Genel.  I do not have specific language, but I think really what we were talking about was that we -- it was possible for us to partially fund applications so long as we did not delete specific components.  That’s putting -- I’m putting it in a little bit different -- a little different sense because the discussion came about as to did we have a capacity not to fully fund grants. And as I understood the discussion, and Mr. Salton’s -- Attorney Salton’s response, that was -- that was within our prerogative so long as we did not specifically eliminate certain portions of the grant.  Is that correct?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My understanding of what Attorney Salton said was that you could make these changes so long as we didn’t reengineer the grant in some way so that somehow we would -- I walked away with the impression that what we can’t do is somehow change the grant to make the grant fit the allocation.  




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  We’re saying the same thing. I’m okay with that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can I -- if that’s okay, can we also note one other thing and that is the United Kingdom is correct that we look forward to a collaborative effort, but for what it’s worth we also noted our appreciation for their visit. And I think that, Bob, you may have added the words -- the wording that -- and we were going to so communicate this to them.  So I would just rounding out that thought.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, we have communicated with them both individually and in an official capacity and thanked them very much for their interest and friendship for coming and visiting with us. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may, a couple of thoughts. Is this on?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  My editorial correction on page six other statutes -- this in general refers to it says the September meeting.  I believe that should say the October meeting, which is now.  That’s close to the end of page six.  Okay. And then another slightly more substantive point half way down on page five the fourth -- the last sentence of the fourth paragraph on page five, “it was noted” -- this is about whether animal models are allowable.  The minutes say, it was noted that these issues were previously discussed. It is in the intent of the laws to fund human embryonic stem cell research, but not to be funded under federal guidelines. 




But, and I quote, “but it is less clear how to link the work done with animal models that leads to human research.”  I think that the substance of our discussion was that we had an extensive previous discussion and agreed on exact wording that was in the grant, that the call for applications relates to animal research -- I can’t find that text right now, but from memory it says something like animal research will be considered provided there is a clear link to human stem cell -- therapeutic applications.  So I think that the substance of our discussion at the last meeting was there is no change to that policy guidelines.  




So these minutes suggest that we’re in some way confused about whether animal research is fundable under this program. I don’t think there is any such confusion. And I believe that our previous discussions and policy statements still stand as embodied in the -- proposals.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree with that. If I remember I think this -- the term how far away could you -- how far away could you get with an animal model and still be -- still be in the ballpark.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Understand, but I -- the -- I don’t -- I’m uncomfortable with this wording.  It is less clear how to link the work with animal models.  It sort of implies that we might be uncertain as to whether we -- and can we change it, for instance, to say as stated in the corporate proposal animal -- and then just quote -- quote straight from the text.   




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  We have the proposal from the text.  “Animal models are not excluded from considerations but applicants will need to demonstrate a direct relevance to human -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- could we just -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- do you want to substitute that?  




DR. JENNINGS:  Could we just substitute the agreed text. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, okay.  So we’ll put that right in at the end of that paragraph, Marianne. Okay.  Any other changes, additions, deletions?  Okay. If there are no others I will entertain a motion to accept the minutes from the 19th of September, 2006.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I’ll second it.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. HENRY SALTON:  That motion is to accept the minutes with the amendment.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The minutes as amended with Dr. Wallack’s amendment and the one that we’ve just copied out of our original charter. This is the motion that’s on the floor.  The motion is to accept the minutes as amended. All in favor of the motion? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any opposed?  Ayes have it. The minutes are accepted.  And with that I will turn things over to Kevin Rakin, the report from the Intellectual Property subcommittee and discussion. I would, before we start on that, note that I received an e-mail communication that apparently there is some challenges going on to the Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation patents. And that the patents -- is it a Commission, the Commission -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- Commissioner of Patents. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Commissioner of Patents has decided to reopen a case and there was an addendum to it that indicated that 70 percent of the reopened cases are reversed. So there may be some easing in some of those supposed embargos on intellectual property. Now, we’ll move on ahead into a discussion of intellectual property.  




MR. KEVIN RAKIN:  Okay. Thank you, Commissioner.  What I’d like to do is just, with Marianne’s assistance who has put together some comprehensive notes about the work group’s deliberations when we met on the 12th. So with Marianne’s assistance I’d just like to walk you through some of these key points because I think -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- is your mic on, Kevin? 




MR. RAKIN:  Yes. Well, the light is on. Can you hear me?  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Can you speak up a little.  




MR. RAKIN:  Sure.  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  And the minutes were -- the draft minutes were handed out after people sat down. So they’re in your packets.  




MR. RAKIN:  Yes, if everyone can refer to these as a draft intellectual property work group underlined October 12, 2006 because I think this captures the key points.  




The first thing that I think it’s worth looking at is kind of the first principles we established which we put into the research proposal.  And they are written here so I don’t need to read them to you, but we just want to remind people, and this is what we built off, that we had established a policy as a committee that at a minimum the State of Connecticut should be entitled to this 5 percent share of royalties and other income.  So Marianne, Kevin Crowley, Milt, myself talked through -- and Warren talked through what our next step should be.




The first challenge we had, I think, we should report to the Committee is that we struggled to find an intellectual property lawyer in the State of Connecticut that had experience in these kinds of, let me call them biotech intellectual property agreements. And that was not conflicted. So originally Wiggins and Dana had offered to help us. Well, they represent Yale so they were conflicted.  Marianne went and interviewed or spoke to a number of other Connecticut based attorneys and I think it’s fair to say all of them were conflicted in some shape or form. Is that correct? 




MS. HORN:  Yes, Paul Pescatello from CURE, he’s the CEO of CURE and an attorney as well as a scientist did give us some assistance in terms of trying to identify somebody who could provide just some very basic intellectual property assistance to us.  And if they’re doing -- if they are involved in this kind of tech transfer with an institution in a state like Connecticut they tend to have a conflict. And we just didn’t want to have anybody coming back and saying this intellectual property proposal was developed with someone who had an interest in one of the institutions.  




DR. GENEL:  Dr. Yang and I do not have copies of that report.  Do you have extra?  




MS. HORN:  I do.  




DR. GENEL:  Thank you.  




MS. HORN:  Why don’t you carry on, Kevin?  


MR. RAKIN:  Sure.  Okay. So we are going back to Hugh Foley, who had offered to help us. You may recall at a prior meeting and gave a presentation about their experience in this area, which certainly I think it’s fair to say having domain expertise.  And we’ll continue to look in Connecticut so if people have suggestions we’re open to talking to other firms. But I think Marianne summarized it well anybody who is had domain expertise here has more than likely dealt with UCONN or Yale or Wesleyan or somebody else who is applying for grants.  So that was problem one.  We were a little behind, if you will, in that we need to find the right lawyer to help and hopefully that is Foley now. 




The second thing we need to do as we work through some of these first principles is let me just expand on what the Committee concluded. The first thing we concluded is that we are going to rely on the UCONN’s of the world, the Yale’s of the world, the Wesleyan’s, the companies that apply for this grant, we’re going to rely on their expertise and experience in terms of prosecuting patents. 




So we are not going to, as a Committee, find established resources to actually insure patents get commercialized and to be proactive about doing that.  We certainly want to put in safeguards to make sure we get reports and have the typical kinds of safeguards you’ve have in any agreement like this, ordered requirements, for example. But we’re going to rely on the Yale’s, the UCONN’s of the world, Wesleyan’s of the world to commercialize the intellectual property. That was one kind of principle, if you will. 




The second point that came out of this is what did we mean when we said -- I’m just looking for the exact wording here, that we’re entitled to 5 percent share of royalty and other income directly resulting from any covered invention for the seed. And at least as a first tact, and again this is open for discussion, we took the perspective that following -- that you should follow the money here. That if any institution commercialized their intellectual property and gets a 10 dollars in we’re going to do what I believe is standard practice and allow them to deduct their direct legal expenses. Patent costs is typically what is allowed as a deduction, direct legal fees if you will.  And then let’s assume 95 dollars is left we should get 5 percent of the 95 dollars.  




So what’s needed to be fleshed out in a proposed contract through an intellectual property lawyer is the exact definition, how that gross income is defined. But essentially it will mirror the way institutions think about receiving gross income when they license out the intellectual properties. So that’s kind of the trail that we’d like to follow.




Another discussion point that insured into -- that again we could debate here a little further some proposals, if you look at them from an intellectual property perspective, are offering us more than the 5 percent we have asked for as a minimum and I think that’s appropriate because we said in the proposal that that’s our minimum.  Some institutions, I think in one case, have said that they would like to not file for intellectual property and protection and instead publish the results of their research so that there can be open access to that trade secret intellectual property, whatever you want to call it. 




And we felt as a subgroup that that was not to be discouraged. That if a researcher took the position that they felt it was in the best benefits of the advancement of the science and of the field to publish their data or not publish it that there shouldn’t be a penalization for that. 




So just to summarize that we were comfortable with the idea of someone electing not to patent their research, but instead to publish it before the patented it. And we also though recognized it could be to our benefit if the percentage that was offered to us was greater than the 5 percent and that that could be taken into account as we evaluate all these grant proposals. But that we should not penalize the company or an institution if they decided to make the research available on an open basis.  




So we can -- actually maybe I can pause here and see if there is any discussion anyone would like to have on that point. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, Mr. Chairman, if I may.  Kevin, thanks.  You said that we would allow them to deduct their legal expenses. Did I understand that right?  In other words, you’re suggesting that public money would reimburse the cost of prosecuting the patent, is that right?  




MR. RAKIN:  No, that’s not correct. What we are saying is that if an institution like Wesleyan, let’s take for example, licenses out its intellectual property.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  




MR. RAKIN:  That was as a direct -- the intellectual property arose as a direct consequence of our grant money.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  




MR. RAKIN:  They license it out. They get a 100 dollars from Pfizer in as a royalty, for example.  They can then deduct what it costs them to patent the intellectual properties.  So that they now have 95 dollars.  That is truly their, if you will, their profit or their gross income.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, okay.  I understand. 




MR. RAKIN:  And now we get 5 percent of that.  So that’s the only deduction allowed. We’re not allowing a deduction for imputed costs such as in-house personnel, for example.  




DR. JENNINGS:  And we’re not -- 




MR. RAKIN:  -- it’s a -- it’s a future calculated -- it’s a future calculation, right. It’s not out of the grant income. It’s a, if you will, a book deduction. They have to front the legal expenses and then it’s a book deduction.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I got it.  Thank you.  




MR. RAKIN:  Okay?  




DR. PAUL HUANG:  Paul Huang. I have a question. Is there any concern about the judging the applications based on how much they’re going to return back to Connecticut? For instance if they say, I’m going to give 50 percent of my royalties to the State of Connecticut should that be part of our evaluation of whether to fund that grant?  




MR. RAKIN:  Well, we discussed that and I think we came to the conclusion that it is -- and it is, I think, in the proposal and in the legislation one of the elements, but only one of them.  So for instance, if the science is clearly inferior if someone offers us 50 percent it isn’t likely to get awarded just because they offered us 50 percent. If two proposals are judged more or less of the same merit and one is offering more it’s a factor. I wouldn’t -- I don’t think we could say it’s the overwhelming factor at this point in time, but it’s a factor that we felt should come into discussion. But it’s hard to say how much of a point it should take.  




DR. HUANG:  Understood.  




MR. RAKIN:  Now, there’s some other points in Marianne’s memo here.  I don’t know if we want to get into them, Marianne. I wanted -- I thought it was -- let’s just focus first on how we fund a deal with the contract part of this.  Now, Connecticut Innovations has a standard template they’ve used, I believe, Kevin and Nancy for other grants that follows the same methodology. I think it’s fair to say it doesn’t have all the language we’d like in it. But we want to use that as a starting point and then working with an attorney with domain expertise build on that. 




That did raise another point which is that the intellectual property parts of these contracts is only one part of them. There is an overriding contract of which the intellectual property part is only one clause, if you will, or one section that needs to be fleshed out here. And that raised a few questions we need to discuss broader, if you will, then just intellectual properties. 




One is the attorneys that are going to be involved in drafting that because Connecticut Innovations don’t use the attorney general, right, you use your own outside attorneys.  So that’s one question to kind of get the boundaries of who is responsible for what here.




Another was whether we should be expanding this committee or have some other committee so it’s an intellectual property and contracts committee. And a third point that comes out of this is how to efficiently get the first draft of the contract reviewed.  Do we do that in a committee with, for instance, inviting some of the major grant institutions that may get this grant funding to come in and participate in a discussion about the first draft?  Because otherwise we could see a scenario where we’re sending everybody drafts and getting all kind of comments back from everybody and that’s not going to work. And it also seemed unfair for this committee to simply say, well, here is our contract, take it or leave it when this is the first time a contract like this is being structured. 




So there were a few logistical points there that I think we should discuss as a group that came out. But certainly I think we should be realistic about not expecting that once we’ve met as a group and awarded grants that money is just going to flow suddenly. The contract part of this is not going to be simple. Every time we kind of dig into any element of it, as I just demonstrated with the intellectual property discussion, a whole host of subsidiary questions and issues arise.  




So I do think we need to go through the process. Who legally is going to prepare which part of this and then how we get it reviewed so we get consensus from the major groups that will be signing these contracts.  




So, Marianne, is there anything you wanted to add to that?  




MS. HORN:  No, I think that’s about as far as we can go right now. We just raised some issues that needed to be addressed and either through Kevin or -- I was going to do a little research for the group.  And then we’d come back and meet and discuss that. And the other major item was that we have a whole contract piece beyond the intellectual property that we wanted the group to discuss.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So it sounds like we’re -- we need to do some research and schedule a future discussion with the entire committee.  Thank you. 




Next is Item 5, long-term strategies.  Charles is going to help us through that.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay, thank you, Commissioner Galvin. I sort of got landed with this agenda item simply because I made the point that this Committee actually has a number of different responsibilities that are specified by the statutes of which we’ve really only addressed one so far. And of course, you know, your award for making that point is fine, Charles, why don’t you lead the discussion. And I said, well, I’m not going to do that, but what I am happy to do is to put down a few thoughts of my own on what we may need to address as a committee. And so I did that and so those have now been distributed to all of you. 




And so my starting point was just looking at the statute which specifies four responsibilities for the stem cell research or for this Committee. So this is Section 3p. So it says, No. 1, “to develop in consultation with the Commissioner a donated funds program to encourage the development of funds other than state appropriations for embryonic and human adult stem cell research in this state.”  So other sources of funds, other fund raising activities we have not yet had any substantive discussion about that as best I can recall.




No. 2, “examine and identify specific ways to improve and promote for profit and non profit embryonic and human adult stem cell research and related research in the state including but not limited to identifying public and private funding sources for this research, maintaining existing embryonic and develop stem cell related businesses, recruiting new businesses for the state and recruiting scientists and researchers in these fields for the state.”  So that seems like a very broad mandate. And obviously giving out -- giving out money, as we are contracted to do, is part, but I think perhaps not all -- it’s just part, but not all of that mandate.  




No. 3, “establishes and administer a stem cell grant program to provide grants and aid.” I think we’re making good progress on that. That really is what we spent, at least since I’ve joined the Committee that’s what we’ve spent almost all of our time working on. 




And No. 4, “to monitor the stem cell research conducted by eligible institutions that receive such grants and aid.”  And so I think that, as I understand it, there is some obligation to monitor how the money is being spent and really evaluate that against some sort of long-term strategic vision. And perhaps have, you know, have plans for determining whether the money is effective. In the worst case, determine whether grant recipients are staying on track or getting off track.  And do we need some process for taking away money from people who are not spending it in the way that this Committee and the legislation envisioned.  




So there is a broad oversight role there. And it seemed to me that we need -- at some point this Committee needs to take these applications seriously. We need to discuss it as a group. And since we -- since the decision on the funding of grants has been delayed, we had originally expected to do it -- do it today, but it’s now been delayed for another month, it seemed at least to me that now is not too soon to start thinking about our long term strategy. 




And as far as I understand our work is by no means over once we’ve made decision on who is going to get the first round of funding.  What happens next? So I guess that’s the broad question and what is our responsibility for what happens after we’ve agreed on our list of who gets the first round of funding.  




And I put together some notes. They’re not terribly -- this was put together in an hour or so.  So these are really sort of talking points for discussion.  I thought maybe we -- we would need to start by defining our overall vision of what do we want to accomplish -- what constitutes success for this committee and this program? How do we -- what do we hope to see in Connecticut say two years, three years, five years from now as a result of our efforts and as a result of the money that we’re dispersing? What sort of mix of activities are we looking for? And will we be satisfied just to be seeing good academic work happening in the state? 




Do we want to see sporting of new companies or existing companies undertaking new activities in stem cell research?  Clinical applications, what’s realistic -- what are the realistic expectations and timeline for that?  And where do we see Connecticut positioned relative to all the other states that are -- that are trying to get into stem cell research? Some of them, of course, are punting much larger amounts of money than Connecticut will ever do.  But we need to think about where we want to be or where this state wants to be in that partly competitive, partly cooperative landscape down the road.  




And under the donated funds program I mean I think we need to discuss why do we need it. What do we need it for, how much do we hope to raise, what will be realistic? And how will we go about that? And I certainly don’t expect all of us are going to become fundraisers. But if there is to be any kind of fundraising activity other than the natural fundraising activities at the individual universities if there is to be any sort of state centered fundraising activity I think this Committee probably has some sort of role to play in initiating and certainly working with whoever is doing that fundraising.




A lot of other states are doing that quite actively. California in particular has in addition to the public money that’s still tied up in legal rankles, they’ve raised a great deal of philanthropic money. I mean, again, California is a much larger state than Connecticut, but there -- I would guess, I haven’t done the numbers, but I would guess they’re far ahead of us even on a per capita basis. I mean it seems -- I think this state ought to have some aspirations to raise philanthropic money to support the public investment.




Item 2, general promotion of research in the state. As I say, that looks like a very broad mandate to me and we haven’t had any real discussion about what it involves. And, again, monitoring the -- monitoring the success of our own fund dispersement I think is something that we need to discuss. And probably some of that needs to be embodied in the language of the grant as Kevin was saying because these are going to be actually negotiated with the recipient institutions.  And then some of that may need to be thought out before rather than after we sign the dotted line.




And then a number of other questions that I put down to consider and we can sort of talk through these as people see fit. But it seems to me there is a general strategic discussion that needs to be had and we have not yet had in this Committee. And the -- ultimately it seems to me that this program will be -- you know, one of the limiting factors in how successful the program will be is the ambitions that we have for it. And if we feel that our job is over once we’ve given up money it will be less -- essentially less successful than if we take a broader view and accept this what looks like -- to me like a broad mandate from the legislature.  




So that’s probably enough spouting for now.  I throw it open, Mr. Chairman.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think that’s certainly not spouting. It’s a very precise delineation of a lot of the issues. It’s certainly almost all of the issues that we have to face. And I know that Mr. Wollschlager and I have had some conversations and, in fact, we have had some donated funds.  And Warren could tell you a little bit more about that.  But it’s not a lot of money, what have we got about 30,000 so far and an additional -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- well, if you take a look at, for instance, the donations in support of marketing Connecticut and Connecticut’s research we have already garnered a good 30,000 in cash in sponsorship for Stem Conn ’07 an event that’s coming up in March of next year. We actually received as well direct support and donations of another 3,000 or so directly into the Stem Cell Research Fund.  But it’s not part of an organized program of marketing and fundraising that, as you articulated, Dr. Jennings.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  This process, I’ve gotten some experience over the last couple of years with our Connecticut -- with our foundation within the Health Department and as I’m sure most of the business people in the room it’s -- this is no easy job and that -- it’s a highly competitive environment raising philanthropic funds.  I think everybody has the idea you’re just going to get in your car and drive down to Fairfield county and walk in and see the other Dr. Galvin at GE, and he’ll give you a million dollars, and then go to some other corporation and they’ll give you 500,000 and so forth.  And that’s -- but a lot of people think that if you go down to southern Fairfield county you’ll come back with a great big bundle of money. And it just doesn’t work that way.  




What we found is that there are a lot of varied people who are successful at raising funds, are professionals. And they do a very good job and they know where to go and look for the money. And of course, everybody would like to have a -- find somebody as generous as Harry Gray or Ray Neag who have given millions and millions of dollars to the health care system. But individuals like that are very hard to find and you need to have some sort of a very coordinated approach so that they understand what it is that you’re trying to do. And not everyone -- of course, not everybody in Connecticut is interested in moving human embryonic stem cell research forward.




So I think that should we want to get into other than a passive mode for raising funds, we’re going to have to look at people who are very expert in this. And one of the things they do is have people give them a estates and promise them some internal -- some income on the estate until so long as they live, etcetera, etcetera. People want things named after themselves like Wile Cornell Medical School, etcetera.  And that’s certainly -- I think identifying the people who are going to open their hearts and their checkbooks is one thing.  And then understanding what types of activities they’re willing to participate in is something other. 




Every once in a while somebody gets a person like Ray Neag, who walks into UCONN and tells them they wanted the medical -- they wanted to give them a million dollars.  So far we haven’t had anybody walk into the Health Department who wants to give us much of anything.  




So I think if we’re going to -- when we go down that street you need to really get some professional people and you need to kind of brand yourself in terms of establish what it is -- what it is that you’re trying to sell and you -- we would probably be approaching other foundations, Juvenile Diabetes and some of the other foundations which may have a strong interest. I’m not -- I think we need to do this. I’m not sure we need -- when we need to do it.  




Two other issues, ones is we have some -- Warren has been approached by some other states who would like to get involved with us. We’ve been -- our friends from the United Kingdom are interested in having some type of cooperative venture with us. We’re -- I don’t think Warren or I are very sure of how we would do that. But we find that at least as individuals the three parliamentarians who were here were very interested in forming some sort of a coalition.  




So there is a lot to discuss here and I think perhaps -- I think a reasonable place to start is are we -- when are we going to go out and solicit funds other than public funding?  Julius.  




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Yes.  Julius Landwirth.  I think all of the issues that we just heard about only go to underscore what Charles was suggesting there were some matters that we really invest some time and energy in putting together a clearly understandable strategic plan with critical success factors and timelines.  Anybody who is going to ask for any amount of money if you go that route is going to want to see that, quite justifiably.




I think our questions are what’s the process for doing that and that should have its own plan how to get a strategic plan. It requires a strategic plan of its own.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well said.  Yes, Bob. 




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN: First of all I’d like to congratulate Charles. It seems that the new addition to his family has accelerated his productivity. And he’s come forward with a number of papers and information that have been very valuable.  And I agree that this long-term strategy will and has to be -- of course it’s our legislative mandate.  However, the way I see it at the moment, and it could be possibly considered in the form of a motion, the -- we have hopefully this coming Monday the peer review committee reporting, which is a vital step forward in our first initiative.  And then we will get the distribution of material and scores and ranks, which those of us who have filed a conflict of interest can enter with a password.  And then we have our assignments for evaluation.  




It seems to me that for the next period of what’s left of October until the meetings of November 20 and 21 we have a considerable amount of study and judgments to come forward particularly those of us who may not be as scientific as others.  So I would think this is very valuable to think in terms of after we fund our first 20 million dollars in November that this is a process that should begin in earnest in December, January or February period.




I also would like to point out that the subgroups are forming willy-nilly. There is the intellectual property group.  Dr. Landwirth has called together the ethics committee group and we’ve been in contact about a possible meeting by e-mail.  The donated funds are obviously on some people’s minds.  I think we should all, as we do our main responsibility to grant the best of our ability the first 20 million dollars then we should move on to the rest of our mandates.  I think that could be considered as a perceptive for the Committee in motion form possibly.  




DR. WALLACK:  Just a couple of comments, I think that what Charles is directing at right now can be driven by some action steps actually.  I’m sorry, Milt Wallack, thank you. If you didn’t play with it before    it wouldn’t have been on.  Did anybody else ever sit next to this guy?  




DR. CANALIS:  You’re on television.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ve all learned. 




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you, I’m so fortunate. Anyway, I think that in a very serious matter, what comes out of the discussion is the reinforcement of the idea that the working groups have to become very critical to what we’re all about.  And I totally endorse the idea, for example, of developing an overall vision statement. Something that gets tied together, for example, with how we show ourselves as being a vibrant center for stem cell research and activity. And I say activities in the broadest sense because to go to what Warren was talking about we’re talking about Stem Conn ’07. We’re talking about an international symposium and so forth and so on. And that relates down to also business development as well.




As far as the donated programs go, I think that while Bob has indicated -- Bob Mandelkern, you know, we certainly have to be concentrating strongly on the grant process.  We probably should begin to think about putting together a real working group having to do with that.  And if we’re serious about it we might want to also consider if there is any financial support that that kind of working group would be offered.  




I’m thinking in terms of travel, for example, to California or any other parts of the country. So that I would fully endorse the various aspects of what Charles has put forth.  And turn that in the area of action steps adopting all of the other working groups we’ve talked about. We’ve already adopted one, the bioethics group, Julie, that you brought to the table that we voted two meetings ago, I believe.  But I don’t know if we’ve really voted and developed the strong initiative in the other areas.  Some of the other things, just as an addendum to what I just said -- so that would 

be an action step that I would like to put out there.  




Some of the other considerations, some of these things we’re already doing. For example, the series of retreats that the various institutions, universities have been interacting on.  They -- this is the ability -- some of this at this table have been there for us to get together and this demonstrates the synergy, the collaboration that we’re all about in this state, the very act of working on the symposium. 




What’s notable here, and I think this group should understand this, should know this is that there has been, I think, a 161,000 dollars that’s been contributed to Stem Conn ’07.  And the various institutions and universities have been very strong supporters financially and in every other way of that undertaking.  And how do we otherwise show support of what’s going on?  The two major universities, Wesleyan being the third, but Yale and UCONN I think have indicated that they’re willing to contribute anywhere from 25 to 50 million dollars in the development of their own facilities on behalf of what we’re all about. 




So this process that began with the passage of the bill has led to the other institutions coming forward with those incredibly substantial commitments. And it’s demonstrated further not only by what they’ve said they would do financially, but the hiring already of individuals to head up their institutions.  These are things that we should be very proud of and I think that the public should know about, certainly the legislators.  




So I think what I’ve tried to do is address some of your comments and add a little bit, I hope, to them. But, again, going back to what I said creating an action step that I would like to adopt here that we fully implement the whole program of working groups that we have talked about that we haven’t yet done.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, Milt, yes, thanks for that. I certainly did not want to suggest that no progress was being made. Obviously Stem Conn is shaping up as a very strong event and could really be a flagship for announcing to the world what’s been accomplished here over the last year or so.  And in terms of the timing of fundraising though I have one point I would emphasize is that I think Connecticut has a relatively narrow window of opportunity to establish itself as a leader in the field.  It is likely, we can’t take it for granted, but it seems likely that whoever wins the next presidential election -- I think it was the leading Republican candidate is so much more supportive of embryonic stem cells than the Bush administration has been or probably will be for the remainder of its time. 




And so we are probably looking at a two-year window in which Connecticut can really take advantage of the support that the public has shown here and establish itself as a leading center. It is likely that there will be much ESL work down the road. And I think it’s worth thinking, a, in terms of fundraising.  The case for raising private funds at this time is very strong. It’s in the news.  The Bush administration has an increasingly unpopular controversial policy that is certainly motivating for many donors.  And that’s not going to last forever. And there is a time now where you can have a uniquely large impact, I would say, by putting money in.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. We’re certainly -- you know, I agree with everything that both of you said. It’s very well presented.  And Warren and I are sort of at the juncture where we’ve been approached by a nearby state who would -- who is not quite sure what they want to do, but they probably want to do something with us or at least it sounds -- and I -- Warren and I are just kind of getting nuances. But it sounds like at least one of our neighbors would like to be part of the process. 




And it also seems to Warren and I and some others that the legal challenges to the dispersements of funds in California are not going to be resolved very rapidly.  And that as a group do we want to approach them and say, well, we can do the work here.  And we don’t have problems dispersing the funds.  Should we approach them and say, do you want to partner with us or be a limited partner or a 50 percent partner or whatever? And I don’t think Warren and I know quite what to say to these people. We need the wisdom of Milt and of you guys to tell us, you know, should we be out there saying look it’s probably going to be awhile before you can disperse these funds.  And it’s not going to be awhile before we can disperse the funds.  So shall -- should we do something together?  And is that the sentiment of the Board that we should reach out.  




I completely agree that we have a relatively narrow window. This is not something that’s ponderable or that we need to have a series of retreats at a chateau someplace and think about it. That we -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- it’d be nice.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I’d like that too. But we -- I think we need to move out in matter of weeks rather than in a matter of multiple months. Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Sorry, if I can just throw this in too.  To frame your discussion a little bit, a reminder that we need to report on -- you need to report on as a Committee what you’ve done to address each of your statutory responsibilities by June of next year.  So there is a certain responsibility and a deadline that’s hanging over you in terms of reporting back to the legislature.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We also don’t know, not that we’re people who aren’t smart because we’re reasonably smart -- at least Warren is -- and we don’t know should we be approaching the folks in the U.K. They indicated a great deal of interest and at least the three -- I believe the three members of Parliament who were here were speaking more as individuals and less as the voice of her Majesty’s government. Although there was an undertone of that.  And they seemed to express the opinion that we were considerably further ahead than they were.  And that perhaps they would like to form some sort of a coalition. I’m not even sure how we can do that and I’d have to ask Henry and others to -- Henry Salton and others to help us with that. But I think we have to move relatively quickly on this or we’ll lose some -- they’ll loose -- if they are interested now and we don’t pick up on this opportunity they’ll lose interest and go on to some other entity who is -- who does show interest. 




So I know we all want to get the grants out and certainly I do.  But I think we need a game plan, I think, for the next 90 to a 120 days. But, Warren, do you have a comment on that?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I certainly agree with you a 100 percent because, Commissioner. I think the clock is ticking. We have a window of opportunity in a lot of different venues as has been brought to the table. Absent a strategic plan I don’t see that anybody really wants to hear from us.  I think there are a lot of folks interested in working with us, but they want to know where are we taking our program and what role can they play in the Connecticut stem cell research program.  So I just think there is an urgency to develop a strategic plan. I’m glad to see Dr. Jennings pushing for this on the agenda. It’s actually been an agenda item for about the last three or four meetings that we just never got to. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if I had my druthers I think that we should -- Warren should be out talking to the folks in California and probably talking to the folks in England among others and figuring out where we’re going to go with this.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could make a comment. I think we can create this strategic plan around this table, but it will be something of an abstract exercise without a fair amount of consultation with the major institutions who are actually going to be doing the work. And I think either setting up these collaborations, it’s one thing to exchange expressions of friendship and mutual admiration at sort of the top political level. But what really drives effective collaboration is going to be one level below that, it’s kind of the people and the institutions who are actually going to be doing the work. 




So I think one of the things that we need in order to move ahead with a lot of this stuff is I would like to stress some kind of contact group with representatives of the major institutions. Obviously a lot of the people around this table are closely involved, but they’re -- you know, perhaps with the exception of Jerry, who is director of a stem cell center at UCONN, most of us are not -- not the people who are actually going to be doing the work that this group is going to be -- is going to be funding.  




So I’m wondering whether there is a case for establishing some kind of contract group, an advisory group that would help this Committee to shape the overall agenda and would advise us on opportunities for collaboration with the U.K. or California.  You didn’t tell us which neighbor, but whichever one it is.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It’s been brought together for a different purpose, but as Dr. Wallack pointed out and you mentioned we’re well on our way in terms of our planning for Stem Conn ’07.  The planning committee is not Dr. Wallack and myself and Cure, although we’re the lead chairs. But it’s comprised primarily of the scientists from the leading research institutions.  So there is a body that’s already made up that includes colleagues like Dr. Kraus, and Dr. Rowe, and Dr. Goldhammer, and Dr. Grable. And that’s so -- so there is a core group of representatives of the research community available and already working with us in one area. And I’m sure they will be thrilled if we invited them by institution to help shape the strategic vision. They’d very much want to be at the table. 




DR. JENNINGS:  That sounds very sensible. I mean I think just as a point of diplomacy we might want to wait until we’ve actually cited who we’re giving the money to so that the major stakeholders now that they are the major stakeholders. But I -- in principle, that sounds like the right way to go.  I don’t know the full makeup of that group.  And I wonder whether we want to -- whether we need a group that is purely scientific or whether we also want some university administrators. I suspect we probably do at least for certain issues and -- but that sounds like a good suggestion.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And of course I don’t want to leave out the business community.  Paul Pescatello has been very much involved. But we certainly would need that.   




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There are a couple of members who want to speak.  I think as you put together that we need somebody who has experience like Henry has so we don’t run afoul of transferring funds say from California or mingling funds from California with Connecticut funds or funds from an overseas entity.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to note in terms of donated funds and outside funds coming into us it would seem to me that our maximum opportunity is when our program begins in November.  That will be the time where we’ll get maximum publicity, maximum exposure, hopefully all favorable, but unlikely. There probably will be some negatives. But that’s the time where we can expand our donated funds. 




Now, also I’m looking back at the agendas going back as far as March of this year everyone of the agendas carries other statutory and programmatic responsibilities in six areas.  Now, I don’t see why we don’t take some recognition that something is happening there.  




The first one says, IP and return on investment. We heard a fairly comprehensive beginning report in that regard today. The second one is ethics re: stem cell research.  Dr. Landwirth has been authorized. He’s formed a magnificent committee, which I have volunteered to serve on a lesser member considering the statue of the people he has on it.  And we’re talking about meeting also.  




So we’re into the third, fourth, fifth which are the promotion of stem cell and we have that going strongly with Stem Conn ’07. And we have the question of recruitment of business and development of a donated funds program. That’s been going on March, April, May, June, July, August, September, and October.  We’ve made progress. Why don’t we continue along the lines of the few areas that are missing from the statutory program and it will fall into place. I think your strategic thinking is marvelous, but we shouldn’t be deferred from the specifics which we’ve been working on.  And that’s what I would see as the donated fund part that we should possibly a concrete committee that can hit when we get our maximum exposure at the end of November, December when everybody is a giving mood anyway, I hope, and we can capitalize on it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry, did you have a comment, Dr. Yang?  




DR. JERRY YANG:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Jerry Yang.  I’d like to thank the wonderful job that Charles Jennings prepared and also to put a comment there about the thinking of our expectations for the fundraising for the stem cell program in Connecticut. The goals are clear that is the outcome of the state funding for stem cell research. I liked the term you used, Mr. Chairman, working together.  Working together goes beyond Connecticut. That’s really clear.  I like the idea of saying the collaboration with the U.K., collaboration with Massachusetts and Boston so close and New York City so close.  The reaching involved in the Connecticut stem cell meeting is for working together for teamwork. 




What is the expectation from that?  No. 1 to know each other, what they are doing.  The goal is teaching each other and understanding each other’s expertise and working together for collaboration.  I think the final outcome is really working with the scientists in Massachusetts, Boston, and the New York/New Jersey, California and U.K. is absolutely -- that is worth 100 million dollars, it’s a lot more than 100 million dollars, maybe three times. I think we need to promote that collaboration. And how do we do that is really a core discussion.  




Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, let me follow through with that and some of the earlier discussion.  I think Stem Conn ’07 may be an opportunity that we could use perhaps to invite other states that are engaged in stem cell research to join us for some sort of an exploratory conference.  And I think an open invitation to those states that have established or are contemplating programs to meet with an open ended agenda simply to discuss opportunities for collaboration might be very, very useful and timely given the fact that the Stem Conn is already set for the spring.  And we have not yet elected another president. 




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, Mike’s idea, I think, is great. We can, I think, fit that in.  Paul and Warren are here.  I can see where Tuesday afternoon even though, Paul, you’re running an economics session and Julius, you’re running an escrow session if we wanted to do this there would still be opportunity sometime on Tuesday to do this, maybe even in the evening or something like that.  So that Mike’s suggestion I think is right on the mark.  It picks up on what Dr. Yang is talking about I think we should bring this back to our next meeting, which will be November 16th and see if we can flush some of this out.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Milt, do you think we should -- we’re sort of waiting to here back from our friends in the United Kingdom. Do you think we should move forward now and tell them that we’re interested?  




DR. WALLACK:  I would definitely do that. The whole sense of the comments that we made when they were here a month ago was all, I think, a reinforcement of what you just said. And I would definitely do that.  




You know, Charles indicates the timeframe. And the more proactive we are within a tight timeframe I agree with you, Charles, before the next election it works on our behalf.  I would do it with the United Kingdom. I would do it with a few people. I would do it with the United Kingdom. I would do it with Canada also, the Canadian consulate has been very interested in working with us.  And I would certainly do it with the states that you’ve talked about.  California, Massachusetts, I was going to say Chicago next, and maybe Illinois.  Not Chicago, I meant Jersey, Jersey. 




DR. YANG:  Also China.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of information, Dr. Galvin. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’d like to hear from Attorney Salton, do we have any legislative mandate in the law that we are operating under to cooperate in that fashion? I mean we’re going very enthusiastically forward, but we do have to have a basis in law. Can I hear an interpretation? Are we founded in that way? 


 




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think that’s a good question and I was sitting here saying to myself, when is the shoe going to drop.  Generally state agencies do not have the authority to enter into agreements with other states and I would say other countries as well unless granted specific authority by the legislature to bind the state into an agreement with other sovereigns, so to speak.  And that authority, direct authority, is not provided in your act.




However, notwithstanding that, the -- whether you enter into a contract is one question. Whether -- what else -- the form of cooperation is going to be critical. The other possibility is of course which is that as the Public Health Department now has, as I believe UCONN also has, is that you can spot -- sort of support the creation of a foundation that -- and the law allows this for state agencies -- for foundations to support the activities of state agencies and their missions. 




So if you set up the -- or we worked -- and I’m not saying, set up directly, but following the law -- the steps in the law to create the Connecticut Stem Cell Foundation, which would then be not a state agency, but a -- kind of a non-profit, private corporation foundation that could be the recipient of donated funds, which would also avoid potential conflicts that we all are aware of. That could also act as -- in direct cooperation and enter into agreements as a private -- just like a private citizen could with another state or with other states’ foundations or other countries’ foundations. And in that manner, you’ll kind of free the -- this third party, the foundation from some of the constraints you have on your Committee. 




But that takes some -- you know, there needs to be -- and I think Julius said it very well, you know, much of this would spring forth from an overall strategic plan that would address the component of generation of donations and generation of support for Connecticut stem cell research in Connecticut.  




So I mean there are mechanisms right now, for example, I would say if Connecticut said, we’re going to enter -- this Committee wanted to enter into some kind of contract. WE were going to do dollar sharing with Rhode Island, let’s say. And Rhode Island would sign a contract saying, okay, for every dollar you put out to certain entitles we’ll put 50 cents in.  That kind of contract relationship you’re not authorized to do.  If you’re going into a contract with United Kingdom where you are going to say, you know, similar kinds of things you don’t have authority to do that. 




But there -- again, if you have a -- there are mechanisms to be explored. Unfortunately, you need criteria to define, well what are you trying to accomplish and then you look at the mechanisms to determine how -- what’s the best way to do that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I take it from the, at least the tenor of your remarks that our existing public health foundation would not be a good vehicle for this.  




MR. SALTON:  I’m not going to -- I really, without sitting down and knowing exactly what you would want the public health foundation to do and how it’s structured right now and making that comparison I couldn’t say.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s reasonably tedious to put one of these together in terms of a lot of the language is boiler plate, but you have to get the tax exemptions and get an executive order or a vote. But the hard part is getting a Board of Directors, which -- to run it.  So it’s -- I’d at least like us to think about using the existing, which has a statewide Board of Directors, which is a very distinguished group and it’s kind of tough to put them together from scratch.  We’ve done it with one, we can do it with another.  




DR. GENEL:  If I might just to perhaps I may extend my remarks.  My thought was simply to have a -- use Stem Foundation to convene the stakeholders to discuss all the various options without any preconceived notion of setting up a specific foundation or setting up any mechanism. I think a less constrained the agenda is the more productive something like this would be. 




The other suggestion I would have is rather than wait until we have a meeting of the stem -- Stem Conn’s committee in November to poll the group electronically because I think if we’re going to do something like this then the invitation and the offerings ought to go out pretty soon to try and gauge whether there is any interest in doing this.  So I would say do this electronically. See if there is agreement and then send out feelers to the other various states.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And one of my concerns is it took us -- we weren’t in a full court press to do this, but it took us several months to put the public health foundation together mainly because there is just delays in sending it off to the IRS, and delays in getting it back, and delays getting just some of the tedious work done. And then that hard part about soliciting and enrolling a Board of Directors it’s -- that’s a good 90 to a 120 days. So, you know, I think as you bring out very well the time -- we’ve got about 26 and 28 months here to get on track.  




DR. JENNINGS:  As Warren says, even less before we have to report progress. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to speak my concerns that if we go beyond our legislative mandates too quickly there could be opposition in the form of litigation that we are disposing of funds that we’re not supposed to.  I see California authorized a three billion dollar bond issue of which not one penny has even been attempted to be funded because they were not careful enough in drawing their law.  So they are in constant litigation about conflict of interest and other issues.  Whatever has been put out in California has been private money that has to be repaid with interest.  




So I would caution greatly that we have to be very careful not to cheat our mandate so that we do not invite litigation from opposition which could stop us in our tracks even before we get to November.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we’re not taking any immediate steps. And one of the reasons that I think that we’ve been so successful to date is having Attorney Salton with us.  He was kind enough to be my legal advisor on some very difficult certificate of need negotiations. And we rely a great deal on Henry and on Dick Lynch, who represents our distinguished Attorney General to define the playing field, which they both do very precisely and which I think Henry does with an enormous amount of thought and precision. And so we would not undertake any steps without making sure that it fell within the legal boundaries as defined by the Attorney General and the laws of the state. And that’s why we’re bringing this up now so we don’t end up commingling funds and realize we’ve committed some sort of a -- put ourselves in some sort of a legal conundrum that we can’t get out of.  So we’re being very careful with this in soliciting the best advice we can from our attorney. 




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Willy Lensch.  So it’s of course very important that we heed the mandate from the legislature. But I would also argue that the mandate from the legislature falls under a greater mandate from the public and a public not unique to Connecticut and that is to improve public health. And so I see that we could very well move that forward in a variety of directions.  The formation of a foundation is an interesting concept but it’s only one that we’re going to know if it’s worth it depending upon what relationships shake out of this. 




And when I look at Stem Conn it’s really an opportunity to showcase what we’ve done here. And I can tell you honestly that people are looking to what we’re doing here.  I had a meeting with a very prominent state legislator in Massachusetts yesterday and he did not know about Stem Conn. And when I told him about it he wants to come.  And he wants to bring colleagues because they look forward to learning from what we are doing here.  An important way to move through controversial areas, as I’m sure everyone is aware, is to identify your allies.  And when you have other states that have moved forward in this legislation and yet are a little bit uncertain as to what to do next they can learn from Connecticut. 




Our friends in the United Kingdom came here with a chaperone, Stephan Vinkler from the British Consulate in Boston.  His Consulate doesn’t cover Massachusetts alone it’s responsible for all of New England and for economic development and in forging greater ties with the U.K. There are other groups like this. The British Consul, a group I’ve worked with for the past two years is actively engaged in fostering transatlantic collaborations with stem cell research being a specific area to open up conduits for scientific exchange. 




And so I think that whatever we can do to make formal and specific invitations to other legislatures specifically around New England and to groups like these they’re really going to help us to better act on the public’s mandate, which is what ultimately brings us here.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Henry?  




MR. SALTON:  And, again I want to make sure that my remarks are understood. There is nothing that precludes that kind of collegial discussions and exploration of where we can build things together.  The law, however, which is specific because it almost sounded like there is some momentum building in the Committee earlier, we’re already to start signing things with the U.K.  It is clear that the law is that we can’t enter into formal arrangements with other states or other countries in the sense of making commitments in the contract level.  




Nothing in the law, nothing in our legislative mandate -- and I would suggest that the legislative mandates to the extent it says to find ways to improve and promote embryonic stem cell research in the state certainly includes communicating, conferencing, sharing ideas with people from anywhere in the world. And seeing -- and it may be that one of the things that does come out of this Committee will be a set of proposals that the Commissioner or the Committee want to bring back to the legislature to authorize other kinds of activities for the Committee.  But nothing -- I don’t want in any way to suggest that myself or my office stands in the way in that kind of important international or intrastate communications by the Committee for both education and developing ideas.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I certainly -- I’ll get to you in a second, Warren. I certainly didn’t hear it that way. 




MR. SALTON:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I heard it as your usual thoughtful and measured approach about what we can do and what meets the legal sufficiency or avoid the legal insufficiency in the process.  I do think we need to -- you know, we have a new legislature, which will be seated in early January.  The -- some of our long time friends, Dr. Gunther, who was very involved in things medical is retired.  Our co-chair of the health committee is running for Congress and there will be a new co-chair. 




I think we have to be prepared in some way to market ourselves to that new bunch as they come in and there is a certain amount of -- a certain period of sunshine in the legislature from January and February. The going gets a little tougher in March and April. But I think we have to have to be prepared to present to the perhaps the public health and appropriations committee and get ready to kind of market ourselves a little bit early in the year just so they’ll know what we’re trying to do. 




Warren.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Commissioner, and thank you for your remarks, Attorney Salton, because I’ve actually already been to other states’ legislatures and presented on the Committee’s work and the work of the State of Connecticut.  So this discussion, with the guidance and the direction of Dr. Galvin, we’ve been taking baby steps in trying to be very careful. But it’s good to hear this kind of discussion because we are out there in Toronto marketing Connecticut as a place to come at the ISSCR. We’re out there in our neighboring states in Massachusetts and Rhode Island marketing Connecticut’s stem cell research program. 




It would be much easier to do if we were doing that both CI and the Department at the direction of and in compliance with a strategic plan that was put together as part of your chart.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I wanted to say that my remarks I hope were not taken in any way to lessen my great admiration for what the Department has done and what this Committee has done. It’s perhaps my over devotion to the success of our program which far exceed, in my opinion, what any other state in the country has done.  When you look at California, when you look at New Jersey’s haphazard approach there is nobody who has been as successful as the effort led by the Department and by this Committee.  I try to safeguard it in every way because of my deep commitment to see it succeed. And I hope my remarks are taken in that regard because that is my earnest wish.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Any further comment?  




MR. RAKIN:  Thank you. The one comment I would make is to echo what you said, Commissioner, that it’s not that simple to raise money.  And I think we do have to take a step back and say, what is the core competency of this Committee.  Why should a wealthy philanthropist give us money? What are we doing that he couldn’t achieve by just going directly to Yale or UCONN or someone else. So I think this would require a lot more thought and analyze and I -- it seems that if California is marketing documents because they are a different type of entity. They are more a commercial entity doing -- creating an industry whereas we really are, I would argue, our competitive edge is figuring out how to deal with the state legislatures and interpreting guidance and dispersing public funds.  I mean that’s what we’re spending all our time on. 




So in that vein I very much support what Willy said and echo the idea of reaching out to other states and countries that may not have fought their way through this to the extent we have.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you. Any further discussion?  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes. I’m a little confused as usual.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you’ve been playing with your stuff here.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think one of the problems we do not have a structure. You know, these are wonderful ideas. They’re very nice.  But unless we have a structure, call it a plan if you want, you know, I don’t think that we’re going to get anywhere.  You know, I think we need a plan for each one of these specific issues that have been risen and make sure they are within the law. And have a plan about how to achieve and what we want to achieve. But we’re not asking the questions here what do we want to achieve.  If this is what we want to achieve how do we get there.




So you know we have an hour and a half of floating ideas and then a month from now they are going to be -- some of them we’ll remember, some of them we will not.  You know, I do not know if it’s good to play ball with the Brits or not.  You know, what is the question here? What are we going to get out for the State of Connecticut?  




And, you know, I would like to have some structure for each one of these issues that Charles raised. You know, and dealing maybe with one -- you know, one at a time. This is the issue. Where do we want to go? Okay, how can we get there?  And maybe we need help to achieve this, but -- and then, you know, not only we will satisfy, I think, the legal requirements, but also we, ourselves, will know what we need to do.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you’re entirely correct and what I hear you saying is now it’s time to cut to the chase.  




DR. CANALIS:  I was playing here according to Milton.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll discuss that after the meeting.  But I think it’s time to design what sort of structure we’re going to use to get at these things. I think we have -- we really need to keep dialogues going with these interested -- other interested entities and we need some, at least an actual approval for Warren and I because we’re sort of sitting and talking about and we figure well this is probably okay if you do this, but don’t say that.  




I think that -- but I think we also need to get ready to present our case to the new legislative body, which is early, early in the new year. We certainly want to make sure that the new -- the new co-chair of the Health Committee understands. And the other influential folks in the legislative body understand, you know, what we’re doing, and where we’re coming from, and what our progress has been.  




So I think we have two relatively immediate things.  We certainly don’t want to get into a situation where it looks like maybe we haven’t justified the expenditure of the rest of the other 80 million dollars. And if we present our case well, maybe we’ll get more than 80 million over the next year, maybe we won’t. But I think it’s crucially important that the -- you know, we’ve had wide bites -- bipartisan support for this from the Chief Executive to basically a Democratically controlled senate.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Ten to one in the senate. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And three to one in the house. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. So we’ve had good support.  I think we need to go back and reinforce that so they know the 20 million dollars has been well spent and we need a structure to do that. And then we need -- I think Warren and I need some sort of guidance about what do we say to people who are interested and how do we say it.  We certainly are not interested in Rhode Island say the good Governor of that state thinking that he can -- he and Connecticut would write a contract when actually we don’t have the structure yet. So we do need to form some committees and we do need to -- we need to get a sharp point on the spear.  




DR. WALLACK:  Would it be helpful to you, Bob, in that regard -- and I think Ernie brings up this whole discussion, if we voted that we endorse the idea of us pursuing collaborative relationships with a variety of countries, institutions, states and so forth because if so I would make that motion.  And that I would further offer the idea that Stem Conn ’07 would be one of the opportunities that we can use to develop that whole process.  One of them, there could be many others. So if that’s supportive of what you’re talking about I would certainly, you know, enter that as a motion.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think we’ll certainly consider that when we -- I think everyone -- we’ve had a lot of contributions.  And so I think like -- like in all -- in colloquial like this or dialogue like this everybody gets a chance to express where they want to go. And then what we need to do is tone this down into now we get into some action, get into an action mode with this, I think. We need to get some better guidance about, you know, where we’re going and what kind of -- what kind of topics we should discuss. I think we need to bear in mind Henry’s cautions about we don’t want to go some place where we have to back up and we don’t want do something that will stir up -- stir the pot with the spice being that we’re now starting to do things that our beyond our charter or that can’t be done within the rules.  




We may -- but if we need -- I’ll be with you in a moment, Bob. We need -- if we need a legislative change then we’ve got to go in there early -- early in the year. We can’t go in there -- we were fortunate enough to get in late in the year with a piece of legislation we had to get. But we want to get in there as early as possible because it gets -- it gets exponentially difficult as the -- as the momentum picks up and as multiple bills are being considered then there is less time and people are less willing to sit and listen. So -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- do you need any kind of action to have Charles continue developing some of the concepts that he’s put out there that could develop into a strategic plan? It doesn’t have to be you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think he needs some help.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I do too.  Please. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we need to authorize Charles to move ahead.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With planning a -- not only a marketing piece for our friends in the General Assembly, but also a piece about how we approach other entities, whoever they may be, private, public, other countries.  And I think we need to have -- if folks are going to meet at Stem Conn ’07, I think they -- there has to be some pre-work because I don’t think it will help us if people come in and say, that’s really good. I’ll go back and think about it and let you know in June.  The clock is -- this clock is ticking fast.  




Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I hate to be redundant, but I’d like to suggest as to call for action if there is a motion maybe as an amendment the six months of agenda items that have begun to be fleshed out our commitment should be to flesh out the other three that have not been done and we then would have action and working groups on all of the issues.  This has been put on, obviously, for a purpose since March and we should, I think as a committee, move forward to handle the other subgroups or working groups that have not performed.  I think that’s a clear mandate that we’ve been avoiding for six months.  I’ve only been on the Committee for three so I can’t share the responsibility. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well that’s -- I understand the points that you’re making and that’s really an overwhelming amount of work. And I think that Charles has done a lot of work now.  And I would certainly like to see him get some help and move forward with what we might want to term as a committee to consider forming strategic goals and -- for the organization and a philosophy and a long term outlook, if you will.  




Willy?  




DR. LENSCH:  I’d like to make a motion to form a strategic planning subcommittee with Charles as its chair.  




DR. GENEL:  Second.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any discussion on the motion?  




DR. JENNINGS:  And, Mr. Chairman, before -- could we have some more volunteers, please.  




A VOICE:  I’ll volunteer with you. 




DR. YANG:  I’ll help.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  If you can stand me, Charles, I’ll volunteer.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, yes.  




A VOICE:  I would likewise volunteer for that committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Not to speak for Dr. Jennings, but I -- but I clearly heard an interest in reaching out to the research institutions to populate such a committee. And I don’t know if that needed to be part of the motion or not.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, I would think the first step is a subcommittee of this committee to sort of figure out -- at least frame the questions.  And I feel fairly sure that one of -- one of my recommendations will be that we should encourage the creation of some sort of contact group which might be morphed out of Stem Conn. And which I think I would recommend should not be convened until after we’ve made our first round of funding decisions, but very soon thereafter. And it will be done with major stakeholders in terms of receiving -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- couldn’t that be part of the motion, Willy?  




DR. LENSCH:  That seems to relate more to practice of the committee. I think that the Chair would be able to set an agenda of the subcommittee and that it sounds like that you are, sir. I think that the motion stands as is.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t usually make comments like this, but I would think that we need to give Charles a budget of some type to work with just for phone calls and travel back and forth to other members of the group.  And I’m not sure what -- how Warren feels about that. Are we able to disperse funds for his expenses?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We do have a vehicle in place that perhaps with an amendment might be able to -- well, we currently have a vehicle to reimburse certain out of state members for their travel expenses and what have you, their incidentals.  And perhaps that’s a mechanism that might be amended or somehow be reviewed to see how -- how to support the committee. But certainly I’m fully supportive of the concept of supporting Dr. Jennings’ work.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I can’t see this as being an expensive operation, but I don’t think we’re talking about a retreat at some tropical resort.  You know, perhaps travel expenses to and from Boston either to hold meetings in Boston or in Connecticut depending on whatever. But -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s what I was referring to.  I think it’s only fair that should you have to go to Boston and stay overnight I think you should be compensated for your lodging and meals, that’s reasonable, for reasonable costs. And perhaps we could just clarify the motion by saying that we would appoint Dr. Jennings’ chairman of the -- 




DR. LENSCH:  -- the strategy -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- the strategy committee.  




DR. LENSCH:  The Strategic Planning subcommittee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, and then with the authority to appoint members of the Committee as he sees fit from the general group.  




DR. JENNINGS:  But I have three volunteers so far, right?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Milt, Bob and Woody. 




DR. HUANG:  Mr. Chairman, I’d also like to volunteer for the Committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Paul.  I just didn’t want to limit you if you have -- so Paul or someone else could -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- yes, great.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So would you state -- if I may impose on you one more time, Dr. Lensch, to -- 




DR. LENSCH:  -- the motion is that we will form a strategic planning subcommittee with Dr. Jennings as its Chair and that as part of that appointment he has the authority to take volunteers from this Committee.  And I’m not quite sure how to phrase something relating to budget, to be honest.  




DR. JENNINGS:  How about a personal expense account for Dr. Jennings I think is the exact wording. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we can -- I think we can certainly allocate him reasonable funds for reasonable activities.  




DR. WALLACK:  Not to exceed 78,000 dollars per month or something. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Per month, yes.  That motion has been amended.  Do I have a second? 




DR. WALLACK:  Second. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion on the motion, which is to appoint Charles as the committee chair with his option to add members and volunteers. If not, all in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Motion is carried.  




DR. JENNINGS:  For the record, I abstained from the vote.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  you still got the duty.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I still got the duty.  Mr. Chairman, can I generally float for discussion the idea that there should be a separate committee devoted to at least considering fundraising, the development of the donated funds program. I think that strikes me as sufficiently -- if we’re serious about doing it it strikes me as sufficiently adjunct that we don’t want to wait what will effectively be two months before this Committee has time to reconvene and consider the strategic recommendations.  I think we probably do not want to lose two months in terms of fundraising activities. 




So I would like to suggest that if we’re going to do this we should appoint a committee now to at least start scoping out the territory. And those two committees might very well communicate. I would like not to be on both of them, but I would be happy to be work with them. I would like somebody else to take the lead on exploring fundraising.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s an extremely reasonable suggestion and one we should proceed on.  I’m not sure who in the group has had any significant experience with fundraising which is -- it’s an art form in and of itself.  And I’m not sure that Dr. Wallack would like to -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- well, you know, I’ve done it.  I can possibly look to do it.  I would do it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would also think that Dr. Wallack may need to get some expert advice from people who are professional fundraisers and do these things about -- I’m not sure what the term is when you donate your money and they pay -- they give you so much a year for as long as you survive and then keep the rest of it.  




DR. WALLACK:  Planned giving.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What is it?  




DR. WALLACK:  Planned giving. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Planned giving. But you need some real -- I think we’re going to have to disperse some funds for him to contact some real experts within this field.  




DR. WALLACK:  Could we do it the same way? Could we make a motion to establish the committee for donated funds and authorize the formation of a committee to do so.  Would that be appropriate? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With you as the Chair and members to be -- to be selected by yourself. Okay. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Milt, do you need any volunteers right now?  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, in all seriousness, not to go back and forth, I think that the two committees should work very closely.  And I’d be more than happy to try to take a little bit of the lead on this part of it.  I would ask for some of the members namely yourself, for example, to be a member of this committee as well.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I knew there was a catch.  




DR. WALLACK:  No, no. I think that it just makes sense. 




DR. JENNINGS:  No, no, that’s fine.  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  And I know you’ve been there before.  




DR. YANG:  I guess if you needed -- I’d like to make a motion like the one William made to form a fundraising committee with Milton Wallack as Chair and needing volunteers also for the committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’ll second that motion. Is there any further discussion?  The motion has been moved and seconded to appoint Dr. Wallack to explore funding opportunities.  All in favor of the motion? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed? The motion is carried.  Dr. Wallack, I appreciate your helping us in this respect.  I have experience -- we have some experience with our own public health foundation and Michael Purcaro, director, and we know -- we know how not to get the money.  And we found it considerably more difficult than we had anticipated. But I’m not the only one they had some people, deans of school at UCONN who found it very difficult. But Dr. -- Mr. Purcaro has explored some o the interfaces and unfortunately most of the communication we got from other foundations was asking us for money. 




DR. WALLACK:  Well, let me just ask one, similar to the previous motion is there a reasonable funding aspect tied to this -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes, yes, that’s what we were doing. 




DR. WALLACK:  That’s what I thought.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So if you have to talk to somebody who knows about living wills and all -- or that sort of fundraising I think it’s probably beyond my knowledge and your databank, so you may have to -- and some of those people will come in and talk to you in hope of getting a contract. But I don’t want you to feel that you can’t accrue reasonable expenses particularly for people who are -- this is a field where there are some people like Dean Deckers who are very good about it.  He’s very good at it. He’s raised, I think, in the last couple or three years 44 million dollars.  But he’s a very special -- a very special and charismatic individual and he’s, fortunately for him, Ray Neag just sort of came in and said, I want to help out.  




But there aren’t too many -- there aren’t too many -- or Harry Gray’s. But they’re out there and somebody has to go out and find somebody like Mr. Gray who is a fine gentleman and very interested in cancer and things like that who will donate the money. But you don’t just find them by, you know, walking along or knocking on doors. You have to have somebody who helps you find those people and present the thing in such a way that they’re willing to memorialize it with their name or make a large donation. That’s not easy. 




Jerry.  




DR. YANG:  Just for the committee information, there is a international stem cell forum initiative.  They meet every year and they do have a fundraising and promoting collaboration and teamwork to share resources. If you have stem cells we have the -- we have stem cells you have a use, and -- they encourage collaboration and teamwork.  They do meet annually. I think the next meeting will be in Singapore.  They had the last meeting in close to Harvard. So I think that’s a committee -- communicating with them on how, you know, this -- your team can really work with them. 




Secondly, I clarified last time, I am also in the process of working with Renaissance in U.S., U.K., and China, Singapore for international stem cell consortium.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Now, let’s see we have a motion that’s been passed.  That takes us, Charles, that takes us fairly well along on your part of the agenda. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are you content that we’ve covered these items? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, I think so.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If we stay at it much longer we’ll make you -- put you on another committee. 




DR. JENNINGS:  No, I realize that.  I’ll shut up in a second.  I’m learning the hard way. One point of clarification, so the money that we have from the state is very constrained in terms of how we can spend it. We’ve established a separate foundation to which donated funds, if somebody clicks on the button on their website their funding goes to the foundation that you’re referring to, is that right?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No. Where does that money go? That goes right into the stem cell fund? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Could somebody just explain the overall structure of the flow of funds and what we can and can’t do with it. So for instance, if a private donor decides to donate a 1,000 dollars by clicking on the website are we empowered to spend the money? Do we have to spend it on -- within Connecticut?  Do we have to spend it on research grants? Can we spend it on Charles’ travel expenses? Can we spend it on sponsoring funding of collaboration with the United Kingdom, etcetera, etcetera? What -- I don’t have a clear overview of that and I wonder if somebody could just explain it.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would ask Marianne to correct me if I make a mistake here. But monies that are coming in privately donated funds specifically for the stem cell research fund we’re able to put those dollars into the fund.  Money that comes in downstream we heard the discussion of this a couple of weeks ago maybe from IP there would be no mechanism to do anything right now other than get those dollars to the general fund.  




The third -- only -- the funds that the Commissioner, I believe, is talking about in terms of supporting the work of the work groups would come out of the Department’s administrative funds which the legislature carved out in the last session and the Governor which is a total pot of 200,000 dollars.  




DR. JENNINGS:  The foundation that he mentioned that was set up by the DPH.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have a separate public health foundation.  It’s separately chartered and a tax-exempt organization. And we -- we’ve had all about 800,000 dollars worth of donations. And we basically get it from folks who either -- the way the law is written it’s hard to just go in if somebody wanted to give the Health Department 10,000 it’s -- there is no really good mechanism for doing that.  The mechanism for dispersing money is very complicated with multiple levels of review. If you have a foundation you can accept the money and as long as the Board of Director agrees you can disperse it that afternoon.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we have not put any stem cell money into that, but we’d have to check with the Attorney General and see can we do that or do we need to form an entirely different foundation.  But at the present time we do have funding for activities that you may engage in and that Dr. Wallack may need to disperse funds for travel and perhaps for consultations within reason of course. 




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s good to know. I think -- just think a little further ahead, if we wanted to set up a collaboration with, let’s say Massachusetts or California or the U.K., do we have any money under our control that could be used to support research activities outside of the State of Connecticut?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No. 




DR. JENNINGS:  So if we wanted to do that we would need to create new funding vehicles. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, because when we created the Public Health Foundation of Connecticut there was zero funding in it. And so we had -- we’ve solicited the funding and had some in kind contributions as well. But there would be no mechanism for that. 




I think it’s also very important to note that if we don’t do a good sales job with our friends in the General Assembly early in ’07 we might not get the 80,000 dollars next year and then we’d be -- it would be very difficult for us because we’ve funded the whole thing out of hide the first year we got zero.  And it was very difficult.  It drew us down considerably more than we anticipated.  But there is money available for reasonable expenses.  




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, to follow up on that question, the funding limitation it is really hard for the state -- for the goal of in the foundation is really can use it for promoting teamwork collaborations anywhere -- you know, you can have one from Boston and one from U.K. and -- they come to travel here for work collaboration and meetings should be allowed. I wonder, you know, the international stem cell forum initiative was some part of funding from -- some from the juvenile research -- the diabetes foundation, some from U.K.. Of course their limitation is in -- and the Connecticut one is -- can go beyond funding category -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I’m in agreement with what you say. I think that we have to keep getting back to Attorney Salton’s point is that we don’t right now have any way that we can mix funds from another state or another country with State of Connecticut funds. And so -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- unless they want to donate those funds to us.  So if California wanted to donate 10 million dollars to the Connecticut state stem cell research fund we could then mix it with our own funds and disperse it under our statutory guidelines.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’d be fine. 




MR. SALTON:  But not back -- and not -- unless we -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes, I think that’s dealing with public funds and mixing public funds from various entities is extremely difficult and it’s fraught with danger and we would not be the first foundation that got themselves in considerable trouble for using funds for reasons that people that didn’t understand we were going to use them for. So we have to be very careful in this respect.  




Anything further? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Not from me.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All rightly. We are now at the -- I’m going to ask if there is any public comment at the present -- right now.  I’m going to skip an item.  Yes, sir. Would you identify yourself, please, for the record? 




MR. DAVID MENAKER:  You talked about a  two-year window.  David Menaker.  




COURT REPORTER:  I need your name, sir. 




MR. MENAKER:  Oh, David Menaker. 




COURT REPORTER: Can you spell your last name? 




MR. MENAKER:  M-E-N-A-K-E-R.   




COURT REPORTER:  Thank you.  




MR. MENAKER:  You have to bear with my voice.  You talked about at two-year window until the next administration comes in and would be more receptive to funding and releasing funds, etcetera. It’s also conceivable that in the next couple of weeks a House of Representatives of a democratic majority could be voted in and if the same proposals are put forth that would override the veto of Mr. Bush and the funds -- and the window could be much smaller than what you’re thinking in terms of.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Agreed. Although my understanding is you need a two-thirds majority in both houses to override a veto, is that right?  I don’t know. That’s the Massachusetts’s concept, I don’t know what the federal law is.  I’m not from these parts. 




MR. MENAKER:  I think it’s just the house, but I could stand corrected.  




DR. JENNINGS:  It’s certainly possible. 




MR. MENAKER:  So it’s a less of a possibility then what I’m thinking of, but it’s still possible.  




DR. JENNINGS:  It would be nice if that happened.  




MR. MENAKER:  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other -- any further public comment.  




MS. ANN HISKES:  My name is Ann Hiskes and I am Chair of the University of Connecticut Embryonic Stem Cell Research Oversight Committee and Director of a new program on science and human rights founded at the University.  What I’ve heard today are some wonderful things about the future of the science, about the economic opportunities provided by Connecticut’s program and initiative. 




What I haven’t heard is about the opportunity that this presents for justice in health care, for making medicine more accessible to other people. Wouldn’t it be nice if Connecticut were known not only as the center of great research, not only as the center for great biotech companies, but also as a leader in social justice issues and human rights issues to bring the benefits of science and medicine more accessible to the public.  




So I think it would be very nice if we reached out to the United Kingdom, to Canada, to Rhode Island and said, look, we’d like to partner with you on the science and on the economics, but also on the human rights issues and the health care issues and the ethical issues. We can learn from Great Britain about how they regulate embryonic research.  We can maybe join in an important dialogue with Canada who their -- on their oversight committee has written guidelines that prevent the creation of embryos for research purposes or prevent the creation of embryos using nuclear transfer.  




There is room for mutual understanding and cooperation in the area of ethics. So I think it’s important that as we engage in strategic planning, and as we engage in fundraising, we not forget the opportunity for advances in ethics and social justice and human rights.  And I think as a more pragmatic -- I’m of Dutch heritage and they’re very practical when it comes to ethics as well, that this might be a wonderful selling point and distinctive feature of Connecticut’s stem cell initiative that we take the ethics and the human rights and the access to health care issues very seriously. And that this is a way of reaching out to people’s hearts and engaging them in supporting this initiative. 




So thank you very much. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Professor Hiskes.  Martin Luther King said that inequality of access to health care is both as shocking as it is inhumane. And he described it as unconscionable.  And I think we do have an opportunity to excel in this area. I think from the earliest conversations that Mr. Wollschlager and I have had he has emphasized that whatever gains are afforded us from this -- these types of endeavors should include all citizens. And that probably the -- and we also get into the same issues when we talk about cord blood issues and the availability of cord blood. And I know that Warren feels very strongly and so do I that whatever we do has to be made available to everyone and not just to people who can afford it, a price tag. So you are entirely correct.  




Mrs. Mandelkern. 




MS. JUNE MANDELKERN:  Thank you.  June Mandelkern from West Hartford.  Dr. Galvin, you mentioned the necessity of presenting ourselves again to the new legislature which will be convening in January.  For the purpose of making sure that the remaining 80 million dollars that’s been promised to us for stem cell research will be forthcoming.  And I’d like to remind us all that the very best way for us to do this is to be extremely successful in the immediate job that we now have to do next month which is to disperse the first 20 million dollars well and get this research starting down the pike so that we have concrete things, which of course we will have, but the best of our ability concretely to present what we are supposed to be doing now, which is to get that first 20 million dollar allocated out to our research people wherever they are and get them started working so that we can begin to see results from the research which we’re all desperately waiting for. 




Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your comments and I would hope at some time when we approach the legislative body that Professor Hiskes would agree to come along with us and say some of the things which needed to be said about the ethical and -- items and items of social justice.  I would also like, if I can, I’m going to point out to them that 10 million dollars eight years from now is only -- is only worth about six million eight or six million nine if you use actuarial tables.  So that we probably need to start thinking about, you know, if you’re -- you probably -- you folks in the assembly need to consider giving us more money because it’s not -- it’s not ten million dollars at or -- 2006 costs, it’s about, I forget, 6.8, 6.7, yes.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I’d like to comment on what Professor Hiskes was saying. I remember I think the minutes probably reflect it when we were -- back when we were struggling with the application process and the criteria for selection one of the items was the benefits to the State of Connecticut. And I remember some discussion at that point that we were not only talking about intellectual property and industry development, but benefits to the citizens of Connecticut equally. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you. Jerry.  




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I’d like to make a clarification to the last statement that Ann Hiskes made representing the University of Connecticut and of course our committee member also representing Yale’s escrow community. I think one clarification needs to be made.  The State of Connecticut act is really supporting human embryonic stem cells from frozen egg embryos and from a nuclear transport.  This is not -- however the committees are very, very important to make sure we’re dealing with things correctly.  




Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comments? Willy. 




DR. LENSCH:  I have one comment that I was hoping to bring up in the context of Point No. 6 especially relating to your statements that with the new legislator -- new legislature we need to our wish list in early. And I think that this body should think about recommending to the legislature to increase the membership of the peer review committee for subsequent years and that that would be an important thing to get on the table early. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Absolutely. Absolutely.  Any further comments?  This brings us to item -- back to Item No. 6, a review of the proposal -- proposal review -- our review of the review.  I’m not -- Dr. Canalis and I talked about this a little bit. I’m not sure we need any more reviews of the reviews.  And - but I will, of course, bow to the needs of the Committee if we need to discuss this anymore.  And perhaps Dr. Canalis would be good enough to favor us with some of his wit and understanding.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m satisfied with the review discussions. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I never thought I’d hear you say that.  Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I’m confused now. No, if I may just -- it has nothing to do with the review process more of the logistics.  And we won’t hold you to it, but at this point working with CI we have identified a tentative location, tentative dates and some accommodations. 




And so we just would like to get a sense of - and let you know what we’re thinking of and get a sense of how that works for you. We’re talking again about Monday and Tuesday the 20th and the 21st of November.  The location would be at the Marriott Hartford, which is of course the Marriott attached to the new convention center.  We would invite -- we’d get a grand -- you know, a room that could be separated out into separate rooms in case the public needed to be excused for executive session, a separate place to eat.  And we would also make accommodations for those who need for overnight accommodations.  




So one question I had is assuming that we’re going to start as directed by the Chair at 8:00 in the morning, and try to run 8:00 to 4:00 that first day, how many of our guests would anticipate an interest in or a need to come on down the night before. Out intent would be to get a block of rooms, say ten rooms or so and make them available not just for our out-of-state guests, but for anybody who felt the need to travel up and be ready to go at 8:00 in the morning.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let me interject something.  I’m very concerned about people working on something as difficult as this may be and then having to drive a significant distance and it’s going to be dark at 5:00 at that time. So I’m -- we’re really -- we don’t want to inconvenience anyone, you don’t have to stay, but we’ll pick up the bill if -- we’re concerned about your personal safety and having to do a 100 mile drive in that evening and the next morning.  If that’s what you want to do, that’s okay. I think you’d be better off to take advantage of the -- which is a new facility and stay in the downtown area. So we just want to know. There is no -- there is nothing to compel you to stay there or stay at all.  




DR. LENSCH:  As one of the Committee members traveling out-of-state to come here I very much appreciate the capacity to stay overnight and I would take it if it was available.  I just want to also state that it’s not entirely necessary, but that I am more than willing to travel down in the wee hours of the night to finish this task that we’ve put before us. But a room would definitely be an improvement. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If I can address you as young men, I will.  Back when I was -- I was a little older than you were, I traveled once a week at night to Boston and usually three out of four weekends my duty in the reserve forces. And that’s not a very pleasant drive late at night nor early in the morning, at least I didn’t find it pleasant. And I really would not want any of you -- you know, you’re all very precious resources and fine individuals. I would not want anything to happen to you and that’s a nasty ride. At least I found it at 9:00 or 10:00 at night that -- and when it’s dark early in the morning I didn’t like it at all.  




DR. LENSCH:  Well, if that trip helped to refine your good character I should be so lucky.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If you see a little groove in the pavement that’s from me.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So there are no other comments? I mean generally it’s -- that’s what we’re looking at.  We haven’t signed the contract, but just if you can -- I know that those dates don’t work for everybody, but it’s the two dates that worked for the most of you.  




DR. WALLACK:  Do you need to know now who may want to stay over what nights?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t need to know, but I would -- I would anticipate that folks from out-of-state and certainly those of you from New Haven county might have an interest in staying one or both nights.  




DR. JENNINGS:  If I could just clarify, we’re talking about the 20th and the 21st.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Monday and Tuesday. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Monday, the 20th and Tuesday.  But the expectation is that we will accomplish everything on Monday the 20th, right, and -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- so we’re talking about folks checking into a hotel Sunday night. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Sunday night, yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- but just to clarify, the expectation is that if humanly possible we’re going to finish all the business on Monday and Tuesday is a contingency plan just in case we find we don’t get through everything.  Is that right?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right, with understanding that we want to get -- we don’t want to short change any applicant, any application and we expect to get it done in a business day. I’ve heard from a lot of you that we -- you think we will. So -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- what we want to avoid is doing half the grants from 8:00 in the morning until 2:00 in the afternoon and the other half from 2:00 to 5:00. We want to make sure everybody’s grant has an appropriate amount of time to be considered and we don’t want to truncate the process and have a lot added into the last 90 minutes or so so we can get out on time. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  A question without getting into the review of the review process, could you kind of walk us through a couple of steps that we might need to know about between here to there, between now and November 20th and do you have some idea of how that day is going to run?  




MS. NANCY RION:  Sure. Let me give you a try.  This is clearly tentative and subject to change and as well as your suggestions.  Next week, hopefully, the Peer Review Committee will be meeting and within another week we should anticipate their rankings and summaries.  Surely it will happen a week before your meeting, which will be on the 20th, Monday the 20th. 




Our thought, and I think this was in the review process that you all agreed on at the last meeting, was that we would start at 8:00. We would start first with the seed proposals. There are 34 proposals.  Have the team members and that’s -- those of you who are the team members are the ones that are on the spreadsheets that you have who are in red.  One of you, and it doesn’t matter which one of you, will very quickly summarize the proposals, summarize what the peer review has said. And then open it up to discussion.  




For those that received a low score from the peer review committee there will probably be very little discussion.  And we would put a sign up either no funding, maybe funding or yes, funding as a straw sort of consensus piece and then go on to the next proposal.  




So we would do the seeds first. We would hope that we would conclude the seeds by 11:00.  This is tentative.  Do the core and the hybrids and then the project proposals and try to finish those by 2:00.  There is lunch in there, but we hope it won’t take too long. 




And then at 4:00 we would begin to look at -- we anticipate that on the wall, as Willy and Charles have described it, we will have a list. We will have cards for each category and they will be lined up either under the yeses or the nos.  And our anticipation would be that there will be probably be too many, if we added up the amounts requested for funding, there will be too many under the yeses, more than you can fund, more than the 20 million dollars.  And at that point then you’re going to have to discuss how to narrow that so that the total will be 20 million dollars.  




Does that cover sort of what you’re looking at?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Close enough. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Once again, we don’t want anybody to feel rushed and leave the meeting feeling -- leave the group feeling that perhaps they should have read something more thoroughly or perhaps they should have thought about something longer than they did. So we want to make sure there is adequate time to look at all the grants and make sure that once again -- we don’t want to truncate the process and do 20 percent of the work in the last hour. 




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, are you planning on working if you’re staying over at the hotel after dinner also?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  




DR. WALLACK:  No?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  These are very important and they involve a lot of time, effort and money and I think an eight hour or give or take a few minute stretch to consider them I think we need to pull back a little bit and then come back and look. I just don’t -- I want people to be fresh and at the top of their game, that’s why I’d rather have them come down Sunday night then get up at 4:00 in Boston and get on the road at 5:00 to be here at 8:00.  So I think it’s very important that we don’t speed the process just to get through it.  And we will finish at 5:00 or 4:30 on that day. If we need more time -- if we’re finished, we’re finished.  If we need more time we’ll come back the next day. But I want to give every single application an absolutely fair and full evaluation.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Nancy, if I can ask a question, you offered to provide print copies for anyone who wanted that.  Were you going to distribute those today, those of us who requested it?  




MS. RION:  Thank you for asking.  In the trunk of my car I have large boxes for Julius, Milt, Kevin, Bob, Charles and Mike.  And I would ask if you could meet me afterwards here and I’ll -- we can figure out how our cars can meet in the garage so that we can give you the hard copies of the proposals.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  




MS. RION:  Okay?  




DR. GENEL:  What floor of the garage are you on? 




MS. RION:  I’m on the first floor.  




DR. GENEL:  Good.  




MS. RION:  I think we all are actually.  But I will meet you here and we can walk over together if you’d like.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Nancy, if I could ask another question as I think I mentioned last meeting I noticed at least one and maybe more than one grant that had failed to include indirect costs in their overall budget.  What is our mechanism for dealing with those? Do we -- is there going to be any communication between you and those people?  Are there any grants that are so out of whack that we can’t even consider them?  




MS. RION:  No.  




DR. JENNINGS:  If they ask for whatever it is, 200,000 dollars plus indirect costs are we going to offer them 200,000 including indirect costs?  What -- 




MS. RION:  -- I believe there was -- I recall only one that did not request indirect costs.  And I believe that was a donation from the -- they considered it a donation from the University. But we can go back and check those and we will certainly bring that to everyone’s attention. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.   




MS. RION:  There is also -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- somebody has to look through it.  




MS. RION:  There are also a couple of grants that they’re asking for -- we would have anticipated a four year grant and they want the money dispersed over three years.  So we will try to bring that to your attention as we address each grant.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Nancy. I think that if I understand the information I’ve gotten from Attorney Salton correctly that we can’t contact people, you know, and say what exactly did you mean.  And if somebody has failed a major step I think they fail the whole thing.  And once, again, we’re dispersing public funds and we can’t change any of the rules.  And so theoretically if we talk to one person and asked them did they want to amend their presentation, we have to talk to everybody who didn’t get approval and ask them if they wanted to change it.  




And then -- but that would, of course, never happen, but if we communicate with one individual other individuals who are seeking funds and don’t get them will be cognizant of that and then we’ll be back doing it all over again.  




DR. CANALIS:  I have two questions. Nancy, when do we get the summary statements and the scores? 




MS. RION:  That’s -- the Department of Public Health is handling the peer review and I would defer to Warren. 




DR. CANALIS:  So if -- we are going to get them, right?  I mean we’re going to receive the summary statements and priority scores before we meet, right?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, we clearly heard that you needed a good ten days in advance.  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that’s -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- so some sort of fashion -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- anticipate a summary from the primary reviewer as well as a score.  




DR. CANALIS:  And each category is going to be ranked individually, I would imagine. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  By category, yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  By category.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Each will get their own rating and then within categories you should have -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- and we will receive that information.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  In advance of the meeting, yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  Okay. And then what do you expect out of the reviewers, out of this Committee?  You just -- how much detail do you want?  I know that we’ve been at it many times, but next time at 8:00 we don’t want to waste a lot of time. So you just want a very quick run down of what the application is about and whether we meet the ethics and whatever.  I mean what do you expect? Are there any -- it’s going to present Nancy’s case here, well what do you want me to tell you? You know, I looked it up, I looked it over.  I have a summary statement, I have a score.  What do you want?  I’m trying to save time next time, you know. 




MS. RION:  Absolutely.  




DR. CANALIS:  What do you guys expect?  So we’re all on the same page and at 8:00 we can start ranking and spending money.  




MS. RION:  Clearly, this is a discussion that the response needs to come from you. What is most helpful to you?  We were assuming that in terms of the seed grants, the 200,000 dollar grants, that we would go through those fairly quickly.  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  




MS. RION:  Clearly, the large grants you’re -- you may want to spend a good deal of time in discussing them and talking about the strengths and weaknesses. 




DR. CANALIS:  The question is, Nancy, is a very simple question, what do you expect of me as a reviewer for this Committee?  What do you want me to tell you?  




MS. RION:  As a reviewer or the team -- as part of the team?  




DR. CANALIS:  The team leader, it’s two teams, Charlie, this and the other, I mean what do you want back?  We’re here Monday, November whatever, what do you want me to tell you?  What information do you need?  I mean -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I think we need to know what do you think.  




DR. CANALIS:  All right. I think, you know, we should give a very brief script of what the application is about and insure that, you know, it meets the five criteria, which, you know, chances are they do. And find out, you know, any red flags bring them to the attention and then base a review on the summary statement and try to stay away from scientific comments because they’re already provided by the committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s just right.  




DR. CANALIS:  You know, okay. 




MS. RION:  With special attention to not the -- not the ethical or the scientific merit, but the other pieces, the financial benefits and collaborations and so forth that you have all established as criteria. 




DR. CANALIS:  It would be a good idea for you to, Nancy, to send an e-mail with the criteria, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, guys, these are the criteria you really need to worry about.  




MS. RION:  Sure. 




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may, Nancy. Oh, sorry. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Along those lines, would you -- would it be helpful if the reviewers try to add another rank to the projects with respect to those criteria other than science and merit?  Because it may or may not be the same when you take those into account.  




MS. RION:  That’s clearly up to you.  If you think it would be helpful for everyone to do that.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I -- at this point we ought to all do it the same way.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Can I make -- I just suggest if I understand you, you’re going to try to get a product that says, fundable, not fundable, may be fundable.  So I would think rather than set the rankings that you try to come in -- you know, here is -- here is a brief summary based on those five criteria, I think this may be fundable.   And not getting into another nominal or ordinal ranking system.  




DR. CANALIS:  In other words, we’re going to be rescoring everything -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- no, we don’t want to -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- would that be helpful to the process you envision, Nancy?  




DR. JENNINGS:  If I may -- 




DR. LENSCH:  -- so in reference to Ernie’s request to have these bullets it would be great to see them again in an e-mail just to drive them home. But on page four of the summary statement that came out of the subcommittee that we held there they’re spelled out specifically under No. 4 and No. 5 in terms of the specific items from our previous deliberations that we should look at. So everyone in the room should have that available although it wouldn’t hurt to get it -- 




MS. RION:  -- I’ll send them out again. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Nancy, I think it might also be helpful if you could give us an indication of timing so that we can stay on track from, you know, one grant to the next. So for instance, how long should we allow for the primary reviewer to speak, then the second and sort of identify primary and secondary.  You have two reviewers, only two members of this Committee for each grant that are expected to lead the discussion. How long should each of them speak and then how much time do we allocate to the group discussion.  So I would suggest, not that to be exactly partitioned equally because we’ll spend more time on the marginal cases, but I think at least if we had an average number of mind that would certainly help particularly with the two discussion leaders to know how much time to spend on their prepared remarks. If everybody spends 90 seconds when there is only time for 60 seconds, then you have a problem if you multiple that by --  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, that’s a very good point.  Someone is going to have to keep us on time.  That may be somewhat less than pleasant and I’m not sure that Nancy wants to, or needs to be that person. I think the Department could supply somebody who would just say -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- I’m always happy to be unpleasant, Commissioner.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know, and we probably need some large device to time.  As foolish as it sounds, people need to know that they have 90 seconds or whatever they have to discuss it, and if you hem and haw and beat around the bush, then the next thing you know you’re getting into somebody else’s time. So -- 




MS. RION:  -- I approve of Charles’ comments, you were nice, you did give us some guidelines as we were trying to put together this process and was suggesting that if the proposal, either the seed or the investigator proposal, received a very low score that probably -- it suggested that it was probably not going to be considered for funding that we give them one minute. And probably at that point just one of the team leaders would just summarize it, and say what the ranking was, and why and leave it at that.  We really do not want to spend -- I don’t think you want to spend a whole lot of time on those proposals which the peer review have said are not worthy of being funded.  Then the -- for the other proposals we were suggesting probably a four minute summary and discussion for the seed proposals and five minutes for the investigator proposals.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You just -- we just want to be very certain we don’t dismiss proposals out of hand because -- 




MS. RION:  -- absolutely.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Because someone is going to turn around and bring a legal action against us and say you never gave me a chance. Somebody told me you took my application and just -- and didn’t discuss it. So we’ve got to give each of them a reasonable amount of time. If we all agree that this is -- you know, that this -- 




MS. RION:  -- at the same time depending on the technical, what the peer review said about the technician and ethical merit. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m saying reasonable. I mean we don’t have to sit there and talk for a minute and then watch the clock go around three more times.  But we want to make sure that everybody has had a fair evaluation.  




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner, if we do two to three hours for the biggies we really need to do about ten proposals an hour in the seed and investigator category give or take just to have some barometer, you know, just out of time because there is about 60 of them. So you want to -- you know, if we’re going to spend about four to six hours on those we need to keep track that we’re doing about ten an hour. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, we’ll have Warren be the timer and keep us spending an appropriate or a designate to be -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- and don’t be confused. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we need to avoid anything formulaic about -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, I understand. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If somebody didn’t like this grant we’re not going to give it very much time because that will -- put us up to having to do the whole thing all over again because someone was disadvantaged. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mr. Chairman.  I’m sorry. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  There are 60 seed and principle investigators. If you give them five minutes an average each that’s 300 minutes, you’ve got five hours right there.  So that’s probably a little too much.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we’re going to give them the time that they need to be examined. If we have to stay there 16 hours -- listen I’m not a good sitter.  And if you -- for me to say we’ll sit for 16 hours is -- that’s very difficult for me.  I don’t like to sit and but we’re going to give the grants the time that they need. And I don’t want to get into a formula about we’re going to -- at 3:05 we’re going to do this and at 3:11 we’re going to do that.  We’ll take them as they come. We’ll give them a reasonable amount of time.  And that way -- since we’re dispersing the funds from the citizens’ taxes then it will be a fair way of doing it and we won’t get into -- otherwise we’ll be back here again doing the whole thing. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, I understand.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll get rejoined to do the process, the whole thing all over again. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  But can we not accept and make it publicly known that -- we will not consider proposals that the Peer Review Committee says are not funded on scientific and ethical matters. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we need to at least look at them. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, okay, yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t want somebody to say, you never gave me a chance. Some guy in Spain looked at it and he doesn’t like me, etcetera. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This is not a second review of what’s already been done. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Right. I think Ernie said the same thing.  Okay.  Is that it?  How about a motion to adjourn? 




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just have one clarification?  We formed the -- these committees, these subcommittees. I know that at one time Marianne you had the idea that there would be like five or so people on each of the committees.  




MS. HORN:  Um, hmm. 




DR. WALLACK:  That’s no longer in play, is it?  




MS. HORN:  Well, I think statutory guidelines that we adopted at the beginning says three to five from the Committee.  I know that Julius has added from the outside.  We have added people from the outside. But the parameter is three to five from the Committee itself so we don’t end up with the whole Committee involved in the -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so three to five from the Committee, but we can add as many from the outside as we see -- as reasonable. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  According to your excellent judgment, Dr. Wallack. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  But you do need to give legal notice and keep Nancy and I in the loop so that we can keep you honest. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we need to know if you’re having meetings even if it’s e-mail meetings. 




MS. HORN:  Don’t have e-mail meetings, no. Let’s not do that.  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Move to adjourn?  




A VOICE:  So moved. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second?  We’re adjourned. 




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 3:37 p.m.)
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