
 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes – Regular Meeting

Tuesday – July 17, 2007

A regular meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee “Advisory Committee” was held on Tuesday, July 17, 2007, at the Connecticut Economic Resource Center, Brook Street, Building #4, Rocky Hill, Connecticut.

Call to Order:  Noting the presence of a quorum, the meeting was called to order at 1:03 p.m. by Commissioner Robert Galvin, Chair.  Members present:  Robert Galvin, M.D., M.P.H. (Chair); Ernesto Canalis, M.D.; Gerald Fishbone, M.D.; Myron Genel, M.D., Ph.D. (by phone); Paul Huang, M.D, Ph.D (by phone); Charles Jennings, Ph.D (by phone); Ann Kiessling, Ph.D; Julius Landwirth, M.D., J.D; William Lensch, Ph.D (by phone); Robert Mandelkern; Kevin Rakin; Amy Wagers, Ph.D; Milton B. Wallack, D.D.S; and Xiangzhong (Jerry) Yang, Ph.D.  Absent:  Stephen Latham, J.D., Ph.D. 

Other Attendees:  Isolde Bates (UCONN), Denise Leiper (DPH), June Mandelkern (Parkinson Rep. to Stem Cell Coalition), Ahseon Park (DPH), Nancy Rion (CI), Henry Salton (Attorney General’s Office), Jeff Small (UCONN), Lynn Townshend (DPH), Warren Wollschlager (DPH), Lynn Zayachkiwsky  (UCONN).  

Review of Minutes –Advisory Committee Meeting – 6/19/07

Dr. Galvin asked the Advisory Committee members to peruse the proposed minutes from the June 19, 2007 regular meeting.  

There was consensus to make the following amendments:

· page 5, paragraph 3, line seven change the words “over four years” to “up to four years.”  
· page 6, at the bottom of the page change the title “Dr.” to “Mr.” 
· page 7, correct the spelling of “Irvine.”

· page 7, change the last sentence on the page to “In response to a question, Mr. Wollschlager, newly appointed chair of the group, stated that the group agreed to investigate whether there are acceptable derived stem cell lines.” 

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of adopting the minutes of the June 19, 2007 meeting as amended. (Dr. Kiessling, Dr. Genel and Dr. Wagers were not present for the vote.)

Discussion/Approval of 2007 Request for Proposal (“RFP”)
Ms. Rion noted that at the June 19, 2007 meeting, the Advisory Committee members reviewed the major substantive changes to the draft RFP for round two of the funding.  Since the June meeting, the Strategic Planning Subcommittee met and made additional changes.  Ms. Rion reviewed each of the proposed changes.  

A concern was expressed with not requiring institutionally-based Embryonic Stem Cell Research Oversight “ESCRO” committees and/or Institutional Review Boards “IRB.”  Dr. Kiessling arrived during this discussion.  Dr. Galvin questioned the process for non-institutional applicants since they are not likely to have an established ESCRO.  Suggestion was made to require a review by an accredited central IRB.  It was noted that in the RFP on page 3, there is specific language indicating that “the Advisory Committee reserves the right to delay or decline funding if it is not satisfied that the ESCRO is appropriately constituted.”  There was consensus that this language gives the Advisory Committee enough control without discouraging non-institutional applicants from participating.  Dr. Kiessling mentioned that in California, a decision was made to request that grant recipients help others that do not have review or oversight committees.  
The Advisory Committee members discussed whether to specifically mention in the RFP that established investigators who are new to stem cell research can apply for seed grants.  Dr. Jennings noted that the Strategic Planning Subcommittee members reviewed the transcript from the June 19 meeting regarding this issue, and there was consensus to delete the sentence which stated, “More established investigators new to the field of stem cell research are also welcome to apply for seed grants.”  Dr. Galvin stated that he thought the purpose of the seed grant category was to encourage new researchers and not to encourage established investigators to branch off to something new.  After further discussion, there was consensus to add language back in to the draft RFP to allow established investigators new to stem cell research to apply for seed grants.
Dr. Wagers joined the meeting telephonically at this time (1:40 p.m.).  

A discussion ensued on the recommendation made by Attorney Salton to require from applicants of previously funded core facilities specific budget details so that the Advisory Committee can look at how the supplemental funds will be utilized.  Dr. Canalis noted that the recommended language could be confusing to applicants and questioned whether this could be handled in another way.  Attorney Salton advised against handling issues outside of the RFP.  A question arose as to whether the Advisory Committee has to fund the core grants in this round.  Several members noted that the likelihood is high that previous core project grant awardees will reapply for more funding.  It was noted that this issue was discussed at length at the June 19, 2007 meeting, and it was decided that the Advisory Committee did not want to exclude core grant applications.  The Advisory Committee does not have to fund any core facilities projects in this round; however, it could provide funding if the science proves to be worthy enough.  Attorney Salton indicated that the Advisory Committee members could establish priorities for funding by indicating that applicants who received previous grant funds would receive lowest priority.  A majority of the Advisory Committee members were not in favor of establishing funding priorities.  Suggestion was made to include some guidance for awardees of previous grant funds applying for more funding in this round and require specific details about the necessity of additional funding; integration (without overlap) of prior grant funds and new funding.  
In response to a question about the definition of “commitment,” Ms. Rion noted that on page 8 of the RFP, there is a further definition and description of evidence of commitment.  

With respect to language about intellectual property, Attorney Salton mentioned that additional language was recommended to better match language that appears in the Royalty Agreement.

Discussion ensued on the first paragraph of page 9.  There was consensus that the grant should not be used to augment salaries for anyone, including applicants from academic institutions, hospitals and companies.  There was consensus to add a sentence in the RFP that includes hospitals and companies in addition to the paragraph relating to academic institutions. 
A question arose regarding the possible ambiguity of some of the language on page 12 in the paragraph entitled “Inventions, Software and Copyrights” as it relates to companies.  Dr. Huang explained the typical expectations when federal funding is utilized, and Dr. Kiessling discussed the process used in California.  After discussion, there was consensus to change the language to indicate that the State of Connecticut encourages the publication and distribution of the results of the project performed under its funding and to delete the words “and expects the results to be publicly available.”  
In summary, there was consensus on the following additional changes to the draft RFP:

· page 2, third paragraph, line 4, put a period after the word “grant.”

· page 3, second paragraph, last sentence, add “established and” before the word “constituted.”

· page 3, under Seed Grants, after the second sentence add, “Established investigators new to stem cell research may apply for seed grants.”  
· page 4, add the language suggested by Attorney Salton with respect to applicants of previously funded core facilities being required to provide specific budget details about the necessity of additional funding; integration (without overlap) of prior grant funds and new funding.  This language should be added after the sentence ending “likely capacity and usage.”
· page 4, sixth paragraph, line 4, a period should be added after the word “state.”

· page 5, near the bottom, change to “Decisions regarding funding are anticipated on or after April 1, 2008.”  

· page 6, paragraph 1, at the end of the last sentence, change to “is appropriately established and constituted.”

· page 9, add the following sentence to the beginning of the first paragraph,  “Hospitals and companies may not use Connecticut Stem Cell Research Grant funds to augment salaries of investigators.”  

· page 10, second to last paragraph, second sentence, delete “Connecticut Innovations.”

· page 12, the sentence after the italicized sentence, delete the words “and expects the results to be publicly available.” 

· throughout the document, add company and hospital where it states institution.

· other typographical errors will be corrected.

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of accepting the revised draft RFP with the additional amendments discussed herein.  (Dr. Genel, Mr. Rakin and Dr. Wagers were not present for the vote).

Ms. Rion was thanked for her efforts in revising and distributing the RFP.
UCONN Seed Proposal 06SCA26
Due to a lack of a quorum of members eligible to vote on this matter, the discussion of UCONN Seed Proposal 06SCA26 was tabled until a future meeting.

Administrative Budget Draft from DPH and CI

Mr. Wollschlager noted that based on internal discussions, it does not appear that administrative funding can be used from the $10,000,000 allocated by the legislature for Stem Cell Research Grants without specific legislative language; and therefore, it is probably not fruitful at this time to discuss a proposed combined administrative budget from DPH and CI.
Attorney Salton opined that under the existing legislation, the Stem Cell Research funds cannot be used for anything other than the delivery of grants-in-aid, and there is no specific authority to utilize any of the funding for administrative expenses.  Attorney Salton noted that for the last several years, other legislation relating to DPH specifically authorizes administrative funding.  He stated that if there is interest, consideration can be given to focusing on initiating new legislation for November.  

Report and Action Steps from ISSCR
Ms. Townshend and Attorney Horn provided highlights from their attendance at the International Society for Stem Cell Research (“ISSCR”) 2007 annual meeting which was held June 17 – 20 at the Caims Convention Centre in Caims, Queeensland, Australia.  Ms. Townshend noted that the main objectives for attending the meeting were to promote Connecticut as a national and international leader in stem cell research, to create partnerships with colleges and universities and to encourage collaborative efforts and international partnerships.  Both Ms. Townshend and Attorney Horn were able to meet a number of people through the booth put together for Connecticut.  Ms. Townshend stated that she had the opportunity to speak with Dr. Robert Klein, the person responsible for Proposition 71, the stem cell research legislation in California.  She will follow through to see if Dr. Klein is interested in coming to Connecticut to give presentations to the Department of Economic and Community Development, the Governor’s Business Advocate, and others on possible ways to fund the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Program.    Ms. Townshend noted that attendance at the annual meeting resulted in leads for the scientific community, possible StemConn 08 and 09 sponsorships and potential international partnerships​​​.

Attorney Horn mentioned that she participated in several panel discussions one of which was on ethics and legal issues.  She talked about the possibility of partnering with California and noted that many introductions were made and Connecticut was promoted as to the gateway to the Northeast.    Attorney Horn mentioned that Connecticut’s initiative with the IASCR got a lot of recognition.  She stated that a presentation was given by Bernard Lo from the University of California, and the key message at the international level is the need to be more consistent and less redundant with the development of stem cell lines.  There was also a discussion about creating data bases so there is more comfort that the lines being used have been reviewed and are consistent.  Attorney Horn reiterated that good contacts were made at the annual meeting.
Ms. Townshend mentioned that the opening remarks by the Governor of Victoria were that everyone needs to spread the message about what science can do and the time frames which it can be done.  She noted that the message was that the process for developing a product is very long and arduous and that there is a great need to keep communication lines open.  The next annual meeting will be held June 11 – 14, 2008 in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Dr. Galvin mentioned that the process for making connections with others has begun.  GE and possibly Pfizer are interested in forming partnerships.  Dr. Galvin mentioned that conversations were also held with Mr. Simmons, Governor Rell’s Business Advocate, and the Administration has offered to support with helping to form different partnerships for Connecticut.    Dr. Galvin indicated that unless Connecticut moves very swiftly within the next several months, it will be left behind.  A majority of the Advisory Committee members expressed an interest in proceeding as swiftly as possible with forming partnerships with other companies, states and countries and to explore the possibility of bonding for additional funding.  Dr. Galvin was encouraged to move forward in that direction.  In response to a question as to whether the Advisory Committee has the ability to form partnerships with others, Dr. Galvin noted that support was given by Administration to start negotiating partnerships in Australia if it would benefit Connecticut and science.  A request was made to add this issue to the agenda for the next meeting.

Target Dates
The Committee members discussed the proposed target dates with respect to the RFP.  There was consensus not to wait for August 1 for the release of the revised document.  Ms. Rion will make the requested changes and send the revised document to everyone.  Once finalized, the document will be posted on the DPH Website and sent out.  The goal is to widely distribute the document, and members were encouraged to forward the document to anyone who has not received it.  It was noted that during the last round of funding, the RFP was sent to every hospital and every higher educational institution as well as others.  


Public Comments
Mr. Wollschlager encouraged members to provide names to potentially expand the Peer Review Committee.  He mentioned that recent legislation authorized the expansion of the Peer Review Committee to 15 members.  
MOTION:  Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee voted unanimously in favor of adjourning the meeting at 3:33 p.m.







Respectfully submitted:



















_____________________






Dr. Robert Galvin, Chair
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