
 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes – Regular Meeting

Monday – November 20, 2006

A regular meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee “Advisory Committee” was held on Monday, November 20, 2006, at the Hartford Marriott, Rooms – “Capitol I & II, 200 Columbus Boulevard, Hartford, Connecticut.

Call to Order and Opening Remarks:  Noting the presence of a quorum, the meeting was called to order at 8:00 a.m. by Commissioner Robert Galvin, Chair.  Members present:  Robert Galvin, M.D., M.P.H. (Chair); Ernesto Canalis, M.D.; Gerald Fishbone, M.D.; Paul Huang, M.D., Ph.D.; Julius Landwirth, M.D., J.D; Robert Mandelkern; Myron Genel, M.D., Ph.D; Charles Jennings, Ph.D.; Ann Kiessling, Ph.D; Stephen Latham, J.D., Ph.D.; William Lensch, Ph.D.; Kevin Rakin; Milton B.Wallack, D.D.S.; Amy Wagers, Ph.D; and Xiangzhong (Jerry) Yang, Ph.D.

Other Attendees:  Catherine Kennelly (DPH), Denise Leiper (DPH), Nancy Rion (CI), Kevin Crowley (CI), Marianne Horn (DPH), Warren Wollschlager (DPH), June Mandelkern (Parkinson Rep. to Stem Cell Coalition), Henry Salton (Attorney General’s Office), Lynn Townsend (DPH), Anne Hiskes (UCONN), John  Bigos (DPH), Marc Lalande (UCONN Health Center) Ren-He Xu (UCONN), Weinin Zhong (Yale), Ilze Krisst (UCONN), Diane Krause (Yale), and Paul Pescatello (CURE).  

Commissioner Galvin introduced Stephen Latham, a newly appointed member of the Advisory Committee.  Dr. Latham is professor and director of the Center for Health, Law & Policy at Quinnipiac University School of Law and was appointed by Governor Rell to the Advisory Committee. 

	Dr. Gerry Fishbone, a newly appointed member of the Advisory Committee, was also introduced.  Dr. Fishbone, a Radiologist at St. Raphael’s Hospital in New Haven, was appointed to the Advisory Committee by Representative Amann. 

Commissioner Galvin mentioned that both newly appointed members have spent a lot of time getting up to speed.  

Commissioner Galvin indicated that eight members are necessary to constitute a quorum and to vote on any motions, including each of the grant proposals.  

Opening Remarks—Commissioner Galvin:
Commissioner Galvin mentioned that it is the duty of the Advisory Committee to make the appropriate decisions to provide grant funding in the approximate amount of $20,000,000 to further the aims of the state legislature and the Governor with respect to human embryonic stem cell research in the State of Connecticut.  He encouraged the Advisory Committee members to stay within the allotted time frames but not to feel rushed with any of the proposals.  If an executive session is necessary to discuss proprietary information, everyone but the Advisory Committee members and counsel will be asked to leave the room.  Advisory Committee members were asked not to leave the building during the scheduled meeting time so the meeting can proceed immediately following the scheduled breaks.  Committee members were urged not to discuss any of the proposals with anyone other than the Committee members during any of the breaks.  

	Review of Procedures—Lynn Townsend:

	Ms. Townsend reviewed the procedures for the grant review process.  She stated that the seed grant proposals will be reviewed first.  The proposals that received a Peer Review score of 2.5 or higher will be discussed first, and one minute will be allotted for description and discussion on each proposal.  Based on group consensus by the Advisory Committee members eligible to discuss and vote on each proposal, the proposals will preliminarily be put into “fund,” “not fund” or “maybe fund” categories.  If an Advisory Committee member objects to the placement of a proposal, the proposal can be put into the “maybe fund” category for consideration in the next phase.  Each of the proposals receiving a Peer Review score of below 2.5 will have four minutes for discussion.  After all of the seed proposals have been preliminarily considered, the “maybe” category proposals can be discussed further with a four minute time frame for each proposal.

	


A similar process will follow for the core, hybrid and group grant proposals.  However, 14 minutes will be allotted for the description and discussion of each of the proposals regardless of the Peer Review score.  

The established investigator proposals that received a Peer Review score of 2.5 or higher will be allotted 1 minute each for description and discussion.  The established investigator proposals with Peer Review scores below 2.5 will be allotted five minutes for description and discussion.

Voting on each of the proposals should not occur until the completion of discussion of all of the grant categories and proposals.  

Ms. Townshend reiterated the importance for all members of the Advisory Committee to refrain from discussing any of the issues during the breaks, during lunch or off hours.  She stated that if there is a need to go into executive session to discuss proprietary information, the audience will be asked to leave the room.  The audience will be given two minutes to leave the room and will be notified when to come back into the room following the executive session.  No public comments will be taken until the completion of the meeting and following the decisions on the grant proposals.  

Ms. Townshend reviewed the break and lunch schedule and noted that a decision will be made by 3:00 p.m. today as to whether there will be a need to recess and reconvene on Tuesday, November 21, 2006, to complete the process.

In response to a question, Commission Galvin indicated that Advisory Committee members do not have to leave the room when there is a potential conflict of interest.  However, they should not discuss the proposal or vote when there is a potential conflict of interest.  Commissioner Galvin stated that he will not be voting on most of the proposals due to potential conflicts.  After discussion, it was agreed that Dr. Yang, Dr. Jennings and Dr. Canalis would leave the room during the discussion of Dr. Yang’s proposal 06SCE02.

Commissioner Galvin stated that applicants should not lobby or contact Advisory Committee members.  If an applicant has a concern, the concern should be directed to the Advisory Committee as a whole through Commissioner Galvin, Ms. Rion or Mr. Wollschlager.  

Review of Minutes –Advisory Committee Meeting – 10/17/06:
The Advisory Committee members reviewed the proposed minutes from the October 17, 2006 meeting.  Suggestion was made and there was consensus to make the following changes:

· Page 1, middle of the page, Dr. Huang is the Associate Director of the “Cardiovascular Research Center” at Massachusetts General Hospital.  

· Page 2, paragraph 2, add a sentence that indicates that the IP Subcommittee indicated that there was going to be additional legislation to ensure access to stem cell therapy and additional research.”

· Page 3, line 3, change the word “from” to “for,” and delete the words “for stem cell research.”  

· Page 4, following the second motion, add a sentence to indicate that several members expressed interest in joining the Donated Funds Subcommittee along with Dr. Jennings and Ms. Rion.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Mr. Mandelkern, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of adopting the minutes of the October 17, 2006 meeting with the amendments recommended above.  MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.  


Review of Seed Proposals:

There was consensus that the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” listing each of the proposals, the rankings and the names of the eligible reviewers would be attached hereto and become a part of these minutes.  

The Advisory Committee members that were not eligible to vote on certain proposals did not participate in the discussion for the proposals with which they specified a potential conflict.  

The lead Advisory Committee reviewers discussed each of the seed proposals.  

Dr. Wagers summarized Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA11, “Maintenance and Directed Differentiation of hESC – An RNAi Approach,” Yale/UCHC, Pan, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $127,261.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 5.00.  Following discussion of some of the concerns with the application, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category. Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Huang described Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA15, “Creation of Human Embryonic Stem Cell Lines,” Yale Med/UCONN, McGrath, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.  Following discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wallack discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA20, “Dynamic Coalitions for Human Stem Cell Research,” UCONN, CH Huang, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA24, “Epigenetic Remodeling in Cloning-Derived Embryonic Stem Cells,” UCONN, Ma, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.   After discussion of the main concerns of the reviewers, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA07, “Self-Renewal Factors for hESC,” UCHC, Lai, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.50.   Concerns with the proposal were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Kiessling reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA14, “Engineering Motor Proteins to Induce Stem Cell Differentiation,” Yale Med, Takizawa, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.50.   After discussion about the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Landwirth described Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA16, “Stem Cell Therapy Leads to Angiogenesis and Repair in Diseased Myocardium,” UCONN, Maulik, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.50.   After discussion about the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wallack reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA08, “Global Identification of Genes Required for the Differentiation of Human Embryonic Stem Cells into Endothelio-Hematopoietic Lineage,” Yale, Mahajan, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.40.   There was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Canalis reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA22, “Ultra-Sensitive Detection of Stem Cell Differentiation Biomarkers,” Raindance, Link, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.25.   Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  At least one member expressed interest in further considering the proposal, so the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Kiessling reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA04, “Dynamic Study of Spermatogenesis of Human Embryonic Stem Cells,” UCONN, Feng, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  The concerns of the Peer Review Committee members were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Genel reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA19, “Characterization of Chemotactic Motility and Cytoskeletal Dynamics of hESC,” UCONN/Wesleyan, Xue, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Landwirth discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA25, “Novel Approach to Generating Human Stem Cells without Destroying Human Embryos,” UCONN, Tian, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if the proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  After discussion, the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA33, “Uses of Human Dendritic Stem Cells to Extend Glucose Sensor Function in vivo,” UCHC, Klueh, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if the proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA21, “Developmental Induction of Ion Channels in Cultured Pluripotent hES Cells as they Undergo Differentiation,” UCONN/Yale Med, Ali, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $199,675.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.90.  Concerns of the Peer Review Committee were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch summarized Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA06, “Chemical Proteomics for Systems Analysis of the Molecular Network of Tyrosine Phosphorylation in Human Embryonic Stem Cells,” UCONN, Yao, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.80.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if the propriety information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  Due to the uniqueness of the proposal, a request was made to put the proposal into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Canalis reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA17, “Function of Topoisomerase eB in Hematopoietic Stem Cells,” Yale Med, Shaw, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.55.   The concerns expressed by the Peer Review Committee were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category. Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Genel reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA01, “Molecular Mechanisms of Parietal Endoderm Migration,” Central/Wesleyan, Mulrooney, Shaw, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $112,272.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50.   Recommendation was made to further consider the proposal, and the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

The Advisory Committee moved to the seed grant proposals ranked highest by the Peer Review Committee.

Dr. Wallack summarized Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA30, “Development of Efficient Methods for Reproducible Transgene Expression in hESC,” UCHC, J. Li, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.15.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Huang reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA34, “Pragmatic Assessment of Epigenetic Drift in hES Cell Lines,” UCONN, Rasmussen, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.50.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if the proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch described Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA09, “Cell Cycle and Nuclear Reprogramming by Somatic Cell Fusion,” UCHC, Krueger, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.50.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if the proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Jennings discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA13, “Dynamic Interaction Between Adult Neural Stem Cells and Endothelial Cells,” Yale Med, Bordey, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $199,180.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.60.  Recommendation was made by at least one member to consider the proposal further, and therefore the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Mr. Rakin summarized Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA02, “Function of the Fragile X Mental Retardation Protein in Early Neural Development,” Yale, CH Huang, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.70.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Mr. Mandelkern discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA05, “Quantitative Analysis of Molecular Transport and Population Kinetics for SC Cultivation in a Microfluidic System,” UCONN, Fan, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.90.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Kiessling reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA31, “Embryonic Stem Cell as a Universal Cancer Vaccine,” UCHC, Liu, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.00.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Huang described Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA28, “Efficiency Introducing BAC-Sized Promoter-Reporter Constructs into hES Cells,” UCHC, Maye, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.00.  There was a discussion about the possible overlap with a group or hybrid proposal.  After discussion, the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.

Dr. Huang summarized Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA26, “Generation of Insulin Producing Cells from hESCs,” UCONN, G. Xu, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.00.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wallack discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA12, “Magnetic Resonance Imaging of Directed Endogenous Neural Progenitor Cell Migration,” Yale Med, Shapiro, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $199,975.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.10.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Discussion ensued as to whether new investigators should be encouraged to enter into the field and whether new individuals doing research at an educational institution other than Yale or UCONN or commercial ventures should also be encouraged.  Dr. Galvin stated that it is also necessary to discuss whether grants should be awarded to applicants that are eligible to receive grants from the National Institute of Health (“NIH”).  Attorney Salton read an excerpt from the Request for Proposal stating that the intent of the seed grant awards are for early stages of projects that are not yet ready for larger scale funding from federal or nonfederal sources and that priority should be given to junior faculty members at the start of their independent careers.  

Dr. Wagers reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA03, “Generation of Neurons from hES Cells,” Yale Med, Conover, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.10.  At least one member requested that the proposal be considered further, and the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Canalis discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA27, “Directed Isolation of Neuronal Stem Cells from hESC Lines,” Yale Med, Markakis, in the amount of $184,407.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.20.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Jennings reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA10, “Characterization of Circulating Stem Cells in Aged Ischemic Patients,” Yale Med, Dardik, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.20.  Since the proposal does not appear to be clearly in the area of focus for the Advisory Committee, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Landwirth described Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA32, “Redox Signaling in Mobilization of Stem Cells for Cardiac Repair,” UCHC, Das, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.30.  The concerns of the Peer Review Committee members were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Genel discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA18, “Lineage Mapping in Early hES Cell Differentiation,” UCONN, Nelson, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.30.  After discussion on the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wagers summarized Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA29, “Myelin Repair by Transplantation of hES Cells,” UCHC, Rasband, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.40.  Concerns expressed by the Peer Review Committee were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Yang discussed Seed Grant Proposal 06SCA23, “Directed Differentiation of Human Embryonic Stem Cells for Microvascular Tissue Engineering,” Yale Med, Shepherd, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.40.  After discussion about the proposal, the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

A lengthy discussed ensued on whether proposals can be partially funded.  Attorney Salton explained that it would not be advisable to provide partial funding for a grant that would materially change as a result of the reduction.  He stated that the applicant must be able to provide evidence that the project could be completed as proposed with the funding allotted or that the reduction in funding could be provided from another source.  Several members questioned whether it is possible to approve grant funding for a shorter time frame than proposed (i.e., two years versus four years).  Attorney Salton stated that it is not advisable to request that an applicant amend its budget to specifically request funding for two years versus four years.  He explained that the proposals were all reviewed based on the merits submitted.  If anything in the proposal is changed, the proposal may have received a different score from the Peer Review Committee.  In summary, Attorney Salton stated that an application should not be changed to fit the grant funding.  Commissioner Galvin stated that if grant funding is awarded in amounts less than the applied for, the contracts will have to be changed and monitored by staff.  He mentioned that it would be very cumbersome to justify reducing proposals by different percentages.  Commissioner Galvin stated that reductions, if any, should be consist and justified.   

The following is a summary of how each of the proposals were preliminarily broken into the three categories—“fund,” “not fund” and “maybe fund”:

PRELIMINARY “NOT FUND” SEED PROPOSALS:
  

· 06SCA11



· 06SCA15

· 06SCA20

· 06SCA24

· 06SCA07

· 06SCA14

· 06SCA16

· 06SCA08

· 06SCA04

· 06SCA19

· 06SCA33

· 06SCA21

· 06SCA17

· 06SCA10

· 06SCA32

· 06SCA29

PRELIMINARY “MAYBE FUND” SEED PROPOSALS:

· 06SCA22

· 06SCA25

· 06SCA06

· 06SCA01

· 06SCA13

· 06SCA28

· 06SCA12

· 06SCA03

· 06SCA27

· 06SCA18

· 06SCA23

PRELIMINARY “FUND” PROPOSALS:

· 06SCA30

· 06SCA34

· 06SCA09

· 06SCA02

· 06SCA05

· 06SCA31

· 06SCA26

The Advisory Committee meeting was recessed from 10:00 a.m. to 10:10 a.m.  When the meeting was reconvened, there was a discussion on how to proceed with the Seed Grant proposals.  Rather than promoting a particular grant from the “maybe fund” category, there was consensus to go through each of the “maybe fund” proposals again to try to determine whether they should be moved to the “fund” or “not fund” categories.  The Advisory Committee members discussed the priorities set forth in the legislation and in the Request for Proposals.  It was noted that legislation specifically indicates that those proposals that would not be eligible for federal funding should receive priority.  

After discussing each of the “maybe” proposals again, there was consensus to move the following proposals to the “not fund” category:  

· 06SCA03

· 06SCA13

· 06SCA22

· 06SCA23

· 06SCA25

· 06SCA28

The following proposals remained in the “maybe fund” category:

· 06SCA01

· 06SCA06

· 06SCA12

· 06SCA18

· 06SCA27

There was a discussion about using the same equipment for two different projects and the need to have a thorough accounting of the time the equipment is used for the different projects.  It was noted that there is not only difficulty in accounting for this but additional costs related.  It was also noted that in some instances it may be more advantageous to purchases two sets of equipment rather than having the onerous accounting task.  

The Advisory Committee was asked to reconsider proposal 06SCA13.  It was noted that the investigator is an established investigator and discussion ensued again on the intent of the seed grant award.  Attorney Salton again read an excerpt from the Request for Proposals that indicates that seed grants are “intended to support the early stages of projects that are not yet ready for larger scale funding whether from federal or nonfederal sources.  Priority will be given to junior faculty members . . .”  Following this discussion, there was consensus that this proposal should remain in the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

The Advisory Committee was also asked to reconsider proposal 06SCA23.  

There was consensus that a roll call vote should be taken on those eligible to vote to move the five remaining “maybe fund” proposals to either “fund” or “not fund” categories.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on proposal 06SCA18, and 10 of the 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCA18 to the “fund” category.  (“FUND”  Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, Latham and Fishbone; “NOT FUND” Kiessling).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

There were 11 members eligible to vote on proposal 06SCA27, and all 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCA27 to the “fund” category.  (“FUND” Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, and Fishbone).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

There were 11 members eligible to vote on proposal 06SCA23, and 9 of the 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCA23 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Canalis, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, and Fishbone; “FUND” Mandelkern and Yang).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

There were 11 members eligible to vote on proposal 06SCA12, and 7 of the 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCA12 to the “fund” category.  (“FUND” Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Wallack, Jennings, Wagers, and Huang; “NOT FUND” Rakin, Kiessling, Lensch and Fishbone).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

There were 13 members eligible to vote on proposal 06SCA01, and 7 of the 13 members voted to move proposal 06SCA01 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Canalis, Landwirth, Wallack, Jennings, Wagers, Huang, and Latham; “FUND” Genel, Mandelkern, Rakin, Kiessling, Lensch and Fishbone).    Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

In summary, proposals 06SCA12, 06SCA18 and 06SCA27 were moved to the “fund” category, and proposals 06SCA01 and 06SCA23 were moved to the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.


Review of Core, Hybrid and Project Proposals:

The Advisory Committee members moved to the Core Facility, Hybrid and Group Project proposals.  A discussion ensued again as to whether partial funding could be awarded for the core project proposals in an effort to try to fund more projects.  Attorney Salton reiterated that less funding could be provided only if the projects do not materially change as a result of the reduction in funding.

Dr. Wallack discussed group project grant proposal 06SCC03, “A CT Center for Stem Cells and Reproduction” Yale, Sakkas, principal investigator, in the amount of $3,839,572.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.70.  Concern was expressed that this proposal was not accurately categorized by the applicant.  In response to a question, Attorney Salton read the excerpts from the Request for Proposal relative to Group Project Awards.  He stated that “. . . awards are intended to support coordinated approaches to ambitious strategic goals that are beyond the scope of a typical single laboratory.  Priority will be given to projects involving collaboration . . .”   After further discussion, there was consensus that this proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.   Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

The Advisory Committee recessed from 12:00 p.m. to 12:45 p.m. for lunch.

In the absence of Mr. Rakin, the review of group project grant 06SCC01 was deferred at this time.

Dr. Landwirth summarized group project grant proposal 06SCC02, “HSC Cell Biology for Cardiovascular Health” UCONN, Hia, principal investigator, in the amount of $4,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.10.  It was noted that this proposal is a collection of eight individual projects.  After a concern was expressed with potential overlap, it was noted that there does not appear to be an overlap between any of the individual projects and the core proposals.  After discussion on the proposal, the proposal was put in the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Genel and Dr. Wagers discussed group project grant proposal 06SCC04, “Directing hES Derived Progenitor Cells into Musculoskeletal Lineage” UCONN, Rowe, principal investigator, in the amount of $4,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.70.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal in the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Genel summarized core facility grant proposal 06SCD02, “HES Cell Core at the University of Connecticut and Wesleyan University” UCONN, Xu, principal investigator, in the amount of $5,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.80.  Since this is a collaboration between UCONN and Wesleyan University, there was some discussion as to the distance between the two schools and whether the two schools could realistically share core facilities.  There was also a discussion on the distance between Yale University and UCONN since Yale has also applied for a core facility grant proposal.  Before making a preliminary decision on this proposal, suggestion was made to discuss core facility grant proposal 06SCD01.  

Attorney Salton cautioned that each proposal should be reviewed individually and those members who have recused themselves from discussion on certain proposals should not discuss the proposals with which they have recused themselves.

Dr. Jennings and Dr. Huang reviewed core facility grant proposal 06SCD01, “Human ESC Core Facility at Yale SCC” Yale, Lin, principal investigator, in the amount of $5,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.60.  Discussion ensued on discrepancies found in the budget for equipment.  Dr. Lensch explained that it appears the budget is missing several pieces of equipment.  In response to a comment made by the Peer Review Committee about not knowing whether this proposal overlaps with the hybrid grant proposal from M. Snyder, it was noted that there does not appear to be any overlap.

Given that both proposals were scored relatively high by the Peer Review Committee and there are scientific reasons to fund both core proposals, some of the Advisory Committee members grappled with ways to provide each of the universities with funding with relatively limited resources.  Some comments were made that core facilities should be available to both private and public institutions.  It was noted that decisions made herein would shape how research would occur in the State of Connecticut in the future.  In response to a suggestion to fund both core projects and reduce or eliminate the hybrid and group projects, it was noted that the hybrid and group project proposals also contain individual projects.  Concern was expressed with making a decision on the core proposals without discussing the science proposals.  Dr. Lensch read excerpts from the proposals describing how the universities would collaborate and avoid duplication of efforts.  Various suggestions were made and discussed, including funding the core proposals for fewer years.  Attorney Salton advised against telling the applicants how to amend their proposals.  More specifically, he advised against telling applicants to amend their budgets to reflect funding for two or three years versus the four years as originally proposed.  After discussing both core facility grant proposals, there was general consensus that both proposals should preliminarily be put into the “fund” category.   Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal

The Advisory Committee went back to the deferred item, and Dr. Jennings discussed group project grant proposal 06SCC01, “Genomic and Proteomic Profiling in Neural Stem Cells After Injury” Yale, Vaccarino, principal investigator, in the amount of $1,637,418.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.90.  Some of the concerns expressed by the Peer Review Committee were discussed, and there was consensus that this proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.   Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch discussed hybrid grant proposal 06SCE04, “Translational Studies in Monkeys of Human Embryonic Stem Cells for Treatment of Parkinson’s Disease” Yale Med/UCONN, Redmond, principal investigator, in the amount of $2,596,071.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if the proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  Since it appears that proposal 06SCE04 and 06SCE03 together constitute the hybrid proposal, Dr. Lensch also reviewed hybrid grant proposal 06SCE03, ““Translational Studies in Monkeys of Human Embryonic Stem Cells for Treatment of Parkinson’s Disease” Yale Med/UCONN, Redmond, principal investigator, in the amount of $1,612,589.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.80.  After discussion of some of the concerns with the two proposals, there was consensus that both proposals should be put in the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Before discussion of hybrid grant proposal 06SCE02, Dr. Jennings, Dr. Yang, and Dr. Canalis voluntarily left the room.  Dr. Wallack summarized hybrid grant proposal 06SCE02, “Nuclear Reprogramming for Generating Patient-Specific Embryonic Stem Cells,” UCONN/Yale, Yang, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $5,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.20.  Attorney Horn noted that the applicant indicated proprietary information; and if there is a need to discuss the proprietary information, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  Some of the concerns of the proposal were discussed.  Given that this is the only proposal that encourages embryonic stem cells through nuclear transfer, as specified in the law, questions arose as to the appropriateness and a mechanism for encouraging researchers to reapply.  Dr. Galvin cautioned the members against making promises or encouraging future applications when the funding sources are not guaranteed.  It was also noted that the Advisory Committee does not want applicants to base future applications on any comments or advice given by the Advisory Committee.  It was noted that the transcripts from the meetings will be available for the public.  After further discussion on the proposal, there was consensus that the proposal should be put in the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Mr. Rakin discussed hybrid grant proposal 06SCE01, “An Integrated Approach to Neural Differentiation of hESCs” Yale, Snyder, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $4,335,769.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.50.  In response to a question, it was noted that this proposal contains four investigator projects in addition to a core facility; and it would be difficult to significantly reduce the funding for this proposals.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put in the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

The meeting was recessed from 2:45 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

A decision was made that the meeting will recess at 4:00 p.m. and continue tomorrow, November 21, 2006, at 8:00 a.m.  

Before moving on to the established investigator grant proposals, reconsideration was given to group project grant proposal 06SCC02, which was preliminarily put into the “maybe fund” category.  After further consideration, a straw poll vote was taken on how to proceed with this proposal.  There were 11 members eligible to vote on proposal 06SCC02, and 7 of the 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCC02 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Genel, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Lensch Huang, Latham; “FUND” Landwirth, Kiessling, Wagers and Fishbone).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

The Advisory Committee members began discussions on the established investigator grant proposals.

Dr. Kiessling discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB04, “Investigating Role of Red Blood Cell Transporters and Receptors in Malaria Infection Using Transgenic Erythrocytes Derived from Human Embryonic Stem Cells” UCHC, Mamoun, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Yang and Dr. Wallack summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB13, “Investigating Stem Cell-Specific Negative Regulation of p53”  Yale, Reinke, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $872,577.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Landwirth and Dr. Lensch discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB19, “Gene Regulatory Model for Stem Cell Differentiation”  UCONN, Achenie, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $339,991.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.00.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wagers reviewed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB21, “Hematopoietic Development from hES cells for the Generation of Myeloid Progenitors, Osteoclasts and Dendritic Cells” UCHC, Aguila, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $803,413.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.50.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Yang discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB07, “Role of Potassium Channels in Neural Stem Cell Development and Disease” Yale, Kaczmarek, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $495,250.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.25.  Since this proposal may be eligible for NIH funding, there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Landwirth summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB25, “Systems-Level Proteomic Analysis of Human Stem Cells” Han, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.20.  After discussing some of the concerns with the proposal, there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Jennings summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB20, “Near Infra Red Imaging Using State of the Art Cameras and Wavelet Transform Tracker for Embryonic Stem Cell Identification” University of Hartford, Shertukde, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $822,281.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Mr. Mandelkern discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB24, “Microbeam Irradiation and Stem Cell Proliferation, Migration, Engraftment in the CNS” UCHC, Smilowitz, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $202,381.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  Concerns were expressed with insufficient data, and there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Genel discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB26, “Analysis of Epigenetic Reprogramming of Hybrids Between hES Cells and Somatic Cells” UCONN, Rasmussen, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Huang reviewed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB02, “Biosensor Arrays and Biomarkers for the Pluripotency of hESC Cells” UCONN, Kumar, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $999,950.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.70.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Yang discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB10, “Role of TFll-l in Stem Cell Renewal and Lineage Formation” Yale, Ruddle, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $970,006.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.70.  After discussion, there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Jennings summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB17, “Induction and Expansion of B Cells from Pancreatic Stem Cells” Yale Med., Herold, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $992,145.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.70.  After discussion, there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Canalis and Dr. Jennings summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB12, “Functional Use of Embryonic Stem Cells for Kidney Repair” Yale, Cantley, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $800,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.60.  After discussion, there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Canalis discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB15, “Directed Differentiation of hESCs into Pyramidal Neurons” Yale, Sestan, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $995,367.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50.  After discussion, there was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wagers and Dr. Yang reviewed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB16, “Vascular Tissue Engineering Using Adult Stem Cells” Yale, Niklason, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Kiessling discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB22, “Directed Differentiation of Embryonic Stem Cells Into Cochlear Precursors for Transplantation as Treatment of Deafness” UCHC, Morest, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $747,766.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Next, the Advisory Committee members moved to the highest scored established investigator grant proposals.

Dr. Genel discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB08, “dsRNA and Epigenetic Regulation in Embryonic Stem Cells” UCHC, Carmichael, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.60.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Landwirth described established investigator grant proposal 06SCB09, “Alternative Splicing in hES Cells” UCHC, Graveley, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.60.  There was consensus that the proposal should be put into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Mr. Rakin summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB23, “Stem Cell Matrix Interactions Probed on Microfabricated Tissue Engineering Scaffolds” UCHC, Campagnola, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $978,774.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.90.  After discussion, a majority of the members eligible to vote recommended that the proposal be put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Huang and Dr. Lensch discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB14, “SMAD4-Based ChIP-Chip Analysis to Screen Target Genes of BMP and TGFB Signaling in hESC” UCHC, Xu, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $1,000,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.90.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wagers discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB03, “Optimizing Axonal Regeneration Using a Polymer Implant Containing hESC-Derived Glia” UCONN, Nishiyama, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $602,127.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.90.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Jennings discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB18, “Role of the Leukemia Gene MKL in Developmental Hematopoiesis Using hESC” Yale, Krause, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $973,469.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.95.  A majority of the members eligible to vote, recommended that the proposal be put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wallack discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB06, “The Anti-Apoptotic Protein BCL-xL Enhances Synapse Formation in Embryonic Hippocampal Neurons:  Therapeutic Strategy for Alzheimer’s Disease” Yale Med, Jones, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $994,321.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.00.  At least one member recommended that the proposal be considered further, and the proposal was put into the “maybe fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Lensch and Dr. Huang summarized established investigator grant proposal 06SCB05, “Directing Production and Functional Integration of Embryonic Stem Cell-Derived Neural Stem Cells” Wesleyan/UCHC, Grabel, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $998,123.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.20.  After discussion about the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Jennings discussed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB01, “Cortical Bone:  A Repository of Osteogenic and Hematopoietic Stem/Progenitor Cells” Yale, Horowitz, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $979,547.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.20.  After discussing some of the concerns with the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “not fund” category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Dr. Wagers and Dr. Wallack reviewed established investigator grant proposal 06SCB11, “Migration and Integration of Embryonic Stem Cell Derived Neurons into Cerebral Cortex” UCONN, LoTurco, Principal Investigator, in the amount of $638,218.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.30.  A majority of the members eligible to vote, recommended that the proposal be put into the “maybe fund”  category.  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.

Following the initial consideration of the established investigator grant proposals, Dr. Wallack asked that the group reconsider proposal 06SCB26.  Some concern was expressed that this proposal could be NIH funded.  After further discussion, the proposal remained in the “not fund” category.  

By straw poll vote, the members of the Advisory Committee eligible to vote on each of the proposals voted on whether to move the “maybe fund” established investigator proposals to the “fund” or “not fund” categories.  

There were 10 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB10, 8 out of 10 members voted to move proposal 06SCB10 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Canalis, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, and Fishbone; “FUND” Yang; Eligible to Vote but Abstained: Mandelkern). Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 10 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB17, 6 out of 10 members voted to move proposal 06SCB17 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Canalis, Rakin, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers and Huang; “FUND” Wallack, Jennings and Fishbone; Eligible to Vote but Abstained: Mandelkern).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB22, 8 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB22 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Genel, Landwirth, Rakin, Wallack, Lensch, Huang, Latham and Fishbone; “FUND” Kiessling and Wagers; Eligible to Vote but Abstained: Mandelkern).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

Due to time constraints, the Advisory Committee agreed to continue with the straw poll vote on the “maybe fund” established investigator grant proposals tomorrow, November 21, at 8:00 a.m.

Ms. Townsend gave instructions for anyone who wishes to participate tomorrow via telephonically.

MOTION:  Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee voted unanimously in favor of recessing the meeting at 4:00 p.m. and continuing the meeting on Tuesday, November 21, 2006, at 8:00 a.m.








Respectfully submitted:








_________________________________________








Dr. Robert Galvin, Chair
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