
 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes –Special Meeting

Tuesday – February 14, 2006

A special meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Advisory Committee was held on February 14, 2006, at the CT Economic Resource Center, 805 Brook St., Rocky Hill, Connecticut.
Call to Order:  The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by Commissioner Robert Galvin, Chair.  Members present:  Robert Galvin, M.D., M.P.H. (Chair), Ernesto Canalis, M.D., Myron Genel, M.D., Julius Landwirth, M.D., J.D., M. William Lensch, Ph.D., Milton B.Wallack, D.D.S., Xiangzhong (Jerry) Yang, Ph.D, Charles Jennings, Ph.D., Kevin Rakin.

Other Attendees:  Catherine Kennelly (DPH), John Bigos (DPH), Warren Wollschlager (DPH), Carolyn Slayman (Yale), Diane Kraus (Yale), Marianne Horn (DPH), Nancy Rion (CI), Lynne Lewis (CI), Russell Tweeddale (CI), Henry Zaccardi (Shipman & Goodwin), Mr. Fuentes (Public), Bill Hathaway (Hartford Courant), Kevin Crowley (Dept. Econ./Comm. Dev.), Paul Pescatello (CURE), Hemchandra Shertukde (U of Hartford), William Gerrish (DPH), Bonnie Shrivaro (CI), Richard Lynch (OAG)

Review of Minutes – Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee Meeting – 1/17/06:
Dr. Yang indicated that there should be a correction on page six under his statement regarding the ESCRO approval.  He said that he had indicated this as a requirement for funding, not for applications.  The statements of the ESCRO approval would be a requirement for applications and not required for funding


MOTION:
A motion was made and seconded that the Minutes of the 1-17-06 meeting be accepted with the above-noted correction.  The motion was carried.

Introductions/Opening Remarks (Commissioner Galvin):  

Dr. Galvin introduced Dick Lynch of the Attorney General’s Office.  

Members were reminded that the meetings were held by statute, were open to the public and were being recorded and videotaped.  


Dr. Galvin discussed his interpretation of the meaning and purpose of the stem cell legislation.  He also stated that the Advisory Committee needed to consider what they would like the landscape to look like in Connecticut, insofar as stem cell research and development of research programs is involved.  He also stated that in his opinion, this funding and these monies were intended to advance stem cell research into areas where federal policies did not permit the use of federal funds, and that is, into lines of stem cell research, which include stem cell lines of humans and research leading up to that point, and includes those stem cell lines which are other than the ones that are federally approved.  He further stated that it was also his opinion that the legislative intent was that these efforts would be directed towards developing financial and business issues, in order for the State of Connecticut to take a premier position in stem cell research in the United States.  He also stated that the Advisory Committee needed to get this moving and not be side-tracked by other scientific projects but concentrate on the intent of the legislation.  

Legal and Ethical Considerations (Marianne Horn, DPH):

Ms. Horn stated the formal opinion that we have requested from the Attorney General’s Office on the meaning of the payment for eggs is still pending.  She indicated that the AG’s Office is trying to move on that as quickly as possible.  She also explained that the request for a formal opinion from  the State Code of Ethics Board is also still pending due to the reformulation of the Ethics Board and the newness of its members.  

Dr. Landwirth asked how long it would take for these opinions to be received.  Mr. Lynch explained the process and that he felt it would be another few weeks.  Ms. Horn indicated that the Ethics Commission would be meeting February 23rd   and that the Advisory Committee’s request for a formal opinion would be taken to the citizens’ board for their consideration at that time.

Application Considerations (Dr. Wallack):
Dr. Wallack indicated that in the interest of moving the Committee forward on the approval of the application process, he had put together a statement which he wished to present to the committee.  His statement presented a proposal to move the application process forward very quickly utilizing members of the committee as members of a sub-committee to outline guidelines that have to be addressed.  It was decided to discuss this later in the meeting.

Request for Additional Information to be given to Attorney General’s Office (Dr. Genel):

Dr. Genel also indicated that The California Institute of Regenerative Medicine has recently promulgated some guidelines on egg donation, which should be made available to the Attorney General in part of their review.  Ms. Horn indicated that she also had a copy of this and would forward it to the Attorney General’s Office.

Freedom of Information Act Overview (Attorney Zaccardi):

Ms. Horn introduced Attorney Zaccardi from Shipman & Goodwin as a specialist in Freedom of Information issues.  She explained that it came to her attention last week that there had been some e-mails that had been circulated between and among the committee members, and that she was concerned that we might be getting into an area where this could be classified as a meeting under the Freedom of Information Act.  She also realized that that wasn’t something that the staff had discussed with the committee.  In light of this, Attorney Zaccardi was asked to come and give a very brief presentation.  She also explained that Attorney Zaccardi does have a more extensive handout on FOI.


Attorney Zaccardi explained that the  intention of the legislature in passing the FOI Act approximately 30 years ago was to attempt to guarantee the greatest possible public access to both meetings of public agencies and the records of public agencies and that the fundamental thing the Committee needed  to take away from this was public access.


Attorney Zaccardi also stated that the most important thing the Committee needed to hear regarding this issue is the notion of public access to meetings, indeed, strictly construed by the courts to provide the greatest possible access to the public, limited exceptions for so called Executive Sessions.


He explained that whenever a quorum of the committee entertains discussion through whatever means, they are conducting a meeting.  That is likely to be the ruling if that activity was ever brought before the Freedom of Information Commission for examination and consideration.  If a quorum was to begin exchanging e-mail messages, or instant messages, or enter a chat room on the internet and begin discussion back and forth especially concerning matters over which the committee has supervision, advisory power, control, or jurisdiction, it would be considered a meeting and open to public access.  This also includes committees and sub-committees.  The basic definition is that meeting occurs any time a quorum sits down to discuss, act upon, any matter over which they have supervision control, jurisdiction, or advisory power. 


He further explained that a social gathering including Committee members is not a meeting.  The concern is that the temptation exists to indulge in conversation over the topics of interest to Committee members.  Committee members could actually stray into conducting a meeting by that type of activity, so they have to be very, very careful to live within the limits of the Freedom of Information Commission and the Act.  His handout included a guidance letter from the Public Records Administrator that would give some information on e-mails as records, but urged Committee members to keep in mind they’re not just records.  They are potentially meetings underway.


He urged Committee members to consider caution even when there is not a quorum present, because there is an open issue under the law created by two seemingly contradictory decisions of the Appellate Court, which have not been fully reconciled, and the Freedom of Information Commission, as he understands it, takes the position that it is possible to have a proceeding of a public agency, even with less than a quorum present.


Specific requirements have to be met in terms of noticing meetings. There is a requirement for the filing of the schedule of all regular meetings with the Secretary of State’s Office before January 31st of every year.  There are requirements for the filing agendas for regular meetings, at least 24 hours prior to meetings with the Secretary of State.


The Committee has the ability to add to the agenda at regular meetings new business that has not been put onto the agenda.  In order to do this, the Committee would have to have a two-thirds vote of the members who are present and voting to add new material.  This could not be done if a Special Meeting is called.  He also explained that the Committee could use the Executive Session exception.  Executive Sessions can only be called for the limited reasons that the act, itself, sets out.  They are not there just because the members of a public agency believe that it would be, in their view, just appropriate to go behind closed doors.


Dr. Genel asked would it satisfy FOI if the e-mail correspondence was posted on a website, subsequent to the e-mail.  Attorney Zaccardi explained that the only problem with that would be a lack of observation by the public and that this was also a quandary that the FOIC had run into regarding using electronic correspondence and after further discussion it was decided that emailing to all of the group back and forth would be considered a meeting, would have to be noticed and the public invited.


Ms. Horn asked for some clarification on sub-committees formed by the Advisory Committee.  Attorney Zaccardi explained that the definition of a public agency is quite broad.  It is any executive, administrative, or legislative agency, or legislative office of the State, or any political subdivision of the State, and so forth.  It also includes any committee of, or created by any such office, subdivision, agency, so that what FOI is saying is no one should fiddle with its intent by breaking down into smaller units and then say that’s not the public agency.


Ms. Horn then asked that even if the Committee didn’t have a quorum of the committee and the  sub-committee would bring whatever they discussed back to the committee to be discussed in public, would the subcommittees have to go through the same notice?  Attorney Zaccardi explained that this is the basic intention of this law.  The discussion then turned to whether or not a quorum was present, would the meeting be considered public and have to be noticed.  Attorney Zaccardi explained that there have been two entirely different rulings on this and he was not comfortable with the most recent ruling which essentially stated that if a quorum of Committee members was not present, then the meeting was not considered public.  The issue was raised about documentation provided to Committee members prior to a meeting or at a meeting.  Attorney Zaccardi explained that any document would be subject to disclosure but that certain information contained in a particular document could be subject to exemptions.  


Dr. Jennings stated that this had the potential to slow down the work of the Committee and proposed a solution to see if it would fulfill FOI requirements.  He proposed a Website that would allow members to communicate but at the same time would allow the information to go to the public.  He also said that to fulfill the notice requirements, it could be posted that comments would be made at a specific time.  Attorney Zaccardi said that this proposal could work but might become a test case and that an opinion from the FOI would be needed, which would take time.  He also explained that the one minor “monkey wrench” would be to have access by those in the public without computers.  The question was raised whether Connecticut Innovations could have an office with a computer accessible by the public for this purpose.  


Mr. Wollschlager asked if the same scenario could be applied to telephonic communications?  Attorney Zaccardi explained that all of the elements needed for a regular meeting would have to be there.  


Summary of other States’ Stem Cell Research (Dr. Jennings):


Dr. Jennings provided a handout regarding other states’ initiatives to indicate where Connecticut should sit within the stem cell landscape.  He explained that Connecticut is going to find itself in competition with other states for a limited talent pool.  


In summary, he stated that the big players now are California, New Jersey, Massachusetts and Maryland and New York and that Connecticut is arguably with the leaders of the pack, although not on the same financial scale as California.  The money has been committed and there is clearly a very strong research infrastructure putting Connecticut in a position to take a leadership role.  


Commissioner Galvin stated that time is an essential commitment here because this is a highly advanced and competitive field.  


Review of Application Process:


Dr Wallack proposed that the Advisory Committee can best utilize the unbiased expertise of its committee members by asking Charles Jennings and William Lensch to finalize the specifics of the application in coordination with the Connecticut Department of Public Health.  He suggested that this work be finalized within the next five to seven days, so that the entire committee could give final approval within the next two weeks which would allow the application to be made available to interested parties by March 3, 2006 or by March 10, 2006 at the latest.


He felt that most important points to be discussed included:

· clarification about whether the competition will consider both individual and institutional applications;

· if funding individual applicants, they should be directed to work within the core group of their institution or another existing core group;  

· provide guidance about  the Advisory Committee’s intent to fund “Cores” vs. research;

· funding will be readjusted as the years go forward;

· be explicit about the Committee’s desire to have clear collaboration within institutions and between institutions;

· length of time the Committee is willing to fund a project;

· any financial limits to the amount of dollars the Committee is willing to distribute to a particular institution or project;

· strong desire to emphasize the funding of embryonic stem cell research;

· applications be submitted by May 5, 2006;

· defer final consideration of the application to a sub-committee consisting of Dr. Lensch and Dr. Jennings.


Dr. Canalis voiced his objection at being taken by surprise by the motions and thought that the intent of today’s meeting was to finalize the application.  He felt that caution when dealing with science and the wording of the application should be looked at slowly and carefully.  He also felt that to assign two individuals to write an application made no sense to him unless the Committee had well defined plans.


Dr. Jennings stated that he would see the role of Dr. Lensch and himself as fine tuning the wording and thinking about the logistics not making policy.


Dr. Galvin asked the Committee to refer back to his discussion of what was the money appropriated for  -- to move stem cell research along by being able to utilize stem cell lines, which are not allowed under Federal grants.  He felt that this was designed to further stem cell research in Connecticut.  He also stated that time is of the essence, that the Committee needs to clarify what they want to do, and needs to move forward, but not with undue haste and not without considering the science.


Dr. Wallack indicated that the intent of his suggestion is to do exactly that and that if the Committee gets together to dot every I and cross every T, they will have spent a lot of productive time, but perhaps not as productive as if they do what is being suggested and that is to create the overall guidelines by which they can proceed.


Mr. Rakin stated that what he was hearing and agreed with, is to pull out the key policy issues, discuss them as a group, delegate the guidelines and the writing of the guidelines, which the Committee would agree on and will get to review at the end, to this subcommittee. 


Dr. Canalis stated that his understanding of the bill was that it was adult embryonic stem cell research, and this did not exclude pre-clinical models and from a pure scientific point of view what determines a cell fate is what surrounds that cell, and to exclude other cell models in principle to him was a mistake. He further stated that the last time the Committee met, there was not a single scientific argument that was against this position, and there are outstanding models out there that can be applied.  So to be exclusive and to exclude people who are already funded by the Federal Government, simply because they’re funded by the Federal Government, is an error.


Commissioner Galvin stated that he agreed with that completely, and thought that certainly falls within his definition of things that are reasonably related.  He further stated that if somebody from a non-research university requested $10 million to start a stem cell lab, he personally would not look favorably on that kind of application.


Mr. Wollschlager stated that the next agenda item was discussion of stem cell vision and that was in fact what they were doing and there could be many more things that this body needs to consider. 


Dr. Yang stated that he felt the comments were very valuable for discussion at this time about stem cell research visions.  He also wanted to remind the Committee that he did have a summary in the handout, of suggested strategies for the Connecticut State Stem Cell Research Funding.  He felt that those strategies would be as follows:

· State of Connecticut Stem Cell Research Funding Objectives;  

· why Connecticut’s funding should be focused on human stem cell research;  

· the critical needs for conducting human stem cell research in Connecticut;  

· what are the instructions needed for grant applications;

· the types of stem cell research grants for applications;  

· the individual grant  

· the institution grant

· types of grants for any institutions, hospitals, for profit companies or non-profit charities, with the capacity to conduct the human stem cell research in Connecticut;  

· funding to develop a stem cell core facility or center for the whole state to make new cell lines for Connecticut;  

· funding for various research projects on human stem cells and related adult stem cells and animal models;  

· establish one core stem cell facility center, which will have the major responsibility for making human new cell lines from donated embryos and via nuclear transfer, really new technology in Connecticut, as well as banking any available ES cell lines not funded by the government;   

· what type of research grant is  to be funded.


Dr. Genel stated that he agreed with Dr. Lensch’s recommendation of a weighted scoring system, in which the Committee could define its priorities, but allow the Peer Review Committee to make the scientific judgments.  He felt the Committee could define priorities that would weigh the Committee’s  preferences on what type of grants and how the Committee would like to distribute the money.


Dr. Canalis stated that the other issue is the money has to go to an institution.  The Committee cannot give monies to individuals.  There needs to be appropriate committees in an institution – an ESCRO.  And if the Committee gives the lump sum of money to an institution and the institution distributes to the investigators, then the Committee will lose total control of what research is going to be done.  He then proposed some reality checks regarding the percentage of overhead and the amount of money to be actually used for research.


Ms. Rion presented a process for the Committee to determine where the money should go.


Dr. Lensch stated that if at the outset the Committee commits the majority of the funds to individual investigators with specific projects, and there aren’t that many, then the Committee is going to be committing the state’s interest in a very small way. He further stated that if the Advisory Committee works to build the foundation, they would finish better off than if they provided individual grants to start with. The Committee should think about where this money should go, absent a large, thriving embryonic stem cell research program in this state.  He also stated that the Advisory Committee had an opportunity to make that decision now and to create a resource that endows many investigators over the long run instead of putting all of their eggs in one basket, in terms of a few investigators.


MOTION:  
A motion was made by Dr. Lensch that the Committee establish the funding of non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell research as a priority for this first round of funding and it was seconded.  


The Chair reminded the members that a previous motion to appoint Dr. Lensch and Dr. Jennings to a subcommittee to review the application was still on the floor.  


Dr. Lensch removed his motion and the Chair asked for discussion.


Ms. Rion reminded the committee members that the most recent draft of the application had five discussion points - The maximum funding amounts, whether to allow electronic submission, a discussion of IP and the financial return to the Connecticut, indirect costs, and whether there should be six-month or 12-month reports.


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Wallack that Dr. Lensch and Charles Jennings be appointed to develop a request for proposal, and vet it through the Advisory Committee, and then pass it on to Connecticut Innovations to be distributed with the due date for proposal submission before the fifth of May.  The motion was seconded and carried unanimously.


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Lensch that the Advisory Committee establish as an initial funding priority, grant applications in furtherance of non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell research.  The motion was carried with one opposing vote by Dr. Canalis.  

At this point Julius Landwirth had to leave and was absent from subsequent votes.



MOTION:  The motion was made that the next item for discussion be People, Individual Investigators and Building Future Talent.  The motion was seconded and carried.


Dr. Yang stated that the Committee should look at not only recruiting talent from outside of Connecticut, but also to retain talent already in Connecticut.  


Dr. Wallack suggested that the Committee endorse the idea of funding both institutions, as well as individuals and felt strongly that the Committee should be creating preference to the institutional funding for research, and that this be tied to the utilization of Cores within one of the various institutions in the State of Connecticut.


Dr. Canalis asked if this would be individuals within an institution.  Dr. Wallack replied that it would.  Further discussion followed on defining who these individuals would be and the institutions they would be associated with.


The Committee agreed to consider 4 categories of grants: seed, established investigators, program and core.


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Lensch that one category that the Committee will consider will be applications initiated by individual investigators who must be based within institutions in the State of Connecticut.  Those institutions will be the ultimate recipients and guarantors.  The motion was seconded and carried.  


Discussion followed on whether there should be cores, the number of cores and the type of funding to go to cores.  


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Wallack that the Committee favor a limited number of cores and emphasize their collaboration within the State of Connecticut and have open access to various researchers in the State of Connecticut.  The motion was seconded and carried.  


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Wallack to extend the meeting until 4:30.  The motion was seconded and carried. 


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Jennings to establish a category of grants roughly equivalent in scope to RO1’s from NIH for established investigators.  The motion was seconded and carried.  


Discussion regarding small grants and junior investigators followed.


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Jennings to establish a limited number of relatively small grants to individual investigators, typically junior investigators at the beginning of their independent careers, the intent of which will be to set the seed funds that will make them more competitive for large grants in the future.  The total amount available would not exceed $2,000,000 and the grant period would be for two years.  The motion was seconded and carried with two exceptions:  Commissioner Galvin abstained and Dr. Canalis opposed the vote.


Dr. Genel asked if the Committee had agreed on the facilities and core or were they deferring that.  Ms. Rion stated that there was discussion but no record of a vote.


MOTION:  The motion was made by Dr. Jennings that the Committee will consider applications for large scale collaborative program grants.  These grants could be for several million dollars and the collaborations could be across departments and across institutions.  The motion was seconded and carried.  


Dr. Wallack stated that Peter Van Etten, former CEO of Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation International, indicated that his organization has set aside $20 million for embryonic stem cell research.  He thinks that despite there being a new CEO the funds are still available and will check into this.  


The Chair reminded the Committee that the next meeting would be March 7th   from 1-4 PM.


MOTION:  The motion was made that the meeting be adjourned.  The motion was seconded and carried.  

The Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee meeting was adjourned at 4:26 p.m.








Respectfully submitted:








_________________________________________

STATE-BASED STEM CELL INITIATIVES

Charles Jennings  --  Revised  February 9, 2006

Summarized at the Stem Cell Advisory Meeting February 14, 2006

SUMMARY

Here is a brief status report on the main state-based stem cell initiatives, gleaned from recent news reports. If anyone wants to read more, I’ve included URL links to some of the key sources.  

I have not looked at every state but have focused mainly on the ones where significant research activity is happening or under debate. I haven’t tried to review either US federal situation or overseas activities. 

The occasional comments in square brackets [like this] represent my own editorializing.    

OVERVIEW

According to recent report from National Conference of State Legislatures, “In 2005, states considered at least 180 bills or resolutions on stem-cell research, according to the NCSL. A dozen states carried over legislation into this year, and other states will have new bills introduced.”

It’s likely that stem cells will be a prominent political issue in the run-up to the midterm elections in November. Political controversy may slow down the progress of many of the initiatives that are not yet funded.  

Of the various state initiatives so far, CA is the biggest, NJ is the furthest advanced. CT would probably rank as number 3.  IL has committed modest funding, as have several other states.  MA and NY are potentially big players in terms of intellectual resources but in neither case is it clear whether/how much state funding will be forthcoming.  WI may also be an important player given the UW Madison patents on embryonic stem cells. 

http://www.ncsl.org/programs/health/genetics/embfet.htm provides a useful overview of recent state activities. 

http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2006/02/01/politics/main1269361.shtml  news story with some additional context. 

http://www.stateline.org/live/ViewPage.action?siteNodeId=136&languageId=1&contentId=79291 - another news story

CALIFORNIA

In Nov 04 California voters passed Proposition 71, which authorizes the state to create CIRM (www.cirm.ca.gov ) and to issue $3B of bonds to support stem cell research – about $300M/yr for 10 yrs.  However these plans are mired in difficulties as a result of legal challenges to Prop71.  The bonds cannot be issued until these challenges are resolved. Trial begins Feb 27, but with the certainty of appeals it’s expected to take at least 15 months to resolve. 

http://sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2006/01/22/STEMCELLS.TMP 

http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/business/biotech/20060113-9999-1n13stems.html 

Meanwhile, CIRM has been forced to seek philanthropic bridge money and other creative solutions to sustain even skeleton operations. They have already spent ~$4M out of $8M raised (presumably much of it on salaries - they hired 19 staff out of target of 50).  Without further funds they will be broke by June.  They have launched a 5$0M fundraising drive of which $30M has already been promised. Zach Hall, chief executive of the stem cell institute, said that $50 million will be enough to finance little more than a few "baby grants," including a $12.1 million training initiative for budding researchers. A separate plan calls for small "seed grants" for innovative projects at nonprofit centers.

CIRM has been heavily criticized for lack of accountability and transparency, failure to resolve conflicts of interest, failure to address the IP issues and likely economic benefits to taxpayers, etc etc.  

Quoting from one critical report, “In a recent analysis of the state institute's startup troubles, Roger Noll, a leading Stanford economist, concluded that the state stem cell program "is unlikely to be a major force in biomedical research" and almost certainly won't generate any significant financial windfalls for California.

Any "dramatic therapeutic advances" would require "substantial additional research financed by others," Noll observed, diluting the state government's share of any profit.”

In Sept 05, CIRM approved funding for training grants (~$39M over 3 yrs; see http://www.cirm.ca.gov/pressreleases/2005/09/09-09-05_ii.asp for a list of approved recipients, which include most of the major CA research universities and institutes).  The grants are mostly just under $100K/trainee/yr.  However CIRM cannot fund these grants unless/until it raises the funds.  

CIRM will hold a conference on egg donation in May – a clear indication that scnt and hES will be a priority for them once they have the funds. 

The CIRM ethics working group has submitted draft guidleines to CIRM, to be discussed by governing board on Feb 10.  One topic is egg donation.  According to a recent new story, the report recomends adopting a generous view of ‘reimbursable expenses’ (including child care, lost wages etc) and reimbursed for cost of any complications. Would also require imported stem cells to adhere to same standards.  The report also addresses human/animal chimeras.  

See http://www.sacbee.com/content/politics/story/14139331p-14968069c.html for details. 

[We may wish to look at the final policy carefully, and consider whether it is a good model for CT.]

Meanwhile some universities are continuing to push research forward as fast as funding permits. UCSF has made 11 hES lines according to senior researchers there, and several prominent stem cell researchers have relocated to CA since the passage of prop71.  

See  http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2006/02/03/EDGU9GJDR21.DTL 

The MA based stem  cell company ACT (see below) has moved part of its operations to CA – a new facility opened within the last few days. 

NEW JERSEY

New Jersey passed pro-stem cell legislation in 2004 and has committed modest public funds (about $15M) to start a state funded initiative. They have already held an inaugural symposium and issued their first round of grants – 16 grants of ~$300,000 each to individual investigators, for a total of approx $5M.  

Legislators have proposed more ambitious plans to raise (I think) $580M over 7 years. However these plans are struggling.  Supporters hope to put it to the voters in a ballot in November, but it’s not clear whether this will happen, despite support from Gov. Corzine. If it passes, the funds will be used to establish a new facility in New Brunswick, to be operated jointly by UMDNJ and Rutgers U.  

The founding director, Ira Black, died very recently.  A search for a permanent director is ongoing.  [I presume it will be difficult to fill this post until they know whether they are looking at a $15M or $500M program.]  

http://www.state.nj.us/scitech/stem_sci.html  - NJ stem cell home

http://www.state.nj.us/scitech/grant_recipients.html - first grant awards

http://www.state.nj.us/treasury/omb/publications/05bib/pdf/bib.pdf state budget info - see pg 20 for details on stem cells. 

http://kyw.com/local/local_story_003204856.html - news coverage

MASSACHUSETTS

MA recently passed pro hESC legislation.  It is still unclear whether there will be state funds although this is under consideration.  I don’t know what sums are being discussed.

Harvard Stem Cell Institute (of which I was executive director until Nov 05) has raised somewhere around $35M in private funds so far.  See stemcell.harvard.edu for regular updates on their activities. The Broad Institute (affiliated to MIT and Harvard, with $200M of private funding) is the world’s top genomics center and may also become involved in stem cells. 

The new MA law prohibits payment for oocytes and this may drive Advanced Cell Therapies (a Worcester MA-based company working on human ntESC) to shift most of its activities to other states with less stringent prohibitions.  They already opened a new facility in CA very recently.  

See http://msnbc.msn.com/id/11197834/ for news on ACT and the debate over oocyte donor payments in general. The emerging consensus seems to be that direct payments are not acceptable, and debate focuses on how strictly to interpret ‘expenses’ for reimbursement. It remains unclear how easy it will be to obtain sufficient oocytes if there is no financial incentive.  [ACT is very concerned about this, but perhaps it will be easier for academic institutions than for companies to find altruistic donors.]

MARYLAND

There are currently 2 proposals for state funding under consideration.

Governor Erlich supports spending $20M on stem cell, in additon to $13.5M for a center for regenerative medicine in Baltimore. Under this plan, , a state stem cell fund would be administered by the Maryland Technology Development Corp., a quasi-public company known as Tedco.

They envisage giving grants of $0.5M to $1.5M for up to 3 years. 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/02/08/AR2006020802422.html 

However, this plan is meeting opposition from legislators, who may want to reduce the budget and/or block funding for hESC research.  Tedco and by extension the governor seem to be trying to duck this controversy which could presumably delay their plans.  

http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/local/politics/bal-stem0208,1,5151025.story?coll=bal-local-headlines 

Another more ambitious plan from State Senators Hollinger and Rosenberg advocates spending $125M over 5 yrs, specifically for hESC research. It’s not clear how much support this would have. 

Johns Hopkins University, one of the top research universities, recently received $100M donation from Michael Bloomberg (he’s an alumnus), part of which will be for stem cell research.  JHU has a stem cell/regenerative medicine center www.hopkinsmedicine.org/ice/ that was established several years ago with a ~$50M donation.

 http://baltimore.bizjournals.com/baltimore/stories/2006/01/23/daily39.html for recent news story.  

WISCONSIN

Gov Doyle supports ESC research, and recently vetoed a ban on hESC research from the state legislature.  He now proposes $5M in state funding for companies doing SCR, which he claims could create 100,000 new jobs in his state by 2015.

Last year there was talk of a much larger initiative - $750M and later $375M. I am unsure whether these large expenditures are still on the cards.

U Wisconsin Madison has broad patents on primate (including human) ES cells and is seeking to commercialize these through Wisconsin Alumni Research Fund (WARF).  WARF is one of the more active university tech transfer operations - it generated about $47.5M in revenue last year. These revenues are reinvested in research at UW Madison.  WARF has established WICELL, a nonprofit research institute created specifically to work on stem cells.  They recently got a $16M grant from NIH to set up a hESC bank.  [NIH funding would of course be restricted to older hESC lines. I imagine WICELL will also have non federal funds to support banking of newer lines, but I don’t have details.] They also offer training courses for researchers wanting to work with hESC. 

Because of these patents, anyone wishing to work with human ES cells needs permission from WARF.  This has generated controversy, and some have accused WARF of imposing excessively stringent conditions (license fees, reach-through rights) for granting licenses, especially to companies but also to universities who may seek to commercialize their own work in this field.  

If hESC technology proves to be valuable, it seems certain that the Wisconsin patents will be litigated at some point. Some commentators have questioned how strong they will be in the face of legal challenge.  

NEW YORK

Seems likely to emerge as a strong player. NY has very strong research community and there’s already a stem cell consortium in NYC supported by a ~$50M philanthropic donation. The combination of top universities, med schools and hospitals in close geographical proximity seems likely to be an asset.  There’s widespread support for SCR and probably greater philanthropic capacity in NYC than anywhere else in US. 

Gov Pataki and Senate Majority leader Bruno recently (Jan 26) announced a $800M biomedical initiative (Plan involves $200M from state funds plus $600M in private investment.) Not yet approved.  

It is still unclear whether hESC research will be supported under Pataki’s initiative – current emphasis seems to be on politically uncontroversial cord blood.  Pataki may run for president and as a moderate republican he probably wants to duck the controversy on hESC research.

http://timesunion.com/AspStories/story.asp?storyID=448282&category=STATEOTHER&BCCode=HOME&newsdate=2/8/2006 

In addition, according to recent press release from Mount Sinai School of Medicine: “There are several proposals related to biomedical research pending consideration in the New York legislature. Two bills, introduced last year by Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver and Sen. Nicholas Spano, would establish multi-year stem cell research funds of $300 and $125 million respectively. The Assembly passed its version of the bill on January 10, by a vote of 96-35. http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2006-02/tmsh-upn020706.php 

FLORIDA

An ambitious plan for spending $200M over 10 yrs seems to be dead for now – it didn’t get enough signatures to get onto the ballot for Nov 06.  Another proposed bill calls for $15M per year for 10 yrs, but it’s unclear whether there’s enough support in the legislature to get it through.  

http://www.palmbeachpost.com/politics/content/local_news/epaper/2006/02/03/s3b_stem_0203.html for a recent news story.

MISSOURI

Stem cell research is becoming a big political battle here, as legislators and advocacy groups debate the wording of a pro-ESC motion on the ballot for Nov 7. As I understand, there are no proposals for public funding.  Nevertheless it’s very contentious and has apparently created a split between conservative and moderate republicans (the latter including Governor Blunt).

The pro stem cell campaign is being bankrolled by philanthropist Jim Stowers, who created the $500M Stowers institute in Kansas City (MO) and has massive financial resources. If MO rejects embryonic stem cell research, he’s threatened to switch his funding to other states.  Already, Stowers is funding Prof Kevin Eggan at Harvard who is preparing to do human SCNT.  

ILLINOIS

Illinois Governor Blagojevich signed an executive order to create the Illinois Regenerative Medicine Institute and provide for grants to medical research facilities for adult and embryonic stem cell research. I believe $10M of state funding is committed.

http://www.illinois.gov/gov/execorder.cfm?eorder=39 - text of the order.

There was earlier talk of a $1B ballot initiative, to be paid for by a new tax on cosmetic surgery, but I don’t think that’s yet made it onto the ballot for 2006 and it may be dead by now.  

Blagojevich has been publicly critical of the anti-stem cell politics in neighboring Missouri and hopes to lure researchers away from MO to IL.  

http://www.illinois.gov/PressReleases/ShowPressRelease.cfm?SubjectID=1&RecNum=4252 for info on this campaign.

PENNSYLVANIA

Gov. Rendell wants to invest $0.5-1B to stimulate PA biotech industry, including but not confined to stem cells. It is unclear (and politically controversial) whether hESC research is permissible under PA law, but the governor is not currently advocating hESC under his initiative. The initiative is also being opposed by fiscal conservatives.  

See http://www.philly.com/mld/inquirer/news/local/states/pennsylvania/13769260.htm 

MINNESOTA

There is a stem cell center at UMN (see http://www.stemcell.umn.edu/stemcell/home.html) and I believe they have plans to expand, but I am not aware whether there are any new state funds committed.  

OHIO

Case Western Reserve Univ is recruiting for a stem cell endowed chair. It’s a bit hard to figure out what they are doing but they are the lead partners in a a multi-institutional Center for Stem Cell and Regenerative Medicine, which in 2003 received a $19.5M grant from state funds. See http://ora.ra.cwru.edu/stemcellcenter/
There is an unresolved controversy in the legislature over a possible ban on hESC research (which could become either a ban on state funding or an outright ban on the research, regardless of funding source.). 

VIRGINIA

There is some activity but not clear that VA will emerge as a major player given that it does not have any major research institutions in this area. (HHMI is creating a new campus at Janelia Farm but stem cells do not appear to be high on their agenda.) 

Quoting from a recent new story: “This year the Virginia legislature also created a fund to support adult stem cell research only. Money was not appropriated at the time the fund was established. “ See http://www.ncsl.org/programs/health/genetics/embfet.htm 

I think the future emphasis will be on cord blood stem cells. See http://www.wtopnews.com/index.php?nid=25&sid=673773 recent news story

Funding Priorities for Ct Stem Cell Research Program

William Lensch – February 2006

(Personal reflections shared with the Stem Cell Advisory Committee which do not necessarily reflect opinions held by the Advisory Committee)

First, science is dynamic and if anything, we should engineer a program that is flexible and thus has the greatest chances for longevity. In this manner, we should not assume that what we do in this first year will be the same thing that is done every year. To me, this means that grants in the early part of the ten year period may favor the creation of shared resources over individual science (though funding must always, in every year, include clearly-defined, specific research projects). Shared resources also work to forge the collaborative relationships I believe we would all like to see, relationships that encourage parsimony in many ways. 


As time passes, this balance should logically shift towards individual scientific projects, in part because the shared resources will be up and running, resources that support a greater volume of good individual science. The creation of shared resources will make the entire program much better off in the long run. This is both in terms of endowing superior science as well as in strengthening the Connecticut biomedical research enterprise. How might this work to begin with? 


The Peer Review Committee is charged with evaluating applications for funding and I am confident that they will be able to do so whether proposals are institutional or individual grants. I do not feel that we should restrict the types of grants that might be submitted. However, this does not mean that our committee should (or could) weigh them all equally when making the decision to fund or not to fund. To compare the research application of a single investigator against a program-based grant supporting many investigators would be difficult at best. It is my opinion that this first round of funding should give greater weight to large institutional awards over individual submissions. This will forge the best possible inroads towards creating a robust research enterprise, one that brings new knowledge and new therapies. We should further stipulate that a given percentage of the institutional awards must be used for individual projects, work that needs to be briefly detailed (so as not to overwhelm our Peer Review Committee) as part of the institutional application. In this manner, we shall not restrict a lone scientist from applying for an award outside of their institutional program, but such an application would need to be outstanding to garner funding. We might also stipulate that such lone investigators justify why they did not apply for funding within their institution’s program. Such a weighed scheme would allow us to fund well conceived projects that perhaps do not conform to “institutional visions” while at the same time emphasizing consortia designed to optimize a collaborative community. 


A scoring system will be generated that ranks an application’s scientific merit. Generating this score is the job of the Peer Review Committee. These scores will then be held to the standard of yearly funding priorities set forth by our committee (and stated in the application materials so everyone involved knows what they are up against at the outset). For example, a scientific merit score that is for work within the annual funding priorities would stand as it is (i.e. be unmodified). A scientific merit score for a project falling outside of the annual funding priorities would be multiplied by a value (0.7 or 0.8 as an example) to yield a modified (lower) score. The better a lone application, the more likely it is to be fundable on its own though if it is part of an institutional package, it fares an even greater chance of being granted, an arrangement I might add that will not fall to our committee but to the investigators and institutions that wish to apply. This raises the question of how we establish the annual funding priorities? I think this part is not difficult. We do it by listening to the people that want to do the work, the scientists within the state. 


We heard from several such scientists and institutional representatives at our last meeting. I personally heard that there is an urgent need to establish infrastructure and core resources in order to facilitate work of a scale proposed by the level of funding being offered. I hope that my comments above reflect that point because I think that it was well made. It is highly unlikely that there will be unanimity in what we hear from the research community in the days to come (we did not hear it at out last meeting). I did however, hear one major theme and I am thus compelled to urge that our first annual funding priority be for institutional grants that build shared resources as well as containing a certain percentage of specified, individual projects. However, and once again, if we create a system such as that described here, individual investigators can still apply outside of their institution’s proposal. They will simply have a lesser chance of success than if they submit as part of their institutional package, but a chance nevertheless.

-Willy Lensch

February 10, 2006

Suggested strategies for the CT state stem cell research fund

Jerry Yang – February 2006

(Personal reflections shared with the Stem Cell Advisory Committee which do not necessarily reflect opinions held by the Advisory Committee)

The following are some key pointers for our discussion on these urgent matters which could be discussed at our next committee meeting tomorrow.

1.
CT stem cell research funding objective:  To support stem cell research that will advance human health and bring economic benefit to the state of Connecticut; the goal for the CT stem cell research special fund is to advance human stem cell research in Connecticut currently not fundable from federal funding (e.g., NIH) so that CT can become a leading state nationally in hESC research (i.e., ahead of other states for several years). If this occurs, when the federal government approves the NIH making grants for stem cell research in the US, CT will then have a much better opportunity for competing for more significant federal funding, and creating more job opportunities and commercial investment in CT.

2.
Why CT funding should be focused on human stem cell research.  The NIH currently provides something close to $500M of funding each year to grantees in CT. So while $10M/yr seems like a substantial sum, its influence on biological research would be minimal if this fund will be largely spent in the current NIH-fundable fields of research.  So we will not have much impact if we simply use the funds to support proposals that would otherwise be funded by NIH (or even worse, fund proposals that are not strong enough for NIH funding in the NIH fundable areas). However, if the state stem cell fund will be focused on human ES cell research, this fund will make Connecticut a national leading state for human stem cell research and medical therapy for various life-threatening diseases, including diabetes, cancers, spinal cord injury, and Parkinson’s and Alzheimer’s diseases. To have an impact, we need to be smart about leveraging our funds.  Obviously expertise in human adult stem cell research, animal model and various related genomic, proteomic and clinical research is needed and should be applied to human ESC research.  In the January 17th public meeting immediately after our committee meeting, Dr. Mike Snyder of Yale, who is a leader in proteomics research, told the committee that he wants to apply his expertise to hESC research.  He explained to the committee that there are serious problems in using the existing, “old” NIH-approved ES cell lines and that it is critically important for Connecticut to develop new hES cell lines, as well as carry out extensive research on these newly developed lines.  It is clear to us that the state stem cell research fund should be focused on human embryonic stem cell development and stem cell research that is not fundable from NIH now and cannot be done in most other states. 

3.
Critical needs for conducting hESC research in CT.  Obviously, various types of complementary expertise, along with teamwork, are needed for the highest quality hES cell research and therapeutic applications. Among the types of expertise necessary are: expertise for developing new hES cell lines from donated embryos and from nuclear transfer using donated unfertilized oocytes; growing and expanding new cell lines for analyses, quality testing and cell culture training services; expertise for various hESC differentiation to specific cell types, in vitro tissue engineering using ESC derived cells, drug/toxicology testing, and cell/tissue transplantation therapeutic testing/applications, etc. 

4.
Instructions for grant applications: Types of grants to be funded need to be resolved urgently so that institutional leaders may be informed that their researchers (not grabbed/divided by institutions) need to apply for the state stem cell funding through submission of  outstanding, productive proposals (similar to those competing for NIH funding).  This is a free and open competition.  All applications must be submitted by individual investigators/teams (scientists’ self-formed collaboration teams, with no limit on the number of applications per institution. Of course institutions must still sign off on the applications and responsible for oversight on research regulation/ethic issues (as is the case with any application to any funding agency) and the wording of the grant will be to the institution.  But the key is that the institutions must not control who is allowed to apply or not to apply or assign “official” PIs for applications.

5.
Types of stem cell research grants for applications: Here is a suggested list of types of grants for any institutions, hospitals or for-profit companies with the capacity to conduct hESC research in CT.  Clearly, there are two components of funding required to promote/advance CT stem cell research: 1) funding to develop a state stem cell core center for the whole state to make new hES cell lines (from donated embryos and via cell reprogramming by nuclear transfer) and 2) funding for various research projects on human ES, adult stem cell and appropriate animal model stem cell.

A
CT Stem Cell core center - $2.5 million startup plus $2 million/year operation for five years ($12.5 million commitment for startup, and maintenance of researchers/staff salary and operation costs)

Because there is limited amount of state funding available for hES cell research, and because the state is small and there is a limited number of research institutions with the capacity and experience with hES cell research, we suggest establish ONE core CT Stem Cell Center, which will have the major responsibility of making new hES cell lines from donated embryos and via cell reprogramming by nuclear transfer, as well as banking any available hES cell lines in existence, but not eligible for federal funding (e.g., the Melton lines from Harvard). The center should be responsible for:

a. Establishing and banking new hESC lines (including SCNT-created hESC lines for 10-15most-important, fatal single-mutation diseases such as diabetes, ALS, spinal cord injury, and Parkinson’s and Alzheimer’s diseases etc.;

b. Maintaining/distributing new and existing hESC lines plus basic research on hESC biology;

c. Training investigators how to use and work with hESC lines. This training will be free of charge to Connecticut residents during the state funding period and will be available to out-of-state residents at a reasonable charge; 

d. Public education and outreach, at all levels, from the community college (technicians), four-year college, graduate, and professional school/nurse-levels.

B.
Types of research grants to be funded (3 types of grants similar to NIH P24, RO1 and RO3 grants).  RO3 is limited to 2 years, but RO1 and P24 can be up for 4 years.

a
Seed grants (similar to NIH RO3) to individual investigators (perhaps $100K/year for a total of 2 years); total funding available for this type of grants is $1 million total for the first two years (so about 10 proposals may be funded); new postdoctoral or junior research faculty training grants may be placed under this category.

b
RO1 type of grants for established investigators wishing to work with non-federally approved hES cell lines for differentiation, tissue engineering or therapeutic application investigations (perhaps limited to approximately $250K/year for up to 4 or 5 years; i.e., $1 million/RO1 grant); total funding available for this type of grant is $5 million from the first two years’ $20 million funding (so about 10 proposals to be funded).


Large collaborative program projects, involving several PIs and perhaps multiple institutions in CT including collaboration  outside of CT involving complementary expertise in the study of embryonic stem cells, adult stem cells, functional genomics and proteomics and animal model testing, directed toward specific and ambitious research goals. Perhaps up to $500,000/year for a total of 2M/grant (up to 4 years) may be awarded for numerous research applications to various CT stem cell research entities based on their scientific merit.  Total funding available for this type of grant is $10 million from the first two years’ $20 million funding (so about 10 proposals to be funded).  State team works, including national and international collaborations that will yield outstanding outcomes are encouraged for this type of program projects.

Vision statement for Stem Cell Advisory Committee Meeting

Julius Landwirth                               Feb 10, 2006

(Personal reflections shared with the Stem Cell Advisory Committee which do not necessarily reflect opinions held by the Advisory Committee)

This is written in response to an anticipated request that members of the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee offer a brief statement describing their vision of this project. Two assumptions to note at the outset: First, I use the term “vision” as in customary organizational management jargon where it implies a succinct, long-range aspirational view  of  a project that has achieved ultimate success. The vision serves to give direction  to priority-setting and related operational goals and objectives. Second, that I consider vision and priorities from the perspective of the bioethics seat I occupy on this committee, rather than from purported expertise in scientific aspects of stem cell research.

Accordingly, I will first offer an admittedly lofty and sweeping vision of this project that will have programmatic implications for at least 4 areas of ethical concern. While there are surely other ways to configure these priorities, this may serve to start the deliberative process. In any case, it is worth noting how the launching of this project has expanded the ethical debate beyond the problem of the moral status of embryos with which our political discourse has up to now been preoccupied, and which is still far from resolved. 

My vision is of a stem cell research enterprise that encompasses basic, translational and clinical activities that are  explicitly linked in a coordinated, collaborative strategy  to develop practical applications for the promotion of  human health and that the citizens of this state, whose will and dollars make it possible, will be confident  that the project is being done well and is being done  right.

Pursuit of this vision will require deliberation on a variety of inter-related ethical issues.

For purposes of further discussion, I propose the following 4 subject areas:

1) Protection of human subjects

·  How best to prepare the ethical groundwork for oversight of anticipated research involving human subjects, including clinical trials.

·  How to ensure protection of well-being of embryo and gamete donors

· Considerations for standardization of IRB and ESCRO review processes

2) Research integrity

· Strategies for promoting  and supporting shared values in responsible conduct of research

· Supporting  researchers and oversight bodies in interpreting the spirit as well as the letter of regulatory law, ie regarding compliance as a minimal threshold for ethical conduct of research

· Ethical data management and  considerations of  research data sharing

· Helping resolve potential conflicts of interest

· Ethics-based approach to developing intellectual property policies

3) Community benefits 

· How to ensure equitable distribution of health and economic benefits

· Community education and consultative engagement at multiple levels of project

· Relationships with special disease interest groups

4) Public trust

· Acknowledging the indispensability as well as the  fragility of public trust

· Ensuring meaningful transparency including sharing decision-making criteria, processes, providing clearly articulated reasons and opportunities for interaction.

· Open collaboration among researchers, institutions, commercial entities

· Efficient use of resources

· Proactive, constructive media relationships

· Respect for diverse religious, cultural, political viewpoints 1
· Constructive engagement with informed community, interest groups

Ethical oversight of the project will be ongoing, rigorous ,collegial and inclusive. A bioethics working group would provide welcome additional perspectives of  others in the State who can contribute their  expertise in research ethics. It would serve to review, modify and continuously update the ethical issues priorities.  It would provide important liaison with the state Human Genomic Project. It would also serve to initiate public bioethics in Connecticut. I have offered to help organize such a working group and request the Advisory Committee’s endorsement of such an initiative.

                                            ----------------------------------------------------

1) Further note on this important topic. 

A quote from article by Eric Parens, senior research scholar at the Hastings Center, in The Human Embryonic Stem Cell Debate: Science,Ethics and Public Policy (2002)

“ [T]he government must sometimes implement determinations that conflict with the fundamental values of some citizens. It is utopian to imagine that at all times all deep commitments will be able to flourish. As John Rawls put it: ‘ there is no social world without loss: that is, no social world that does not exclude some way of life that realizes in special ways certain fundamental values’ Inevitably, some citizens will sometimes feel the pain of such exclusion. We are all obliged to notice and try to respond to that pain .” 

While the extent of this obligation may be debatable, its relevance for sustaining  the public trust is , I think, not.

Thoughts and Recommendations

Milton B. Wallack, DDS

February 14, 2006

(Personal reflections shared with the Stem Cell Advisory Committee which do not necessarily reflect opinions held by the Advisory Committee)

I would like to share some thoughts and recommendations about how we might be able to expedite the stem cell application process.  I feel that we can best utilize the unbiased expertise of our committee members by asking Charles Jennings and William Lensch to finalize the specifics of the application in coordination with the Ct Department of Public Health.  I would further suggest that this work be finalized within the next five to seven days, so that the entire committee could give final approval within the next two weeks.  This would allow the applications to be made available to interested parties by March 3, 2006 or by March 10, 2006 at the latest.

We should thus spend the rest of today discussing preliminary guidelines that will be needed to accompany the application.  Our guidelines and priorities will most probably have to be updated as the stem cell research initiative develops, but we should, at this time, share our current thinking with potential applicants.  Critical to this process is the clarification about whether we will accept both individual and institutional applications.  It is my personal view that we should accept both, but that we consider giving additional consideration to applications that come from with an institution.  I also feel that if we fund individual applicants they should be directed to work within the core group of their institution or another existing core group.  This would be more cost effective and would allow for greater oversight and accountability.

We must, in addition, provide guidance about our intent to fund “Cores” vs research.  It should be clear that this funding will be readjusted as the years go forward.  We should also be as explicit as possible about what specific aspects of the “Cores” we will fund.  For example, Senate Bill No 934 – Public Act No. 05-149 is clear about funding research as opposed to teaching.  These considerations could be connected to guidelines pertaining to direct and indirect payments as well as to intellectual property and all of its implications concerning commercialization.

We should also be explicit about our desire to have clear collaborations within institutions and between institutions.  It is obvious that collaboration offers the potential for greater gains and we should therefore consider offering incentives to ensure that this occurs.

Other items which need clarification pertain to the length of time we are willing to fund a project and if there are any financial limits to the amount of dollars we are willing to distribute to a particular institution or project.  We should also make it clear that while we will consider funding all types of stem cell research, it is our strong desire to emphasize the funding of embryonic stem cell research, which has been the driving force behind this entire initiative.

There are many other items that will need further consideration and these can be clarified over the next few months while we are waiting for the applications to be returned to us.  It is my recommendation that we consider requesting that these applications be returned to us by May 5, 2006.

If time permits today, we could have further discussion about establishing supportive working groups.  There is already growing interest by people who want to volunteer their services, expertise and commitment to advance embryonic stem cell research.  In addition, we should begin considering ways in which we can expand funding for this work.  The Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundations, for example, has expressed its desire to make twenty million dollars available for embryonic stem cell research.  There are also a number of other foundations, corporations and individuals who could potentially make significant funds available.  This is a perfect area in which a working group could be effective.

We obviously, have a great deal of important work to accomplish.  However, the effort is extremely worthwhile because the potential gain is so very great.  We also have the opportunity to position CT in the forefront of embryonic stem cell research.  This will enable us to be at the epicenter of this work and thus place Connecticut in a very advantageous situation in ensuing years.  There is therefore, a great incentive for us to be diligent in our efforts.  We have the opportunity and responsibility to effectively move this process which has the potential of helping a vast array of individuals as well as society in general. 
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