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COMMISSIONER DR. ROBERT GALVIN:  We have a quorum of ten. Good afternoon to all of you and to all you folks on the phone.  Are you all right, Dr. Canalis, doing well?  




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Commissioner, I just wish I were there. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I know that. 




DR. CANALIS:  It won’t be the same. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Colley sends his warmest regards reference your treatise on antibiotics.  




DR. CANALIS:  Oh, I’ve got a long story for you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I will call the meeting to order.  We’ll get started.  I would like to personally extend my thanks to Kevin Rakin who has left us and -- because of other duties and potential conflicts. He certainly was an avid contributor to the meetings and to the quality of work that was performed here, a universally calm and polite gentleman, who always added something of weight for our consideration. He will be deeply missed. We hope that life treats him well and he accomplishes all the things that he has set out to do. And we know we won’t be able to replace him, but hopefully we’ll get someone else to keep the chair warm. 




I’ll move on to the minutes from the February 19, 2008.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is there any status report on the condition of Dr. Yang?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren can add this. It’s my understanding that Dr. -- as of the last information I had that Dr. Yang was in China seeking some treatments.  And I’m not sure if he’s back in the states or what the status of his health is. Perhaps Warren has a little more update.  




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Warren Wollschlager.  Yes, Commissioner, I did get an e-mail from Dr. Yang saying he planned on resigning from the Board.  That was prior to the last meeting that he was planning on resigning.  I e-mailed him subsequent to that saying is he going to write directly to his appointing authority or does he need assistance with that.  He was appointed by Senator Williams, I believe. So I have not heard back from him on that. But it is his intention to resign from the Committee while he receives medical treatment.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So in other words it’s not official as yet, am I correct?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I do have something in writing that said he’s resigned.  But I’m trying to just -- and I suppose we could act upon that if need be especially as we go into the meeting on the 31st.  But I did e-mail him just for that purpose just to try to nail that down before the meeting on the 31st.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we do owe the present Pro Tempori of the Senate an opportunity to react to Jerry and -- before we ask Senator Williams to make another appointment.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, the information that I have is that he’s not expecting to return too soon. That he’s seeking alternative chemo -- alternative cancer therapy and that’s his position at the moment.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, he’ll also be missed, you know. A man who is one of the giants in modern day science and unfortunately he’s got to deal with this persistent health problem which doesn’t seem to want to go away.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, if I might appoint a person of privilege on that, Dr. Galvin, since it’s questionable, but if the resignation does come through I would like to say that personally I will miss Dr. Yang very much as I learned a great deal from him when I partnered with him on a few reviews last year.  And his contributions to the meetings were always outstandingly helpful to me.  And as the internationally known expert from Connecticut on SENT or therapeutic cloning his expertise will surely be missed. 




And on a personal level I think the example he gave to me of courage in face of his massive cancer and his overwhelming chemotherapy he committed to stay with the work and he did so, I think, until the very last possible moment. And his courage is to be admired.  And I wish for his success in China to find alternative treatment should be going with him.  So I would hope that the Committee would recognize that and send its well wishes, and respects, and regards to Dr. Yang.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We certainly will and we hope that he finds some useful alternatives bearing in mind that Chinese physicians were successfully treating people for three millennia before the birth of Christ. So maybe they found a few things that we don’t know about yet that will help Dr. Yang. I think sometime in the future the group should consider what should we not give some sort of a proclamation or an award of something suitable to -- for someone to frame and -- or whatever and keep it in their study for their years of service, and excellent service to this group. And perhaps Warren and some others can flesh that out.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Since we did it for Dr. Lensch it makes sense that we do something of that nature.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, other Boards give people those oak chairs that you can tell your grandchildren about.  I’m not sure we’re an oak chair group.




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  A proclamation sounds good. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A proclamation sounds a little more reasonable.  We are not going to review the minutes from the last meeting unless there are further comments from the assembled group.  And if there are any changes, deletions or additions to the meeting minutes from the 19th of February let’s discuss those.  




Yes, Dr. Wallack.  




DR. MILT WALLACK:  Milt Wallack, page two, I just have a question.  I was -- I wasn’t sure if we got the true meaning of what was intended to be said on page two of the minutes of the third paragraph. It says, “whether Connecticut’s funds should be targeted or focused in the short term”. And then in the next paragraph there was a reference to the following, “referring to Governor Rell’s proposed budget Mr. Mandelkern questioned whether funding for four additional positions at the Department of Health would help to reduce the deficit for administration of the stem cell research program”.  




So I’m just probably not understanding remembering those two sentences properly, but they seem like out of focus for me at least.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, maybe, perhaps you could comment on that last sentence.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Unfortunately at this point I was administering the Peer Review Committee and I wasn’t -- I wasn’t a member of this body until later on in the meeting.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead.  




MS. HORN:  Marianne Horn.  My recollection was that Mr. Mandelkern had seen in the legislation -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Proposed. 




MS. HORN:  Proposed legislation that there were four additional positions being proposed for the Department of Public Health and was asking whether those would help the deficit in terms of running the stem cell research program. And I just said my understanding was that they were four investigational positions that they were not intended for the research position -- or program. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have some new positions coming on board, three of them are for the drinking water division, five or possibly ten are going to be for nursing home and day care inspections.  And there are some others related to transferring to electronic records.  But there were none proposed for the particular purpose of stem cell operations.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  May I?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  In terms of, Milt, to what you’re raising I don’t think there was any connection between Steve’s comments and mine.  I think there is -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I didn’t mean to imply that.  I did not mean to imply that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, I mean there is no organic connection. 




DR. WALLACK:  No. I just asked two separate questions.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Are you satisfied, Dr. Wallack?  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Are there any other changes or comments on the minutes from -- yes, Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If no one on the Committee has any other comments just attribute it to me on page seven, the last sentence, the first paragraph under public comments, something about the way that reads doesn’t feel -- I don’t recollect saying that.  I’m not quite sure what that would mean in terms of repaying pre-award funding. I don’t know who it would be repaid to.  I would suggest that we simply strike that because I think it’s there as a clarification or an amplification of the previous sentence by Marianne Horn.  So if it’s okay with the Committee I’d just like to strike that sentence.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So you’re going to delete everything beginning with Mr. Wollschlager and ending two and a half lines later with not funded. 




MS. PAMELA HARTLEY:  Or do you want to put a period after own risk and then delete everything after that?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Again, if I’m noted as saying it I’m sure I did, it’s just -- and that’s fine.  So I mean if the minutes reflect that that’s what I said that’s fine you can do that as well.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t recall it. And the way it’s -- so there is two things we can do, several things we can do.  Not do anything with it or reduce it to Mr. Wollschlager -- Mr. Wollschlager indicated that the University may do pre-award funding at their own risk.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Period. That would be fine. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Period.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I’m going to strike the rest.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Just strike the rest, everything from risk down to not funded. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Great. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay?  Anything else?  Okay.  If there are no other comments I will entertain a motion to accept the minutes of 19th February with the one deletion as indicated.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So moved. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The minutes from 19 February ’08 are adopted.  




Now, next we have an update on receipt of 2006 annual reports from Pamela Hartley.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  To date we have received just one fiscal -- annual fiscal report.  So I don’t have a whole lot to report at this point other than that we have received one.  The majority of them are due on or by April 2nd for the 2006 grants.  So that’s where we stand. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And would you want to continue with Items B and C?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Let’s see.  Well, we have not received any of the technical progress reports, the annual technical progress reports.  And just as a reminder once we do receive both the technical progress report and the annual fiscal report we’ll be forwarding those to the pairs that have been assigned to review the annual reports.  And I just wanted to remind them to fill out that form that we gave you earlier, the sign off form, and then submit it to Connecticut Innovations just so we have a record of it.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  The technical progress reports, the deadline is the same as the fiscal?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s the same as the fiscal.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Update on royalty reports received.  It looks like you have most of the agenda this afternoon. 




MS. HARTLEY:  I know.  Okay. The -- it will be a quick update. We’ve received all the royalty reports that were due, and no royalties are due on any projects.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Update on 2008 grant review.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay, the 2008 grant -- 




DR. ANNE KIESSLING:  -- oh, hello. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hello.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Hi. It’s Anne Kiessling. I have been trying to dial in for a while. 




MS. HARTLEY:  You made it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Glad you’re here. We’re just updating on some items. Ann, I don’t think you missed anything of substantial import. So we’ll continue. We’re talking about the update on the 2008 grant reviews.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay. So with regard to the peer reviews all of you should of received those. Those were sent out last Thursday, March 13th and I sent those via e-mail.  We will also be sending a summary of just the scores only.  So I’ll be sending that in the next few days. 




DR. WALLACK:  What scores? I’m sorry?




MS. HARTLEY:  The peer reviews scores for the 2008, the 87 proposals for 2008. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  What sort of assembly do you mean?  




MS. HARTLEY:  You should have already received the full peer reviews and I was just going to send also a list with only the scores, just a more concise listing of each project just with the score. 




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  This is Gerry Fishbone. Can you hear me?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I can hear you, Gerry. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, I have one question about the scores. In some of the reviews there were two separate comments. There were reviews from two different people.  Were the numbers on the scores that we received a composite of their two rankings?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could respond, Doctor, where possible the primary and the secondaries spoke together and tried to come up with a consensus number. And when they still had any divergence between the numbers so as long as they were in 1.0 of each other it’s my understanding that they averaged them out and the number you see there then does reflect that type of negotiation.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I you may mean .1. 1.0 would be a very large difference. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Oh, I’m sorry, yes .1.




DR. FISHBONE:  So they were -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- if they were  within a tenth of a point, a 2.1 and a two -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  -- yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- no, no.  Actually if it was like a -- if there was a 2.5 and a 3.5 and that’s as far as they could get together then they moved it down to a 3.0.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And that was with the advice and approval of the full committee. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Thank you.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could make one other comment, and, Pamela, I just sent you this e-mail so you probably don’t even know this yet or I don’t know if you have seen it yet, there is one discrepancy that you’re going to see. It’s really the score from the actual rating and ranking that you’re going to see from Pamela did not come out accurate on a single application. And it’s  ’08 SCA. We’re going to put this out in an e-mail to all of you so you have this as well, but basically it’s the seed investigation Applicant No. 13, which was submitted by Doctor Furneaux F-U-R-N-E-A-U-X. In the narrative scores that you’ve all received it says it received a 2.6, but in fact it received a 2.75. 2.6 was one of the scores and so we’ll clarify that in writing to you all but I just wanted to get that in the record now. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, sir. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  There is also one of your typo that I came when I compiled on the index of stem cells.  ’08-SCA, which you have listed as UCONN-017 really should be UCHC ’07. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Can you repeat that? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  On the index of stem cells the full listing of all the proposals. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  When I entered scores for my own interest against all the proposals there was one that didn’t fit and it was the only one left over. And it refers to the bottom of the first page ‘08-SCA. You have it listed as UCONN-017 and it has to be in order to co-relate all the reports and all the listings it has to be UCHC not UCONN.




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  If you co-relate everything you will see that I’m correct, I believe.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Again, for the record, Commissioner the group was appreciative that you had legislation passed to expand the numbers. The  workload was decreased significantly, but it was pointed out, again, that only in Connecticut are peer reviewers not compensated at all and that as more and more states are getting into the business it’s getting a little more competitive and more difficult to attract peer reviewers.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll try again. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay. So continuing on in, on ‘B’ here, Part B, availability of proposals, as you know everyone -- I’m sure everybody has accessed the proposals from the CI website.  If you don’t or you have lost the username or password let either Chelsea or me know and we will provide that, but they’re all on the CI website.  




In terms of the meeting structure and process, I wanted to share with you today some of the time allotments. This is based on what was done last year.  We kind of summarized for each grant category   the amount of time that the pairs who are responsible for those grants will have to present that particular grant and for some discussion. So as you will see last year -- and the order, this is the same order as was done last year.  So the meeting started out talking about seed grants.  There was an initial discussion and if scores were between 2.5 and 5 meaning that there was sort at the less desirable end of the spectrum they each received a one-minute description and discussion. Scores that were better, meaning between 1 and just under 2.5 had a form in it description and discussion. 




And then there was a second round. 




DR. CANALIS:  Is ever line beeping? Well somebody is causing this.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Somebody dialed in. I heard a dial number and then it started beeping.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Dr. Canalis.  




DR. CANALIS:  Just remember we’re here to serve.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You don’t know how grateful I am.  




DR. CANALIS:  You know to serve for free. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  All right.  So after these initial presentations and discussions, the proposals were separated into a yes, no, and maybe categories. There was then a second round of description and discussion that followed for the maybe and yes proposals, and for all of those they each received a form in it, a time frame. Then once the Committee went through the seed grants they proceeded to go to tackle the group and core facility grants.  All of those proposals received a 14-minute time allotment for the description and discussion. After that the grouping of grants or category of grants was discussed. 




Then the last group to be discussed was the established investigator grants and they were given in the initial discussion for the less desirable scoring grants from 2.5 to 5 they received one minute discussion and description. And for 1 to under 2.5, which were the better-scored grants, they received 5 minutes. And again they were categorized yes, no, maybe. The maybe’s and the yes’s all received a second round of discussion of four minutes. So that just gives you some sense of the time element that you’re dealing with when presenting and so I hope that is helpful to everyone. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Mr. Mandelkern. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would just make a comment on Section two, your group and core facility -- this is Bob Mandelkern. Group and core facility grants description and discussion initial all 14 minutes. In eyeballing the scores of the group and core proposals there are scores of 4.5, 4.25, 4.5, and 4.0 and 3.75 among those proposals. I hardly believe that they will warrant 14 minutes of consideration. So I think there should be an addendum there since we’ve had a refinement of time related to scores in Section 1 that the reviewers should use similar discretion in Section 2 where their numbers go from 3 to almost 5 and not spend 14 minutes on it because there are overall 87 grants and I think our time has to be used as discretionally -- that’s not a right word, that’s not -- judicially, that’s the legal -- that’s the word, our time has to be used as judicially as possible. So I wanted to make that comment in eyeballing all of these scores. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, and I think, Bob, that as we look at these relatively low scoring grants, I can’t -- if a grant gets a 4.5 I’m not sure we’re going to spend a long time discussing it. I think we want to leave an adequate amount of time in case for some particular reason we haven’t spent enough time on a grant that shows some real merit but I think you get down much past 3.6 and it sort of, you know, it’s a forgone conclusion that those grants don’t have much of an opportunity for funding in this round. So that probably should take care of itself.  Although I find the longer I’m this job that things rarely take care of themselves.




MS. HARTLEY:  So shall we leave these allotments as is or would you like to adjust them? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we can leave it as it is in case for some reason there is some controversy about one or the other of the grants.  I just can’t -- I think Bob’s comment is well taken. I can’t foresee that we’re going to spend the better part of a quarter of an hour discussing a grant that has got very low scores, but at least we have an opportunity so that everybody feels that their grant has been looked  at and they’ve had an opportunity to be heard rather than set some arbitrary formula of time for some of the grants that did not score as highly as the others, but I think we’re all right with that. 




MS. HARTLEY:  And is the order -- the order in which you would like to have them addressed seed followed by group and core followed by established?  That’s how it was done last year.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s -- Pamela, I think that’s a reasonable way to do things.  And I think that the seed grants need sort of a special look.  These are people that we’re helping to get started and this gives us a look at what’s coming our way and what’s coming our way with new investigators.  And we should also take some note that there may be many more seed grants, good seed grants submitted then we can fund and that would certainly give us a statistical base to exam, you know, where we’re going with our funding and I think that’s a reasonable way to do it.




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  The only other think I wanted to mention is in terms of what to bring to the meeting please remember to bring the proposals that you’re assigned to review as a minimum. And also you may bring a laptop because we will have Internet access and I believe Lynn Townshend had sent an e-mail today to sort of get a head count of who would like to have the -- I guess it’s wireless Internet access. 




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  This is Lynn Townshend.  If you are interested in having Internet access let me know by close of business Thursday, which I think is what the e-mail said, and some of you have already responded. Dr. Huang, I think, Amy has responded, Dr. Canalis. So it would be great to have that head count before Thursday so we could put that as part of the AV contract. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Count me on it if you want to save the e-mail.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay. You’ll be using wireless during the meeting?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I’ll attempt to. I have a laptop and I’m struggling mightily to master it. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I can help.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So I would like to bring it.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I’ll put you on there, sir.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  I guess we’re down to Item No. 6, and due diligence for private applicants.  That was on the agenda last time, but I don’t believe that the Committee came to any sort of decision on this regarding the extent of due diligence that should be done for private applicants.  Given the timing I don’t think it’s going to be possible also to conduct whatever due diligence we want to do prior to March 31st, the March 31st, April 1st meeting.  




So I guess my question is do you wish to consider this matter further now or do you want to wait until the April meeting, that’s April 15th.  I’ve jotted down some of our thoughts, which have been passed around, which is kind of a short list of potential due diligence steps that may be taken for private applicants. So if you have any thoughts on that.  




MS. HORN:  Would it be possible to send those out to the folks who are on the phone so they can comment back after?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  I realize they don’t have the attachment.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Exactly.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  What is this 800 dollars each for -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- that’s approximately what it costs to hire someone to do that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, my suggestion would be that, if I may, Dr. Galvin. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  That we hold that in advance to see if any of the private applicants -- do we intend to fund any of the private applicants before we commit to any amounts.  We were so strapped for administration funds that 800 dollars on some grants that got scores of 4.75 I don’t think it scored even to consider it. So I think we should hold that quite in abeyance, and maybe the whole due diligence question should be held until we see if we are funding anything from some of the private applications because frankly, and I comment only personally not on the part of anybody on the Committee, some of the proposals from the private sector leave something to be desired.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you have a comment about what would constitute due diligence just to give us a framework?  




MS. HORN:  Well, I think that we’ve incorporated a number of ideas that we have batted around. Dr. Makin and I have talked about this. And it really looks at is this a going concern. Do we have concerns about these folks in terms of having adequate insurance, looking at their previous balance sheets?  Are they incorporated here in the state?  And do they actually have Connecticut versus out-of-state employees? We have names of investors, and then the background checks on principles such as the CEO.  




So the way this would play out if we were to fund people at a private entity at the end of the month and we needed to come back to this group to get a sense of what kind of due diligence we would then perform having decided to fund an entity that would just delay the process. So we thought we would bring it here. See if the Committee was comfortable with waiting to see whether we fund any private entities and then deciding what kind of due diligence, which may end up with them not getting funded, funding going back into the pool.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s reasonable. We’re certainly looking at what’s required. Most of these should be documents that are already in existence with the entity or could be very rapidly produced.  And the background checks I’m not quite sure about that although it should be, from my standpoint, incumbent upon the individuals to come up with those background checks and fund them.  




I would -- if we got all the other information I think we would be reasonably certain that we’re not going to find anything significant in the background checks.  And prior to awarding the actual grants ask them to provide these background checks, which being corporate entities they could probably do pretty quickly and may have already done.  I’m sure that most boards of directors require this kind of information about corporate chief executive officers or chief scientific officers.  I don’t think this is an onerous amount of -- I mean it looks like onerous amount of information to produce, but most of it they must already have that in order to exist as a business entity.  




MS. HORN:  I don’t think it would be difficult for them to produce it. And these are things that, as we rewrite the RFP going forward, we could put into have produced as part of their application so we can look at it right up front.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I think part of the time consuming part is, for instance, an analysis of the business plan, for instance, to read through that and really understand it and the implications of their strategies and so forth.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we might want to get somebody from the University of Connecticut, particularly from the School of Business, to quickly -- to be able to review the business plans. And there are people who teach that and can do that or from Yale or from Quinnipiac or whatever we could get someone to do it.  It’s always a little easier for us to work with the State University for contractual purposes, but we could do it with any of the universities that have business schools and those are not difficult. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  This is a point of information I would ask that it’s in the legal area. We have been circulated on the Committee all of the peer review paragraphs and statements.  Has this already been sunshined?  Is this available publicly on the site and so on if any question comes up or is that not sunshined till after the granting week?  




MS. HORN:  Last year, I believe, the process was that we -- it was made available after the grant reviews that you folks just -- when the grant reviews were final then the peer reviews were made available to anybody who requested them under the Freedom of Information. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  After the funding is done -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- after our meeting. 




MS. HORN:  Yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  After our meeting at the end of the month then these will be sunshined.  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  Now, we did ask in the e-mail that if you get a request for these documents from the public, from the press to let us know because there may be contained within those peer reviews some proprietary information that would not be releasable. So we would take a look at that. So just refer any requests to either the Department or to CI.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s post granting. 




MS. HORN:  Correct, well, yes, yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But what a minute, you’re talking about pre-grant. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Pre-granting is -- it’s not available.  




MS. HORN:  Correct.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Except to the Committee. 




MS. HORN:  That’s right. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Ethics and law subcommittee by Professor Stephen Latham.  




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  As the minutes from the last meeting reflect we’ve decided to reinvigorate what had been a contract review committee in the previous round. And that was decided -- decided, but not really deciding that it was going to have its home in the existing ethics and law committee.  And a group of people met over at CI last week to go through the existing agreements both the assistance agreements and at a future meeting, as it turns out, the royalty agreements with an eye toward making changes that counsel for CI and others around the table thought would be helpful or clarifying. 




And with a particular eye towards the possibility of our funding this year, as we didn’t last year, any private entities because some of the considerations are different for them particularly for very small start up organizations, small start up bio-tech organizations.  A couple of things, we’ll eventually circulate proposed revisions to those agreements. They’re in the works now. We had some very good discussion about the assistance agreement.  And so the whole Committee will have a chance to see the proposed changes before they go forward. 




But just to flag a couple of the issues we wanted to put in for the private entities some representations and warranties about their presence in Connecticut. It’s fairly standard in other contexts for people who are contracting with the state to warrant that they’ll continue doing business in the state for as much as ten years.  This Committee will have to think about whether that makes sense particularly in a context where a spin off might be created by a university faculty member who then wants to move to a different university whether there would be some sort of penalty associated with that, and so on. 




Anyway there is -- we’re looking at some representations and warranties involving Connecticut presence for the private entities. We’re not worried that Yale or Wesleyan are going to leave the state. But we might have that worry about a small start up that had applied for funding. 




Then we looked at the question of the funding gap. The universities have indicated that they’re okay with the current system, which leaves them with a funding gap, but allows them to do some spending at their own risk before the second round funding is approved.  But for a small start up firm carrying a quarter’s worth of cost might be prohibitive.  So one possibility that we had kicked around at the meeting was the idea that we might fund for five quarters initially, keep to the same review schedule, you know, to minimize the amount of time that there was actually a gap in funding. Again you can see some language about that when it’s drafted.




Finally, some people around the table with experience in these matters also thought that the internal audit requirement that we have in the existing assistance agreement could be onerous and too expensive to be handled again by a small start up biotech company.  And the recommendation was instead to come up with a list of agreed upon procedures to substitute for an internal audit or the hiring of a formal outside auditor. 




So those are the major issues we flagged. We’ve having another meeting on April 3rd to look at the royalty agreement and some of the provisions of that which may -- which we may want to have structured differently for a private entity than for a non-profit university.  And, again, the whole Committee will have a chance to see these proposed changes in those agreements before they go forward. This is just to flag what it was that we were talking about at these meetings. 




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings just joining the meeting by phone. Can you hear me?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  How is everybody? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Welcome.  I think those remarks are really excellent, Professor Latham, and perhaps we should give some consideration as time moves on as to our direction in terms of Yale is off to a good start.  The University of Connecticut, Wesleyan is off to a good start.  Do we need to redirect our attention to some of the list, smaller and less financially robust agencies, particularly in a state where although 70 percent of UCONN graduates stay in Connecticut for their first jobs many of them move out, and do we have some duty or should direct our attention towards things that would cause a net influx of scientists and young scientists to the state?  We’ve certainly attracted some senior scientists of international repute. Where do we go from here?  And I think that’s particularly interesting to me when we look at a lot of the seed grants and particularly realizing we can’t fund some of them all. We can only fund some of them whereas most of these seed grants represent new people and new ideas.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Hello, this is Mike Genel. Hello.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, we got you. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  If I may, I’d like to add one thing -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- this is Mike Genel. I’ll be on for about a half hour.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll be done before that hopefully.  




DR. GENEL:  Oh, okay. Then I’ll be on until you’re finished. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  When you’re ready let me know I’ll move for adjournment.  




DR. LATHAM:  The Commissioner’s remarks also bear on the strategic planning subcommittee, which I’ve recently agreed to chair and had a conversation with the Commissioner about.  And which now that Warren is back in full health we’ll be proceeding with setting up its first meeting sometime shortly after the funding meeting at the end of the month.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can elaborate on that, Commissioner, Professor Latham.  We do intend to set that up, you know, immediately following that funding meeting.  As you heard from the last meeting Professor Latham agreed to chair, but the intent was to bring together the full members of the subcommittee, but also reach out to external stakeholders such as CASE who did Part I of the strategic planning document, the universities themselves, Yale, UCONN, and Wesleyan. Probably reach out to CURE so that we have representatives through Paul of the private sector, and other appropriate stakeholders. 




So we’ll work with -- I’ll get an e-mail out once I work with Steve’s schedule to see when his -- he’s most available.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  On the work that you did, Steve, on fixing the law and so forth for the small companies, the starter companies -- I’m sorry, Wallack -- did you do anything about formalizing further escrow considerations, IRB’s, or anything like that, or was that not part of what you were discussing? Because I understand it they don’t usually have their own escrow groups and they probably have to work through one of the universities or something like that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There is pending legislation requiring private corporations to have an escrow.  




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, really? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, that won’t affect this year’s. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, but we’ll have it the earliest the July 1st implementation date, but we think we -- I don’t have a copy of that legislation, but we think we’ve sort of plugged that hole by requiring a non-university element that applies for funding to have an escrow.  It’s pretty much across the board, the similarity.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I don’t think there will be any problem with that although you never know, but I don’t think there is any, per say, problem with that legislation.  




DR. LATHAM:  Henry or Pamela, correct me if I’m wrong, but I don’t think we discussed that at our meeting whether -- I think there is something in the RFP about requiring escrow review of all the research.  So whether that also needs to be in the contract, which incorporates the RFP by reference, I’m not sure.  But it’s a separate question what they’re going to do if they don’t already have an escrow and we decide to fund them and at least one possible short term answer, if this legislation is not on the books yet or not effective yet, is that they could go to one of the commercial escrows that are out there. Or they may be able to use the university escrow for a fee, but I’m not sure how that works. 




DR. WALLACK:  Could we recommend maybe that they go to the universities in the intervening time without a fee possibly? I mean would that work? 




MR. HENRY SALTON:  The request for proposal -- this is Henry Salton, the request for proposal requires that the applicant, whether it’s an institution, hospital, or company must establish an escrow committee or establish an affiliation with an existing escrow committee along the lines recommended by the National Academies.  So that’s clearly what -- and they have to submit then a list of the members of the committee along with a copy of policies, procedures of the escrow committee prior to the release of funds.  And we have the right to delay or decline funding if not satisfied that the escrow committee is appropriately established and constituted.




DR. LATHAM:  So they could set up their own if they get funding.  




MS. HORN:  And what our legislation does is it codifies that requirement, which is -- the contract, and it also makes it applicable to entities that are not funded -- it makes it applicable to all entities regardless of whether they receive state funding or whether they’re operating on private funding.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You look puzzled. 




DR. WALLACK:  There was another part of this.  I think it may have been a couple of applications, if I’m not mistaken I don’t recall, that either I had them or they were in the other 70 some odd about reprogramming.  Do you recall if we had -- if that’s accurate because the reason I’m asking is that I thought, Marianne, you were going to come back with information pertaining to if there was anything that we had to amend or change in reference to that? Some of us, and saying myself, felt that there was no problem with that.  And I just wanted to make sure that we were okay with that thought that there was no problem having to do anything extra in reference to any reprogramming research.  Do you remember that conversation? 




MS. HORN:  We can have our conversation off line. I’m not recalling that conversation right now.  But I’d be happy to bring anything back to the Committee. I’m just not recalling anything outstanding. 




DR. WALLACK:  Then that’s fine then.  That’s fine.  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Steve, are you all set or do you have more material?  




DR. LATHAM:  All set.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll move on to Agenda Item No. 8, target dates.  Warren, do you -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- I guess this is just target dates for when the Committee may be approving or disapproving the annual reports for the 2006 projects. This is our best estimate of when most of these may come through. I’m guessing probably May will be the -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I would think so. 




MS. HARTLEY:  The time frame.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  So are we agreed the target date for reviewing annual reports for the 2006 project will be the 20 May meeting.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right, that’s the most likely date.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, it doesn’t sound like you’re going to have everything you need prior to that time.  Yes, Warren.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Can I ask then, Commissioner, to Pamela or Dr. Latham I understand then you said that the institutions were fine. They weren’t -- we had expressed concerns at a Committee meeting, but they weren’t concerned at all about it.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I contacted each one of the grants managers, the contact people at each of the institutions and had a conversation, and they all seemed to be comfortable with dealing with the gap through either spending carry over money from -- that was not used in year one.  And/or doing some pre-award spending at their own risk.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.  




MS. HARTLEY:  So they seemed to think that that would work out fine.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Yes, Milt. 




DR. WALLACK:  Through the Chair to Pam. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  We talked about in the reviews having some kind of narrative that would be able to be posted on the DPH website for the public.  Are we getting that as we review the ’06 grants also? 




MS. HARTLEY:  The annual reports you mean? 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I haven’t received any of the technical annual reports yet.  




DR. WALLACK:  This would be in addition to the technical a lay -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- a lay language, yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Language -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- that has been requested.  


DR. WALLACK:  It has been requested?




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Great, okay, thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment? Any public comment? We’re on Item No. 9.  Hearing none, I’ll just throw the meeting open to the group if there is something that needs to be discussed. 




DR. WALLACK:  I would. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Is Mike Genel back on?  Nope, not yet.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, would you like a motion for adjournment?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One second.  




DR. WALLACK:  In order to enhance the attendance, in person attendance in the past some of you might recall we offered cookies as an incentive.  You’ll notice that the cookies are not available. Perhaps that is why we’re not seeing the same attendance in person. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would you like to chair a cookie committee?  




DR. WALLACK:  Either -- unless somebody else -- Robert would you like to, in order to get attendance at a higher level, chair the cookie committee?  


MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I would practically go to a Danish committee on top of a cookie committee if we could up the attendance because it gets lonesome.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It does, that’s interesting, if I could, Commissioner. We were talking internally about just that issue about the -- not the cookies, but the dwindling numbers of individuals who are able to appear in person and is that reflective of the fact that we’ve been successful or that teleconferencing has been working.  And -- but I think it warrants a look by somebody as to whether or not we are being as effective as we should be in attracting people to the meeting.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I think I’ll comment on that.  




DR. GENEL:  This is Mike Genel. I apologize.  I would like the cookies and I had another engagement in Hartford this morning that you’ll read about inevitably.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We will save a cookie for you for next time.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Can you hear me? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  I actually think that the attendance at these meetings is good in my experience with this type of meeting.  I especially think that that -- the votes for that is the numbers of people who are on the phone conference. We all had a problem today because it took us about 20 minutes to actually gain access to the conference call.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. I think that my comment would be that if it’s -- it’s kind of a little difficult, and I think that Ann’s saying a little difficult to do business over the phone with lateness and some systematic problems. So I think one of the things that we can do as an administrative subset is to make sure we have the best possible telecommunications that we can get.  I think some of the problems are inherent if you’re going to get individuals like Amy, or Paul, or Gerry, or Ann to participate it takes a big piece of time, particularly if you’re coming down from Boston. You’ve got a two-hour drive at either end, and then being down here it’s basically a whole day out of a busy schedule.  I know that Dr. Canalis works internationally at times, so it’s difficult. 




We may want to look and see is it really necessary for us to meet every month.  We had a relatively light agenda today.  We may want to change the meetings and omit some months to make it easier on our folks from New Jersey and from Boston and from out of town.  We can always fill the table up with local people, but they wouldn’t give us the breadth and the depth of experience that we get from folks all over the northeast. So we need to look at -- look at that in terms of the timing and the frequency of the meetings and see where we need to go in that. 




But I will promise you that Lynn Townshend and I will look into some of the electronic aspects of our meetings and see if there is some easier way to do that work so we don’t have difficulty hearing and we don’t have difficulty connecting.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We’re having Dr. Genel and Milt Wallack who are having a meeting later on this week involving the three research institutions, the universities, the Department of Public Health, and what we’re using is video conferencing where we’re setting up three different video conference sites throughout the state. And they happen to be located at the universities.  I think just downstream that’s the model that would be more effective if we could set up a couple of sites in Massachusetts and, you know, a site in New Jersey that would at least give us the visual participation as well. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, I think that would be much easier if we could set one up that’s easily reachable for -- I’m not sure just where in Boston.  I know where Ann is -- where Bedford is because I spent many years up there, but if there was a place where it would be relatively easy for those folks to get to and then perhaps something down in the southern part of the state that made it easier for people who are more towards Fairfield county than here to come in and do their thing without having to be on the road for two hours or an hour and a half.  




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  This is Ernie.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re not going to set one up at St. Francis for you.  I’m sorry.  




DR. CANALIS:  We do have teleconferencing by the way and that would help a great deal. I think part of the problem is the last three meetings those agendas could have been handled in a single meeting. And, you know, I mean I think that it would -- it is not a wise use of time, you know, to have a meeting for an hour, a hour and a half and put the three meetings together.  And I think that, you know, the lack of attendance is in part reflecting this.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I agree with you completely. I think one of -- should we not be a public agency we’d be able to do a lot of business by electronic means.  However, if we have more -- the Freedom of Information laws require us to publish the fact that we’re going to have an on-line meeting and we’re really handicapped by that.  So there is a lot of stuff that other similar -- similarly -- functionally similar organizations, but structurally different can do that we can’t do. But I would agree that perhaps a more -- fewer meetings with some better fine-tuning on the material would be more appropriate. And thank you for your comments. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to comment in that regard that I think until we took the hiatus for the November/December meetings we were operating under a fuller attendance roster.  I think something was lost when we cancelled those two meetings and this is only the third meeting since that hiatus.  So I think I would rather look, rather than doing in a sense outsourcing of the meetings, rather to see how to vitalize in-house attendance because I think there is more to be gained by one on one discussions than there can be a videoconferencing as much as I love to look at all my colleagues I like to talk to them face to face more.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I -- your comments are well taken.  I think we have to all think back that we were -- many months ago we were all plowing new grounds that we had to -- if you’ll remember we had to go over every word and nuance in the requests for proposals, which took a great deal of time.  We really were a brand new organization and a brand new part of science, and there was a lot of face to face and a lot of coordination required. But I think in the future we need to make sure that if we’re going to ask Amy Wagers to drive down from Boston we have to have three hours worth of meat and potatoes and -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- and cookies. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And cookies.  Okay.  Do you have another comment? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I had another comment.  Just in general I don’t know how to address it or what can be done, but in looking at all of the efforts we made to solicit proposals from private entities the net result of the efforts is very disappointing.  The highest scores on any of the private proposals are two, at the 2.5.  Most of them sink to the level of 3.75, 4.5, 4.5, 4.25, and I think we have to rethink our approach somehow if that is the quality of proposal we will get from the private entities.  I don’t know an answer, but the initial results are rather disappointing.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And when you consider that we are limited pretty much by the geographical confines of the state and within that relatively small amount of space we have two giant competitors, Yale and the UCONN, Wesleyan access.  And does it leave much room for private entities?  I suppose if we had something here like the Hughes Foundation or a very large foundation that wished to embark on this it would be a different story, but it’s -- you know, in a small state we have two major -- the two major assets who are only door to door about 37 miles.  And there is not much out in the northwest, southeast parts of the state. 




So I’m not surprised that this is happening. I would think we will get more attention from private industry and from non-university sources when the research passes from new academic and scientific research to operationalizing concepts and producing a product.  But I think we probably have -- don’t have many entities that are -- that would fit our definition of being Connecticut entities who are willing and able to do the research at the present time.  




Did you have a comment, sir? 




MR. DAVID MENAKER:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob, would you move the microphone over so this young man can get -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- I’d be happy to. 




MR. MENAKER:  Don’t get it too close.  David Menaker.  The Christopher Reeve Foundation has published on their website the 16 grants totaling close to two million dollars. And I brought in half a dozen copies if anybody is interested of a thumbnail sketch of each of those projects.  So I have a few. If we want more somebody I’m sure can get copies.  I gave Dr. Galvin a copy a few minutes ago so he’s kind of peeked at it, I think.  And hopefully it’s of some value. 




DR. WALLACK:  They’re mostly from New Jersey, David?  




MR. MENAKER:  They have -- let’s see University of Pittsburgh, Chapel Hill North Carolina, Seattle, Washington, they’re scattered.  




DR. WALLACK:  All over.  




MR. MENAKER:  With who the researcher is. I see one at Quebec.  These are all one and two year grants.  And, again, it’s a quick thumbnail sketch so if you look at this you’d probably get a brief idea of what they are and how they may interact with some of the things that we’re looking at.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you. Are there any further public comments?  Comments from the Committee?  If not, I’ll entertain a motion to adjourn this meeting.  




DR. GENEL:  It’s Mike Genel.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  I move we adjourn. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Very good, thank you.  




A VOICE:  Second. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 2:20 p.m.)
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