Adopted:  March 19, 2013


 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes – Regular Meeting

Tuesday – February 19, 2013
A regular meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee “Advisory Committee” was held on Tuesday, February 19, 2013, at the offices of Connecticut Innovations, 865 Brook Street, Rocky Hill, Connecticut.

Call to Order:  Noting the presence of a quorum, Marianne Horn, temporarily representing Jewel Mullen, Chairperson of the Advisory Committee and Commissioner of the Department of Public Health, called the meeting to order at 1:10 p.m.  Members present:   Treena Livingston Arinzeh, Ph.D (by phone—arrived at 1:15 p.m.); Gerald Fishbone, M.D; Myron Genel, M.D (arrived at 1:20 p.m.); David Goldhamer, Ph.D; Ronald Hart, Ph.D.; James Hughes, Ph.D. (by phone); Ann Kiessling, Ph.D.; Diane Krause, M.D., Ph.D.; Jewel Mullen, M.D., M.P.H., M.P.A. (arrived at 1:22 p.m.); and Milton B. Wallack, D.D.S.  
Members absent:   Richard H. Dees, Ph.D.; and Paul Pescatello, J.D., Ph.D.   
Other Attendees:  Cheryl Allevo (CI); Maria Borowski, (University of Massachusetts Medical School, by phone); Matthew Cahill (UCONN); Terri Clark (CASE); Marianne Horn (DPH); Matthew Kohn (NYS Department of Health, by phone); Joseph Landry (CI); and Rick Strauss (CASE). 
Opening Remarks
Attorney Horn noted that she will be representing Dr. Mullen until she arrives.  She thanked the Advisory Committee members for their service and contributions.  Attorney Horn introduced Ms. Allevo from CI who will be assisting Mr. Landry with the administration of the stem cell research program.  

Addition to the Agenda 

Attorney Horn asked the Advisory Committee members to consider adding to the agenda a discussion at the end of the meeting about the process for reviewing the 2013 grant applications by the Advisory Committee members.

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Goldhamer, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of adding to the agenda a discussion about the process of reviewing the 2013 grant applications by the Advisory Committee.  VOTE:  8-0-0 (In favor: Fishbone, Goldhamer, Hart, Horn, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, and Wallack). MOTION PASSED. (Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Genel were not present for the vote).
Approval of Minutes – Advisory Committee Meeting of January 15, 2013
The Advisory Committee members were asked to consider the minutes from the January 15, 2013 meeting.  Dr. Wallack asked the Advisory Committee members to consider amending the minutes on page1 to indicate that he had discussions with the “State Bond Commission members” rather than “legislators” with respect to renewed funding for stem cell research.
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Krause, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of adopting the minutes from the January 15, 2013 meeting with the revision requested by Dr. Wallack.  VOTE:  9-0-0 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Goldhamer, Hart, Horn, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, and Wallack). MOTION PASSED. (Dr. Genel was not present for the vote).
Annual Reports
Attorney Horn reminded the members to refrain from the discussion and vote on any items with which they may have a conflict of interest.  

Mr. Landry noted that annual reports were received for the following University of Connecticut/University of Connecticut Health Center grants:

· 08-SCB-UCHC-011, Dr. Zecevic, principal investigator

· 08-SCB-UCON-006, Dr. LoTurco, principal investigator

It was noted that Dr. LoTurco’s lay summary is a great example of an acceptable lay summary.
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Krause, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the annual reports following University of Connecticut/University of Connecticut Health Center grants:

· 08-SCB-UCHC-011, Dr. Zecevic, principal investigator

· 08-SCB-UCON-006, Dr. LoTurco, principal investigator

VOTE:  8-0-1 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Hart, Horn, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, and Wallack; Abstention: Goldhamer). MOTION PASSED (Dr. Genel was not present for the vote). 
The annual report was also received for grant 10-SCA-18, Dr. Wells, principal investigator (Yale).
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Goldhamer, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the annual report for grant 10-SCA-18, Dr. Wells, principal investigator (Yale).  VOTE:  8-0-1 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Goldhamer, Hart, Horn, Hughes, Kiessling, and Wallack; Abstention: Krause). MOTION PASSED. (Dr. Genel was not present for the vote).
Interim Financial Reports
The Advisory Committee members reviewed the interim financial and technical reports for grant 11-SCA-33 Dr. Amos, principal investigator, (Yale).

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the interim financial and technical reports for grant 11-SCA-33, Dr. Amos, (Yale), principal investigator.  VOTE:  8-0-1 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Goldhamer, Hart, Horn, Hughes, Kiessling, and Wallack; Abstention: Krause). MOTION PASSED. (Dr. Genel was not present for the vote).
Change of Scope/Addition of Co-PI/Rebudgeting
Mr. Landry explained the proposed change of scope, addition of Dr. Lalande as co-principal investigator and rebudget for grant 12-SCD-UCHC-01.  There was general consensus that the requests appear to be appropriate.  However, a question arose as to whether Dr. Lalande was originally listed as a co-principal investigator on the grant.  CI will get clarification on this issue.  Dr. Genel arrived during this discussion.
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Krause, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the change of scope, addition of Dr. Lalande as co-principal investigator and rebudget for grant 12-SCD-UCHC-01 (UCONN).  VOTE:  8-0-2 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Hart, Horn, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, and Wallack; Abstention: Genel and Goldhamer). MOTION PASSED 
Reduction of Effort and Rebudgeting
Mr. Landry explained the reduction of effort and rebudgeting request for grant 11-SCA-39, Dr. Covault, principal investigator (UCHC).  Dr. Mullen arrived during this discussion.
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Krause, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of approving of the reduction of effort and rebudget of funding for grant 11-SCA-39, Dr. Covault, principal investigator.  VOTE:  9-0-1 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Genel, Hart, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, Mullen, and Wallack; Abstention: Goldhamer). MOTION PASSED. 
Rebudgeting Request
Mr. Landry reported on the rebudget request for grant 11SCB24, Dr. Li, principal investigator (UCHC).  He noted that the request was within CI’s authority, and CI approved the rebudget request.  

Revised Lay Summaries
Mr. Landry explained that at the January meeting, the Advisory Committee requested a revised lay summary for the annual report submitted for grant 11-SCB-28, Dr. Grabel, principal investigator.  He noted that Dr. Grabel has not yet provided a revised lay summary; and he asked for further direction from the Advisory Committee members.  After discussion on the issue, there was general consensus that the lay summary that was reviewed by the Advisory Committee members in January was very brief and did not indicate what was accomplished and/or the significance of the principal investigator’s results.  CI will ask Dr. Grabel again to provide a revised lay summary that includes her accomplishments and/or the significance of the results of her project. 
Mr. Landry noted that as requested at the January Advisory Committee meeting, revised lay summaries were received for the following University of Connecticut Health Center grants:

· 08-SCB-UCHC-022, Dr. Li, principal investigator

· 08-SCB-UCHC-01, Dr. Bayarsaihan, principal investigator

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Krause, seconded by Dr. Genel, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the revised lay summaries for the following University of Connecticut Health Center grants:

· 08-SCB-UCHC-022, Dr. Li, principal investigator

· 08-SCB-UCHC-01, Dr. Bayarsaihan, principal investigator

VOTE:  9-0-1 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Genel, Hart, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, Mullen, and Wallack; Abstention: Goldhamer). MOTION PASSED. 
The lay summaries for the following Yale/Yale School of Medicine grants were provided in response to the request made by the Advisory Committee members at the January meeting:
· 08-SCB-YSME-025, Dr. Niklason, principal investigator

· 10-SCA-35, Dr. Qyang, principal investigator

· 10-SCA-30, Dr. Oron, principal investigator

· 10-SCA-16, Dr. Markakis, principal investigator

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Fishbone, seconded by Dr. Kiessling, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the revised lay summaries for the following Yale/Yale School of Medicine grants:

· 08-SCB-YSME-025, Dr. Niklason, principal investigator

· 10-SCA-35, Dr. Qyang, principal investigator

· 10-SCA-30, Dr. Oron, principal investigator

· 10-SCA-16, Dr. Markakis, principal investigator

VOTE:  8-0-2 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Goldhamer, Hart, Hughes, Kiessling, Mullen, and Wallack; Abstention: Genel, Krause). MOTION PASSED. 
Carter Update
Mr. Landry stated that CI received the signed final technical report for grant 08-SCA-UCON-040, Dr. Carter, principal investigator.  In January, Mr. Landry had reported that CI received the final technical report, but it had not been signed and the second year of funding has not been disbursed by CI to UCONN.  
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the final technical report and release of the second year of funding for grant 08-SCA-UCON-040, Dr. Carter, principal investigator.  VOTE:  9-0-1 (In favor: Arinzeh, Fishbone, Genel, Hart, Hughes, Kiessling, Krause, Mullen, and Wallack; Abstention: Goldhamer). MOTION PASSED. 
Axerion Grant Proposal 13-SCC-AXT-01, Dr. Maynard
As mentioned at the January Advisory Committee meeting the application for the Axerion grant proposal 13-SCC-AXT-01, Dr. Maynard, principal investigator exceeds the allowable amount for a group proposal by $500,000.  It was noted that the disease directed group proposal maximum allowable is $2,000,000 and questions arose as to whether the applicant made an error in applying for the wrong category.  The Advisory Committee members discussed several options on how to proceed.  It was noted that the deadline for applying ended, and the applicant should not be allowed to make substantive changes.  The Advisory Committee members acknowledged that the peer review process has already begun, and it would be difficult to make changes to the categories.  A suggestion was made and there was general consensus to send a letter to the applicant notifying them that that the budget submitted exceeds the allowable under the category for the group grants, and that any changes to the budget and/or designation of category must be done within several days.  
Discussion about Grant Reviews by the Advisory Committee Members
Noting the record number of applications received for grant funds for the 2013 funding round, Attorney Horn suggested that the Advisory Committee members consider a cut off (i.e. a certain peer review score) for reviewing grant applications.  A suggestion was made to have the Advisory Committee members review only the top scored 60 or 50 percent of the applications.  A discussion ensued on the National Institutes of Health (“NIH”) grant review process.  In response to a suggestion that the Advisory Committee members have the ability to request a discussion and consideration of lower scored proposals, Attorney Horn cautioned about the perception of unfairness or favoritism.  Dr. Mullen noted the importance of maintaining the integrity of the process.  As funding gets tighter, it will become more important to solidify the process and be consistent.  A recommendation was made to have the Advisory Committee members review all of the proposals but not perform a “full review” of the lower scored proposals.  Questions arose as to whether eliminating the Advisory Committee review of the lower ranked proposals would apply to all categories.  Attorney Horn will draft some suggestions and circulate them to the Advisory Committee members for input.  Mr. Strauss explained the peer review process for reconciling scores.  The Advisory Committee members discussed how to balance the peer review scores with the mission of the program.  
Filing of Statement of Financial Interests
Attorney Horn reminded the Advisory Committee members about filing Statements of Financial Interest with the Office of State Ethics.  The filing must be completed by May 1, 2013.
Guide for Public Officials
Attorney Horn stated that the Guide for Public Officials published by the Office of State Ethics was sent to each of the Advisory Committee members.  
Scientific Review Update
Mr. Strauss provided an update on the Stem Cell Research Accomplishments Study performed by the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering (“CASE”).  He noted that CASE was asked by DPH and CI to identify the accomplishments of the Stem Cell Research Program in Connecticut since the inception of the program.  Mr. Strauss discussed the background of the Study Committee members and members of CASE who worked on the study.  
Ms. Borowski reviewed the methodology used to conduct the analysis, noting that surveys, questionnaires and interviews were used to collect information from each institutional leader, leaders of each core facility and each principal investigator.  She noted that 490 proposals were submitted in response to the six Requests for Proposal (“RFP”) processes conducted from 2006 through 2012.  Ms. Borowski highlighted the breakdown of the number of proposals submitted by companies, organizations and universities, the average number of proposals submitted per RFP and the average number of proposals funded per RFP.  She briefly talked about the amounts of grants and types of grants funded, and it was noted that the program funding through 2011 is only about half of what was originally committed by the state.  The Advisory Committee members asked CASE to clarify the information or make a notation on slide 16 of the presentation to indicate that the funding for 2006 is for 2006/2007.
Ms. Borowski and Mr. Strauss reviewed the total institutional scientific research funding for 2007 through 2012 and the breakdown of funding for stem cell research, and Connecticut stem cell research.  Mr. Strauss noted that this information shows the value of the stem cell program to each of the universities and for the state of Connecticut.  In response to a suggestion about breaking down the information in the chart by years, Mr. Strauss explained the difficulty getting that level of information at this point in the process from each of the universities.  He noted that going forward the Advisory Committee could require more specific information annually from the grant recipients.  For purposes of this study, the Advisory Committee recommended showing the funding at the beginning of the process versus 2012 to show growth as a result of the Stem Cell Research Program.  Attorney Horn indicated that some of the information from the beginning years may be available in past annual reports.  Mr. Strauss noted the importance of having the leaders of the universities agree to common reporting terminology, metrics and period of time so that consistent and accurate information can be used for analysis.  
Ms. Borowski summarized the accomplishments of the program, including the leveraging of other funds, contributions and research outcomes, the creation of new jobs in Connecticut, development of partnerships and collaborations and activities that help foster collaborative environments for conducting stem cell research in Connecticut.  She noted and referred to the appendices which include more in depth information collected.  CASE was asked to get clarification on the definition of “license,” as used in the study.  It was noted that there are better ways to track some of the metrics and it is hopeful that going forward, the process will be improved.
Mr. Strauss reviewed the overall recommendations made in the study.  He indicated that the study recommends an annual review of the program, and he explained the purpose and benefits of having an annual review process.  Mr. Strauss mentioned that the study also recommends that staff designated to manage and oversee the program should continually seek to improve the administration of the program.  Recommendations were also made to ensure that the core facilities at the universities continue to transition from a reliance on the program to a self-sustaining enterprise.  Mr. Strauss talked about the recommendation to take steps to enact legislation to stabilize research funding to further strengthen Connecticut’s preeminence in the stem cell research field.  He mentioned that the study suggests that the state consider establishing one entity responsible for administering the state’s public investments in scientific research-related grant funding, including the biomedical and stem cell research programs as well as the proposed genomics research initiative.  

There was some uncertainties about the amounts provided by the universities with respect to the total scientific research funding and how and who should request information from the universities/grant recipients to avoid confusion and discrepancies.  Mr. Strauss reiterated the difficulties encountered during this survey getting detailed information from the institutions.  There was general consensus that in the future, the questions asked to the grant recipients/institutions must be very specific.  Dr. Mullen left the meeting during this discussion.

The Advisory Committee members asked about the next steps in the process.  It was noted that ultimately, the document or the information gathered in the study can be used to show the accomplishments of the program to the legislators.  Once the document has been finalized and approved by CASE, it will be provided to CI and DPH and then forwarded to the Advisory Committee members.  If the document will be used by CI and/or DPH to promote the program, Dr. Wallack suggested that the Advisory Committee approve the document or some of the recommendations contained in the report.  He suggested having a retreat or meeting devoted to going through the various elements of the report with stakeholders.  Attorney Horn cautioned about involving stakeholders since there may be pending applications with some of the stakeholders.    

Attorney Horn indicated that DPH/CI will provide a copy of the completed document to the Advisory Committee members as a frame work for showing the progress and accomplishments made in the Stem Cell Research Program.  Dr. Wallack requested that the document not be utilized by CI and/or DPH without having comments from the Advisory Committee members first.  Mr. Strauss noted that if there is a delay with releasing the report, the Advisory Committee may not be able to accomplish much during this legislative session.  In response to the suggestion made by Dr. Wallack to devote the regularly scheduled March Advisory Committee meeting to discuss the report prepared by CASE on the accomplishments of the Stem Cell Research Program, Attorney Horn indicated that she would bring this matter to the attention of Dr. Mullen.

Discussion of 2013 SCRAC Funding/Future Funding
Since funding for the program appears to be secure for 2013 and 2014, there was general consensus that it is premature to discuss funding for 2015 and beyond before the end of the 2013 calendar year.  Dr. Wallack distributed and asked to have attached as part of the record, an updated version of a draft document in support of the continuation of funding for the Stem Cell Research Program.
Public Comments
There were no public comments. 
Next Meeting Date and Proposed June Grant Review Date

The next meeting will be tentatively held on Tuesday, March 19, 2013.  
Adjournment
MOTION:  Upon a motion made by Dr. Kiessling, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of adjourning the meeting at 4:08 p.m.







Respectfully submitted:
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Dr. Jewel Mullen, Chair

PAGE  
4
Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee – 2/19/13

