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CHAIRPERSON MARIANNE HORN:  It’s about time I think we’ll go ahead and get started.  This is Marianne Horn standing in for the Commissioner until she arrives, which I imagine will be momentarily.  Welcome everybody.  And again, thank you very much for giving so generously of your time to the Stem Cell.  I do want to introduce a new person from C.I. whose name you have already seen sending you e-mails and agendas very capably, and that’s Cheryl Allevo, correct?




MS. CHERYL ALLEVO:  Yes.  Thank you.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Welcome Cheryl.




MS. ALLEVO:  Thank you.  Nice to be here.




A FEMALE VOICE:  Nice to meet you.




MS. ALLEVO:  Nice to meet you as well.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Joe Landry is here.  And Cheryl, could you just tell us who is on the phone?




MS. ALLEVO:  Yes.  On the phone we have Jerry Fishbone and Dr. James Hughes, Ron Hart at this time.  I think there are only three.  Am I correct?  Did I miss anyone?  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  And in-house we have Diane Krause, David Goldhamer, Joe Landry from C.I., Milt Wallack and Ann Kiessling.  Did I miss anybody from the Committee?  Yes.




So I do -- before we get started I do want to add one agenda item so that I don’t lose track of it so Cheryl can remind me of this, I will do it at the end, but it’s just a thought that I would like to have the Committee think about as we have over 100 grants for this Committee and while we’re trying very hard to get new folks appointed it is a little out of our hands because they are appointed by the Legislature.  So we’ve been sending names over to the Legislature for repopulating the Committee, and thank you all for those of you who sent names in, but to date we don’t have anybody new.




So I was thinking with the grants being over 100 for this Committee to review that you would consider doing a cut off based on peer review scores.  We have always assigned every grant two reviewers regardless of peer review score and so I just want you to think about that, the pros and cons of saying that up to a certain level, say a four, those grants will be reviewed, but nothing beyond that and see if that would alleviate the workload a little bit and the likelihood of funding something above that is probably slim to none unless the peer review has really gotten it wrong and I think we’ve approved that process so that’s not likely to happen.  But I do want the Committee to weigh in on that and discuss it.  So if I could add that to the agenda, could I have a motion to add that to the agenda?




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Second?




DR. DAVID GOLDHAMER:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And if the folks on the phone wouldn’t mind just introducing or just saying their name so the Court Reporter can pick up who they are that would be great.




Okay.  Next item is approval of the January 15th, 2013 minutes.  Do I have a motion?




DR. WALLACK:  A correction.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  There’s a motion first for approval.




DR. WALLACK:  I move to accept.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  Second?




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Discussion?




DR. WALLACK:  The item referencing myself in summary for interpretation relative to the funding, it notes here in the third line that the discussion was with Connecticut legislators.  It was actually --




DR. TREENA ARINZEH:  Hi, this is Treena Arinzeh.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Hi Treena, welcome.  We’ve just gotten started.




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay.  Sorry about that.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  That’s okay.  We’re just going over the minutes.  Welcome.




DR. WALLACK:  It was actually in discussion with the Connecticut Bonding Agency.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  I’ll note that correction.  Any further discussion?  Okay.  Do we have a motion then I guess to approve the minutes as amended?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And a second?




A MALE VOICE:  I second it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  Thank you.  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Thank you.  And anybody opposed?  The minutes are passed.




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  Marianne?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Yes?




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you have a copy of the agenda?




MR. JOSEPH LANDRY:  Cheryl will get you one.  This is Cheryl and I’m Joe.




DR. KIESSLING:  Nice to meet you.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  So moving on to the annual reports I’ll turn it over to C.I.




MR. LANDRY:  Hello.  This is Joe.  We have three interim reports for your approval today, two with University of Connecticut Connections, 08-SCB-UCHC-011 Zecevic and 08-SCE-UCON-006 LoTurco and we will vote on those first.  Could I have a motion for approval on those?




DR. DIANE KRAUSE:  I moved to approve those.




MR. LANDRY:  Thank you Diane.  Second?




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




MR. LANDRY:  Any further discussion?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And again, anybody who has a conflict with UConn should recuse themselves from the vote.




MR. LANDRY:  Okay.  All in favor?




DR. FISHBONE:  Aye.




MR. LANDRY:  A few more ayes would be good, huh?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  A few more ayes would be good, yes.




MR. LANDRY:  Opposed?




DR. FISHBONE:  The third one, Wells --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  We haven’t gotten to that one yet.




MR. LANDRY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, the third one, from Yale, which is for Wells, is 10-SCA-18.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just comment on the first two?  Because I think it should be noted that Joe LoTurco -- I know that we pay attention to the lay summaries, and I believe that that was an example of a very good one and it might want to be noted.




MR. LANDRY:  Okay.  So back on Wells now then, do I have a motion for approval on that Yale grant annual report?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




MR. LANDRY:  Second?




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Second.




MR. LANDRY:  Any further discussion?  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  All of those eligible to vote please indicate your approval by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Anyone opposed?




MR. LANDRY:  Okay.  Next item, topic number four, interim financial report, we received one and this one would get funding for its next year, so it’s good for your folks to review it.  It’s 11-SCA-33, Amos, it’s a first annual and technical financial report from Yale, it’s a seed grant.  Do I have a motion for approval?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




MR. LANDRY:  Second?




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll second.




MR. LANDRY:  Great.  Thank you Gerry.  Any discussion before we vote?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Again, this is a Yale grant?




MR. LANDRY:  It’s Yale.  Yes, it is.




DR. FISHBONE:  We had some significant problems in the first year.  He hopefully anticipates completing the project before the end of year two, although he did have a lot of delays.




MR. LANDRY:  He didn’t seem to indicate that he needed an extension yet though, so maybe he feels he’ll be able to catch up.  I guess we’ll find out shortly.  Any other comments folks?  If not, then, in favor of approving?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  We have a motion and a second, we just need all those eligible to vote on a Yale grant to indicate their approval by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Anybody opposed?  Okay. Thank you.




MR. LANDRY:  Item five is a current new grant, but it has a change of scope, it’s adding a co-PI and it has a re-budgeting component.  It’s a joint grant from the Health Center and Wesleyan for Xu (phonetic) and Grabel, 12-SCD-UCHC-01.  Hopefully you’ve had time to digest all of their changes and now we’re looking for a motion for approval on this one.




DR. KRAUSE:  I moved to approve it.  I agree.




MR. LANDRY:  Do you?  Great.  Second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




DR. KRAUSE:  I don’t know.  They have to move like $305 to buy --




MR. LANDRY:  Any other discussion?  Anyone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Do we know why Dr. LaLande is becoming the co-PI, what that’s all about?




DR. KRAUSE:  They didn’t give a reason.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.




DR. KRAUSE:  I thought he already was co-PI of the core, but I guess he wasn’t getting a percent effort.  Because he says in his bio sketch that he’s PI of it.




DR. WALLACK:  I don’t think it was stated anywhere Gerry.




DR. KRAUSE:  He says, I’ve also spearheaded the University’s efforts in the area of human pluripotent stem cells as director of the Stem Cell Institute and co-PI of the Connecticut state grant for the human embryonic stem cell core facility.  That’s in his bio sketch so I assumed that it was just a percent effort thing that was changing and not the title.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  So he’s co-PI with Ren-He Xu?




DR. KRAUSE:  I’m just saying he’s got that from his personal statement on his bio sketch.  I don’t -- I’d have to have the grant in front of me to know who is officially the PI and whose officially co-PI.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  They’re certainly requesting approval to have him join the stem cell core as a co-PI effective March 1st, 2013.




DR. KRAUSE:  But then in his personal statement of his bio sketch, which is part of the application he says, I am co-PI of the Connecticut state grant for human ES core facility.




DR. FISHBONE:  And this is why I find it hard, part of the changes now asking for some salary support.  It wasn’t in the original budget apparently.




DR. KRAUSE:  Right, but was he always co-PI?




DR. FISHBONE:  It looks like that from what he says.




DR. KRAUSE:  I know.  That’s where we are. Whatever.  I didn’t oppose it because it doesn’t seem inappropriate, that he had some percent effort I’m sure he does work directing it, but I don’t know what officially he was before this application, before this request for .6 months coverage of his salary.




DR. FISHBONE:  Shall we vote?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  We were just sort of having a sidebar of whether this is something that we could check on for the Committee while we deal with some other business and come back, or whether the Committee is comfortable with what they’re seeing, do you want some clarification about whether he’s really joining now that he’s getting a salary or whether he’s already been a PI?




DR. KRAUSE:  I don’t require that information for my vote, but I’d be curious to know.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  I would call the question?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah, I just want to --




DR. KRAUSE:  What does that mean, I will call the question?




DR. WALLACK:  It means go to a vote, as to her question.




DR. KRAUSE:  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  Any further discussion?  All right.  This is a UConn grant.  All those in favor of the amendment please vote by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Anybody opposed?




DR. MYRON GENEL:  I’m abstaining.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And your abstaining.  Very good.  And we will get some clarification just for the Committee’s knowledge.




MR. LANDRY:  Clarification on LaLande?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Yes.  Whether he was a co-PI on the core before this request and whether this is actually just a request to provide him with a salary.




MR. LANDRY:  The next item, number six, we have a reduction of effort in a re-budgeting request from the Health Center, UConn Health Center, 11-SCA-39, Covault.  Do I have a motion for approval on this one?




DR. KRAUSE:  I vote to approve.




MR. LANDRY:  Second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




MR. LANDRY:  Any discussions?  Okay then, all in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




MR. LANDRY:  Opposed?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And this is a UConn grant, correct?




MR. LANDRY:  Yes.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  This is UCHC?




MR. LANDRY:  Yes.  Okay.  Next, number seven, rebudgeting request.  It was for information purposes only.  It was under the guideline of 10 percent, so you can review that and we don’t need to vote on it.  But if there are any discussions now would be a good time. Okay.  Moving on.




Number eight, we have a section of revised lay summaries from our January meeting.  We have two sections, Section B I’ll touch on first, because all of those were provided and you can see the new summaries in the packages that you’ve reviewed.  However, for Section A we had some back-and-forth with Dr. Grabel and we seem to be getting the impression that she believes her summary is adequate as it was first presented and is a little befuddled or confused why we’re asking again, and we’ve asked two or three times and I’m a little embarrassed to try to ask again.  So I’d like to know whether you folks would like to reconsider or maybe help us approach her in a little different manner to achieve a result that makes you feel comfortable.




You may remember that last month you all approved the content of her entire report and even the lay summary, and approved the funding for the next year, but would have liked to have seen perhaps a lay summary a little bit different.  And in rereading it perhaps it’s less complicated one month later?  So I’m opening this up for discussion for what you feel on that first item, 11-SCB-28, Grabel.




DR. KIESSLING:  How many revised summaries did you request?




MR. LANDRY:  Well, just one, but --




DR. KIESSLING:  No, I mean from everybody? Just her?




MR. LANDRY:  -- yeah.  The other items, the other six we also requested and they did submit a revised page.




DR. KIESSLING:  So you got six out of seven?




MR. LANDRY:  We got six out of seven.  Maybe I shouldn’t have told her that she was approved for funding already and she might’ve read that first line and not read the second, I mean, I don’t really know.  I don’t know if you folks have had a chance to reread that or if you want to reconsider it or if you’d like me to approach her again I will and we’ll have it on as an agenda item again next month.  But we have not received the new summary from her, so there’s nothing to vote on there if there’s no discussions on it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Any discussion from the group?




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, I don’t remember what the problem was with the original --




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you have a copy of the lay summary?




MR. LANDRY:  Yes I do.




DR. FISHBONE:  -- is it possible to send out the original summary so that we can at least re-look at it?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Did somebody just join us?




DR. MARIA BOROWSKI:  Yes, this is Maria Borowski.  I was working with Kate.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  We’re just on some earlier agenda items here.




DR. FISHBONE:  Do we know who requested the revised summary?  Because whoever it was maybe has some input.




A MALE VOICE:  It was probably Rick Dees.




DR. KIESSLING:  It was probably Dees, right.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  But he’s not here.  I’m just looking through the minutes to see if they say anything.  On a motion made by Dr. Dees, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of accepting the annual report and approving the continuation of funding for Dr. Grabel’s grant contingent upon the receipt of an acceptable revised lay summary.




MR. LANDRY:  Ann is reading a copy of it now.  She wasn’t here last month.




DR. KRAUSE:  Contingent upon.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  It was contingent upon, yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, it succeeds at being brief.




A FEMALE VOICE:  But is it lay?  Does it tell you what they’re going to be --




DR. GENEL:  Well, I would suspect if there was reason to ask for it the first time there’s reason to ask for the third time.




MR. LANDRY:  Yeah.  I mean, I’m fine to go back with her.  I just haven’t been successful in getting an answer from her.  I’m sure it’s just a miscommunication between the two of us, you know?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Dr. Krause and Dr. Goldhamer are taking a look at it.




MR. LANDRY:  Yeah.  Thank you for taking the time.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I think if I’m remembering correctly it wasn’t that it wasn’t lay enough, it’s that the significance of the findings didn’t come across.




MR. LANDRY:  Oh, is that the better wording?  Maybe that’s what it was.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Well, that’s my recollection from reading what she has here.  I don’t know, Milt, do you want to see this again or no?




MR. LANDRY:  I think it’s more the significance of the findings versus the layness of it.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  That’s my recollection.  I’m not -- I mean, from my way of thinking I think this sounds fairly lay to me.  It’s not overly scientific in its presentation and I think if there was just a sentence that told the reader why the results, what the significance of the results were, I think it would be okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  Or tell the legislators that’s the --




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Right, right.




MR. LANDRY:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you for your input.  I appreciate it.  Okay.  So moving on to B then we have it looks like four from Yale and two from UConn, so we’ll go through the UConn ones first.  08-SCB-UCHC-022, Li, and 08-SCB-UCHC-01, Bayarsaihan.  So those are two UConn revised lay summaries that are now here for our approval.  Do I have a motion for their approval?




DR. KRAUSE:  Motion.




MR. LANDRY:  Second?




DR. GENEL:  I second.




MR. LANDRY:  Any discussion?  Okay.  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




MR. LANDRY:  Opposed?  Thank you very much. And then we’ll go to the four Yale ones.  08-SCB-YSME, School of Medicine, 025, Nicholson, 10-SCA-35, Qyang, 10-SCA-30, Oron, 10-SCA-16, Markakis, those four revised lay summaries, do I have a motion for their approval?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And those are all from Yale?




MR. LANDRY:  All from Yale, yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll move on that.  I thought they were all acceptable, Gerry Fishbone.




MR. LANDRY:  Good.  Thank you Gerry.  Second?




DR. KRAUSE:  I’ll second.




MR. LANDRY:  Great.  Any further discussion?  Okay.  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




MR. LANDRY:  More ayes, good.  Opposed?  Great.  Thank you.  Item number nine, Carter update.  You can see that we’ve been able to obtain, and UConn has provided a signed report.  You will remember that last month they had provided the report but the administrator had not signed it, so now we have their stamp and signature as of January 24th for Carter 08-SCA-UCON-040.




DR. KIESSLING:  Isn’t this the one where he’s gone now?




MR. LANDRY:  Yes.




DR. KRAUSE:  We had decided last time that, you know, they had done everything they needed to do and now the question was just, are we going to actually give them the funding that they’ve already spent for year two? And we decided, yes, that’s appropriate.  But we wanted to make sure that this report was signed because that signature was missing.




DR. KIESSLING:  Because you couldn’t find Carter.




DR. KRAUSE:  We don’t have Carter, but we have, what is it, Craig Nelson actually responded to all of the questions to the best of his ability.




MR. LANDRY:  And provided a final technical report.  The problem was for a long time, Ann, we hadn’t had that last report for like almost two years.




DR. KIESSLING:  As I remember it, it was full of, we think, and this is what we think he did, and we couldn’t find Carter.




DR. GENEL:  Is this the guy that disappeared?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.  Did he disappear?  I mean, he’s got to be somewhere.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Did somebody else just join the call?




DR. MATTHEW KOHN:  Yes, Matt Kohn (indiscernible).




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.




MR. LANDRY:  So, do I have a motion to accept this now signed final technical report?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




MR. LANDRY:  Second?




DR. FISHBONE:  Second.




MR. LANDRY:  Any further discussion?  Yeah, we’re really glad to move on.  Okay.  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




MR. LANDRY:  Opposed?  Thank you.  And perhaps one last item for me to mention here.  We have a new proposal for year 13 that exceeds its amount and I guess it was deemed worthy to be an agenda item here for your review.  It’s 13-SCC-AXT-01, Maynard.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  This was a disease directed grant, no, a group grant --




A MALE VOICE:  Group grant.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  -- that came in at a disease directed grant funding.  It was sent on to peer review, but I wanted to bring it to the Committee to see whether -- what your thoughts were about a grant --




DR. GENEL:  How much does it exceed?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  -- 50,000.




DR. KRAUSE:  So what were the top amounts that you can have for a group in a disease --




DR. GENEL:  I think it was 1.5 versus 2.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  -- yes, 1.5 versus 2,000,000, so half a million.




DR. GENEL:  So they’ve asked for 500,000 more?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  500,000.




DR. WALLACK:  So could we ask for them to redo the grant and see what their new budget numbers are going to be if they know that it has to come in at 1.5?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  That would be one option.  I mean, one option would be to say, come back next year when you can do the numbers correctly.  Another option would be to submit another budget and show us how you’re going to do the work for a group grant, or decide that you are a disease directed.




DR. FISHBONE:  Is there a reason why it’s not --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I’m sorry?




DR. FISHBONE:  -- is there a reason why it’s not a group project?




DR. KRAUSE:  You’re asking, is it a reason it’s not a disease directed project, which would qualify for the higher funding level, is that the question?




DR. FISHBONE:  (Indiscernible).




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  It could be.  I think when I reviewed it when we went back and realized that they had indicated that they were a group grant that it was not looking at that level of translational research that I think the disease directed is, but we could certainly revisit whether they checked the wrong box or not.




DR. KIESSLING:  (Indiscernible).




DR. RONALD HART:  Ron Hart.  I think we ought to just consider it as a application and not be concerned about the requested amount until the time that we make decisions about funding.




DR. KIESSLING:  But Ron, this -- Ron, this is Ann Kiessling.  The problem is it’s come in under the wrong category for the -- it doesn’t speak to the request for funding.




DR. HART:  The question was whether -- I’m sorry, whether it’s appropriate for the group grant at all as part of that question?




DR. KIESSLING:  The question is, it doesn’t speak to the RFA, so what does -- so what does Connecticut Innovations do when they get a grant that doesn’t speak to the RFA?




DR. HART:  Oh.  Okay.  Got it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  So I’m wondering if I can get a couple of volunteers from the Committee, scientific members, to take a look at this grant and make a recommendation about what we should do with it?




DR. KIESSLING:  I think you should take it back to the PI, the person who submitted it and say, this doesn’t speak to the RFA, what do we do?




DR. HART:  -- I agree.




DR. FISHBONE:  (Indiscernible) it’s an interesting grant because they have a lot of funding from the NIH and other sources (indiscernible) adding to that the use of the (indiscernible) cells to see if that will improve the effect of the neural receptor stem cells.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Gerry, is it all -- is it all work in the rat?




DR. FISHBONE:  No.  (Indiscernible) treatment prior to the injury and the four-year project.  I think they had rats and monkeys, it’s just hard to know what (indiscernible) funding for the mesenchymal cells, but they have funding for the neural receptor decoy cells from the NIH and private sources.  It’s like they’re adding stem cells to it and that makes them feel that they could apply it to, you know, (indiscernible).




DR. HART:  And they appear to be using rat mesenchymal stem cells also.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.  I mean, it seems to be a noble receptor decoy therapy route and they’re adding some stem cells to it, mesenchymal cells to see if that will improve the effect of the noble receptor decoy therapy.  So they’re coming to us for the stem cell part of it.  I’m not sure why the stem cell part would be such an expensive project, but they already have the project going I think, the noble receptor decoy therapy that we’re talking about.




A FEMALE VOICE:  It’s been around for quite a while.




DR. GENEL:  I would think that the simplest thing to do would be to simply write them a letter, identify the fact that they’ve exceeded the category by 500,000 and allow them to make whatever changes they wish to make.  I think that’s --




DR. KIESSLING:  In what time period?  I mean, we’re way past the due date.




DR. GENEL:  -- well, yeah, but I think it’s going to go through peer review anyway.




DR. KRAUSE:  So you’re asking them to revise the budget?  Because if they revised the grant then it’s a different grant.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Yeah, I think only the budget can be revised.




DR. GENEL:  Oh, I see, yeah.  No, I would only just say that, you know, that either revise the budget --




DR. KRAUSE:  Or withdraw the application.




DR. WALLACK:  Or withdraw the application. My sense is that they won’t revise the budget, but that they’ll reclassify the designation.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I think you’re right.  That’s what they’ll want to do.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  And I think that that might have been their intent because they might be interpreting the idea of the neuromuscular tear that they’re ready to go on to disease directed aspect of their work.  I got that sense from reading it, so --




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, well that could be an option.  That certainly could be an option.




DR. WALLACK:  And then I think it depends upon the peer review as to whether or not (indiscernible).




DR. HART:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  So I would go back and ask him to reconsider what the classification and it may have been, Marianne, as you indicated, they just may have checked off the wrong box.




DR. HART:  There’s one other issue here don’t forget, this is the monkeys that are on St. Kitts that we found last year we were unable to (indiscernible).




DR. GOLDHAMER:  It’s a different group -- are they the same -- are they the same monkeys?




A FEMALE VOICE:  I don’t know.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Ron, is that true that it’s St. Kitts is involved in this?




DR. HART:  They mentioned -- they mentioned that St. Kitts has the monkey colony (indiscernible).




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Oh.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I think we need to just not get into the weeds of the grants and start making decisions based on --




DR. GENEL:  My only concern about advising them to do something is that I think that’s too direct.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.




DR. GENEL:  I would just -- just to say, you would -- your budget exceeds the category for a group grant, period.  You have the option of X, Y, and Z.  You can revise your budget completely or --




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, I wouldn’t even tell them that, I would just say, please advise.




DR. GENEL:  -- okay.




MR. RICK STRAUSS:  Could I -- if you do, you know, peer review is underway, so it’s really not fair to the peer reviewers if this answer comes in in everything more than a couple of days because they may be reviewing it under one category then you’re going to ask him to go back and review it under another category.




DR. KIESSLING:  What’s the date they’re going to --




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, all the reviews are out there, so the reviewers are currently working on them.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- okay.  So if they could just be notified to hang on.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, we could, yes, we can notify.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, but it’s the difference between being a group grant and being a disease directed group grant is not that significant that it should alter the peer review.  I don’t think the peer review --




MR. STRAUSS:  No, but they’re looking at, you know, the disease directed of the group grants there’s a small number of grants in that category and they’re looking at saying -- and we have a small number of reviewers working on it.  So they are saying, how does this one rank to that one?  So they’re, you know, it’s like almost shutting down both the group and the disease directed group until you get an answer.  It’s not just looking at that one grant.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  We will get on it.




DR. KRAUSE:  Yeah, you could just give them a couple of days.  Yeah, I think that they probably do want to do a disease directed based on what I’m hearing and somebody just checked the wrong box.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Very good.  Okay.  Thank you very much.




DR. FISHBONE:  This is like the Redman grant that we funded for the last four years and that this is an offshoot of Yale University School of Medicine, you know, like the cartilage grant from UConn and I guess we may be in the same boat that if they’re going to do some of the research on the monkeys in the islands they may have to remove that part of it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  Thank you very much for your input and we’ll right a letter smartly and give them a very short turnaround timeframe and get that back to the peer reviewers.




A MALE VOICE:  What’s next?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  So I had one very quick agenda item that I had wanted -- we had a motion earlier to add to the agenda a discussion about the number of grants that we have and the number of reviewers we have and perhaps looking at the process this year to only review grants if they meet a certain cutoff from the peer reviewers.  So, for example, anything with the score of four or lower would be reviewed by the Advisory Committee. In the past, the Advisory Committee has reviewed every single grant, regardless of the score from the peer reviewers.  And so I just was brainstorming with myself and I thought I’d better brainstorm with you since you have such fine brains and see what you thought about that idea in terms of getting the work load a little more under control.




DR. KIESSLING:  Can we make the decision when we see the scores?  I mean, if that --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  The cutoffs?




DR. KIESSLING:  -- only eliminates four or five grants --




DR. KRAUSE:  I was thinking of something along the same lines that maybe we would we would instead say that we’ll review the top 60 percent, or something like that.  I mean, at the NIH we do a 50 percent cut off, but something may be a little more generous than the 100 percent --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  So this is something that NIH does?




DR. KRAUSE:  -- we triage the bottom 50 percent, and we’re talking about at the peer review level because the peer reviewers score them individually and then we all get together and have a peer review discussion, which is something that doesn’t happen with these grants.




MR. STRAUSS:  No, it does.




DR. KRAUSE:  It didn’t last year, or they didn’t discuss the science.




MR. STRAUSS:  You mean the peer reviewers?




A FEMALE VOICE:  The peer reviewers do.




DR. KRAUSE:  As far as I know last year if two people scored at a two it wasn’t discussed by a group of people, we went with the two people score and that was that.  Nobody ever like I said, this is a grant that is designed to discuss A, B, C, and the aims are blah, blah, blah, and the strengths of this, and the weaknesses are that.




MR. STRAUSS:  You’re right and you’re wrong.  I mean, the peer reviewers at the study section for each type of grant were offered the opportunity to talk about the scores.  Now -- and my understanding is before last year this meeting lasted five minutes.  This year it lasted a half an hour talking about, you know, whether or not anybody had any discussion about whether they wanted to change the scores.  They didn’t change anything.




DR. KRAUSE:  Okay.  So anyway, it’s different from an NIH study session.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah, but the point is that this year we’ve had an orientation session with the peer reviewers, we’ve talked about the process, we’ve talked about that each of the reviewers are going to be doing exactly what you’re talking about, so that will be happening.  So it’s an evolving process.




DR. KRAUSE:  Okay.  So that makes it even more likely that it would be okay if we only discussed, for example, the top 60 percent.  Because based on what I understand there were $50,000,000 that were requested total and we have 10 to give out, or thereabouts, so maybe it’s a little bit more.  But the point is, only 20 percent of the total requested funding is going to be funded.




DR. GENEL:  Well, what, you know, my recollection though is that what we did was we set up a -- we had a -- we set a line below which we would only discuss if one of us thought that this ought to be raised.




DR. KRAUSE:  But we’re talking about not even assigning them.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, well, I understand that. But I don’t know of any reason why we should change that. I mean, I think it means that we might have to read the summary of the grant, but it doesn’t mean that we would have to read the whole grant.  I mean, it’s what we’ve done before.  I don’t think there’s --




DR. KIESSLING:  Marianne is trying to save us some work.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I’m concerned that we’ve never had over 108 grants to review.




DR. GENEL:  -- well, I understand that.  And what I’m saying is that we’re talking about a 10 minute -- I’m not talking about a two hour review, I’m talking about a 10 minute cursory sort of glancing at something.




DR. FISHBONE:  (Indiscernible).




DR. GENEL:  You could argue that that’s so pro forma we probably might just as well drop it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I’m sorry, is somebody on the phone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Do we have the authorization to review them at our level, because this is such an open process (indiscernible) and people say they didn’t get a reasonable crack at it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Well, we have had different processes that we’ve set in place for the Advisory Committee depending on how the Committee has evolved and for example, going from reviewing every grant and discussing every grant in detail and going into a process where the higher scored grants did get much more of a cursory review, although they were thoroughly reviewed, they were not part of the major discussion and then essentially cutting down to only reviewing those grants with a certain percentage or below score.




DR. WALLACK:  I had no problem in picking up on what Diane said, and that is to review the top 60 percent together as a group.  What I would recommend is that if we adopt that policy that we also adopt the idea that there is a rescue policy so that when we read the grants privately if we feel for some reason, say the cut off is 4.0, if we see a 4.5 and somebody wants to rescue that grant perhaps we should include in the thought and put this on the table the idea that the rescue is a viable possibility.




DR. KIESSLING:  But Marianne was saying they wouldn’t even get assigned -- nobody would see them.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  My concern with that Milt is that unless we review all of them, even if it’s in a cursory way, and you go back and perhaps rescue somebody’s grants and you know this person and you don’t rescue somebody’s grant over here and you don’t know that person there is a perception there that it’s not a fair and even process.  So whatever process we put into play we’re a close skate or a close group, it’s difficult to keep the complaints about conflicts of interest under control as it is.  So I think what we really need to do everything without favoring one or another.  And you may look at every one and somebody else may not have time to do it.




DR. KIESSLING:  Marianne, so what does it say in the RFA, is this discussed at all in what they’re speaking to?  Does it talk about the review process?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  No.  That’s always been a separate document that we’ve done.  It does talk about the peer review, doing their review, and then the Advisory Committee doing their review and making recommendations to the Commissioner for funding.




DR. KIESSLING:  So if we were going to adopt this new policy of only reviewing the top --




DR. FISHBONE:  This is Gerry Fishbone.  We had trouble last year because we did some juggling at the end and people wanted to appeal and we said there is no appeal process.  Do you remember that?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  That’s correct and I don’t think that we’re changing that at all.  We’re not talking about -- we discussed the appeal process and the no appeal process, but I think that the cleaner we design this process then there’ll be fewer complaints that their grant didn’t get a fair review.  So there’s nothing in the RFP, typically what we’ve done is prepare a little handout for the Advisory Committee and have that published as part of the minutes, perhaps in the meeting in May when we next meet.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  So, I know you’ve covered this Rick, but I can’t remember.  So is there a triage process at the peer review level and where is the cut off there?




MR. STRAUSS:  What will happen this year is that the Chair and the Co-Chairs will review all of the scores in each of the categories and the Co-Chairs are looking at the two -- the review record for each of the proposals for which they were assigned and then based upon the overall scores then the Co-Chair and the Chairs will go through each category and decide, you know, which ones will be actually discussed at the meeting and which ones would not.  So it’ll follow that kind of process and there are, you know, with using the NIH scoring there’s three categories, so up to four, not including four, but up to four is ranked high where those proposals are considered to be, if you will, let’s say exceptional or excellent.  And then once you get into the second tier they’re like, consider those to be very good.  And then the third tier is like, you know, it’s really not suggested that they be funded probably.  From a scientific merit point of view.




So, you know, the focus is really on how many do we have in the top tier and then they all make decisions about whether there are any grants below that that they want to bring for discussion at the peer review study session.  You could say a grant of six or seven, with a score of six or seven should be discussed, but you know, there would be -- and they’ll decide what that cut off is based upon the scores.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I mean, the reason I brought it up is if they were following an NIH model, which they aim for a 50 percent not to be discussed, then that’s kind of the cut off probably -- it would make sense for that to be the cut off for us as well and we discuss anything that they discussed and it can be triaged would not be assigned to us for further discussion.




DR. KIESSLING:  I think it’s useful to look at what the NIH does, there’s no justification for what they do.  Nobody’s looked around --




MS. JEWEL MULLEN:  So what’s the justification --




DR. GOLDHAMER:  But we’re talking about doing approximately the same thing, 50 percent, 60 percent, we’re not really arguing to change that process.




MS. MULLEN:  -- may I ask what the justification would be for doing something different?




DR. KIESSLING:  Marianne is worried about our workload.




MS. MULLEN:  What else?  What’s the justification otherwise though?  I mean, I can -- I just offered the feedback sitting here that -- a few things, one, in these public meetings I always cringe and wonder who’s going to complain that they’re against any more subjectivity introduced into this process and it’s not a pretty sight and it doesn’t sound so good to listen to the discussion sometimes.  I’ve had a lot of concerns about that.  Though none of this is my recommendation, it’s just my feedback to you.  And beyond that, if we are investing all that we are and do as much science into the process relying on experts to tell us what should be, you know, what should come forward for further discussion, what otherwise qualifies us to say, oh, and by the way, we want to do something different, especially if the recommendation isn’t coming from somebody who gets the science.  So I just put that on the table because I think we should be asking ourselves those questions.




DR. KRAUSE:  I completely agree.




MS. MULLEN:  Excuse me?




DR. KRAUSE:  I agree with what you just said.




DR. KIESSLING:  One of the interesting things that used to happen at the NIH that doesn’t really happen anymore, is that there was a peer review process, which was just to look at the science and then there was -- over the top of that there’s something called, council. The council still exists, but it doesn’t serve the function that it used to serve, which was to make decisions about funding based on the mission.  So there were lots and lots of really good science grants that didn’t match the mission of the NIH.  So there frequently were grants that were funded out of score because they met the mission and the other higher scoring grants didn’t meet the mission.




So that’s how I’m seeing sort of our group. Connecticut has a mission to really kind of pickup a hole that existed for federal funding and we asked the peer reviewers to really just look at the science.  But then, if you’ve only got $10,000,000 to spend you also need to look at what Connecticut stem cell mission is.  Otherwise we wouldn’t have to look at --




MS. MULLEN:  Can I respond to that?




DR. KIESSLING:  We would -- sure.




MS. MULLEN:  The NIH level does personal relationship coming or knowing the scientist or those other things that also make you decide --




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, yes.




MS. MULLEN:  -- this helps put me closer to mission and that’s something else.  It’s never so clean.




DR. KRAUSE:  I completely agree.  The only perfect line would exclude what you were saying, which I don’t think should be excluded, the only perfect line would be --




DR. KIESSLING:  Just go with the scores.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- go with the scores and nothing else and then it’s really objective.  It’s really based on numbers.  But mission is appropriate.  That said, you could have something that is entirely appropriate to the mission, but it’s not good science or it’s not based on enough preliminary data and that’s why I thought that going with the top 50 to 60 percent is -- it’s not perfect, but at least it allows some of those grants that might be really very, very good grants and appropriate, but not at the tippy top in terms of scores to be considered.




DR. GENEL:  Are we talking only about the established investigator in the seed grants?




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s a separate question.  I think that’s a good one.  Maybe we would want to look at the cores no matter what or want to look at the disease directed, but that’s a separate question.




DR. GENEL:  Well, you know, I think it’s not overall the category.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  That’s what I was thinking too for the more --




DR. KRAUSE:  But maybe this should be -- this would be for the seed and the established investigators, which is the majority of the grants.  But for the ones that are the less commonly applied for, but really could be super exciting for the group and the disease directed we would look at all of those.  What do you think?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.  It might be we have to make this decision closer in.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I can draft something up and circulate it around for people to just to react to.




DR. KIESSLING:  Marianne, what would be our workload per person if we look at all of them?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  There’s 100 grants --




MR. STRAUSS:  It would be almost 220 reviews if you have two reviewers per grant.




DR. KIESSLING:  So, no, I know, but then we’re going to have 100 grants, how many do we have?




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s what he’s saying, 220 reviewers and how many of us are there?




MR. STRAUSS:  Ten of you.




DR. KRAUSE:  If there are 10 people that’s 10 per.




DR. KIESSLING:  So we each get 10 grants to review?




MR. STRAUSS:  No, 20.  22.




DR. KIESSLING:  200 grants?




MR. STRAUSS:  100 grants, two reviewers per grant.




DR. KRAUSE:  Yeah, so it would be 22.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  So we have 11 reviewers --




DR. KIESSLING:  We’d only have to review 20 grants?




DR. KRAUSE:  Only 22.




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s not that big a deal.




DR. KRAUSE:  I think it’s a big deal.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  So I’ll put something together and then people can react to it and see whether we need to meet, hopefully not in April, we should be, Joe, kind of wrapping up a lot of the grant things.




MR. LANDRY:  Yeah, we don’t have any other new items.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Right.  We might be able to actually take a break.




MR. LANDRY:  Yeah.  March, April, sure.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  You know, we could always have a meeting before the grant meeting for sure, probably in May, just to finalize everything.  So we can draft something up and send it out and you can tell me, no, I want to review every single grant thoroughly, and I’m happy working really hard.  I know you are.




MR. STRAUSS:  Can I just clarify something for the peer review?  You know, the first step is we have the two reviewers and they do their reviews.  If their scores are more than one point apart they have to reconcile it amongst themselves.  Once that’s done, then we have a Co-Chair that’s reviewing, so that’s really the first step in the triage part of the process.  And then what’s different this year is now the Co-Chairs, with the Chairs -- Co-Chairs with the Chair are going to get together and say, okay, here are the ones we want to have a detailed discussion about because we have a question of.




We don’t have a number on that, so it’s not 50 percent, it’s not 40, it’s not 100.  But they’re going to focus on the ones that have the highest scientific merit, so if something is a nine or an eight or a seven with consistency and reconciliation they’re probably not going to worry about whether that nine is an 8.5 or an eight because in the scale of things, you know, probably 99.99 percent won’t get funded.  But as they get toward the middle where, you know, based on the mission and the scientific merit that’s what’s really tough.  The one is not a problem, the 1.5 is not a problem, but you know, when you get into the three range that’s where they spend most of their time talking about, should this one be higher or lower?  And that’s what you want them to do.




MS. MULLEN:  And I would think that when you get into the mission considerations those would more likely occur among those closer to the bottom of the 50 percent that you’re going to review as opposed to having to look into the bottom 50 percent where the science didn’t make it in the first place.  Because we never really get to fund everybody’s that are in the top 50 percent.  So I appreciate that point.  I’m not sure that we would find those other grants in the lower half or the lower 40 percent.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s possible you would have a very high-scoring grant that doesn’t meet the mission.




MS. MULLEN:  And I think you all deal with that sometimes too.




DR. KIESSLING:  Sometimes.




MS. MULLEN:  But I -- to start to get off (indiscernible) questioning the integrity of the process here makes me at least want people to know that it’s something that we also need to keep an eye on.  On behalf of, you know, the work of the Committee and your professional relationships, because these are your peers out in the rest of the scientific world also.




DR. KIESSLING:  How many grants did we have in 2010, do you remember?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  2010?




MR. LANDRY:  Maybe 60.




DR. KIESSLING:  How much is in the increase?  20 percent per year?




MR. LANDRY:  It seems to, yeah.




DR. KIESSLING:  The letters coming into your office are going to multiply greatly as the money gets tighter and tighter.




MS. MULLEN:  Well, maybe that’s one of the reasons it will be also good to have a more solid process that people can look to and know that although there’s some -- there’s a thoughtful way to not justify hard numbers, there’s a consistent way in doing the work at the same time.  There’s something to be said for that.  (Indiscernible).  But at least we don’t have earmarks for stem cell grants.




(Laughter)




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  All right.  I’m going to be a little bit more bossy and there are two other items that I would just -- that are very short that I’d like to bring to your attention.  One is the filing of your favorite things, statement of financial interest, they are due May 1st.  They’re on the Office of State Ethics website and you can download a hard copy if you prefer to do it that way, I think they prefer to have them electronically.  So if anybody needs anything on that, if you’re having any trouble logging in, let me know.  I think it’s really something that you need to work out with the Office of State Ethics, but I know I’ve been able to intercede in a couple of cases for people who are just coming up against a brick wall.




DR. GENEL:  Marianne, I did check that website and I could not identify the pages that were necessary.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  I went -- I spent a good 15, 20 minutes searching the site for the actual important things and I couldn’t find them.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  Now maybe that’s been updated, but --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I’ll see if I can send that out to everybody as a link.  It’s sometimes a little tricky.  Let’s see --




DR. FISHBONE:  Marianne?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  -- yes?




DR. FISHBONE:  Marianne?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Yes?




DR. FISHBONE:  Do you know if (indiscernible).




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I’m sorry, I’m not getting that.




DR. FISHBONE:  Did the request just come out or did it come out months ago because I vaguely recall doing it.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  It just came across my desk last week, so I thought I would bring it to your attention.  I think there will be more coming your way by way of reminders individually if you filed before and your name isn’t taken off a list.  But I just because not everybody is always in this part of the world I thought I would get it on your agendas sooner than later, so May 1st.




And then I did send out the latest guide for public officials and as we get into the grant review just be aware that of the perception of a conflict when you’re talking to people who have submitted a grant here. You may be talking about something completely unrelated, but be very, very careful of who you’re talking to in this period of time because it could be misperceived and it’s difficult to prove that you were not talking about something that was off the record.




That’s the end of my lecture today.




A MALE VOICE:  What do you want to do now?




MS. MULLEN:  I’m going to slide over here (indiscernible).




MR. STRAUSS:  So let me pass these out.  It’s just a handout for you, it’s kind of small, so you may need a magnifying glass, but it’s up on the screen.  So the Academy is here today to provide you with an overview of the project we’ve been working on on behalf of DPH and Connecticut Innovations.  The task was to identify the accomplishments and outcomes of the stem cell research program from 2006 when the first awards were issued and got started actually in 2007 through 2012.




And what you’re going to see is a brief presentation on the study.  On the screen and in your handout you will see some slides that have blue headings, those are provided for your information, but we’re not going to spend any time on those.  This is more of a comprehensive presentation that can be used for a number of different purposes, so instead of just showing you like 15 slides we wanted to give you an overview of really the whole project.  So I’m going to do part of it and then Maria Borowski, who is our study manager on the project, will take you to most of the findings and I’ll get into the recommendations.




And the recommendations are really based on the process that we went through and some of the things we found in terms of giving you some ideas about future directions.  So to start with I do want to also first thank UConn, Wesleyan and Yale.  This has been, you know, we’ve relied on the leaders of the stem cell research programs from each of the universities.  At UConn, Marc LaLande and Isel Debates (phonetic), at Yale, Haifan Lin and Paula Wilson, and that Wesleyan, Laura Grable, and they were great throughout the whole process.  We asked for a lot of information, it was a great burden -- and also Diane helped out too I think for Yale.




And so it was a great burden on them to provide the information, especially since we are asking the universities and principal investigators to go back as far as 2007 to gather information on the program without them having known what needed to be collected in real-time.  So what you see on the screen is a listing of our study committee members and, Matt, are you on the phone?




DR. KOHN:  Yes I am.




MR. STRAUSS:  Could you just introduce yourself?  You’re the only member of the Committee that’s with us today.




DR. KOHN:  Matthew Kohn, I’m one of the science officers with NYSTEM, the New York State Stem Cell Science Program.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Thanks Matt.  And then you can see the others, we have one Academy member on the team, on the Study Committee, which was Troy Brennan, who used to be at Aetna and now he’s at CVS Caremark.  Charles Jennings, he used to be on the Advisory Committee at its start, and Charles was also involved initially on our first stem cell project, which was putting together guidelines for developing a strategic plan for the project.  And then Jane Aubin from the Canadian Institutes of Health Research.  And Jeanne Loring, from the Scripps Institute.  And Maria Borowski, from the University of Massachusetts Medical School, and Maria is on the phone and she’ll take over in a couple of minutes, served as our study manager.




We have slides on the study background, you’re pretty much familiar with this, so we’re not going to go over the study background, or what the act required, or that we’re in year six and what basically we were asked, as I mentioned, to study the accomplishments and report on our recommendations.  So Maria, I think this is where you take over.




MS. BOROWSKI:  Sure.  I hope that everyone can hear me, so if it does get cloudy let me know and we can figure something out.  So I’m looking at my number seven, the methodology just to briefly go over it because I know you were all involved in this part.  But we did use several methods to collect information for this report and the institutional leaders were given a questionnaire, which I think was reviewed by this Committee.  They also were interviewed as well, so we did take the time to meet with them.  The leaders of each core facility also completed a questionnaire due to the fact that the questions that we wanted to ask the core facility are a little bit different than other types of grants.  And lastly, each PI that has been granted from this program was also asked to complete a survey.




We were pretty happy with the survey response, which was 98 percent, so only one PI was not able to respond to the survey, and that PI had gotten two grants in the course of the program.  So I’d like to skip to slide 11 now and this is just the little demographics about what we -- I’m sorry, it’s hard to --




MR. STRAUSS:  Are you there?




MS. BOROWSKI:  -- I am, it sounded like somebody asked a question.  I’m sorry.  This is never my favorite way to do this.  Again, just a few demographics. Through 2012 129 grants were awarded.  Many of the results that you’ll see within the body of the -- in some of the report deal with the grants for 2011 and then because when the study was initially taking place in 2012 it was back in September and October when we got started and many of the grants had either just gotten started for 2012 or hadn’t even really gotten under way yet.  So the most complete results we have are through 2011.




However, the grant funding is on target and with the remainder of the initial 100,000,000 to be awarded by 2015 you are all familiar with the types of grants, so I think at this point we can skip ahead to the next slide, that is slide 12.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.




DR. BOROWSKI:  Yep.  So again, just going over the demographics a little bit, this slide shows the breakdown of the number of proposals that have been given for the different -- this type of grantee, so 21 proposals were submitted from companies and organizations other than universities.  Overwhelmingly the grantees were the three major educational institutions, which we’ll talk about in just a moment.




But getting back to the demographics the average number of proposals per RFP was 81 and the proposals funded per RFP was 21.5.  So we did want to note that for 2013 the RFP currently in process of being evaluated 109 proposals have been submitted and four of which are by company, so we’ll talk a little bit about the demographics of that in just a second.




So I think we can skip ahead to slide 13, or no, I’m sorry, slide 15.  And this is just again an overview of the grant funding.  As I mentioned before, a lot of the numbers should be very complete through 2011.  So notably here, if you look at the granting about halfway through the funding is what we’re talking about here, as we’re looking at the accomplishments of the program.  We’re really looking at about the first half of the program, we thought that was notable and probably a good place to start looking at what has been done so far.




Skipping ahead to slide 16 --




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah, but one second before you move on to the next slide.  The other thing to note is that although we’re in whatever sixth year or so, or going into the seventh year of funding essentially, you know, we’re only talking about half of the grants through 2011 that have been completed.  So, you know, in terms of the accomplishments we still have half of those grants that are still in the process.  So it’s really early.  I think that’s important to note, even though 110 and $59,000,000 are out there with work being done, and 32,000,000 are complete.  Okay, go ahead.  Go ahead, 16?




DR. BOROWSKI:  Okay.  So on slide 16 what we have here is a graphic that is showing the grant funding by the different type of grants over the course of the years, so it kind of gives you a good visual on how the money has been spent on the different types of grants and the ebb and flow over the years.  And we do have some of the actual figures down below.  This is included in the full report.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  Where is year 2007?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, there was a double award.




DR. KIESSLING:  So that was 2006 and was actually probably 2007?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, no, the grant process was 2006 and the grants got underway in 2007.  So we did this by, you know, when was the grant process, the award was made in 2006 that was the decision for the two years --




DR. GENEL:  It was two years of funding that the process -- the grant initiation process was delayed, so we put two years of funding together in that one first year with a lot of money going to the cores.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.




DR. GENEL:  A quarter of the money went directly to the cores that first year.




MR. STRAUSS:  So this kind of thing is just useful in looking at the decision making in terms of investment, especially when you look at your two major categories, the seed and established to see who pays for what based upon the decision to provide more funding for the -- for example, for the group awards.  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I ask a question on the last line?  Picking up on what Mike was saying, the legislation for the granting of the money was passed in 2005 --




MR. STRAUSS:  Correct.




DR. WALLACK:  -- the amount we gave, the first 20,000,000, was that given -- can somebody help me? In 2006 or --




DR. KIESSLING:  I think it was 2007.




DR. WALLACK:  -- I think the money actually -- this looks like there’s a 2006 RFP, so this is based upon when the RFP was issued, okay?  So the grants may not have been under -- we don’t think the grants were actually under contract until 2007.  But the RFP was 2006 and the next one was in 2008.




DR. KIESSLING:  It just makes it look like we missed a year, which we didn’t.




MR. STRAUSS:  But we couldn’t put down -- maybe what we need to do there is to show 2006-7.




DR. KIESSLING:  Slash seven, yeah.




DR. GENEL:  Because this year’s RFP when out in 2012.  So 2000 -- you were going by RFPs --




MR. STRAUSS:  No, well that --




DR. WALLACK:  Rick, your solution I think is the right solution.  I think if we made that modification it would work.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  Or we can put a note down there or something.




DR. WALLACK:  The slash would probably be the simplest thing.




A MALE VOICE:  The slash it is probably better.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  Got that?




DR. KIESSLING:  I got it.




MR. STRAUSS:  Thank you.  Okay.  Maria, we’re on 18.




DR. BOROWSKI:  Okay.  So on 18 what we have is a -- we wanted to show you the total scientific funding of all the total stem cell funding for each of the institutions that have received grants and so we could see the proportion of the Connecticut Stem Cell funding as a subset of that.  So this is -- there’s a lot of information in this graph here, but on the left most column you’ll see the names of the institutions that we’re talking about, so UConn and then Yale.  And then right next to that is the total scientific funding for the entire institution.  And then from there we break it down into the stem cell research funding and then further broken down into what the grant from the Connecticut Stem Cell Program are.




DR. KRAUSE:  Is that the funding, the total funding, direct plus indirect, for the five-year period between ’07 and 2012?




MR. STRAUSS:  Correct.




DR. BOROWSKI:  Yeah.  Yep.  And actually, up at the top there is that entire period.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Okay.  If the grant was funded in 2011 is the full amount of the award included here if that ends in 2015?




MR. STRAUSS:  It’s the award amount based on the year.  It’s not the way the money is received.  You bring up an interesting point because that’s something moving forward that probably should be discussed in terms of how the dollars are reported and that should probably be done in consultation with the institutions and the people moving forward, one of the metrics, and how to count the dollars.  What we asked for was when was the award made in terms of when were the dollars actually received by the universities.  So this is all awards.




DR. KRAUSE:  Those are two entirely different questions.




MR. STRAUSS:  Exactly.  So the point -- this is awards, so it’s not when the cash went to the university.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  It’s not expenditures.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.




DR. GENEL:  To Diane’s question, is this direct and indirect to the university?




MR. STRAUSS:  If a seed investigator got $200,000 that’s what the dollars are --




DR. GENEL:  I’m not talking -- I’m talking about the external.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- the external?  The question we asked was, what were you awarded?  Give us the total of your grant award.




DR. GENEL:  That would include -- that would include indirect (indiscernible).




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And that was the grants office that you asked.




MR. STRAUSS:  We asked that of each stem cell research leader from the university and however they got the information and reported it, that’s the number we used.




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, so this may not be all of the science research?




MR. STRAUSS:  No, no, no, no, no.




DR. KRAUSE:  So here’s my understanding and I’m still working on these numbers from Yale.  My understanding is that the total institutional scientific research funding Yale, Paula Wilson and Haifan Lin got that from the grants and contracts office and that’s a no number thing, you know, Yale would be publicizing because that’s something -- that’s a standard metric for every med. school.  When it came to total stem cell research funding I don’t know how that number was obtained initially, but I’m re-deriving that number now by going to Yale’s grants and contracts and not asking about the award amount, but the direct and indirect for each fiscal year and then looking and seeing if it’s stem cell related one by one.




So I think initially that’s really more of an estimate, at least for Yale.  And I’ve made this very clear to Rick going forward that I’m working on getting him ironclad numbers because it was just too difficult a question to ask until a scientist looks through each and every grant that says, is this stem cell related, or if you’d gotten the numbers from the individual PI’s I don’t think that that number is gettable.




DR. KIESSLING:  So this is just the medical school?




DR. KRAUSE:  No, that wouldn’t be just the medical school.




DR. KIESSLING:  So this is all of Yale?




DR. KRAUSE:  Right.




DR. KIESSLING:  So this includes the physics funding?




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.  The total scientific research.




DR. KIESSLING:  The chemistry finding -- however Yale defines --




MR. STRAUSS:  Total scientific research.  Okay?  Now, the total stem cell research we could not get from the PI’s.  Well, first of all, we don’t know all who -- we don’t know all of the PI’s.




DR. KIESSLING:  He only has the PI’s that were funded by Connecticut grants, but a lot of stem cell PI’s who came to Yale who might not yet have gotten Connecticut funding, but are at Yale and getting NIH funding.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.  The stem cell leaders in each of the institutions were our contact, the question was asked, give us your total stem cell research funding from other sources.  However they got the number we didn’t go in and do an audit of their number.  This is as they reported.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s surprising to me that UConn and UHC are so close to Yale.




MR. STRAUSS:  So close?




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s a third.




A MALE VOICE:  You would’ve thought it was less?




DR. KIESSLING:  I would have thought it was less.




A MALE VOICE:  Oh, you would’ve thought Yale was more?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  I would have thought Yale was more.




DR. KRAUSE:  I think that those numbers on the left are probably absolutely right because those are the standard metrics that the universities use.  It’s just that it’s the number for stem cell research funding that I think is not so easy to pin down.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.  No, I understand.  And you’ve got to find out how they define science.  And that could all be a lot of psychology work.




DR. KRAUSE:  You could say we have to find out, but I’m not really sure what it means anyway.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, what it means, which is one of the critical pieces of information that somebody like the Governor might ask is they’re interested in seeing what the value of the stem cell program is.  So since $10,000,000 a year is not really a lot of money and with only maybe four and a half or whatever going, you know, depending on who else gets involved in this, going to each institution if they are able to bring in, you know, if the stem cell funding is only 19 percent of the total stem cell funding coming into the state that means that the state’s limited investment in stem cell research is leveraging significant outside dollars.  So it provides a foundation of funding.  So the number is really important.  It may not be important to the universities, but it’s important to the state of Connecticut.




DR. KRAUSE:  The second column number I think is very, very important and we’re working to get you an accurate one.  The one on the far left, I’m not sure how important that is.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well that -- the purpose -- and you could be right, and we thought it would be interesting to see the scale of stem cell research as compared to the total scientific research from the University and what’s, you know, so it’s how important is stem cell research to the efforts at each of the universities.  So what’s interesting is that, you know, if the numbers are right on a percentage basis the Health Center, you know, it’s more -- it may not be that significant, but the number at UConn is higher than the number at Yale.  And, you know, that could be expected, it’s one of the focuses at UConn is on stem cell research and they’ve been putting a lot of effort into that and Yale’s research is so huge that you might think that the stem cell research might be a little smaller than the total.




So it just provides perspective, that’s all.




DR. GENEL:  Can you break that down, Storrs versus Health Center if you had to?




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  For what?  Stem cell or total?




DR. GENEL:  For all of it.  For all of it.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, yeah.  I mean, the problem is dealing with the Health Center and UConn --




DR. GENEL:  Oh, I understand.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- so they have to be asked the question in advance and say for the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Program we need you to report on these numbers.  And then, you know, the Provost for the president says, you will do this.  And then it will happen.




DR. KIESSLING:  But how did you get the combined numbers?




MR. STRAUSS:  What number?  The total scientific?




DR. KIESSLING:  From the University?




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  These are all University provided numbers.  We didn’t -- we didn’t go into their records, we didn’t ask to audit their books or anything.  We said, tell us what the number is.




DR. GENEL:  So, if it was important, you thought it was important to separate Health Center from Storrs, that’s something that has to be done prospectively rather than retrospectively?




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  It wasn’t -- well, the problem is that the timeframe for this project was about, you know, maybe 75 percent shorter than what we would normally do for a project so everybody was under a lot of pressure to try to pull together numbers that take a lot of effort going back in time that long to get this information without them knowing in advance what the numbers really need to be.




DR. KIESSLING:  Does this include bricks and mortar?  Does this include Yale’s new building?




MR. STRAUSS:  No.  But it includes core stem cell funding that may have been for equipment and stuff.




DR. KIESSLING:  But no building?




MR. STRAUSS:  It’s not the building.




DR. KRAUSE:  Why do you ask Ann?  Because there are a lot of additional investments at both Yale and UConn that are not showing up here, is that why you’re asking?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.




MR. STRAUSS:  There are some numbers cited in the report about UConn’s investment in the cell and genomics building, and Yale investment in the Amistad building, which are the two major buildings that house the stem cell research programs.  But those are good questions and, you know, moving forward, you know, what is your investment in facilities and equipment that is specifically not funded by the stem cell program, or that are.




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, I would think that the state legislators would like to see how much their $10,000,000 has leveraged into physical plant, new physical plant stuff too.




DR. WALLACK:  And that mostly would be seen at Yale because --




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, no.  I mean, UConn has a whole new building.  A beautiful new building.




DR. WALLACK:  So the legislators would probably argue that that’s from state money and Yale is from all private money.




DR. KIESSLING:  Private money.




DR. WALLACK:  So that’s why I say that.  As I look at the screen Rick, from what you said in representing the importance say, to the Governor, the two most important figures to me, at least I think, are column number four and five, the 68,000,000 and 289,000,000, would you agree with that?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, yeah, but I think the key number is the 19.21 percent.  And sorry about the error on the bottom of the slide, we didn’t fix that.  So the 19.21 percent provides the, I mean, the dollars, yes, because you know, you can say those are pretty big numbers.  But you talk about Connecticut money being 19 -- less than 20 percent of the total stem cell research dollars coming into the state of Connecticut.  So if that number was 50 percent then the Governor would say, what are you guys doing out there?  You know, where are we going?  Connecticut is too big of a funder in this, we’re too big of a partner.  Go out and get some more money.




DR. WALLACK:  So basically what you’re saying is that there is approximately a four to one return on the investment there?




MR. STRAUSS:  I think --




A FEMALE VOICE:  5,000,000.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, it’s not quite 5,000,000.




DR. KRAUSE  The number is not yet ironclad, so let’s not discuss what ratio we have, please.  Has everybody heard me say that like six times?  I’m still calculating Yale’s number.  Please take this as an estimate.




DR. KIESSLING:  Is anybody calculating UConn’s?




DR. KRAUSE:  I have nothing to do with that.




MR. STRAUSS:  UConn’s number -- the number reported by UConn, we’ve gone back and forth on this number of times, and the number is basically the number that they reported in their RVA report to the General Assembly for this period of time.  Okay?  So that’s the number.  I guess the overall point of this is, you know, the numbers, they’re as reported by the institution.  The scale may be, you know, maybe the scale is right and the numbers are a little bit different, maybe there’s a $20,000,000, a $30,000,000 difference.  The point is that this type of information can provide -- be a valuable guide for what the value of the program is to the state of Connecticut and --




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- and needing to further clarify how those -- what those numbers are, what they mean, how the universities are going to collect them are all things that need to be looked at for moving forward.  You need to to get the leader, and we’ll talk about it later, you need to get the leaders of the programs around the table to say, okay, we’ve got to agree on common terminology, common metric for reporting financial information, common period, so that it’s all apples to apples.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- wouldn’t it be more important to the Governor to know these numbers in the year 2007 and then again in 2012?  I mean, if I were -- I don’t know how governors think --




DR. KRAUSE:  I’m getting those numbers.  In our graph what’s really nice is that you look at ’06 the number, don’t quote me, but you know, is something like 14 -- no, like 14,000,000 and then each year the external funds in addition to Connecticut Stem Cell funds for stem cell research go up and up and up, so the leveraging is really obvious over time.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- yeah, that’s what you --




DR. KRAUSE:  And you also have the bottom line number that’s analogous to that.




DR. WALLACK:  I think Ann’s point is very good --




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.  At the beginning we want the Governor to think, okay, the Connecticut Stem Cell effort was 50 percent of the stem cell money in the state.




DR. WALLACK:  -- yeah, I agree.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Well, that would really be good and what we did we decided to do a summary of this without getting into that level of detail at this stage of a review process because to go into that level of detail now for each year and have each university be able to provide that we weren’t comfortable with the annual numbers, so they really have to -- that’s going to take some time to get it, to verify it, and have all of the information provided.  So we --




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know.  I don’t know how governors think, but --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- I don’t either, but --




DR. KIESSLING:  -- I don’t know what you do with the number that’s says 19 (indiscernible).




MR. STRAUSS:  -- you’ve got to --




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know if that’s a good number or not.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- getting this total number -- getting this total number over that period was hard enough, getting the detail, you know, maybe they can provide that, but we were not confident that we were going to get that information.




DR. KIESSLING:  But that’s only a good number if it (indiscernible).




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  No, I think Ann -- so a lot of good stuff is at the table.  I mean, so Rick, what you’re saying is that forget the exactness of the number, the projectory of this or the trajectory of this and where we’re getting outside money is an impressive number.  Diane is saying, I agree with that, but she’s going to get you even more specific numbers.  And the third case is that what Ann wants to see is on a graph, the progressive growth, the progressive growth --




MR. STRAUSS:  For what?




DR. WALLACK:  -- from all of the outside funding.




MR. STRAUSS:  Or not?




DR. WALLACK:  Well, from what you’ve --




DR. KRAUSE:  For me I can tell you it’s got to be broken down.




DR. WALLACK:  -- right.  Okay.  But when we heard from Diane --




MR. STRAUSS:  We don’t have the numbers yet.




DR. WALLACK:  -- I understand.  I understand.  But we’re all right --




MR. STRAUSS:  You’re right.  It would be great to do that and that’s a really good thing to have, you know, to show that on an annual basis for each of the people getting funding what they’ve been doing from others, it would be great to know where all of the funding is coming from to show all of the different sources of funding to see what the trends are so that you can see the drop in NIH funding or whatever it is.  What’s causing it? So the more information you get the more detail you need in order to show what it means.  So those are all great ideas for moving forward on an annual basis and we can start that tomorrow on a new contract.




But, you know, this is the information we have now.  We’re a month late in getting this report done based upon needing to collect and verify all of the information that was being requested and needed to be verified by the universities.  We would love to see that. There’s a whole number of different detailed graphs and metrics and all of you around the table have ideas, but what’s really important is to get the universities around the table so that they all agree on the metrics that they think that they can produce.




DR. KIESSLING:  But you’ve got --




DR. WALLACK:  It may be useful to remind people when to start it Rick.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- yeah.  But Rick, these numbers have come from -- you’ve got a number for 2007, a number for 2008, a number for 2009 --




MR. STRAUSS:  No.




DR. KIESSLING:  You just want to the institution and said, I want your cumulative numbers for the last five years?




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  There’s about 170 pages of appendices that go with the 40 page report.  Okay?  We did an institutional survey and asked for detailed information on an annual basis.  We had that in there but we were not really that comfortable with graphing all of that information the way it was provided.




Terry, can you give me the institutional set-up please?




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you have information for 2008?




MR. STRAUSS:  Could you find the page?  Did you find it Maria?




DR. BOROWSKI:  (Indiscernible).




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Hang on.




DR. FISHBONE:  So while you’re looking, this is Gerry Fishbone, Commissioner are you still there?




MS. MULLEN:  Yes.  Hi.




DR. FISHBONE:  Hi.  Which from the point of view of the Governor do you think you’re getting the most important information?




MS. MULLEN:  How many patents have been generated.




DR. FISHBONE:  How many patents?




MS. MULLEN:  How many patents have been generated.




DR. FISHBONE:  (Indiscernible).




MS. MULLEN:  Yeah.  I think that’s from the Governor’s long-range perspective, I think that’s it and, you know, I had to step out for a little bit, but early on one of the points that Rick made was that while we’re going back to 2006-2007 there are a lot of people who are still pretty much in progress rather than talking about, you know, bringing something to completion.  And, you know, that’s probably, you know, makes sense given that we’re at the very beginning of something.  Nevertheless, I believe not just for the Governor’s interest, but for the legislative interests, you know, they’re very big on results-based accountability and understanding not just cost savings but costs generating -- generation.  So the notion of leveraging these dollars to bring in more is important.




But I hesitate to say how many jobs have been created because it’s hard to really say how valid it is to talk about post-docs who are here for a while and then on something else for a while and what that really means in terms of real job creation for people beyond those who are working right in the labs on these projects. I think when he’s thinking about job creation he’s looking at in effect more in the state beyond who’s working in those individual labs.  And I’m not sure we can really say how many jobs were created as a function of stem cell funding.




But even with Bioscience and Jackson Labs, that’s one of the things that people talk about, how many jobs are going to be created.  (Indiscernible) -- go on.




DR. KRAUSE:  Oh, I was just thinking about the jobs created because we really can count how many jobs are created in the research labs and to discount, and I don’t mean that in a negative way, to discount the job of a full-time employee who’s a post-doc, I kind of vacillate on whether that’s actually an appropriate thing to discount because these post-docs are married people with kids in school who are doing very well, who are buying their groceries and are part of the Connecticut economy, their spouses have jobs, you know, and they’re really jobs and people working in Connecticut and they’re bringing in -- they’re spending money and they’re also doing jobs and paying taxes.




MS. MULLEN:  I hear you.  I understand.  I also wonder whether or not somebody might say, yes, this person has been a post-doc for a long time and they worked here for a little while and that funding ran out and then they worked here for a little while.  And its people sustained, but in terms of whether or not the end is actually going up --




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s a different question.




MS. MULLEN:  -- right.




DR. KRAUSE:  We can say, I don’t know where -- we have to actually look at the history of each individual, but we know we’ve brought people to Yale, new faculty to Yale, who now have labs that are full of people who are full-time employees working.  So those new faculty created new jobs.  Those are all permanent jobs.  Whether it’s even the same post-doc year-to-year or a different post-doc year-to-year that lab is now going to permanently be staffed by people who are getting their salaries and paying taxes and going shopping.  So I think those are real jobs.




MR. STRAUSS:  We’ve got to get to slide 54 and I think you guys want to leave before nine o’clock tonight, so maybe we should keep going on this.  But we get the point and I think that it’s something to note for this Committee and for the leadership of the program in terms of being able to use information like this and more detailed information to look at trends, what are the other sources of funding, what are the trends with the other sources of funding?  Because that could help make decisions about how all of you that are overseeing the allocation of stem cell dollars, research dollars, how those dollars should be allocated for the different types of research that can be done through the program.  So it can be important and for the Governor, but this is the (indiscernible).




Maria, how are you doing?




DR. BOROWSKI:  I’m good.




MR. STRAUSS:  We’re on slide 19.




DR. BOROWSKI:  So on slide 19 we talk about the different categories that we have put the accomplishments in from the summary of the results.  We have leveraging funding, which is pretty much what we were just talking about, so this is how the grantees took the funding that they were given and turned it into more money.  We have contributions and research outcomes, so this would be published papers, methodologies and even, you know, companies.  We still talk about patent applications, we have a couple of things to show you there.




Creation of new jobs in the state of Connecticut, we’ll talk about how we came up with those metrics because we did count that as an accomplishment.  Development of partnerships and collaborations that would otherwise would not have occurred except for funding from this program.  And the last were activities such as retreats and workshops and conferences that were, again, influential in fostering that collaborative environment that would not have happened without funding for the program.




So skipping ahead to slide 21, this is a chart to show you -- this is just a summary of much more robust information that we have in the report of how the grantees the program went on to apply for additional funding based on the work that they were -- based in the funds that they were given for this work.  So there’s a lot of numbers here, but basically if you look at the left most column this is the award of ranges, so this is how much money that they asked for.  And then we have the different states of the projects.  So in some cases we have projects that were funded, so these are completed projects, they obtained additional funding and they’re projects that are complete.




As we move from the left or the right, we also have projects that are still in process right now, so they have obtained funding but the research is still in process.  And then we have grantees who applied for more funding, but either their proposals are waiting a decision, that’s the middle called there.  In some cases they were denied funding, that’s the last column before the most left-hand side.  The left-hand side is the total, so those would be total amounts of people who had applied for different funding.




So again, we can talk more as we get toward the end of this about different ways to track that information, because as we were just saying it is very important to figure out how the money from the Connecticut program allows these researchers to obtain more funding.




Contributions are what we list on slide 24. So again, these were the different research contribution papers, laboratories, practices.  We have the total numbers here, so this is -- in this case there are 88 respondents to this particular question from the PI’s and we asked them to list if there were numerous, so in the case of papers, there were numerous papers that they were able to publish based on their work to give us the total number.  So you can see from the top we have licenses issued and go right down the line.




And as Rick eluded to there are many pages of appendices and there are specific examples of what their papers are including the citations as well as information about the laboratories that were established. So they’re all in the appendices, what the PI’s provided us with.  In the report itself there are some summaries there as well, some of the more -- some examples of what the researchers have given us as contributions that they were able to accomplish with funding from this program.




MR. STRAUSS:  Ann?  Hold on a minute Maria.




DR. KIESSLING:  What’s a license?




MR. STRAUSS:  What’s a license?  What’s a license Maria?




DR. BOROWSKI:  So a license -- license issued, that would be for if there was a new practice or I think in this case we could go back and see exactly what they were -- what the license was there, but it may have been for a new modality in stem cells.




DR. WALLACK:  So is the license significantly different than a patents grant?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, the case here was the one we cited in our table was the stem cell line was created and licensed to Pfizer, and that was from the Health Center, James Lee established investigator grant.




DR. WALLACK:  So we’ll get clarification on that.




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know what that means.




DR. BOROWSKI:  We can look -- we can looking to get clarification on that.  I think that it’s different this year, it’s either not patented -- to the patent office this was like a pharmaceutical company.




MR. STRAUSS:  It’s actually in -- I think it’s probably in the Health Center annual report that they provide on royalties or other things.  So you should’ve seen that.  We just reported on, you know, this was probably picked up from one of several surveys that had been done by others and UConn has one.  There’s actually two that are cited in the PI’s.  But we can try to clarify that.  Okay.  Go ahead.




DR. BOROWSKI:  Just as some examples from the leaders of the institutions shown on slide 25 we asked them for --




DR. WALLACK:  Before we go on, can we go back to the last slide?  And we were talking about patents and so it’s sort of a little misleading because as I look at that, patents are zero, but the reality is that we’re a very, very young program and the fact that we have the nine patent applications in process to me becomes very significant.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  So I just wanted to point that out.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  We’re just reporting on what was reported here.




DR. BOROWSKI:  Right.  We totally agree, which is why we asked not just patents, but also patent applications because we wanted to make sure that we captured -- we were able to capture all of that.




DR. WALLACK:  And Maria, that’s --




DR. BOROWSKI:  Knowing how long it takes to get a patent.




DR. WALLACK:  -- right.  So and for us I think that was a very, very good question because for us as a young program, like I said, that’s the critical question.




MR. STRAUSS:  There’s also within the report, let me just check, hang on a second.  For example, Yale reported -- remember, this is reported by principal investigators, it also -- and, you know, we tried to clarify this in the report, there’s also information reported by the universities that were either direct or indirect accomplishments that they attribute to the program.  So Yale stem cell reports 26 licenses issued and 132 patent applications.  But those are not the direct results that the stem cell researchers from the Connecticut program are reporting.




DR. KIESSLING:  So this is just Connecticut?




MR. STRAUSS:  This is just from -- this is results reported by the principal investigators.  This is in the principal investigator survey results, so these are the direct results from those people that were funded.  So this is all based on basically the three years and they’re attributing this to their research in the program.




As compared to Yale, Yale’s number four patent applications is 132.  So what they are saying is that that’s in general our stem cell research program we have 132 patent applications.  Now, you know, the difficulty in this comes in, what do you attribute to the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Program and what you don’t. So let’s -- we could use UConn and, you know, for example, today N-STEM (phonetic) one of the companies that was founded at UConn with Ren He, they just made a big announcement of their funding that they have from their investor and, you know, it’s pretty impressive.




Now, you know, would that have happened if there was no stem cell research program?  Maybe not.  It’s not a direct result from, you know --




DR. KIESSLING:  I can guarantee that would not have happened.  Ren He would not be here.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- exactly.  And at Yale you have Haifan Lin, and Diane said the best thing she’s ever done is to recruit Haifan Lin to come to Yale and he’s a magnet for bringing the researchers in.




DR. KRAUSE:  I said that it’s the best thing I’ve done for Yale, I didn’t say that’s the best thing I’ve ever done.




(Laughter)




MR. STRAUSS:  The best thing you’ve done for Yale, sorry.  That’s what I meant.




DR. WALLACK:  To this entire point -- this entire point, so in the N-STEM’s presentation it was also noted that Dr. Mhen (phonetic) had various other places to go and he chose to come to Connecticut, I think, David, you were there, because of the stem cell program.  So it is tied directly, and Ann, you’re absolutely right.




DR. KRAUSE:  And while we’re on the subject, just for the record, N-STEM’s co-founder is from Yale, so it’s actually a collaboration between Yale and UConn.  It’s at UConn, but there’s a Yale collaborator who actually brought the investor to the table.  So it’s just a good thing for the whole stem cell program to acknowledge the collaborative nature between Yale and UConn.




DR. KIESSLING:  So why are none of the numbers from Yale on this little --




MR. STRAUSS:  These are all of the PI’s that were funded through the program.  This is from the section in the report that is from the PI survey, so we’re reporting on the accomplishments that they cited.  In the report it cites -- there are sections on the institutional piece that report on the total accomplishments from Yale, UConn and Wesleyan.




DR. WALLACK:  So what you’re really saying is that the PI’s -- the directors of the program have the overall big picture and they were able to then give us the larger number, the 132, as opposed to whatever --




MR. STRAUSS:  Right, right.




DR. WALLACK:  -- that portion of nine.




MR. STRAUSS:  No, no, these are -- the 132 are patent applications, they’re not patents.




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, patent applications.  No, I knew that.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Can we go on?  Okay.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Just one more.  If the patent application resulted indirectly from funding, in other words, NIH money followed the Connecticut money and through that research a patent application came about, would that be included in this number or does it have to be a direct result of that window of funding funded by Connecticut?




MR. STRAUSS:  I think the question was, give us the outcomes that you can attribute to your Connecticut Stem Cell Research funding.  So for a PI reporting, I did research and my Connecticut research can be attributed to my application.  So, you know, it may have started and they may have moved on.  Now, in the Connecticut program remember, there’s only 57 grants that have been completed.  So if somebody in that first year put in a patent application that they completed their grant the chances are it would still be a patent application.  So it’s still young.




DR. KIESSLING:  So, the answer to your question is maybe.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Maybe.  It depends on how the question was interpreted.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.  And that’s one of the things that needs to be tightened up moving forward in terms of what’s reported and how it’s reported so that there’s a clear understanding about all that.  Okay.  We’re moving on?  Okay.  So we’re on your slide 25.




DR. BOROWSKI:  On slide 25 this is just a sort of top line report from each of the leaders of the three main institutions that have received grant funding on what they’re doing right now, what they perceive as their most important research that is going on that is a direct result of the funding from the Connecticut program. There are many more examples of this, both direct and indirect, within the report and we do, as Rick mentioned, try to keep it very clear what is directly funded as opposed to what has been leveraged.  But these are examples here and I think we can move on so we can get through the rest of this.  But again, there are more in the report itself.




MR. STRAUSS:  So let me just -- the next several slides that you’re seeing, that we’re not going to go over, are information from our -- again, from the principal investigator survey where we said, tell us your most significant outcome from your research.  So these are all -- there are six or seven slides about what they wrote in terms of what they considered their outcomes to be.  We picked a range of them to show you some -- some of the results and that’s in the report.  So we’re on 33?




DR. BOROWSKI:  33.  So, 33 is where we start to talk about the jobs that have been funded by the program.  And this would include funding for staff, attracting staff and researchers to the field of stem cell research.  So we did have questions about did you come to Connecticut because of the grant program, and then as mentioned in the last bullet there.




What I do want to note, and this is on slide 34, is that this is -- we are showing data for PI’s and staff involved on funded projects either on a full-time or part-time basis.  So these do not equate necessarily to FTEs, and that would be another recommendation that we’ll talk about later in terms of how to get more specific metrics around the new jobs that are created and maybe some parameters around that.  So we do have post-docs I believe, included in this.




So we have a graph to show you and I think the last bullet there about funding levels we can talk about when we look at the graph, so these are on slide 35. This is the grant funding, PI’s and staff by year and you can see the initial years of the program that it grew very quickly and then from 2010 on its stabled out so you can attribute this to new projects were being initiated and staff was being brought in would result in the numbers of staff going up very quickly and from 2010 to 2012 it’s not necessarily -- it looks a little bit like it’s dropping, but it’s actually remaining steady and that was what that last bullet in the previous slide mentioned is that with stable funding the staffing levels should be expected to continue as they are.  The reason that it is leveling off like this is because as projects are ending and staff is not being funded anymore and thus would not be counted by this and new staff is coming in, so that’s why we have the evening out effect there.




MR. STRAUSS:  Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  Does this include the new businesses?




MR. STRAUSS:  No.




DR. KRAUSE:  Anything that people paid from Connecticut grants, so what this is not capturing, and hopefully in the future when we’re doing, you know, doing this on an ongoing basis, it doesn’t capture all of the jobs that have been created because there was Connecticut stem cell funding.  These are the jobs that -- this is literally the number of individuals who get all or some of their salary dollars from the Connecticut grant.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  These are the people that worked on the grant in the year noted as reported by the principal investigators.  And it was a little difficult to do because in some cases we have principal investigators with more than one grant, so you have to make sure that you’re not double counting and that kind of stuff.  So we’ll move on?  Okay, 36.




DR. BOROWSKI:  Okay.  So on 36 we did just want to mention that there were a number of collaborations that PI’s reported that were made possible from the grant. And so what we heard from the PI’s in the survey and the responses in the survey, and also from all three of the leaders that we interviewed was one of the things that was extremely important were that a number of collaborations and partnerships occurred that would not have otherwise occurred because of the funding.  This is something where we in the future would want to figure out how to track some metrics on this because it was overwhelmingly reported as something that is very important and that is a result of the program.  But I think in thinking about the best way to track that information would be helpful I believe in moving forward and is something that we would want to capture.  And there are probably good ways to do that.




And so at this point we can -- I’m going to turn this back over to Rick and we can talk about the recommendations that we have based on the accomplishments.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  So we basically have four areas of recommendations that were basically developed based on our experience in going through the review process.  So -- and they’re broken down into annual review, program administration, core facilities and funding, and then concluding remarks.  So we’ll try to move through these quickly.




Okay.  So it is suggested that there be an annual review of the program to assess program operations, administrative operations, program peer review and selection award processes.  That progress of all grantees awarded funding for in process and -- oh, and also to report on progress of all the award funding from the grantees both in process and completed projects.  And that the overall accomplishments and benefits to the institutions be reported and that includes a number of things as we’ve stated, including additional grant funding, which we’ve talked about, that can be attributed to the program.  An update on recruitment and retention of stem cell related faculty and staff, infrastructure improvements to support stem cell research, and a projection of the programs’ continuing benefits for the upcoming year.




The purpose of the annual review process would be to adaptive work criteria to position the program based on lessons learned, past achievements and scientific developments.  So you need to be aware of what’s happening with all of the different sources of funding to see where Connecticut maybe should be putting its money, or whether you want to increase seed funding, or whether you want to increase group funding based upon, you know, the availability of funding sources.




So that gets into the second one which is, to adjust funding levels to capitalize on the current needs for basic, translational and clinical research.  All within the scale of what you can afford to do with the dollars provided.  And also to address funding gaps and redirect funds where needed to support research goals.  And then importantly, one of the questions that has come up in this is, how do we know how we’re doing?  I mean, okay, so you know, we’re a five to one or a four and a half to one leveraging, is that good?  I don’t know.  I mean, is 166 peer reviewed journals and articles good?  Maybe.  But the only way you can know whether you’re doing well is to look at how you’re comparing with others that have similar programs.  So maybe that’s Maryland, maybe that’s New York, whatever.




But those are things that maybe need to be considered and it’s not -- and because the metrics can be so different you need to develop a relationship, if you wanted to do this, with whoever you want to benchmark against so that you can then be better able to learn from what other programs -- similar programs are doing as compared to your program.  So we suggest that that take place as well as identifying best practices for management and investment of public funds to support stem cell research.  And they can be different than your benchmark, who you’re benchmarking against, so you’d be looking all around the world for what the best practices are.




And then importantly the requirements for reporting and the annual review process be included in the assistance agreements so that whatever is necessary for principal investigators to report on that they know what it is at the outset of, you know, their work effort.  So we also suggest that the metrics, as we’ve discussed already, that the metrics and data be developed in consultation with the stem cell research leadership of the institutions/companies that receive funding.  And that based on initial lessons learned from the review suggestions for future metrics for reporting on accomplishments and outcomes include the following.




So for institutional research funding, the research award funding, as presented in this report, should continue to be reported annually so that the leveraging of state funding can be known as well as the scale of the stem cell research with total scientific research being conducted at participating universities and companies.  And then the financial reporting terminology in periods should be identified and used by all reporting institutions so that consistent and accurate information can be used for analysis.




For job creation we think what we need to do is to collect full-time equivalent job information for project staffing, that wages paid would be useful for conducting economic impact analysis of the program in the future.  Without the wage information and FTEs, you can’t do that, or it would be really difficult to do.  California just completed an economic impact analysis of their program I believe, so you know, this is one of the things -- it’s hard, but if it’s collected -- if the institutions know when they agree to do this on an ongoing basis that it’s easier to do than going back seven years.




And new staffing relocating to Connecticut as a result of the project funding.  For training programs we site number and types of programs provided and number of participants, but that you know, there may need to be something in addition to that.  That doesn’t really tell you about the quality unless you equate numbers participating to quality, and I’m not sure that’s necessarily the case.  So you’d want to understand about what’s the real value of the programs that are being offered.




And then for accomplishments and outcomes, many of the accomplishments and outcomes, as I’m sure you are aware, occur after a project is completed.  Only we require a final report, we don’t require anything as a trailer to the final report.  So we think that what you need to do is to make it a requirement within the assistance agreements that the PI’s continued to report for as long as the program is in existence and then we qualify that a little bit, or for a period of time as may be determined.  But if there are no -- if there’s no new information a PI checking off a box, no new information, would not be that difficult to do.




And one of the things that you want to -- and we may cover it, I don’t know whether it’s on a following slide or not, but one of the things we’re getting into like with education is longitudinal data collection.  So what happens with students and what happens once they go into the workplace.  So if there’s any possible way to stay in touch with the people that work on these projects to find out what they end up doing, that could be of great value so that you know, hey, we have a Nobel winner 15 years after -- well, maybe 30, whatever the number is, but the point is what’s happening to the people that have gotten a start or had some of their first grants, you know, through the program.  What has -- so it may improve in Connecticut because they may still be in Connecticut, but maybe they are all over the world and having great accomplishments that advance the field.  So that would be really good to know and may be possible to do but that, you know, would be difficult.




Program staff designated, this is in program administration, the program staff should continually seek ways to improve the administration of the program and bring uniformity to the grant funding procedures and annual reporting processes.  So the program staff would manage program operations, identify high level metrics, as we’ve talked about, get that implemented, manage the annual review process and report to various people and make it as transparent as possible.  And then establish relationships with other states for benchmarking and developing common metrics and research best practices.




For the core facilities there are a number of different things.  And this is basically based upon the goals for core facilities as identified in the RFP.




DR. WALLACK:  Before you get onto that --




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah?




DR. WALLACK:  -- so I think these are great recommendations and I think that you did a great job in doing this.  What about the implementation of this, of the process, and the funding of the process?  Right now we put aside $200,000, round figures, annually to administer -- to manage the process.  The administration doesn’t get any money at all unfortunately.  How do we implement these recommendations and are there cost factors associated with the implementation that you’ve developed at this point?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, our recommendations are just suggesting what needs to happen.  There’s obviously a cost issue here.  And one of the things -- one of the next steps probably is look at what other programs are doing.  I mean, you know, you have to compare with what’s happening let’s say with publicly funded programs.  So you’d look at Maryland, New York, you know where they all are, in terms of seeing how they support their programs.




DR. WALLACK:  So that’s not there yet?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, the recommendations are that you need to think about what you want to do.  I mean, we’re talking about accountability of $100,000,000 in spending and what is the accountability of the public for those dollars.  So I can tell you, like we do here with you for the biomedical research program, they get grants and they provide reports.  This is much more transparent than the biomedical research program.  That’s a smaller program and it’s just funded within the department based upon legislation.  You know, some day somebody might say, what did you accomplish with the funding?




So, you know, if you’re not anticipating that question and you expect sustainability of the funding and you haven’t done this then you are possibly in jeopardy.  So if that means that you need more than $200,000 a year to manage the program then that means you need more than $200,000 a year to manage the program.




DR. WALLACK:  All right.  So it seems to me that at some point, I know this is just first iteration of this, but as we move onto this on an annual basis perhaps as the process evolves you should help us to come back to that subject and to figure that out so we know exactly what we’re asking for and what we’re ready to commit.  When we started the program we didn’t want to commit anything other than to research dollars and we really thought it was fantastic that we were only putting down $200,000 a year.




What I’m seeing here as the program matures and becomes more involved maybe that isn’t satisfactory anymore.  So we should have some kind of idea, I think not now, but for the future, of the implementation and the cost factors.  That’s all I’m saying.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah, well I guess the first step is if all of this makes sense that somebody has to say, these are good recommendations, let’s consider implementing them.  You know, you have to get there.  I mean, what we found --




DR. WALLACK:  Well, you know, to have -- we need more information about how to implement that and the cost and maybe have somebody like yourself come back with those comparables, those benchmarks from Maryland, California, and how they did it.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- right.  And that is really, you know, that’s probably the next step.  So we’re ready to help.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  So, you know, one of the -- so based on the RFP, you know, what we are saying is that there should be continued transition from a reliance on stem cell Connecticut funding to self-sustaining enterprise for the cores, serving a broader range of users and putting researchers in labs of other institutions, businesses and entities.




DR. KRAUSE:  I would like to make a comment on that.  Just it is consistent with what was written in the original request for proposals.  But I think what we found, and again, this would have to be the leadership of the different stem cell centers would be to work on this, I think what we found is that the cores ended up being probably one of the most valuable aspects of the whole program.  And I think that it was appropriate and has worked to decrease the funding of the cores from the original amounts that were given, but sustaining funding of the cores at a minimal level is really necessary for maintaining the program and has been -- with metrics that we can develop has been truly valuable.  So I think we might argue that while this is true, it is consistent with the original RFP, that we might want to change our long-term goals for the cores if they continue to grow, continue to serve more people, exactly what you’re saying, but that the total independence from grant dollars might not be feasible.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, and in fact, you know, one of the things to look at in the future is, well, how much do the core facilities actually get from Connecticut program because --




DR. KRAUSE:  I agree.  We should look at that --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- they’re not only --




DR. KRAUSE:  -- and it should be a smaller and smaller percentage.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- well, they’re not only getting the grant funding that you’re providing from the core, but they’re getting -- they’re getting dollars from the grants that you’re awarding to help support the cores. So it’s, you know, so that’s -- the total grant dollar to the core is not readily invisible, let’s collect the information.  The universities know what it is.  And we have some numbers in the report that talk about what the revenues are from the cores.




So this goes on to talk about assessing users satisfaction, increase collaboration activities between the cores especially if you want to have the most efficient use of the dollars that Connecticut is providing.  You don’t want to necessarily have a lot of duplication unless duplication is needed.  And then input, you know, continue if you will to implement outreach plans to increase the visibility and the use of the facilities and seek to increase the share of core facility revenue from fee-based services and other granting -- other grant funding sources.




So next is stabilize funding, or funding.  So what we’re kind of suggesting here is to enact legislation to stabilize Connecticut stem cell research funding for a sufficient period of time to enable research institutions and others receiving funding to commit to expand infrastructure necessary for stem cell research, increase the capacity of the institutions to leverage funding from other sources, and recruit and retain stem cell researchers and staff.  So what we’re looking at -- what we’re saying is that what you need is multi-year funding such as let’s say, a five-year rolling program that would require legislation to terminate the program.




So in other words, you have a trailer that there’s five -- we’re not going to do it anymore, there’s five years left.  So the universities always know that there’s a five-year period.  Now, that could be three years or two years, but the worst thing that can happen as you go into four years left than three years left than two years left if the institutions end up -- the faculty and everybody sees the Connecticut program drying up, since that provides a foundation where it has been a magnet in helping to recruit people, you know, they may start saying, well Connecticut isn’t the place to do this.  So having a rolling program might help.  There’s still a cliff, but it’s a five-year cliff, not a, you know, a couple of month cliff.




And then within the legislation, you know, consider putting in some form of a rate percent increase per year after a certain period of time, maybe after the first five years, so that you don’t deteriorate the level of investment based on whatever the inflation rate is.  So, you know, the $10,000,000 this year is much different -- well, maybe it’s worth more than, you know, the middle years.  But anyway, you know, $10,000,000 today is not necessarily what it was and what you are buying in 2005 or six.




So this is our concluding remarks and what we say is an important aspect of the state’s economic development strategy is to further strengthen the state’s competitive position in scientific research.  And this gets into the support of biomedical research, stem cell research, and expansion into genomics and personalized medicine as evidenced by the Governor’s legislation that he proposed this year.




So the state should really think about establishing one entity responsible for administering the state’s public investments in scientific research-related grant funding.  And that covers the existing biomedical research program, the stem cell program, and the proposed genomics research initiative.  A centralized administrative structure would effect efficiencies in management, establish a source for scientific research policy advice, bring uniformity to the grant funding procedures and annual reporting processes to assure accountability of public funding of the state’s scientific research initiatives.




There you go.




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m not sure I agree with the last one.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  Well, I’m sure there’s a lot of people that don’t agree with a lot of this.




A MALE VOICE:  Why not?




DR. KIESSLING:  Because that means PI’s only have one place to go.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, there’s different programs.  What we have now, like the example that we went over last month was, and this is a fact, it’s not a criticism, but you have researchers from Yale, you have researchers from UConn applying to the biomedical research grant program and the stem cell research grant program.  In the biomedical research grant program there were 46 proposals submitted, 23 made it through the review process.  Not the peer review process, this is the review process that’s saying that the proposals met the standards of the RFP.  In the stem cell research program there are 110 proposals.  What did we have, one?




DR. KIESSLING:  That didn’t make it?




MR. STRAUSS:  One that didn’t make it.  So it just brings -- so, you know, whatever that process is, I mean, there are different people that are involved, but the administrative structure can maybe better support and maybe better be able to report on the accomplishments for the purposes of, you know --




DR. KIESSLING:  This is not a good place to debate public funding for biomedical research.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- Well, this is really for -- this is for CI and DPH, so it’s not really for the Advisory Committee.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s for and against, it’s why the Department of Defense now has a fairly robust breast cancer research program.  So it’s just not been possible at any level to coordinate all biomedical research funds under one umbrella and make it work.  It’s too complicated.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, but the reason it was put in the Defense Department was the advocates (indiscernible).




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s right.  I mean, there’s all kinds of reasons.




DR. GENEL:  That’s why (indiscernible).




(Indiscernible, multiple voices.)




MR. STRAUSS:  And one of the problems with Connecticut is that, you know, DPH used to do the peer review for the biomedical research grant, but because of the cutbacks in staff they didn’t feel that they had the staff with the qualifications to do it.  So then they asked us to find biomedical research reviewers, so we’ve reached out and done that on their behalf.  And then over the years, you know, DPH keeps getting cut back in staff so now they have -- and that is not -- so the person that’s assigned to that is doing it because the person who used to do it isn’t able to do it.  Whereas, the people doing the stem cell research program, it’s the same process for the biomedical research grant.  You know, putting together the agreements.




I mean, one of the things that the Advisory Committee should be asking I think for the stem cell research program is, are we okay with having the grants awarded in June and not having the research underway until December?




(Interruption in recording)




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Absolutely.  We wanted to run it by you.  It is a report commissioned by DPH and CI, just to find out where we are to get some kind of baseline on this and I think, Rick, you did a great job pulling together some very tough figures so that we’ll at least have a way to move forward.  And there is a full report, we just wanted to see whether there were comments, areas that -- Diane says she has some more final figures to go into it.  Were there other areas that you disagreed with?




DR. WALLACK:  So I have a question on some of the -- I have an overall question.  I want to get back to the specific question.  So we have now the presentation of an overview of the report.  What can we expect to happen next?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  With this report?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I think it’s a document that can go on the road.  It’s certainly clear, I think has some ideas about what you might use it for in terms of presentations to get additional funding and when there are questions -- we used to submit an annual report that was required to the legislation, we did last or even though that requirement was removed, and this will be sent to the legislature in some way to show them what the program has been up to.




DR. KIESSLING:  So we can get a copy of that?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Oh, yes.




MR. STRAUSS:  So the report will be available electronically and then we are also printing some hard copies.  The full report is like 220 pages because the appendices are about 180 of those, but the electronic version will provide links to the appendix.  There’ll also be a full report with the appendix if anybody ever doesn’t want to do it that way.  So we hope to be able to -- we have to decide, you know, how many copies are going to be printed.  I’m sure there’ll be enough for the Advisory Committee.  But as soon as we get the go-ahead then it will be up on our website and we’ll provide the link to it and you can get it electronically.




DR. WALLACK:  To come back to the, what happens next, so we’ll have the document, this document or something for Claire and for you to go on the road with.  What role will this Committee, the Advisory Committee, have in accepting the document or not accepting it, having further input for, and so forth, how is that going to work?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Well, we have time for discussion.  I think it’s not -- it’s a living document that you can add to if you have concerns about it.




DR. KRAUSE:  Well, who are these recommendations being made to?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  As I hear them they’re primarily coming back to the Advisory Committee.




DR. KRAUSE:  Well, so that’s exactly, I mean, part of my question then.  So if the recommendations are being made to this Committee --




DR. GENEL:  No, no they’re not.  No, no, no, no.  They’re going to DPH and to CI.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  The project was funded by DPH and CI and, you know, if DPH says, we’d like to get the Advisory Committee’s input on the recommendations because we’d like to hear what you have to say about that, then they will take that into consideration for what they’re going to do to try to --




DR. KIESSLING:  It would be another appendix.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Well, I mean, I think that’s partially true, but I think there are also a lot of recommendations here that look like they would come directly back into the program for the program to look at. What are some of the award criteria, adjust funding levels, so there is room for this Advisory Committee to pick up on this report if they think that it’s useful to provide a framework for providing more structured way of going forward on a couple of different levels.  One certainly is measuring the program, but the other is to administer it in a way that is a little more thorough and thoughtful and yeah, thorough.




DR. WALLACK:  So I guess what I’m thinking is that if Claire wants to take something on the road it seems to me that we’re as committed a group, this Grant Committee, as you’re going to have in the state relative to this whole program.  It seems to me to not make use of this group in adopting some of the recommendations, for example, would probably not be the best benefit to this document.




I’ll give you one example right at the end. The five-year commitment, now maybe I don’t understand, you know, the concept, but when we put it up originally it was a 10-year commitment I believe.  We might want to make argument for having that five year amend the document, if you will, so that that recommendation the suggestion might be to have a 10 year as we had originally kind of approach to this.  Similar to what we started with.




These are the kinds of things I think that this Committee, and I would say also some of the major stakeholders and what I mean by that is the heads of the institutions, I think we ought to have the ability to have in a significant way, in a full day or half-day retreat of some sort or meeting, to really go through the various elements of this.  There’s no question that the document is a first step, is an excellent way to go, and it gives us -- but it gives is now the challenge to say, okay, this is what so far has happened.  Let’s see how we can make it even better.  And I think we need to have the ability to make it even better.




MR. STRAUSS:  Let me just -- the report didn’t say a five-year program, it said a multi-year program such as five years.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, no, no, I understand.




MR. STRAUSS:  But the different -- just a point -- I just want to make it clear.  But the difference between a 10-year program and a multiyear program that requires -- so a year is always added on, it’s a rolling program --




DR. WALLACK:  I understand that.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- okay.  It could be a ten-year rolling program, it could be a 20 year rolling program.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  So Rick, the reality is when I hear there may be a road trip, obviously the road show is going to minimally go before the state legislators at some point.  If I’m a state legislator and I see in this draft five years, I’m not going to dig deep into this document, I’m going to take it on the surface of what it is.  And so I think it’s very critical that we be very specific in the kinds of recommendations that comes out of this.  Because they’re going to take this for granted as a given and I’m not sure that I accept this as a given.  And that has nothing to do with the study.  The study and the formatting of these 51 slides I have no issue with.  All I’m suggesting is we take this, spend some significant time with it, and get the input and make the amendments to this that I think would make it an even more powerful first document knowing we have to have second and third and so forth documents down the road.  That’s a recommendation I would make.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, you know, one of the dreams I have is that whenever we do a report everything is taken as a given per our recommendations and that they’re all implemented on every study.  That would be like amazing.  But, you know, the idea was different so we didn’t want to say in this case 10 years, you know, and therefore use that as an example.  So, I mean, you know, that’s why it says, such as.  You know, whether -- but it’s how it’s sold.  I mean, it’s the concept of having -- it’s different than the way it is because it’s a rolling program and there are others that are, you know, much better at deciding how many years a rolling program should be around --




DR. KIESSLING:  Does Connecticut have a legislature that turns over every two years --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- yeah.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- or every six years?  So that there’s a lot of legislators now that don’t know anything about this program, right?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. KIESSLING:  So I really think that to not have in your report right up front where stem cell science was in the state at Ground Zero when we started is going to be a real omission.  You’ve got to come up with some 2007 numbers.




DR. WALLACK:  2006.




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, 2006 nothing was official --




DR. KRAUSE:  Right.  The year before --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  The year before.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- whatever.  You’ve got -- this report before it goes anywhere has got to have where the state was in stem cell science before the program started because otherwise the legislators are not going to have any basis or any reference point or any anchor point. Do you agree?  I mean I think that’s really important.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s right.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I completely agree.  When you think that there was, what was it, two people in the state doing pluripotent stem cell research before this program started?




DR. KIESSLING:  That has to be like chapter one.




DR. GENEL:  Well, there is a report Ann, the Academy did it five years ago.




MR. STRAUSS:  But we probable need --




DR. GENEL:  It was a strategic plan.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- yeah.  But we didn’t -- I mean, our task was, tell us about what the accomplishments of the program were, so that’s what we started with.  But you bring up a good point.  We can --




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t think it would be very hard to add a page that says the landscape in 2007.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- okay.  Well, we’ll send out a message later today.




DR. KRAUSE:  But that’s been something that -- before you send out the message --




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  You want to give them the numbers?




DR. KRAUSE:  -- no, send out a draft of that message to this Committee.  Are these the specific questions to which we want answers?  Because, one of the things -- one of the only reasons that there are any weaknesses in this is that there are some questions that weren’t asked that had you thought about it a little bit strong -- or in depth before you sent out the questionnaire you would already have the answers.  You know, like, wouldn’t it be nice to see 2007, 2008, 2009, but we didn’t ask that question.  So all I’m saying is that before you send it and say, I want answers to these questions, just send it to Ann, send it to us, and we’ll say, no, I think maybe what you should ask is this question.  So we make sure that we ask exactly the right questions so that it’s not extra work for you down the line beyond this.




DR. KIESSLING:  But you may have the data.




MR. STRAUSS:  We don’t have the data.




DR. KIESSLING:  You don’t have the data from 2008?




DR. KRAUSE:  They didn’t ask for that.  They just asked for the cumulative number.




MR. STRAUSS:  No.  What’s not in the appendix, we did a PI survey, we did a core facility survey, we did interviews and we did an institutional survey.  And the information in the institutional surveys were used for developing the report as backup for what we did in the interviews, but we were not thoroughly -- we did not feel good about publishing the institutional survey other than using it for reporting on the institutional accomplishments because they weren’t complete enough.  We had enough information from the interviews and what was provided, but not in that way.




DR. KIESSLING:  How did you come up with the cumulative numbers?




MR. STRAUSS:  We asked for that.  We asked for -- we had problems getting the detailed information and we said, okay, look.  Here’s what we need to know.  We need to have a number for institutional -- you know the numbers for the different categories, give us the number for the total period.




DR. KIESSLING:  For 2007?




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.  And it was confusing because some of it was reported by how they were receiving the dollars rather than what the awards were.  So we went back and clarified, so we need the awards, but we’re getting close to our deadline, they’re getting tired of answering the questions, so we said, give us the number of awards, total stem cell research dollars from other sources.  That’s it.  So if there was more time and the grant offices have the time to pull this together with everything everybody’s doing, with all of the cutbacks in staffing, going back deep into their records to find this because they haven’t necessarily collected it, I mean, UConn has an annual report on, you know, on their research activities and you can go online to get it.  But if you just want scientific research you’ve got to pull that out of the School Arts and Sciences.




DR. KRAUSE:  Rick, this is exactly what I was saying.  So I spent probably a good 12 hours so far trying to get you accurate numbers, which I’ve not yet given you.  So you have a report here with inaccurate numbers.  That’s what I told you before we came in the door.  My concern is you’ve done a huge amount of work and it’s an excellent report, I love it, I think it’s great, but without accurate numbers --




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, wait a minute.  First of all, let’s -- you’ve got to put this all in perspective.  Any information presented here is based upon what has been provided, what has been reported to us.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- no, I’m not saying -- Rick, please let me understand.




MR. STRAUSS:  No, no, no.  My point is that I’m not --




DR. KRAUSE:  I know this --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- I can’t -- I can’t sit here and say any of this is accurate.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- I know.  Let me just clarify what I’m saying.  What you were just talking about, the fact that there’s limited staffing, grants and contracts doesn’t know this number, that’s all true.




MR. STRAUSS:  Correct.




DR. KRAUSE:  So you have a huge weakness, or we all in this room have a huge weakness that we have this report, which is an excellent report, but getting the actual numbers requires many individuals, including a scientist, to go through step by step every single grant for every single year, for every single PI and say, is that stem cell or is that not stem cell?  And is this something this person was doing already before there was Connecticut Stem Cell Program, or is this something that they’ve started since there was Connecticut Stem Cell Program?  And that’s the number you want.  And that’s the number I’ve been generating for this report.




If we’re going to go and say, forget it Diane, don’t do that because we’re not going to get UConn to do it, because you might not, I don’t know what UConn would be doing, so it’s stupid to do this.




DR. KIESSLING:  If you tell Marc it’s important it’ll happen.




DR. KRAUSE:  Because there has to be somebody spending these hours.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, in my --




DR. KIESSLING:  Are you halfway there?  Are you halfway there?




DR. KRAUSE:  I’m halfway there.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I doubt that anyone at UConn is doing that kind of analysis.  I don’t know where Marc got his numbers, but --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- these are numbers that he reported to the General Assembly in his RVA report, $87.895 million.




DR. KIESSLING:  But for the purposes of this report I’m not sure you need every year, I think if you just had the year that the program began, that’s what’s going to be important to everybody, including the Governor.  Here’s where we were and here’s where we are in 2012.




MR. STRAUSS:  If we can get that, that would be great.




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t think that’s going to be very hard to get.  Asking somebody for every single year they’re going to say, forget it.




MR. STRAUSS:  This is one paragraph --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  We may have that actually going back to our annual reports.




DR. KRAUSE:  Because that might be pretty easy.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah, because Warren, I think, had a lot of that stuff, right?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Right.  I think we might have that.




DR. KIESSLING:  So if this report had in it, here’s where Connecticut --




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, if it’s in the first annual report then that would be good.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- here’s where Connecticut was in 2007 and here’s where it is in 2012.




DR. GENEL:  Ann, what would you compare that to though?




DR. KIESSLING:  Itself.  At least you’d have an internal control.




DR. GENEL:  Well, no, no, no, because the field has been advancing significantly in five years so obviously there’s going to be more funding in general that is being devoted to stem cell research.  So if you look at the baseline in Connecticut in 2007 compared to 2012, yeah, there’s certainly going to be an increase.  There’s probably going to be an increase in Massachusetts that doesn’t have a state program.




DR. KIESSLING:  I guess you could compare it to other states that haven’t put them in -- place a state program.  I mean, the states that have put even a small amount of money David --




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, wait a minute.  You’re 100 percent right, this should be compared with other states, but that’s not this project.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- no, no, no.  That was --




(Indiscernible, multiple voices.)




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  We’re trying to get this on some kind of a record and the Court Reporter can’t get all of it.




DR. KIESSLING:  If I were a Connecticut legislator, even if I loved the stem cell program, you’d like to be able to say, look what we’ve done in five years with it, this is awesome.  It’s got my vote.  And I think we have a general sense of how well this $10,000,000 a year has been leveraged.  I mean, it’s extraordinary how much has happened with $10,000,000.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  So why don’t I suggest that we take -- get the full report to you and you could take a look at it and digest it?




DR. WALLACK:  Can we also agreed to come back -- Joe, from what I gather you aren’t, and Cheryl, you aren’t projecting a meeting in March were you?  No.




MR. LANDRY:  We don’t have any other business.




DR. WALLACK:  So maybe what we ought to do is have a meeting, if we don’t have any other business, devoted to this report and to bring other stakeholders.  I can easily see for example Marc and Haifan coming into this discussion.  And especially with the ability to make comments on the recommendations.  And whatever other information Diane or UConn has been able to generate by then.  I think that might be a very productive usage of our time.




DR. KIESSLING:  Are there any confidentiality issues in going to people’s grants?  I guess not if they’re funded.




DR. KRAUSE:  I just look at the titles.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah, if they’re funded.




DR. KRAUSE:  The titles and the abstracts.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s only confidentiality if they’re not funded, right?




DR. KRAUSE:  And I wouldn’t know those.  I’m just looking at public databases.




MR. STRAUSS:  One of the concerns I have is that, you know, at this point in the process I thought that -- although I don’t have total confidence in the numbers reported, these are numbers reported by the leadership of the programs, they are saying this is our funding from stem cell research from other sources, they know we’re at the end of the process, they dread getting e-mails from me.  Every time they see my name they like cringe, I got another thing.  And I’ve been promising that, you know, we’re at the end of the line here.  So, you know, the difficulty in going back in and, you know, changing the Yale number really means, do we have, you know, going back in and then looking at the other numbers from UConn or wherever, go through that same level of detail.  What I’m confused about is that if Haifan Lin reports that the number is $266,000,000 in funding from other sources, you know, I mean, they didn’t pull that number out of the sky.  I don’t know, where did they get the number from?  I mean, you know, this is -- they understand who we are, what we do and why we’re doing it and who this is getting reported to.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  But it also depends on how you ask the question and how it’s interpreted.




MR. STRAUSS:  The question.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  For instance, the numbers of people hired off of the Connecticut stem cell grants who have these numbers, 288, or whatever, I mean, as you said in your follow-up near the end that it’s really FTEs that are what are needed.  And so if one grant has five people at 10 percent effort, is that five people on the grant or is that .5 people because it’s half of an FTE?  So another words, you ask a question you don’t really know what you’re getting back all of the time.  I doubt from those numbers that those were FTEs, those were --




MR. STRAUSS:  No, no, but the point, you know, the difficulty in going back to 2007 to figure out what the FTEs were was based on the time that we had available to do this and it would have been an impossible task.




DR. KRAUSE:  But you asked that question of the PI’s.




MR. STRAUSS:  No, we didn’t ask FTEs.  We said, tell us how many staff people you have working on your grant.  Just so that they knew that they had three, you know, a post-doc and two undergraduate students that work with them, or one lab assistant.  So that you can get a scale for what was the level of activity.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Is that number being used, so if you take this -- one takes this on the road and talks about job creation those numbers don’t really -- those numbers don’t really mean anything.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, they mean something.  It means that these -- it doesn’t tell you what the FTE number is, and that’s one of the things that we think needs to be reported and collected on an ongoing basis.  If economic impact analysis and jobs are important to know about.  But if you had that then that’s a key input into any economic impact analysis you want to know if the $10,000,000 that’s invested this year, the result of that $10,000,000 in terms of economic impact for the state is $63,000,000, because it’s --




DR. GOLDHAMER:  That was just an example of how money different kinds --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- 400 FTEs.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  -- different kinds of information from different people depending on --




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.  But that’s all this is.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  -- depending on the question.  So Diane has spent 12 hours so far trying to really look at each grant, is this a stem cell grants and what are the total dollars associated with it.  I don’t know of anyone -- so you have a number from the report from UConn, I’m not sure how that number of 88,000,000 was derived.  It might be that someone says, well, Goldhamer got a stem cell grant and so we’re just going to count all of his other money that is coming in as stem cell grants, were some of them maybe and some of them may not be.  So again, it’s like I totally agree that you’re getting different types of information from the different entities and it’s been really, really hard to --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I think the point that going forward we need to really establish what we’re going to be asking.  That we’ve got a lot of useful categories and we need to ask the questions the right way the next time and have the researchers already putting this information in the little slots so that when we ask that it’ll be much easier to come back.  So I don’t know that going for perfection on this grant if we have time or money --




DR. KRAUSE:  It depends on who the audience is.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  So Marianne, and that’s exactly the point.  If this is going to be taken forward I think that we might want to have the ability to comment a little bit more completely.  We’ve spent an hour and a quarter on something that is of critical importance, which the universities have spent a lot of time on and continue to spend time on.  I would think that we -- that we have to spend a minimum of another four hours, meaning another meeting, to go and to distribute this.  I mean, we got this literally this morning and already you see that there are some issues that we have.




The report is a good first step.  Diane said it and I totally agree with that.  But so, no, we’re never going to get to perfection, but I think we ought to have the opportunity to see if we can improve it.  We may not be able to improve it, but it’s so important a document that I think we need to have the opportunity for everyone’s best interest to make comment on this at a dedicated meeting.  And since we are not scheduled to do anything in the March meeting that would be a perfect time to be able to come together and to distribute to the other stakeholders I think that it’s essential that --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I think that’s sort of a separate question about involving stakeholders at the table as we talk about this report, which is being put together to measure the stakeholders.




DR. KRAUSE:  Well, but this report also has recommendations to the stakeholders.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Right, right.




DR. KRAUSE:  Who might want to say something about that.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Right.  I’m just not sure having all of that at the same meeting, and my other concern is that we have grants pending with some of these stakeholders and then we’re all meeting around the table discussing the future of the program and I do have a little concern about that.




DR. WALLACK:  Look, I could be convinced to not have the stakeholders if it means the difference between having the meeting and not have a meeting.  I’d rather have the meeting.  I would be happier having stakeholders, but if you’re more comfortable in having a meeting like that and the only way in your mind you can see yourself having that meeting is to not have them, obviously I’m going to go with that.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Well, it’s not my call, but I will certainly discuss it with the Commissioner and get her --




DR. GENEL:  But I think -- probably move back a little bit, but I’m familiar with the Academy’s report process.  My understanding is, this is a report in response to a request from two agencies.  Has the report been approved by your -- has it gone through the approval process through the Academy?  Is this a draft report or a final report?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, the report -- we’re in the process of securing consent for the public release of the report from the Academy’s counsel.  So I think I need one more vote on that.  But that just went out yesterday evening.  And then basically DPH and CI have to say, okay, we’re done, you know?  So --




DR. GENEL:  So those are the next -- those are like the process of the Academy the next steps, those two steps?




MR. STRAUSS:  -- correct.




DR. GENEL:  So the question is, if it were to go through those steps the Academy would be prepared to release the report.




DR. WALLACK:  To whom?




MR. STRAUSS:  To DPH and CI.




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, DPH and CI?  Right.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  And then it becomes the prerogative of CI and DPH as to what to do with it because they direct the report.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.  Right.




DR. GENEL:  And they could say we want more input from the Advisory Committee.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, Mike, that’s exactly what my point is because if it’s going to come back to DPH and CI -- my request of Marianne is to have this Grant Committee have input in her accepting the report.




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, or what she --




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, but you’re talking -- I was hearing language about modifying the report.  My understanding is, you know, the Academy has a process of preparing a report in response to a request.  That report will be finalized by the Academy counsel and submitted to the DPH and to CI.  So it’s not a matter of amending the report, it may be a matter of commenting on a report or taking issue with the report, but not a matter of modifying the report.  The report is the report of the Academy.




DR. KIESSLING:  And then DPH and CI can decide what to do with it?




DR. GENEL:  That’s right.  That’s the point I was making.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, they may ask your advice.




DR. WALLACK:  I would agree with that and the argument --




DR. GENEL:  It’s not a matter of agreeing, that’s the process Milt.




DR. WALLACK:  -- I’m agreeing with you.




DR. GENEL:  That’s the process.




DR. WALLACK:  I agree that that’s the process.  But my only comment to Marianne is that in her accepting the report for distribution, because that’s what’s going to happen, that it seems to me that it would be an even better report if this Grant Committee had an opportunity, and I would bring the other stakeholders, but I’m willing to give up on the other stakeholders, to the table to discuss the report in greater detail.  I think an hour and a quarter, an hour and 20 minutes doesn’t give the report, you know, the kind of validity that it can have.




DR. GENEL:  No, no, no.  We’re not talking about the same thing.  You’re talking about making it a better report.  I’m saying the report is a final report once it’s approved by counsel and is submitted to the agencies.




DR. WALLACK:  Mike, I’ll be very --




DR. GENEL:  You can comment on the report.




DR. WALLACK:  -- I’ll be very specific.  If DPH and CI somehow were going to utilize the report they can utilize it with our comments or without our comments. What I’m suggesting is that in the utilization of the document it may be, I’m not saying it will be, it may be, but I think it’s important enough to act out the may be, to have this Committee come together in a meaningful way to have a further discussion with recommendations to DPH for what they would then be distributing.  That’s all I’m saying.




DR. GENEL:  That isn’t what I heard you say.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, that’s what I meant to say.  If I didn’t say it right, I’m sorry.




DR. GENEL:  Well, no.  I did not understand that.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do we have any say over what DPH does with this report?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I was going to listen to the Advisory Committee.  I can tell you that --




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I make a motion to not release the report until you have a chance --




DR. WALLACK:  I would move that before the report is released by DPH/CI that this Grant Committee have an opportunity to deliberate on the report at a meeting to be held in March on the assigned date of the next Stem Cell Advisory Committee.  That would be what I would move.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- I’ll second that.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  We’ll take it under advisement.  We do appreciate your report.  I appreciate your description of the process for the report.




MR. STRAUSS:  Can I make a comment?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Yes.




MR. STRAUSS:  One of the reasons for the rush on this was this legislative session, so if what you’re saying is that you don’t want this report to be used by DPH and CI, by delaying it until your meeting in March which is, what, the third week in March or so?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  The 19th.




MR. STRAUSS:  The 19th of March, then you’re saying you may take action to not approve the report and you actually do that, that means the report may not be released until April or May.  And if you do that and CI and DPH agree not to discuss the report or go out there then you, if there’s anything that needs to be done in this legislative session, which is the purpose of doing this report in the first place, you may be losing that window.




DR. WALLACK:  No, I don’t agree with that.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  And the reason --




MR. STRAUSS:  April is a little late.




DR. WALLACK:  -- no, no, I understand and I respectfully disagree with that.  And the reason I say that is that I don’t think that -- again, Diane said it and I’ve repeated it, the report is an excellent first step.  And I just think that there’s -- that we might be able to make it even better and there may be some recommendations that --




MR. STRAUSS:  Wait a minute.  You’re talking about you want to be able to edit this report?




DR. WALLACK:  -- yes.




MR. STRAUSS:  No.




DR. GENEL:  That is my point.




MR. STRAUSS:  That’s the problem.




DR. GENEL:  That was my point.




MR. STRAUSS:  And maybe -- maybe that time will give the universities more time to go out and gather the information that you independently requested that is part of the problem with them not being able to get me my answers for this report.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa.  That’s out of line.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s totally, totally out of line.




MR. STRAUSS:  It is?




DR. KRAUSE:  Yes, it’s completely out of line.  Nobody --




MR. STRAUSS:  There’s a big problem with having two sets of information out there.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- Rick -- Rick, you have been incredibly professional about the two sets of information that I recommend you stay there because you’ve done a great job.  You sent out a questionnaire and said, how come the numbers are different?  And we said, because one is apples and one is oranges.  But it’s not been for lack of time that Yale hasn’t gotten you those accurate numbers, it’s because the questions --




MR. STRAUSS:  What if Mike Genel has a question and he goes to Yale and says, I need all of this information?  What if David goes to Wesleyan?




DR. KRAUSE:  -- he still needs me to go through.  If Mike wanted that question answered he would need to find a faculty member to say, give me every grant that was written --




MR. STRAUSS:  The problem is there’s no guidelines.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- so that I can go and --




MR. STRAUSS:  There’s no guidelines for how this Advisory Committee acts with the universities in requesting them to get information.  So if all 10 --




DR. KRAUSE:  -- why would this Committee have anything to do with how the universities --




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  I think the issue is whether one Advisory Committee member can represent themselves as the Committee and searching for information and Milton I have had a discussion about that.  I understand how that is confusing.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- but I do -- so aside from that conflict, which I’d like to just nix, leave, the question about amending this, and I don’t want to amend it, but correcting it I will be getting you different numbers.  And what do you think of Ann’s idea of getting just getting 2007 and 2012 numbers?  We had talked about amending it to add that information.  You said you were going to go out and ask for that information.  We were going to send out a questionnaire.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  We can do that or we may already have that information.




DR. KRAUSE:  That was all I’m asking.




MR. STRAUSS:  Let me be a little clearer.  Our task was to assess the accomplishments of the program. We weren’t asked to go back and look at what was --




DR. KRAUSE:  But --




MR. STRAUSS:  -- I understand that.




DR. KRAUSE:  -- answering a question and reported --




MR. STRAUSS:  And that’s -- and that very well may be, but that’s not what was in -- and I’m not saying it’s difficult, but our task was, start at the beginning of the program and move forward, okay?  So there’s no question that in -- that’s what this report is, okay?  Now, you could say well, the accomplishment of the program is really based on what happened for the 10 years before.




DR. KRAUSE:  No, just the date that it started.




MR. STRAUSS:  But the date it starts, so maybe -- what happened two years before, or the three years before?  All I’m saying is that in the story that DPH and CI don’t tell to the world, they say, here’s a report on the stem cell accomplishments of this program and what we found was before the program started this is where we were.  So just because it’s not in this report, although, you know, if that’s easily obtainable information than we can add that in a one paragraph without going back to you and ask you what questions are we need to ask about what happened before the report started --




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s fine.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- but that’s really the only thing that we need to do here.  If I get numbers from Diane and the numbers from Diane are different than the numbers that that Haifan gave me that I have to go back to Haifan and say, Haifan, how come the numbers are different?  Where did you get your numbers?




DR. KRAUSE:  Then I won’t give you any numbers.




MR. STRAUSS:  Which set of numbers -- which set of numbers are right?




DR. KRAUSE:  I’ll have an independent report.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  And I want to go back to when this report was commissioned, which was when we were heading into a budget crisis and we were not clear that the tobacco money wasn’t going to be taken and not replaced with anything.  I think since then the tobacco money has gone into general fund, but it has been replaced with what we understand to be some secure bond funding for the next two years.  Correct.  So I think in terms of the pressure that we put on Rick to get a document that we would then take on the road the landscape has changed and I think that this is going to form more a basis for taking this program forward more professionally, more thoroughly, and in a measured way and I think that’s what the Legislature is going to be looking for next year, the year down the road when they’re wanting to see, okay, so what did you do?




So we have, you know, a really good start on that.  I agree we are not looking to have an awful lot more input, certainly if there are things that are glaring there may be things that you disagree with and some of the recommendations that we would disagree with.  It’s recommendations to all of us to take the program forward.




Then this Committee can take the report and have a subcommittee perhaps that will work with it and the administration can work with some of the recommendations. But it gives us a framework and gives us a basis for saying, look, there has been progress.  I mean, I think we’re all comfortable with the fact that it does show there’s been tremendous leveraging of whatever regardless of how accurate the numbers are there have been hirings, there are stories that are told in the appendix about some of the really interesting research and the people that are involved in the programs.




So I think it’s really been a tremendous effort and I’m happy to have the report go out to you folks as soon as it’s approved and hear any comments at the next meeting if that’s what’s you’d like.  I will get the Commissioner to weigh in on whether she wants to have more than that, because it may not be the best use of your time at that point, or to have the stakeholders, I think that’s a great idea to figure out for the state so that we know what they’re doing or funding things.  And, you know, I think it would be useful to have that conversation without it looking like the decks are stacked.




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, can I just speak on what you just said?  And that is -- and I know there’s one more agenda item that happens to involve me, so if I might I want to just comment on it.  It seems to me that the funding that you just eluded to in speaking to the -- and this is for the record actually, and that is that it seems as though the funding for this program from what I understand is secure for 2013, 2014, and 2015, and that’s in the Governor’s Bill 8-42, as we know.




The other -- so I think we’re okay with that and it does take that kind of pressure off that we thought we were being faced with in October.  The other thing that is critical to going forward is what happens between 2015 and whatever other year, 2025, or whatever the year is and again, people I’ve spoken with about this, and I did not speak to anybody on behalf of this Grant Committee, I spoke to whomever I did as a personal conversation in the Bond Office and that’s very, very clear with the people I talk to is that it would be inappropriate for us to at this time to do anything until at least December with the attempt to get some kind of bonding support for the program for 2015-2025 mainly because of all of those items that are already on the agenda for UConn 1.5 billion and so forth and then the bioscience initiative.




So I think that there is -- there doesn’t appear to be that much pressure, but it in the same token I think we have to be prepared to somehow be able to step up to the plate late in 2013, December 2013, and be prepared to then ask for consideration of some kind of funding for the subsequent 10 years, 2015-2025.  The document that Rick eluded to, that I distributed to this Committee, and what I’d like to do for the record, Cheryl, with your permission, is I sent out Sunday actually an update to that document, I would like to ask Marianne if it’s appropriate to have that document that I sent out Sunday replace the document that was passed out today?




And the reason that I’m asking that is the document from February 4th, Marianne, does not represent what I just talked about, the fact that we have in place supposedly on the bond agenda, funding for 2014 and 2015.




MS. ALLEVO:  Where are the copies?  I’ll pass them around.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I have copies.  So this would be the document --




MS. ALLEVO:  This is the revised one that you sent to me earlier today?  Yes, I have that one.




DR. WALLACK:  -- yes.  But for the minutes -- for the minutes what I’d like to do is be sure that the February 4th document is not the document that’s included for the minutes, but rather the document from February 17th, okay?  Because I think that’s important.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  So am I hearing then that we will have a meeting in March?  I was trying to give you guys a break or two before we get into the grant funding because I think we’ll need to meet in May just to figure out that process, make sure we’re on the same page for June.  I’ll be happy to set up the meeting in March if you’d like to continue this discussion.




DR. KRAUSE:  What would be the date in March?




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  The 19th.  Okay.  I think we are at the end of our agenda.  Is there any public comment?  Anything anybody else would like to say? Thank you all.  It was a very long but productive meeting. I appreciate your time.  Do I have a motion to adjourn please?




DR. KIESSLING:  I so moved.




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Okay.  Thanks folks.




DR. FISHBONE:  Bye.




CHAIRPERSON HORN:  Bye.




(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:07 p.m.)
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