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CHAIRPERSON ROBERT GALVIN:  -- without further ado to approving the minutes from the September meeting, and you should all have a copy of that.  It’s a relatively concise document.  Take a couple of minutes and read through those and see if there are any deletions, additions, or other changes.




If there are no changes to those minutes, I will entertain a motion to accept them, as written.




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And a second, please? Mr. Mandelkern, thank you for the second.  All in favor of accepting the minutes, these are the minutes from the September 9, 2009 meeting, please indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  That motion is carried.  The minutes are accepted.  The next item, we’re now on number three on your handout, should be from CI about Update on Letters of Intent for 2010.




MS. CHELSEY SARNECKY:  Okay, so, we received all of the 2010 Letters of Intent.  We received about 92.  I broke them down into amount of funding by each institution, so I’ll just read that off to you guys.




So we received 44 Letters of Intent from Yale, 38 from UConn Health Center, eight from UConn, one from Wesleyan and one from Connecticut College.  Of those, there’s one core, 37 established, three group and --




DR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  This is Paul Pescatello calling in.




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  Hi, Paul.  Welcome.  We’re underway.




DR. PESCATELLO:  What’s that?




MS. HORN:  We’re underway.  Chelsey is giving an update.  




MS. SARNECKY:  One core, 37 established, three group and 48 seed.  There’s also three projects in there that didn’t denote what type of grant they were seeking.




As far as dollar amounts, $200,000 from Connecticut College was requested, $11,770,000 from UConn Health Center, $200,000 from UConn, $1,000,000 from Wesleyan and $20,390,000 from Yale.




Again, of these dollar amounts there are still a few that didn’t denote how much they’re requesting or for which grant they’re seeking.  




I did go through and look to see which researchers already had grants with us, and there were quite a few that did, and I can send that information around to everyone.  I believe that’s it.




DR. DAVID GOLDHAMER:  Chelsey, did you mean $2,000,000 instead of $200,000 from UConn, Storrs?




MS. SARNECKY:  Well I think what happened with UConn is there were a bunch of researchers who didn’t denote the dollar amounts that they were requesting, so the only one that I have --




DR. MYRON GENEL:  On the first page alone I came up with about $3,000,000.




MS. SARNECKY:  Oh, you know what?  I think I did mean $2,000,000.  I apologize.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Well it’s moot anyway.




MS. SARNECKY:  Yeah.  These are just rough estimates I was just trying to provide to you, but thank you for the correction.




MR. MANDELKERN:  The total still stands at $37,000,000?




MS. SARNECKY:  Yup, $37,000,000.




DR. GENEL:  If I recall correctly, when I looked at this list, I saw some names that were applying for seed grants that were also applying for established investigator grants.




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  There are a few that did apply for multiple.




DR. GENEL:  All these indicated an interest.




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.




DR. GENEL:  The presumption is we’ll get one or the other?




MS. SARNECKY:  We might get one or the other.  We might get both.  I guess you’ll never know what you’ll receive.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Gerry?




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Could you be an established investigator in one area and then be a seed in another one?




MS. SARNECKY:  That’s a good point.




DR. GENEL:  With a limited amount of funds.




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask about the core, that stem neuron core?




MS. SARNECKY:  Sure.




DR. FISHBONE:  We made some decisions in the last meeting that we would not look very favorably on new cores.  Is this just an extension of the core that we have or something totally new?




MS. SARNECKY:  Well I think, and, Marianne, I don’t know if you can speak on this, but I believe the wording in the RFP, without having it in front of me, was that core funding is not a priority for this round, but we don’t want to discourage anyone from submitting valuable research that the State could fund, so I don’t know.




MS. HORN:  Some additional core funding may be considered for applications with novel or unusual scientific merit, so I think it was a pretty high bar, and the indication was we were really not looking at prioritizing that kind of funding.




MS. SARNECKY:  But as far as an extension, you don’t think it -- I don’t think it was an extension either, but I don’t have the notes in front of me, unfortunately, but I can follow-up with you after the meeting, if you’d like.




That’s all I have, if there aren’t any other questions, for the Letters of Intent.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I thought we discussed that core fairly extensively.  Are we going to go back and do that again?  




MS. HORN:  No.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  No?  Okay.  All right.  I’m going to change the agenda a little bit, unless there’s a great deal of agida about that, and move item seven up to item four, and that is Other Business, which you’re going to handle that?




MS. HORN:  I will.  This is a report on the subcommittee that Warren had spoken last meeting about the creation of some subcommittees for grant modification, a Grant Modification Subcommittee, and that subcommittee did meet, I guess actually two subcommittees, one for Yale and one for UConn, did meet in September, and, so, I wanted to bring that information forward to you.




You do have a copy of the minutes in front of you, and the reason we moved it ahead of the grant reviews for this year is that there may have been some allocations that were approved by this subcommittee that will answer some of your questions.




So it actually went very smoothly.  If you have any questions on the process, please let me know.  The committee reviewed two requests from the University of Connecticut and three requests from Yale, and I believe, on three of them, there were questions that required a little bit of additional information.  




The additional information did come in and address the subcommittee’s concerns, and the reallocations were approved, so we’re bringing that to the full committee for the committee’s information.




I think it’s a process that seemed to work very smoothly, but if there is input from the full committee and any way that we could change another way of keeping you in the loop perhaps, please let us know.




The subcommittee has a standing meeting the first Tuesday of every month, but there’s been no further business since the September meeting, so we will reconvene the committee when other requests come in.




MR. MANDELKERN:  These are the only meetings of the subcommittee so far?




MS. HORN:  Correct.  One issue that came out of the subcommittee was we had a reallocation request, two of them within the annual budget year, on a grant, and the first one was between 10 and 20 percent, which is something that CI is authorized to approve.




The second one was, again, between 10 and 20 percent, and the question CI had they were not comfortable with this.  In the aggregate, it was a request that was over 20 percent, which comes to the committee.




The contract language is not totally clear, but I think the intent of the committee in reviewing these was that they would want to have any reallocations that within a budget year total over 20 percent be brought to the committee, rather than having CI making, in essence, decisions on 40 percent of the budget being reallocated.




I just wanted to run that by the committee and see if there was any concern with that process.  It would go to the subcommittees now, but it will not be moved on by CI.  It’s not something that will come up very often, but we had this one situation and thought we would bring it back to you for your information and certainly comment.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  So, if I understand this correctly, the first procedure changed 20 percent?




MS. HORN:  It was under 20 percent.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Under.  And then the second procedure looked at the remaining 85 percent or whatever it was?




MS. HORN:  And asked for another reallocation.




MR. DAN WAGNER:  Yeah, 12 and 12, so we reached, on the second reallocation request, we went above that 20 percent.  That doesn’t happen often in one calendar year, but we didn’t feel comfortable, and we’ll bring that up to the subcommittee.




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner, I guess the concern is that, theoretically, a PI could come forward with multiple re-budget allocations that would always fall below the 20 percent, but, in aggregate, could come up to 50, 60, 70 percent, and at what point does the full committee want to start looking at those.




MS. HORN:  Okay, so, without hearing any objection to that process, we’ll go ahead and bring those types of requests to the subcommittee.  Obviously, not the first one, but the second one, and we’ll report again on the subcommittee when it has another meeting. 




You’re all welcome to attend the subcommittees to see how they go.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Marianne, I notice that the committee all met by phone.




MS. HORN:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  So I wondered, just the process, if it would be wise to circulate the input phone, so other committee members, just for interest, who have no vote, could just phone in, so it’s only a phone -- a meeting, so I thought maybe that would be a point, so we could keep abreast of what’s going on.




MS. HORN:  Sure.




DR. GENEL:  Will the minutes outline the details of the approvals by the subcommittee?




MS. HORN:  Yes, and you have a draft in front of you.  The one two-sided sheets.




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  I thought we approved these minutes.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Those aren’t the minutes.  I thought the same thing, actually.




MS. HORN:  The subcommittee hasn’t met again to approve these minutes, but, when they do, they’ll become finalized.  If you want more detail in them, we’re happy to do that.  Just let us know how we can keep the committee well apprised of what we’re up to.




DR. GENEL:  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yeah, and I think we have confidence in CI that -- I think what Warren was trying to say is suppose somebody decides they’re going to change at 15 and then 12 and then 17 and then 12 on the same grant for the same year, which would materially change the grant, but I think we can certainly rely on Chelsey and Dan to say, you know, this doesn’t --




MR. WAGNER:  One other point that came out of the call was the reallocations were approved, and we asked most of the PIs to reiterate how the change in the budget would affect the goals going forward, so the PIs did respond to our request, and we’ll make that part of our normal requests information that we provide back to the committee now that we’ll ask the researchers to, you know, along with the change in budget, just touch on what, if at all, it changes the goals and where the timetable lies and which goals it affects, just to make sure that we’re not changing the grant that was funded originally.




That was something that hopefully we’ll be able to provide going forward.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Would it be appropriate to share those letters with the committee, if, in fact, there were any substantive changes? 




MR. WAGNER:  I think any change would probably then require the full committee.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  I guess, if the committee would feel comfortable doing it, there would be some level there that they would want to share with the rest of the committee, or at least report back.




DR. RONALD HART:  Since it’s a standing committee meeting, yet it doesn’t happen often, please, if you do have a schedule for one, let’s give us a little advanced notice, so we don’t screw up and not attend.




MS. HORN:  Absolutely.  And I think the subcommittee was very careful about what it was approving as a fairly standard type of reallocation and asked some pretty good questions about things that they thought might need to come back to the committee, and, so, anything I think that’s the slightest bit unusual we’ll end up back with a full committee, rather than with a subcommittee.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Do we want to take number five, just the non-disclosure forms?  That sounds like a quick one we can get out of the way.




MS. SARNECKY:  Yeah.  A bunch of you have already submitted these forms to me, but I attached them to the e-mail that I had sent out last week, so if you could just fill them out and get them to me as soon as possible, so once we get the proposals in, we can send them along and know which grants you may or may not have conflicts with.  It will just streamline the process of the proposal review, so that would be very helpful.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay and now we’re going to move to item four on your agenda, 2008 Year One Annual Report Approval.  It looks like Dan has a big wad of paperwork there, or several.




MS. SARNECKY:  I think the way we’re going to do this is just in order of the list that I had provided to everyone with the review pairs denoted on that spreadsheet.




The first one -- I’m just going to give Dan a second.  Okay.  The first one to be reviewed is 08SCA Yale 005.  This is Dr. Cantley.  The reviewers were Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Mandelkern.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mr. Mandelkern.




MS. SARNECKY:  Mr. Mandelkern.  Excuse me.




DR. TREENA ARINZEH:  I’m here.




MS. SARNECKY:  Hi, Dr. Arinzeh.




DR. ARINZEH:  I’m on the phone, yes.




MS. SARNECKY:  Great.  Welcome.  




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay.  Let’s see.  Do you want me just to give a recommendation first, or do you want me to give some explanation?




MS. HORN:  Why don’t you start with your recommendation, and then give us the meat?




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay, so, the recommendation is to renew.  Let’s see.  So this group here in the annual report has detailed some things here.  Well, in terms of their activity, they found some problems with a little bit of a slow start, because they needed to hire a new post doc.  




That post doc is now in place, so the first several months there was little activity.  They did have some difficulties, also, with meeting that first milestone, because of this.  Again, a lack of a person and then, also, some difficulties with a vector that they’re working on, but they are repeating those studies now, and it looks as though there’s some promise there.




And they’re now starting to look at maybe some of the work may actually lead to developing some new mouse strain, some new embryonic stem cells, because of taking a slightly different approach.




It’s a bit of a slow start, but I think there’s some promise here, and I recommend that this continues to be funded.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Comments?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I was the other reviewer on it, and I conferred with Dr. Arinzeh, and we agreed to renew.  I would also say there was one thing of interest in this grant, and that they are hoping to establish a new mouse strain that will be useful to all stem cell, a broad spectrum of stem cell investigators.




So if they can reach that goal, it would be a very significant one.  And even though they were delayed because they didn’t get started until January, they hope to reach their goals by the end of this year, so it is a pretty strong report, and I concur with the recommendation to renew.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any other comments?




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I just ask a question? Would it be possible just to state the name of the grant, so we’re in the ballpark what they’re doing?




DR. SARASWATHI NAIR:  Excuse me.  Dr. Galvin?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes?




DR. NAIR:  This is Saraswathi Nair.  Can I interrupt the meeting for a minute?  I have to go do a frozen section, so I’ll call back in as soon as I get finished.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think it would be a good idea for us to go and do all of Dr. Arinzeh’s grants while we have her on the phone, so we don’t lose her.  Is that all right with you, Dr. Arinzeh?




DR. ARINZEH:  That’s fine, yes.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  The title of this project was Functional Use of Embryonic Stem Cells for Kidney Repair.




DR. ARINZEH:  Yes.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Cross that off your list.  What else do you have?




MS. HORN:  Okay, now, are we voting on each one of these?




MR. MANDELKERN:  You want to do another Dr. Arinzeh?




MS. HORN:  I think we need to vote on that this is approved for the first year.  Is there a motion?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Motion to approve?




DR. GENEL:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Moved and seconded.  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Approved.  That’s 08 Yale 005.  Okay.  Next grant?




MS. SARNECKY:  The next one that Dr. Arinzeh is part of, also with Dr. Fishbone, is 08SCA Yale 10.  This is Valerie Reinke.  Do you have the title?




MS. HORN:  The title is The Role and Regulation of P53 in the Human ES Cell Cycle.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay.  Again, I vote for this study to continue.  This should be renewed.  They are showing some interesting promise here with some of their preliminary results in evaluating this P53 and some other proteins that are being expressed in embryonic stem cells.




Again, in terms of the budget, there’s some under-spending, but that was well justified, again, because they were having some delay with developing one of their constructs that they’re working on, but that’s fine.  I think this should be renewed.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  How about a motion to renew?




DR. FISHBONE:  I had one question about it.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  They’re saying, in general, the progress has mirrored the original milestone.  At first, it was for establishing culture conditions.  Their RMAI experiments, which were the focus of the second year, ran into difficulties with the chosen vector system.




They found the vector system works in mice, but not in humans, so they have an alternative plan, which is to proceed with the piggyback system pioneered by the (indiscernible), but the question here is whether -- we don’t know whether that will work either, so that’s a little bit in a state of flux.




I think we need to improve it and just see what develops.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Motion to that affect?




DR. FISHBONE:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And a second?




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Thank you.  Which grant are we talking about?  Yale 010?




DR. FISHBONE:  Reinke 010, yeah.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Everybody knows what we’re talking about.  All in favor of continuation?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  The ayes have it.  Let’s go on to the next grant that Dr. Arinzeh is working on.




MS. SARNECKY:  08SCA YSME 011, Sasaki.  This is Dr Arinzeh and Mr. Mandelkern.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  I’ll take it to start.  Dr. Arinzeh and I agreed that this is a project of cortical neuronal protection in spinal cord injury following transplantation of disassociated neurospheres derived from human embryonic stem cells.




I think the work is very impressive at the start.  They say that they’ve gotten results that indicate that transplantation of what they call hMSC, which are Mesenchymal Stem Cells, hypersecting with brain derived neutrotropic factors, result in structural changes in brain and spinal cord, which are associated with improved functional outcome in acute spinal cord injury, which is a very impressive finding to begin with.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You’re pretty good with those big words, Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well I study hard.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  He looks like a scientist.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Keeps me out of mischief. There’s a whole lot of very complex science, which is difficult to follow, however, they say they’ve completed all their experiments in timeline one, year one.  No problems.  No significant developments, aside from the one that I highlighted, and no collaborative work.




The list of publications is astounding.  There’s something like, if I can read my notes, something like nine to 12 publications in years ’08 and ’09 by Dr. Sasaki.  




The one comment I would make to the doctor is that his lay summary is very interesting, but he has to make it more lay and less science, because you have to dig through a lot of heavy duty stuff to find out that locomotor recovery improvement was observed for the brain derived neutrofactor and his cells, but not in another group, his control group, so that he concludes in his summary these results indicate that transplantation of his M cells hypersecting with the brain derived neutro cells results in structural changes in brain and spinal cord, which are associated with improved functional outcome in acute spinal cord injury.




So it’s a very promising grant study, with a great deal of hope I guess for translational work, and I would move that we extend it to the second year or approve it.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Do we have a second?




DR. HART:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any discussion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Arinzeh may have something to say.




DR. ARINZEH:  Yes.  I just wanted to chime in and just say I concur with Bob.  I think the work in this grant so far is very impressive.  They were able to accomplish a tremendous amount I guess in their first year of funding.  




At least out of the ones I’ve reviewed, I found this one to be the most exciting, in terms of their progress.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Any other comments?  If not, all in favor of accepting the grant, indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  Motion is carried.  The grant continuation is approved.  What’s next?  I think we should nominate and approve these grants and then the discussion.  We’re putting the discussion ahead of the vote.  The next grant is?




MS. SARNECKY:  08SCA Yale 019.  This is Molecular Control of Potency in Human ES Cells, and the reviewers are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Fishbone.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Can we have a motion to accept that grant?




A MALE VOICE:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And a second?




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Now, in a parliamentary fashion, we’re ready to begin the discussion.  Who would like to be the lead?




DR. ARINZEH:  I can lead again.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. ARINZEH:  That’s okay?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay.  My recommendation is to renew.  This group, again, is looking at -- they’re basically doing micro ray anal, so they’re doing a full gene analysis of trying to investigate the pluripotency, what are some of the pluripotency factors in embryonic stem cells, and, so, they have completed their first milestone by looking at all the various genes.




They’ve also created, then, about 54 vectors for silencing those genes, as well, and, so, they show all this preliminary data, so they’re making good progress.  No publications to date, but that, again, has to be expected for first year of funding, so that’s my recommendation.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Second reviewer?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  Basically, this is a screening grant, looking at genes that are uniquely expressed in embryonic stem cells.  One problem they describe was that, in many instances, that served as controls a cell death phenotype was observed.




In other words, some of the cells died.  This led them to believe their serum-free media may not be permissive for the growth and survival of certain lines, and they had to sort of redo a lot of their experiments, which put them somewhat behind.




Their materials were 33 percent over their budget, because they had to perform additional experiments to improve the quality of the data, so they did run into problems.  I’m not quite sure if they have resolved them, but they’re working on it.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any further comments? If not, all in favor of continuing this grant, indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  None.  The grant is carried.  Next, Ms. Horn?




MS. HORN:  That’s end of Dr. Arinzeh’s grants.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Thank you, Dr. Arinzeh.  I hope you can stay, but I thought that maybe we could get yours taken care of, so if you’re called away, you won’t have the concern about this part of your day.




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay?




DR. ARINZEH:  I can stay on.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Great.




DR. ARINZEH:  I’ll stay on.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Great.




DR. ARINZEH:  Thanks.




MS. HORN:  So let’s go back to the grant we skipped, which was 08SCA UCHC 009, Laijun Lai, and the reviewers are Latham and Genel.  Is that okay if we proceed without Dr. Latham?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  We have a motion to accept that grant?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And a second?




DR. GENEL:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay and now we’re in the discussion phase.




MS. HORN:  The title of this is Cytokine Induced Production of Transplantable Hemopoietic Stem Cells From Human ES Cells.




DR. GENEL:  Actually, yeah, this is a study to try and use a fused protein linking hepatocyte growth factors with a cytokine interleukin seven, and the interesting thing is that they had already submitted a patent for a urine version, which didn’t work in developing blood cells from the embryonic stem cells, but they did create a humanized hybrid cytokine, which does seem to have some promise.  Considering this was the first year as a seed grant, I think that’s pretty good progress.




The one comment I’ve had is that the lay summary is not very legible in lay terms and I think should be rewritten.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Probably, with those larger institutions, we probably need someone in their development office, or somebody who writes for public conception.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  I’ll read you the first sentence.  We’ve successfully cloned, expressed and purified a humanized form of the recognitive hybrid cytokine that contains interleukin seven and the beta chain of hepatocyte growth factors.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Very comprehensive. All in favor of accepting this grant?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any nays?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m sorry, Commissioner.  Are you accepting this, pending the recommendation that we request a revision to the lay summary?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  No.  I don’t think we need to request a revision of the lay summary.




A MALE VOICE:  Yeah, I think we do.




MS. HORN:  I have that noted.  And I think, as a general matter, we can approach the two institutions and ask them to work with these grants before they come out to make sure that they actually are a lay summary.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think they probably should run it through their office, so that the average educated person can understand it.




MS. HORN:  I think it’s still, looking through these, probably a comment throughout them that is either a very brief paragraph or there --




DR. GENEL:  If we’re going to request a lay summary (multiple conversations).




DR. PESCATELLO:  Does anyone know, did the universities go through their communications departments to help them with these?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I don’t think so.  This doesn’t look like it’s been massaged by a communications department.




DR. PESCATELLO:  Because I agree.  I mean I read them, and I think somebody should put together a panel of lay people and interview the investigators and then see where they’re not much help.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You’d have to be in the business to understand.




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yeah.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Even to understand the verbiage, without understanding the sequence.




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yeah.  And I would say, too, I’m not sure.  Are the lay summaries also in this case supposed to encompass their progress to date, because a lot of them read like they’re just the summary of the original project, and they’re not trying to even update people.




MS. HORN:  Actually, Denise Lieper(phonetic) from our office had the same conclusion. I think that they really are not documenting the progress.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, that’s a valid point.  In fact, I think certainly this one could be criticized on those grounds, as well.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  So our approval to that includes or is quantified by having them do a more understandable lay summary.




MS. HORN:  All right.  The next one is missing both reviewers at this point, Dr. Hiskes, although she wrote -- she is not available for the meeting.  She wrote some comments, but I think we’ll wait for Dr. Nair to return, so we have at least one of the reviewers.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Are you talking about 031?




MS. HORN:  022.  So we’ll skip that and go to 031.




MS. SARNECKY:  Okay.  08SCA Yale 031, Caihong Qiu.  The reviewers are Dr. Hiskes and Dr. Wallack.  Let’s see here.  The title of the grant is Definitive Hemopoietic Differentiation of Human Embryonic Stem Cells under Feeder-Free and Serum-Free Conditions.




Dr. Wallack, do you want to take the lead on this, and I can read Dr. Hiskes’?




DR. WALLACK:  I have --




MS. SARNECKY:  Oh, you do?  Okay, great.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Let’s get a motion to get it on the floor and a second.  Okay.  So now it’s on the floor.  We can talk about it.




DR. WALLACK:  Ann recommends funding for the next year.  It looks like the PI is making reasonable progress and that the budget expenditures seem to be in order.  I would agree that it appears as though the researchers are making suitable progress.




There have been no publications as of this time.  From a personal standpoint, as I read this and read the original intent, I don’t see at this time a connection to development of any clinical application, so that while I would vote for the continuation of funding, I would do so with a note, and that is that we would be asking for more substantial ideas about how they plan to make their clinical application and see if we can’t get that response back from the researcher. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I have a little trouble with that, Milt, because I don’t think we’ve gone back into other grants and asked them.  What I’ve heard on the several grants you’ve discussed, that they’ve moved ahead.  Some of them have had problems and they’ve had to discard techniques and change their pathways a little bit.  I don’t think we’ve asked anybody for clinical application.




DR. WALLACK:  Well the point that I’m getting at is, as I mentioned, and I probably didn’t state it clearly enough, is that the researcher does indicate that there will be potential clinical applications.  The researcher does indicate that.




My point is that, as I read through the summary, there was no explanation of that, and what I’m asking for is a refining of that statement and an explanation of how the researcher is going to fulfill that part of what the researcher feels they can accomplish.  I’m unclear about that, and I’m asking for a clarification of that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think it’s quite reasonable to ask for clarification of this particular investigator, but, in general, to expect seed grants to be moving towards clinical applications, is rather overreaching, I think.




These are people just beginning, and to think that they can get through almost an end point of going to trials is an overreach, I think.




DR. WALLACK:  I’m only extrapolating from what the researcher has written.  I’m voting to continue funding.  I want that to be clear.  I just find it interesting, and I think it would be something that I would find important to hear about, how the person who refers to the clinical application intends to apply that clinical application.




If the rest of the committee doesn’t agree with that, that’s fine, also.




DR. GENEL:  No.  I agree.  I think that, otherwise, what are we reviewing these things for if we don’t pass comments back to the investigator?  It’s just a useless exercise, so, yeah, I agree.




MS. HORN:  So nothing contingent on that. Just a point of further information on progress towards clinical application.




DR. WALLACK:  At this point.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I also agree with that, since the investigator raised it, himself.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well I think, if we were in court, it’s a line of questioning that the defense has opened up, and the prosecution is entitled to follow that.  




Since he brought the question up, I think we’re entitled to follow through on it, but I think Bob said it very succinctly, that, you know, if it’s a seed grant, we don’t want to keep asking people when are you going to have an application?  They might not ever have an application.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well Geron submitted a transcript of 22,000 pages to the FDA.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Oh.




MR. MANDELKERN:  At the cost of about 50 million dollars, and the FDA approved the first trial with human stem cells, and then, while they were enrolling the third person in the trial, the FDA withdrew the approval, and Geron, now six months later, or eight months later, is again trying to get approval, so clinical trials are --




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  They’re very difficult.




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- are a milestone, which I hope one of our people will get near at least.




DR. PESCATELLO:  I would just say we want our scientists, especially to seed grant level, to do good science.  We don’t want to force them to say something about clinical application when there isn’t any.  We benefit most from good science, and then focus on the good science, rather than trying to dazzle us.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think you’re right, but I think this individual and Milt is entitled to say, well, since you mentioned it, where are you going with it?  Okay, so, we have a motion on the floor to accept this grant and, also, to ask a question of the grant recipient.  All in favor of doing such, indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Any nays?  If not, that’s acceptable, and we’ll continue to the next grant.




MS. HORN:  The next grant is 08SCA UCHC 033, and this is Dr. Choudhary.  The reviewers are Dr. Latham and Dr. Hart, and the title of the project is Differentiation of Human ES Cell Lines to Neural Crest Derived Trabecular Meshwork.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And may I have a motion to accept this grant?  And a second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  And now we’re going to discuss the grant.




MS. HORN:  Seeing as Dr. Latham isn’t here, the spotlight is on you, Dr. Hart.




DR. HART:  Okay, so, the proposal was to differentiate embryonic stem cells into trabecular meshwork to help repair --




MR. MANDELKERN:  A little louder, please?




DR. HART:  Oh, I’m sorry.  The goal is to differentiate ES cells into trabecular meshwork cells, which would be assistance, proposed to be assistance in the future of glaucoma therapy, at least some varieties of glaucoma.




The PI has proposed several different strategies for culturing and co-culturing to reach that milestone, and clearly one version that’s heavily documented in this report led to not only some signs of differentiation, but, also, some signs of glaucoma, expression of glaucoma related genes, so they’re going to go back and try another approach next.




So it does seem as though they’re making significant progress following through their options, and it clearly presents sufficient evidence of their being careful with their observations, so I do recommend approval.




They clearly got a late start.  In our earlier subcommittee meeting, we did approve a carryover, which actually has been reduced.  They’ve actually carried over less than what they asked for.




(Off the record)




DR. HART:  They asked for I believe it was a 41 percent carryover.  They only carried over about 32 percent, so it’s not as bad as they hoped originally or they planned originally.  And they did get one review on the topic published during this initial startup time, which is another good progress thing to do, so, all in all, it’s fine progress.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  All in favor of accepting grant UCHC 033, indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.  Next grant?




MR. WAGNER:  And we’ll follow-up with the researchers and get PDFs of the publications and circulate them or post them for everybody to have access to.




MS. HORN:  That would be great.  Okay.  The next one, Chelsey, there was a little blank on the screen there for my purposes, in terms of getting these grants.  Were you able to locate those two?




MS. SARNECKY:  One was posted on line after the fact.  I had sent an e-mail to Dr. Keissling and Dr. Wallack, mentioning that it was just a little late on my end.




MS. HORN:  I don’t have that.  If you want to take the lead on that?




MS. SARNECKY:  Sure.  Oh, here we are.  Sorry.  There are so many papers here to keep track of. This is 08SCA Yale 036.  This is Dr. Wang.  The reviewers were Dr. Keissling and Dr. Wallack, and the title is The Role of the piRNA Pathway in Epigenetic Regulation of Human Embryonic Stem Cells.




MS. HORN:  Can we have a motion, please?




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll move it.




MS. HORN:  Second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Motion to consider this grant.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any discussion?




DR. WALLACK:  So the researcher’s thesis is that human embryonic stem cells hold great potential in degenerative medicine.  The only types of cells that had the ability to self-replicate and degenerate all types of body cells, example, pluripotency.  More to the point, to harness this potential, the researcher wants to first understand how the self-replication and pluripotencies of these stem cells are controlled by genes, so that I find as I read this that the researcher has been doing some very good work, been very active.




There have been some setbacks, but the researcher seems to have gone beyond those setbacks and seems to be, at this point, making good progress.  The economics and so forth seem to be in place, and I would recommend continued funding for Dr. Wang.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  If not, all in favor of continuing this grant, Dr. Wang’s grant, Yale 036, indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  Motion is carried.  Next?




MS. HORN:  Dan, I’ll have to defer to you, too, on Dr. Carter’s grants.




MR. WAGNER:  Let’s skip to the end of that.  Chelsey has been in communication with Dr. Carter, and she’d probably be able to fill us in better on that.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  The next one, Dr. Latham and Genel.  08SCB UCHC 012, Bruce Mayer, and the title of this is Tryosine of Phosphorylation and Profiles Associated with Self-Renewal and Differentiation of Human Embryonic Stem Cells.  Do we have a motion to consider this grant, please?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Move to consider this grant.




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




DR. GENEL:  Well I think this is an established investigator grant.




MS. HORN:  It is.




DR. GENEL:  On the second year.  They’ve made relatively modest progress.  It’s a study of the intracellular phosphorylation mechanisms in human embryonic stem cells, and they’ve not made a great deal of progress.  




Interestingly, if you look at the budget, it’s requested in the budget, because there’s very little variance in salaries, but a significant variance in direct cost, materials, supplies, six down, 63 percent, other down, 99 percent.  




In other words, you get the impression that they paid themselves and haven’t done very much.  The last page, justification, indicates that this was because of a delay in the purchase of tissue culture reagents with a limited shelf life.




Now I’m not sure what that means, and I would suggest that we make an inquiry, as to why this happened and what steps are being made to correct this.




MR. MANDELKERN:  What’s your recommendation?




DR. GENEL:  I think we ought to inquire, as to what’s been going, you know, why there has been so little evidence of research and get an explanation.  We might very well accept the explanation.  I think we ought to ask.




DR. HART:  Do you recommend withholding funding for that or not?




DR. GENEL:  I would approve, contingent on receiving that.  I wouldn’t hold back the funding, but I think I would ask to have an explanation.




MS. HORN:  Okay, now, logistically, if that is the motion, we are not planning to meet again until January, would your motion be contingent on your approval with your co-approver, co-reviewer?




DR. GENEL:  I’m happy with that, if that’s the will of the committee.  The other is that it can go -- no, I’m all right with that.  They’re not asking for re-budgeting, so I’m all right with that.




MS. HORN:  Okay and then, obviously, if you’re not okay with that, then we’ll bring it back to the committee, and we’ll have a teleconference.




DR. GENEL:  We’ll bring it back to the committee.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So, for clarification, we are withholding funding until this is approved?  Is that what you’re saying?




DR. GENEL:  When would the funding go?  When is it due?




MR. WAGNER:  With approvals, it’s already past due.




DR. GENEL:  It’s already past due?




MR. WAGNER:  Right, so, pending this, we’ll request the monies from --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that’s not I thought what Dr. Genel said.  I thought he said pay him, but get the response.




MS. HORN:  Okay, so, there’s a line.  You have to be on one side of that or the other.




DR. GENEL:  Well, you know, actually, I would say that they -- yeah, the substantial amount of the cost here are salaries, so I would give them -- I would not withhold the funding, but I would ask for an explanation of the delay in getting started, in terms of the accomplishments.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  I think a letter of that will certainly hint that the money could be stopped.  I think I’d rather take that tack.




DR. WALLACK:  So, Mike, I don’t understand.  You’re not happy with the progress being made so far, yet you want to give them the money before you get an explanation about how they’re going to go forward, already being sort of displeased?




DR. GENEL:  They already have it, I believe.  Is that right?




MR. WAGNER:  They do not have the money.




DR. GENEL:  Oh, they don’t have the money for the second year?




MR. WAGNER:  No.




MS. HORN:  No.  We have to approve.




MR. WAGNER:  We have to approve them, and then we request the monies and pay out.




DR. HART:  Now realize that that means that the university has already spent money based on the assumption that you will approve this.




DR. GENEL:  This is a four-year grant, so I don’t see much risk in allowing the money to go forward with a very significant time frame for an explanation, with the implication, if the explanation isn’t satisfactory, we would stop funding.




DR. WALLACK:  So could we then specifically say, so that they don’t miss the message, that in order to anticipate ongoing funding, we’ll need a satisfactory answer to these questions?




DR. GENEL:  I don’t particularly want to write the letter.  All I’m saying is we ought to inquire, as to an explanation for the lack of progress.




DR. FISHBONE:  What did they say was the explanation?




DR. GENEL:  What?




DR. FISHBONE:  What did they say was the explanation?




DR. GENEL:  The only one is what I read to you, and that is unobligated funds and supplies and other expenses are due to a delay in the purchase of tissue culture reagents with limited shelf life.  I don’t know what that means, so I think we ought to have a clarification of that and what steps are being made to correct that.




We’re not meeting until January.  I’m certainly happy to make an interim decision, based on a response.  It’s now the 11th, so I think we ought to request a response by December 1st.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s the 17th.  Today is the 17th.




DR. GENEL:  The 17th.  Yes.  I can’t see.




DR. FISHBONE:  Do you remember what they did with their time while they were working on the research?




MS. HORN:  Just, again, for clarification, the motion is to continue funding, but request in a strongly-worded letter that we have an explanation of what happened and what they’re doing to be making marginal progress, I would say, and we want it by December 1st.




DR. GENEL:  Well that’s two weeks.  I mean I think it’s a reasonable amount of time.  It certainly implies an element of urgency on our part.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s a very interesting academic point, because research is research, and if you did a lot of work and didn’t come to any solution, or didn’t prove his hypothesis, I don’t think we should hold him back, because the next year he might go Bingo.




I don’t think it’s possible to request positive results during research.  All you can request them to do is to do the research.




DR. GENEL:  I’m only asking for a clarification of why they had a problem with their supplies.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  And what steps are being made to rectify that.  That’s all.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Any further discussion?




DR. GENEL:  Now I will say that they did write an excellent lay review.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That’s noted in our internal --




DR. GENEL:  Right.  In many respects, it’s a model of what I would think a lay review ought to be.  If you want to compliment them on their lay review in the letter, that’s fine, too.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Let’s give them some brownie points, and I move to extend the money to them for the next year.




MS. HORN:  Okay, so, we have a motion, with a clarifying letter, to renew funding, provided we get more clarification by December the 1st.  All in favor?




DR. GENEL:  Well wait a minute.  Reviewing the funding does not preclude it from stopping it, does it?




MS. HORN:  No.  I think it’s more difficult to pull it away once you’ve done it.




DR. HART:  Can I suggest that for a grant like this, where there is a question and there isn’t a desire to stop funding at this time, that we make a mark for next year’s reviews that there was a question this year to look more closely?  Is that possible to keep track of something like that?




MS. SARNECKY:  Of course.




DR. HART:  That would be real useful here, because if it’s a four-year grant, after the first year there’s a bit of a question are you going to be answered and dismissed, or acted upon at the next year’s meeting?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is that a PI grant for less than $500,000 is a four-year grant?




MS. HORN:  This is an established grant.  I’m not actually sure the period.  It can be up to four years.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  This is Mayer?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, four years.




MR. WAGNER:  The committee has sent letters in the past to multiple-year grantees with, you know, with funding and with a letter, stating that we’re not pleased with how far the dollars have gotten them and that we’ve requested additional information, so this is well within our means to do.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Any further discussion? All in favor of renewing, with clarifying information by December 1st being submitted?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  So, Chelsey, we had skipped one along the way.  Dr. Carter.




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  I spoke with Dr. Carter, and I let Dr. Hart and Mr. Mandelkern know that there was an issue in him getting the report to us.  I anticipate it coming in relatively soon, but, as of right now, we do not have the report.




I think there was some confusion.  He’s got multiple grants, and I think there was a confusion on which reports were due when, and I believe that he will have them to us very soon.




MS. HORN:  He’s going to have to wait until January, unless we have a special meeting.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well how do we handle that?




DR. HART:  We don’t approve it and we wait, right?




MR. MANDELKERN:  That wouldn’t be legal. Because Dr. Hart and I reviewed it and approved it, we couldn’t do it that way.




MS. HORN:  The committee is supposed to weigh in on the grants, unless we have a special meeting to do that.  It doesn’t fall within one of the subcommittees.




DR. PESCATELLO:  We can just do it at our next meeting.




MR. MANDELKERN:  My comment is that Dr. Carter has multiple grants, and I think he ought to be apprised that sometimes his responding to the needs of the committee is not satisfactory.




I know he has a long history of difficulty.  He was working with Dr. Yang, and then he took over Dr. Yang’s PI after Jerry died, but, still, we can’t go on forever.  He’s lagging.  I think he should be apprised that he won’t get any money until he comes with the report, and we don’t meet again until January, unless we do a special for one report.  I don’t know if the committee wants to entertain that.




MS. SARNECKY:  Just as a point, Dr. Carter has been made aware already that if he doesn’t get the report in, he doesn’t get his funding, and we are meeting in January again, so if he didn’t get us the report now, which he didn’t, then he’ll have to wait until January to have it approved.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Next grant.  08SCB Yale 013, Vaccarino.  Dr. Hiskes and Dr. Fishbone, and the title of this project is Effect of Hypoxia on Neural Stem Cells and their Function in CNS repair.




DR. FISHBONE:  They’ve been working along with this project, and --




MS. HORN:  I’m sorry, Dr. Fishbone.  We need a motion to consider.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Move to put this on the table.




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  They’ve been moving well on this project, looking at what hypoxia does to the liberation of nerve cells, and they’ve achieved substantial progress, but the problem is that the yield has been very low.  Only .5 and one percent of the cells are useful.  




They’re saying the strategy is working, albeit low efficiency, so they’re starting a new way of looking at the cells and a new technique, which allows direct isolation of messenger RNA transcripts from the cells, and this will increase the sensitivity and allow them to get more cells.




So the problems are, because of low efficiency, they are testing different strategies for isolation of the GPF plus cells.  




They’ve had four conversations, I believe. Yeah, four conversations.  There have been a lot of changes in the budget, some of which I don’t quite understand.  They have had two revisions requested, one in January ’09 and one in June ’09, which I assume were approved.




As part of this process, one of the key personnel, Zhang, seems to have disappeared.  I don’t think he’s mentioned anywhere, but his salary went from $18,000 on the revised budget to $2,900. 




Fortunately, that was good, because they have a $28,000 increase in their materials and supplies that were quite unexpected.  I don’t know whether they -- I don’t know whether Dr Zhang was only there for a couple of months, but for the money that they didn’t spend on salaries went into supplies.  As I said, they’ve had two different requests for budget revisions, which were approved, I assume?




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  They were approved.  I think this was the cause of the 20 percent in aggregate conversation that we had, and I believe the last approval is in the minutes.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  It’s in the ’09, 9/09.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay, so, you know, they seem to be moving.  It’s moving a little slowly, but they’re trying a new technique to improve the productivity.  I don’t know the story with Dr. Zhang, because he didn’t come until way late.  I would recommend that we approve.




MS. HORN:  Do you have Dr. Hiskes’?




MS. SARNECKY:  I have Dr. Hiskes’ comments.  She just said I recommend funding for the next year.  The PI is making progress on her aims, and the budget expenditures seem in order.  She refers to two publications that report her results.




DR. FISHBONE:  There were two from that and two others, apparently, four total.




MS. HORN:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  The next is Dr. Hart and Dr. Pescatello, 08SCB UCHC 016, Kent Morest is the PI, Directed Differentiation of ES Cells into Cochlear Precursors for Transplantation as Treatment of Deafness.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I missed a point here.  It looks to me like it’s the same as UConn 006, but somehow I missed the differentiation.  006 is the same.  It’s captioned the same as 016.  Directed Differentiation of ESC into Cochlear Precursors.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  On our handout, the list says the same title for both of those grants.




DR. PESCATELLO:  It is listed as a collaborative work between James Li of the University of Connecticut Health Center.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, so, this is the same?




MS. HORN:  Yup.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It’s the same topic, but two different grants.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is 006 up for renew?




MS. HORN:  This is a list of all of the 2008 grants.  UConn 006, SCB 006.  I don’t have that on my list.  This was an internal list that we had.  006 started late.




MS. SARNECKY:  This one started late, so we’re not -- this one is not up for review.  




MS. HORN:  -- came out of the --




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  The Evergen proposal that we originally approved for $900,000 there was ESCRO issues.  They couldn’t get approval.  We took that $900,000, gave $450,000 to Dr. Bar(phonetic).  The PI changed now.  Dr. Laturco(phonetic).  And the other $450,000 we gave to Dr. Zecavick(phonetic).  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So they’re not due?




MS. SARNECKY:  They’re not due for a little while.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  I didn’t realize they were collaborating on that.  Okay, so, 016 does have that (coughing) and we have a motion to consider, please?




DR. HART:  So moved.




MS. HORN:  And second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Dr. Hart and Dr. Pescatello.




DR. HART:  That explains a number of things, then.  There was a paragraph in here, saying that it was a collaborative work, and I didn’t quite see how that fit in, but that makes much more sense now.




So this is a project to grow replacement ganglia neurons to study in a noise-induced mouse model of deafness, and the parallel had worked on the two parts of that and had shown some progress on each generation of precursors that are specifically induced for a particular gene that is known to be involved in these cells (indiscernible) three, and, also, they’ve worked on a deafness model, a noise-induced deafness model in a mouse.




Looks like they’ve made reasonable progress.  It’s a very short report that looks reasonable, and they’re expenditure is within five percent of what they budgeted, so I think I recommend approval.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I see this S terrible off in the margin, the right-hand margin.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Those are the summaries.  Those are own internal notes.  Good lay summary, bad lay summary.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, so, that’s another person that needs a little zap about the summary.




DR. HART:  Actually, I thought it was short.  It was actually clear.




MS. HORN:  I thought it was really clear.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  Dr. Pescatello?




DR. PESCATELLO:   I agree.  I mean they’re off to a slow start, but I agree they’re making reasonable progress, but I would say the lay summary it’s a good summary, as to what they’re doing, but what progress they’ve made is not apparent.




DR. HART:  True.




DR. PESCATELLO:  But I would definitely vote for renewal.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Any other comments?  If not, all in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any opposition?  No? That’s acceptable.  We’ll go on to the next.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  This is Dr. Keissling and Dr. Wallack, 08SCB UCHC 021, Dr. Rosenberg, and the title is Targeting Lineage Committed Stem Cells to Damaged Intestinal Mucosa.  




DR. WALLACK:  So the primary goal of the work is to develop cells that can populate damaged intestinal tissue and restore its baria and digestive functions.  They propose using their knowledge of embryonic development to devise procedures that can cause embryonic stem cells to resemble intestinal stem cells.




The objective seems or their goal seems to be a very worthy goal, and that’s partly why they were funded to start with.  When I say “they,” I say it because Rosenberg is working with another researcher, Giardina.




I have some questions, however, and I’ve asked Chelsey and Dan to, in anticipation of this, to look at the financials and see if they feel that they look okay to them.  




One of the things, if you note, Dan, Rosenberg’s involvement with it is for one year, whereas Giardina is for four years, from ’08 to ’12.  My concern, also, I didn’t understand what Giardina was taking out funding-wise for himself in the project, so do you guys have any comments on the budgetary thing, or am I overlooking?




MS. SARNECKY:  Just one second.  Thank you.




MR. WAGNER:  He doesn’t have any salary.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MR. WAGNER:  I didn’t see where his commitment was one year or four years, though.




DR. WALLACK:  We’re talking about Rosenberg?




MR. WAGNER:  The subcontract?  




DR. WALLACK:  The subcontractor?  On the top of his budget page notes from 9/1/08 to end date of 8/31/12, which is correct, actually.  




MS. SARNECKY:  I think that just denotes the reporting period, but the only thing I can think of is, if you look on the Giardina one, where it says ’08 to ’12, that seems like this is the big picture, and then, when you get to the second budget page, this is what’s going on for this year in this reporting period.




When the researchers and the institutions have filled out these forms, some use the start date and end date as start date and end date of this reporting period, specifically, and some use it as the start date of the full project and the end date of the full project, so that’s the only thing I can think of, in terms of why the dates are different.




DR. WALLACK:  So what about the fact that Giardina doesn’t take out any --




MR. WAGNER:  He’s not taking any funds, no, not on the original.  He’s putting .9 percentage per month.




DR. WALLACK:  Does that make sense or not?




MS. SARNECKY:  I think there may have been a case before, where there was a PI that wasn’t taking any money for themselves, yet they were doing work on the grant.  I think this was a recent -- Dr. Goldhamer, were you?




DR. GOLDHAMER:  No, I wasn’t involved in that.  Can I make a general comment about UConn policy and not about this grant, in particular?




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  It’s customary at UConn for salary not to be asked for off of grants, so there’s cost sharing by the University that pays nine months’ salary, so when I submit a grant to the NIH, thankfully I’m not asked to bring in salary off the grant, so the effort will not match probably the salary request, which I’m not surprised would be zero.  That would be for Giardina, who is at the Storrs campus.  The Health Center is different.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Somebody tried to explain that once to me, David.  It was that since it’s a state university and people are on a salary from the State of Connecticut, then you can’t charge a salary to the grant.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  You can ask for some salary, but you’re not supposed to or expected.  I’m not sure which of those is correct.  You’re certainly not expected to bring in nine months’ salary.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  So, theoretically, you get more bang for your buck from UConn.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, yeah.  In other words, they do the work on their base salary.




MR. WAGNER:  On the original budget submitted on the original grant, he has zero over all four years, in terms of dollars.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That’s because he’s full-time faculty.




MR. MANDELKERN:  So what happens, if I may, how does UConn allocate the grant money, then?




MR. WAGNER:  He has post docs.  He has post docs getting money from the grant.




MR. MANDELKERN:  They bring in new additional researchers.




DR. WALLACK:  He’s got $27,000 for the graduate students, doesn’t he?




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.




MS. SARNECKY:  Does that answer your question, Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Yup.  Thank you.  So to go on, there was some confusion also on my part about the progress that Rosenberg indicated in his summary that he was making.  They both submitted separately.  They noted that they were poised to be able to translate some of their findings to the benefit of individuals suffering from intestinal damage.




I was glad to read that, but there was no further explanation about what that meant, so, you know, I did have these various questions about this particular grant.  I’m sorry that Ann isn’t here to report with me, but, from my perspective, these were some of the things that I had a difficult time putting my arms around.




MS. HORN:  Do you have a recommendation?




DR. WALLACK:  In light of the tone and tenor of how we’ve been approaching these issues, I would feel that it would be consistent with how we’ve dealt with the previous grant renewals to give tentative approval for continued funding, but with a specific request, that we answer this last question that I just indicated about what it means to be poised and how it’s, in fact, going to be proceeding towards that goal.




Also, about further clarification of the progress that they’re currently making and anticipate making.




MS. HORN:  Toward clinical application?




DR. WALLACK:  In general.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  You’re finding it deficient in that area?




DR. WALLACK:  I found it --




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think Milt brings up some very -- poised in a clinical sense is really, I think, to the best of my knowledge, well beyond what anybody else in the field is saying.  




I don’t know what poised means to you.  What it means to me is within the next few months or so, something within the very foreseeable time span, and that’s the kind of statement that really needs explanation.




Even if they have a very good idea or the project is going very well, it would be I think years before they would be allowed to get it out.




DR. WALLACK:  So, Bob, let me read the exact sentence, then.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Go ahead.




DR. WALLACK:  Because I think it’s important.  By the end of the granting period, and these are two words that I wanted to add to the discussion, we hope to be poised to translate some of our findings to benefit individuals suffering from intestinal damage.




DR. HART:  So three years from now they hope to (multiple conversations).




DR. WALLACK:  That’s why I wanted to insert those two words, that we hope, but it’s still, to my way of thinking, I mean they raise the point of being poised, and if they raise the point of being poised to Bob’s point, then what are we talking about, because it’s still way ahead of any, up until this point, acknowledged time frame for any of this.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  So you would recommend continuing, but asking for amplification of what those statements mean?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And then perhaps a time frame.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MS. HORN:  Further discussion?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think that’s a good pickup on your part.  I think, if I were somebody who represented individuals who had Crohn’s Disease, or if I had that disease, I would find this remark disturbing and perhaps create false hopes, unrealistic hopes, and I think that’s an area where we want to be very careful about not saying we’re almost ready to put this thing on the market.  We’re going to just hang on for another few months or whatever terminology one might use.  I think it raises unreasonable expectations.




So we have a motion.  Pending an explanation of those somewhat difficult terms, we will approve continued funding.




MS. HORN:  We’re funding and we’re expecting his explanation.  Second?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  Next grant is Dr. Keissling and Dr. Hart, 08SCB UCHC 022, Dr. Li, and this is called Modeling Motor Neuron Generation in Spinal Muscular Atrophy Using Human Embryonic Stem Cells.




DR. HART:  I assume I’ll start.  This is a project to create a cell line that would model spinal muscular atrophy by knocking down a specific type of gene that is often a factor in that disease.




In reading between the lines, this is a very technical review, the researchers have had some success in constructing a knockdown strategy and had some success in their cloning of cell line strategies and presents quite a bit of data to show their progress.




They brought out at least one technical challenge that they’ve proposed how to address, and I don’t think there’s any real problem with that.  Their budget is within six percent of what they’ve proposed, so I recommend its approval.




MS. HORN:  Do we have a second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Further discussion?  Motion is carried.  The next grant is Dr. Pescatello and Dr. Wallack, 08SCB YSME 025, Laura Niklason, and the title is Human Embryonic and Adult Stem Cells for Vascular Regeneration.  Actually, we need a motion to consider.




A MALE VOICE:  So moved.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




DR. PESCATELLO:  So this is a project to attempt to regenerate arteries, human arteries using different cell lines, marrow-based lines.  I thought she made good progress of their publications, so I would I believe vote for further work on her part.




I guess there was one question I had of the budget.  There was $10,000.  I didn’t understand. That was transferred for her assistant investigator that was to be made up in the following year?




MR. WAGNER:  I think she’s just carrying it over to the next.  Is that what you’re saying?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Right, so, she’s carrying paying that additional $10,000 into the following year out of this upcoming.




MR. WAGNER:  I think that’s what the -- that was the carryover request approved in September.




DR. WALLACK:  I found this update to be a very good one.  I thought that the researchers seem to be progressing well.  Of interest and I think of note is that the researcher seems to be wanting to go beyond the original parameters of the project, and that while it was originally thought that the researcher would be using human embryonic stem cells, she’s now added an extra component to it, in that she’s trying to utilize IPS cells, as well.




This is the only one that I’ve read.  I don’t know if anybody else reviewed any that was using the IPS cells.  Oh, and there’s been publications?




A MALE VOICE:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  And, so, I enthusiastically would recommend continued funding for this project.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any further comment? If not, all in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  It’s carried.




MS. HORN:  The next reviewers are Dr. Goldhamer and Mr. Mandelkern, 08SCB Yale 026, Dr. Woo, Wnt Signaling and Cardiomyocyte Differentiation from Human Embryonic Stem Cells.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay.  You’ll correct my science, please, David.




MS. HORN:  I’m sorry.  Motion to --




MR. MANDELKERN:  This is a study of Wnt Signaling and Cardiomyocyte Differentiation from Human Embryonic Stem Cells.  Pardon my Chinese, Doctor.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  No.  You did very well.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.  These people are really trying to work on the biggest killer in America, of course heart disease, and they had one problem that the post doc, who they had hired to work, was hurt in an accident, and they had to take time to find another post doc to work, which they did.




They described the problem as trying to find a way to deliver human embryonic stem cell therapy to the heart muscle, and they are working on Wnt Signaling, which I suppose is a way of delivering it, and have developed a scaffold concept, where they can bring the human embryonic stem cell forward, and they are trying to define how they can drive the human embryonic stem cells to become heart cells.




So it would appear to me that this is very valuable work.  They’ve made progress overcoming some obstacles.  The lay summary is very impressive.  It’s in English, very clear English.  I think we should extend them and let them continue to work, and if they can solve the problem of how to turn embryonic stem cells to heart cells and deliver them to the damage tissue, we will have really seen great progress, so I move to --




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I concur with Bob’s assessment and think funding should be continued.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any further comments? If not, all in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Carried.  Next?




MS. HORN:  Dr. Nair?  Dr. Nair?  Dr. Arinzeh, are you still there?  I think that was Dr. Arinzeh hanging up.  Okay.  Paul, you are up.  This is 08SCC UConn 004, Dr. Rasmussen, and the title is Production and Validation of Patient Matched Pluripotent Stem Cells.




DR. PESCATELLO:  This is a reprogramming project.  I would say that the -- it seems like they’ve, from what I can gather, they’ve made good progress.  I think the report, itself, sort of a narrative of the report is fantastic.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




DR. PESCATELLO:  There aren’t any publications, and, again, I’m recommending funding, but I would just -- I think that this has been the theme of this meeting.  It’s been a theme of this meeting of improving the reports, the lay summaries and the overall report.




So, for example, on this one, in the very first summary, Section 1A, he says he’s made excellent progress, but then the section identification of any significant scientific developments, none as yet, so there’s a bit of a disconnect.




I think, from reading between the lines of the report, they have made progress, but not absolutely crystal clear from the report, itself, but I’m recommending continued funding.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Any further discussion? Do we have a motion?




DR. PESCATELLO:  So moved.




MS. HORN:  Second?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  The next grant is Dr. Goldhamer and Dr. Fishbone, 08SCC YSME 005, this is from Redmond, Translation Studies in Monkeys of Human Embryonic Stem Cells for Treatment of Parkinson’s Disease.  




A MALE VOICE:  Motion.




MS. HORN:  And we have a motion to consider.  And a second?




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I’ll start things off.  So this is a proposal that it’s a group grant that has two aims.  One is to produce dopamine producing neurons from human embryonic stem cells, and the second aim is to use those cells in a monkey model for Parkinson’s using a neurotoxin to delete the neurons that are important in Parkinson’s and replace them with these dopamine producing cells.




The latter aim, using the monkeys, is being funded by Axion Research Foundation.  I guess the decision on this predated my arrival on the committee.  It looks like good progress is being made.  The group has been successful in making neurons of a couple of sorts at a relatively high frequency, and they have started to use those in pilot experiments to test survival of the cells in their monkey model.




I think it’s an exciting project.  It made sufficient progress.  They have good collaborators from around the country for this that are not getting paid off of this grant.  




There was a significant variance on the budget, and I don’t know -- do you have that budget in front of you?




VOICES:  Yes.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  So I don’t know if there was a letter drafted to CI for rebudgeting.  




MR. WAGNER:  It was over 20 percent in total.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Most of the categories are between 20 and 30 percent, and there’s explanations for each, but it seems to be quite high and in need of --




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Elucidation.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Elucidation.




MR. WAGNER:  Most of them were late hiring dates.




DR. FISHBONE:  They pretty much all were, except for contamination of the stem cell core facility, which required a delay of a few months, but that’s been corrected.




MS. HORN:  Is this reallocation fund before you or before the committee?




MR. WAGNER:  I don’t think it’s a reallocation.  It’s just a --




DR. FISHBONE:  Well there are two reallocations.




MS. SARNECKY:  Well that’s the carryover.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, yeah.




DR. FISHBONE:  There’s two carryovers, which I didn’t quite follow.  One is for $38,000, which was approved, and then another one for $34,000, which it says pending, so who is it pending, us or?




MR. WAGNER:  There was not two requests to the committee.  The first one was a carryover request of the $38K.  I think that was approved, and the Grant Modification Subcommittee --




MS. SARNECKY:  No.




MR. WAGNER:  No?




MS. SARNECKY:  This is the carryover request that was sent to us in the July/August time frame.




MR. WAGNER:  That’s 10 percent.  CI approved that.




MS. SARNECKY:  Yeah, and this one it came out to about 12 percent, so CI had the authority to approve that one, but that’s the only.




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.  The additional carryover of the $34K I think is what --




DR. FISHBONE:  Salaries.  $20,000 for supplies.  The explanation is that they were delayed in starting.




MR. WAGNER:  And then the issue with the core, right.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah, and the issue with the core, but it says it’s pending approval, so by whom? By you?




MR. WAGNER:  No.




MS. SARNECKY:  No.  I don’t have a request.




DR. FISHBONE:  Should I show you the sheet?




MR. WAGNER:  We’re looking at it.




MS. SARNECKY:  We have it here.




MR. WAGNER:  We didn’t catch that when we looked it over.  So, right, that second one is on top of the approved.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.




MR. WAGNER:  So it’s actually a carryover of $72,000, $73,000.




DR. FISHBONE:  Which is 23 percent.




MR. WAGNER:  Which is 23 percent.




DR. FISHBONE:  Total.  And then it looks like some of that salary, and some of it is material and supplies.  They seem to be making good progress.  




For those members of the committee who were involved in the original request, it might be worth mentioning that one of the reasons for the delay was that half of the request was to do the monkey work in St. Kitts in the Caribbean, and since we could only fund the portion that’s being done in Connecticut, which is the basic work, that took a little time to sort out those issues and may have delayed getting the grant started.




MR. MANDELKERN:  That issue was resolved when we awarded the grant, Gerry.  The grant request was for two million, and we excised $600,000 to St. Kitts, and we approved a million/one, so that issue was resolved at the time of granting all grants for that year.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.  I’m just explaining why.  You had mentioned you didn’t know what the Axion foundation was, and they were the ones who were handling.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I caught wind of what was going on --




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- St. Kitts on taxpayers’ money.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Unless you stay.




DR. FISHBONE:  He mentioned, specifically, that when (indiscernible) was on sabbatical, he went down to St. Kitts, so this was not charged to the grant.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Personally, I’m not worried about that level of carryover.  I just wanted to bring it to the attention of the committee, since it seems to fall above the action.




MS. HORN:  The committee can certainly approve that carryover.




DR. FISHBONE:  I would recommend approval.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Any further discussion?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t understand the motion.  I’m sorry.  Are you recommending continuation funding when you haven’t yet approved the reallocation, I mean the carryover?  That carryover request now goes over 20 percent, which we agreed would come to this Board and has not come to this Board, and, so, you’ve got a carryover request, which is part of the request for continuation funding that hasn’t been approved.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I make a motion to approve the funding carryover?




DR. GOLDHAMER:  Do they need to officially request that or no?  No?




DR. FISHBONE:  And it says pending approval.  It sounds like they submitted it somewhere.




MS. HORN:  CI can follow-up on that and make sure.  The motion is to approve the carryover.




MR. WAGNER:  We’ll see if we have a letter somewhere, but I don’t think we do.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  I think what this is is, previously, we saw one that they requested a carryover of 40 percent, and it turned out to be only 30 percent.  I think this one the request was 15 percent, and now all of the sudden it’s 22 percent by the time they get to the end of the quarter.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  So I think that’s what we’re seeing, but we will double check.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Make sure we get an official request in the file.  So your motion?




DR. FISHBONE:  What would you like?




MS. HORN:  Your motion, again, was to approve the carryover.  Do we have a second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  And the motion on the approval?




DR. GOLDHAMER:  I recommend the approval of continuing.




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




MS. HORN:  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Also, I would like to add they still are talking, as the original grant, was that if the research is successful, clinical trials can be based upon their work, and that is to the Parkinson community a great message.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner, just for the record, I think this is the only grantee that’s actually collaborating with this serum funded collaborate, where they’re actually working as sort of co-PIs across state, so it’s something that we’re tracking pretty closely.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yeah, we’re tracking great amounts of money.  Well this is the culmination of 20 years of research with these monkeys.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Dr. Genel.  Dr. Nair is apparently still doing what she’s doing.  08SCD UCHC 003, Hector Eguila(phonetic), and the title is Flow Cytometry Core for the Study of Human Embryonic Stem Cells.




DR. GENEL:  Well this was a two-year grant, which we cut back quite significantly from I think the original request, to provide some funding for the flow cytometry facilities at the UConn Health Center.




They have had some problems, which he outlines, and indicates in part reflects the decrease in budget, which is a rather unreasonable ploy, and that there was difficulty in hiring and securing an adequate technician, which has now been rectified, so that there is a good deal of variance in the budget.




This has already been reviewed by the subcommittee on grant modification and approved.  That having been done, I certainly would move to approval for the second year of funding.




The question that was raised is what is going to happen to this core after this second year?  I do not see any indication of a renewal funding requested in the next grant proposal, so my assumption is other funding will be found, or we fold it into the Connecticut Health Center core, which I think some of us thought was logical to begin with.




So I would suggest that we provide approval.  I would like a letter to go and ask what their intent is with the flow cytometry after the conclusion, at the conclusion of the second grant year.




MS. HORN:  Is there a second?  That’s your motion?




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  That would be my motion.  I think we provided them a half a million dollars.  Is that right?




MR. MANDELKERN:  No.




DR. GENEL:  A quarter of a million.




MR. MANDELKERN:  A little more than the seed.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Do we have a second to Dr. Genel?




DR. HART:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  We’ll attach a letter to that approval, asking for what they plan to do at the end of their grant.  Okay.  That brings us to Dr. Goldhamer and Dr. Nair, and this is 08SCD Yale 004, Maintaining the Human Embryonic Stem Cell Core Facility at the Yale Stem Cell Center.  Dr. Ling is the PI.  Motion to consider, please?  And second?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




DR. GOLDHAMER:  All right, so, this grant has several purposes.  One is to maintain the human embryonic stem cell core at Yale.  There’s also other components to the core, including a cell sorting core, a confocal microscope core and, also, a genomics core.




All of them are running very well.  I don’t have the number exactly, but something like 44 to 48 PIs have been trained at the human embryonic stem cell core, the facts(phonetic) core and the confocal core are operating at 90 plus percent capacity.




They’re doing a great job.  The one aspect of the original application that had to be cut a bit is the genomics core.  The group had asked for 2.5 million and received 1.8 million, so the genomics core cannot be expanded in the way that they had hoped, but they still are providing certain aspects of that core and, in fact, going to be hiring a new technician I think on their own with their own stem cell center funds, and, so, I strongly recommend continuation. 




The variance from the budget was very small, so there were no issues, as far as I was concerned.




MS. HORN:  Any further discussion?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  All in favor?




MS. HORN:  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Approved.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  We have on final, which we’ll have to do on the papers, I guess.  We have Dr. Hiskes and Dr. Nair are the reviewers.  Fortunately, we have something from Dr. Hiskes in writing, and that is --




MR. MANDELKERN:  022?




MS. SARNECKY:  We do have something.  Is that what --




MS. HORN:  Yes.  08SCA Yale 022, Dr. Brunig(phonetic), Hiskes and Nair are the reviewers, Regulation of Human Embryonic Stem Cell Derived Neural Stem Cells by Notch Signaling.




MS. SARNECKY:  Dr. Hiskes sent me her comments on this grant.  She said I recommend funding for the next year.  The PI seems to be making progress, and the budget expenditures are in order.  He lists a number of publications, but it isn’t clear to me that they are published results from the grant project.  They seem not to be.




MS. HORN:  We had a similar comment.  Okay.  Do we have a motion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Move to continue funding, based upon the recommendation of the reviewer.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Second?




A MALE VOICE:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Any further discussion?  Okay. All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Thank you very much.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay and we have two more items.  Committee vacancies?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Very briefly.  Fourteen out of 15 peer reviewers agreed to continue their work, so that’s good.  We have one vacancy we’re trying to recruit for.  A little thing different this year.  They’re going to assign three reviewers to each of the grants.  We only did that last year to the large groups or cores, but we’re sticking with the 15, perhaps only 14.




There’s four vacancies here right now.  The Governor’s office is reviewing a couple of particular candidates for bioethicists to replace I guess it’s Dr. Landwirth, and we’ve also had an expression of interest from Dr. Gary Stein, who is up at UMass.  




He’s a founder of the I think he calls it the New England Consortium, or something like that.  Basically, it’s working with Yale and UConn and some of the other folks, in terms of some of the banking issues.




Once he finishes his round of peer reviews, he’s very interested in joining this group as an Advisory Committee member, so he’s got a little action going on.




DR. GENEL:  He’s on the Peer Review Committee?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  He’s a peer reviewer, suggested by Dr. Canalis, if you remember back a year or so ago.  So he’s doing a great job as a peer reviewer.  So that will still leave two openings here, but we’re still continued to work.  And if you have, again, any suggestions for scientists that would be willing to serve as reviewers, please let me know.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I have one suggestion.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Great.  That’s it on that.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  One is a gubernatorial appointment, and the three others are?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There’s caucus leaders appointments, and I don’t have the exact category, but pretty much any scientist will fit into all three of them.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  All right.  That brings us down to public comment.  Is there any public comment?




MS. PAULA WILSON:  Actually, I did want to comment.  I know everyone was aware of the incident in the Amistad Building, and you were probably interested in how it affected research, and I’m happy to report that even though they closed the building down for two days, our technical director and (indiscernible) were able to work with the police, so that we could get into the building and feed our human embryonic stem cells, so there was no research lost.




We’re continuing and trying to get back to where we were before it happened.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  A sad commentary on the intention of human beings to harm one another.  As a TV character said, we have unlimited capacity on criminal minds.  A character, Gideon, said we have an unlimited capacity to harm one another.




With that, I will entertain, unless there are any further business or activities, I will entertain a motion to adjourn.




A MALE VOICE:  So moved.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I’m sorry, Bob.




COURT REPORTER:  I’m sorry?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  What’s the question, Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  040, UConn 040, Carter, just put over until January?




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  That’s all we can do.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And if I may, Commissioner, just to clarify, January 19th, there is a scheduled meeting.  On your agenda, it talks about March to be determined.  We’re going to suggest that we go ahead and actually schedule that meeting on the 15th, just to make sure that, if there are pending last minute issues coming up before the two-day meeting of this group, that we can resolve them at that meeting on the 15th, so that would be the regularly-scheduled meeting.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Now, last year, as I recall, we did not need the second day.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s correct.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yeah.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right now, we’re still looking at like a two-day meeting end of March, first of April.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I have one question.  The reports now of 2008, are these now sunshine open, because we had to use a code to get in here, so are they now sunshine now that they’ve been voted?  Somebody asked me what progress there is on this report.  Am I free to give it out?




MS. HORN:  Yes.  I think that’s what the lay summaries are for.  I haven’t gone through them to see if there’s anything proprietary, but I think they’re pretty much available to the public, but the best way to go would be to use the lay summary.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Use the lay summary, okay.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, now, are we going to communicate with the two university communications departments about establishing a way to get these lay summaries more readable, less esoteric?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I recently communicated with the scientific community, saying you have to make acknowledgement and disclaimers.  As a follow-up to that last meeting, maybe we can do the same thing, saying you need to work with your communications, because I’m not quite sure who the communications people are.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.




A FEMALE VOICE:  Dr. Galvin, I was told that the thermostat is broken in this room.  They might be asked to get it fixed by January.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That would be nice.  I thought it was overly warm in here.




DR. GENEL:  Warren, did you say the 15th or the 16th?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m sorry.  It’s the Tuesday there, the 16th.




MS. HORN:  March 16th.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And then, you know, it’s really up to this group what two days you want to block off for the actual review.  If the 31st and 1st doesn’t quite work this time, because it’s at the end of, we can still do it, but it breaks up an entire week, so you’re either looking at like -- you’re probably looking at April 5th and 6th.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yeah.  Marianne reminded me we have 96 grant considerations.  Okay, we have a motion on the floor to adjourn.  Any comment?  If not, we are adjourned.




(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 3:05 p.m.)
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