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CHAIRPERSON COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN: So we’re going to get started.  I think at some time in our evolving history we should begin to think about teleconferencing these, video conferencing these meetings, which would be a lot easier, and a lot of the folks here are in a university center. But we’ll talk about that on another occasion.  




I was going to introduce Dr. Ann Hiskees, but I guess she’s not going to be with us this afternoon. She’s a newly appointed member, a newly appointed member of the Board. Most of you have seen Ann around here. She’s been a contributor and in attendance for a lot of the, particularly the early meetings. She is the Director of Research Ethics and Education for Stem Cell Research and Chair of the Human Embryonic Stem Cell Oversight Committee at the University of Connecticut. And is a doctoral level professional, has done a lot of work and a lot of thoughtful work with stem cells and in other areas of science and scientific endeavors. And we’re very glad that she’s a known quantity, and we’ve very glad to have her on the Committee, and welcome her.  And I’m sure we’ll all profit by her experience and insights. 




We have two approve -- minute approvals. One is from the regularly scheduled 2/17/09 meeting, and you should have a draft of that in your materials, and if you will peruse that for a moment. If you are comfortable with it I will accept a motion to accept it. If there are additions, deletions, or -- 




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  -- I have a question on that. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  On page two in reference to the Bar and Zechavich grants, I had the impression that they required additional votes from the Committee.  And we did not vote at this meeting or on the telephone conference meeting.  Am I wrong in what I remember?  Those are the two grants that replaced the Evergen, the two reserved grants.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I had the -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- I thought that was what we did on -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- required some additional vote from the Committee.  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  No, I believe that Dan Wagner was updating us on the fact that the contracts had been signed on these.  That we had done all the voting that we needed to do and the -- it was just -- he was wanting the Committee to know that the contracts had been signed and were effective January the 1st.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And there was no additional voting?  




MS. HORN:  No additional voting. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Just the wine and cheddary grants was the only one we had to have a grant on.  And if there are no other -- are there any other comments, deletions, changes, or additions to that?  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Move the acceptance, Bob. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Can I have a second? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  All in favor indicate by saying aye.  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Movements of 2/17/09 are accepted.  




This next item is the approval of minutes on the Special Telephonic meeting of 3/05/09. That was the meeting to discuss the two -- the two extensions, an extension and a reallocation request for grants 06-SCA02 and grants 08-SCA UCHC033.  And, please, look at those notes and if there is anything there that you would like to change, add, or delete, otherwise I will entertain another motion to adopt the minutes from the Special Telephonic meeting of 3/5 -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- so moved.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Can I have a second for that?  




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Second. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Thank you.  All in favor indicate by saying aye.  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  Okay. I




I am going to skip down to Item No. 6 since we’ve just been talking about those grants.  Unless -- is there somebody you want to wait for?  




MS. HORN:  My only hesitation is that Attorney Salton had been on the phone earlier and was unable to join us on this line.  And I did want him available in case there were any questions from -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- okay. 




MS. HORN:  The Committee.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  All right, then, let’s -- we’re now then sequentially at Item No. 5.  Yes.  


DR. FISHBONE:  I just wanted to point out for Bob’s sake that on 12/5/08 we approved the two grants that you had talked about.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me, Gerry.  




DR. FISHBONE:  December 5th we approved the two grants that you were asking about.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I recall that, but I thought there was like additional because there was some changes in budget because of changes in the timelines and so on.  But if not required, that’s good. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, we’re going to move on to -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- thank you, Gerry. 




DR. FISHBONE:  You’re welcome. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We’re going to move on to Item No. 5.  Update on the 2009 grant proposals. Mr. Wollschalger?  




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I’m sorry I’m late to the meeting, Commissioner.  We just 20 minutes ago completed the public teleconference with the peer reviewers.  So -- and we had a quorum, which you’ll be happy to know, Marianne. We actually did have a legal quorum.   




MS. HORN:  Would the folks on the phone, please, introduce yourself?  




DR. SARASWATHI NAIR:  This is Sara Nari from Norwalk Hospital, Norwalk, Connecticut. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Hi, Dr. Nair. 




DR. NAIR:  How are you?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Good.  




DR. ERNIE CANALIS:  Commissioner, this is Ernie. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Hi, Ernie. 




MS. HORN:  Ernie Canalis, for the record. Anybody else on the line?  




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Henry Salton from the AG’s office.  




MS. HORN:  Hi, Henry, thanks for waiting. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. Henry, we’ve gone through the -- our agenda and approved. We had a quorum.  We approved minutes from our February 17th and March 5th. And we were discussing some of the grants and I thought it might be -- well, we were going to directly to Item No. 6, but Warren is here so we’re going to start at Item -- go now to Item No. 5 update of 2009 grant proposals. And, Warren, has some news that’s immediate.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right off, hot off the press. And hopefully you can hear me, Dr. Nair, and Dr. Canalis.  We just finished a peer review teleconference. We had a quorum.  As of right now 76 out of the 77 applicants have been scored and the scores have been reconciled.  There is -- so only one -- there is only one grant that is still outstanding with a little bit of discrepancy between primary and secondary.  They’ve reached a tentative agreement, but the primary reviewer could not be reached because of a family medical situation.  So rather than just shoving that one through they wanted to do the primary a courtesy of letting her know that there was -- there was a request to change the score. 




The big picture is good news and bad news. The good news is the scores are much higher and the reconciliation process was much easier this year.  The two reviewers were much closer in most cases.  The bad news is the scores are much more positive.  That is much lower.  There is -- for instance, just to give you a sense, in 2008 we funded the ten seed grants working off the 20 percent rule.  This year in the seed grant category there is 12 seed grants less than a 2.0. And 16 seed grants in all scoring 2.5 or less. So it’s going to require quite a bit of due diligence to work your way through what is really a larger volume of low scoring applications. 




In terms of -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- how many was that below 25, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  For seeds it’s 16. And that’s pretty much true with established investigators as well.  Now, I’ll say as far as the time frame there was a lot of discussion last time, we, for sure, will have the scores to all of you by the end of the week.  We hope to have the narratives to all of you by the end of the week, but, for sure, you’ll have at least the scores so you’ll know what the reconciled scores are for each of the applications that you’re being tasked to review.  




The plan is to have the narratives, though, to CI, along with the reconciled scores, by Friday morning. So hopefully we’ll be able to do an e-mail, a mass e-mail, to all of you on Friday afternoon. 




MS. HORN:  Did we have somebody join us on the phone?  




MS. TREENA ARINZEH:  Yes, this is Treena. 




MS. HORN:  Hi, Treena, welcome. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Hi, Treena.  Okay, anything else for us, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, that’s it, right now. Luckily the last two -- the ones who put us over the top were the two newest members to the Committee, Dr. Stein, and Dr. Goldman were the last two to join us. Otherwise we wouldn’t have had a quorum.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think Committee members may want -- we have discussed every grant up until this point. Now, if we have a very narrow range of grants I’m not sure how much -- if we have 16 low scoring grants and we can only award maybe ten, how -- do we want to go beyond the 16?  And I’m not sure how we can discuss that at the meeting. But I think that if -- it sounds like we’re going to have to spend a lot of time discerning which ten of the 16.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And maybe an alternate or -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  But I don’t know -- I don’t know how far afield we want to go from that if we got some three and a half’s or fours it’s a question for the group to consider. 




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Were the scores equally tight for the establishment of --  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  For the established, last year if you remember, we originally funded seven established and then bumped it up to nine when Evergen went.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  This year we have nine investigator grants scoring less than 2.0, 16 investigator grants scoring 2.5 or less, and there is one other grant, one that’s not reconciled yet, it has a chance to come in below 2.0.  So there is going to be at least 17 of those eligible. Last year we funded nine.  The good news is there is only one core grant application.  




But once again, for the second year, I’ll say for the record an application from Yale was targeted and identified as having some potential ethical problems. So they also looked at ethics for all of the applicants as well.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, Gerry. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Do we have to give 20 percent to the seed grants? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No. I mean I don’t know what was in the RFP this time, but historically that’s what you’ve done.  I think you can give me. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think in the proposal, if I recall, it says at least 20 percent. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s what it was before.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And find the RFP, but my recollection -- Milt, you were on the -- I think it’s at least that.  




DR. NAIR:  May I ask a question because I’m new on the Committee?  Where does the 20 percent come from?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Say that again, Dr. Nair.  




DR. NAIR:  I’m just wondering how the Committee came up with the number of 20 percent. I’m new to the Committee so I’m sorry to sound stupid, but I don’t quite get the 20 percent.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  The 20 percent came, Dr. Nair, after a lot of discussion back and forth. And we decided that we would want, at least, 20 percent of the available funds to go to new investigators.  




DR. NAIR:  I see, okay.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  To encourage development of post doctoral fellows and of new investigators. So we’ve kept just about at that, at that 20 percent. I guess we can go over it if we want to.  




DR. NAIR:  That makes sense because you do want to fund new research and encourage new investigators to be there. I can understand that.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  I just wanted to point out in this year’s RFP it does talk about 10 percent of the total annual budget for the Connecticut stem cell research program goes to annual funding of seed grant awards, so at least 10 percent.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  The last two times, though, we have given 20, 20 percent. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  So we should have at least scores to everybody, for sure scores to everybody by this weekend, and hopefully narratives as well.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, Warren, do you want to handle Item No. 6 of Committee process for routine reallocation requests? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes. I can kick it right off. I’m glad that Henry Salton, from the AG’s office, is here as well as Marianne because they did most of the work on this thing along with folks from CI.  But it’s no surprise that as this process goes along over the period of time more and more applications have to come back to this group for approval for things such as a reallocation that is over 20 percent, perhaps a change of focus like Dr. Lynn had with his Yale core grant.  Debar and Zechovich where they came up as replacement grants for the Evergen. So more and more the group is being tasked with approving applications or changes to applications outside of the one two-day meeting process. That has led to a variety of problems primarily in the area of getting a quorum.




So we began talking about internally how could we be more efficient and more effective. We hate to have people come here, not have a quorum, have to schedule a special meeting. So we started looking at options and, Marianne, maybe you want to take it from there with Henry. 




MS. HORN:  Well, it’s actually Henry’s suggestion that because this was a delegable decision of the Committee that we could break into subcommittees. That this -- that these kinds of routine reallocation decisions could be made through subcommittees. And so we thought that would be a great way to streamline the work of the entire Committee. The Committee possibly then meeting only as necessary or on a quarterly basis, you know, up to what you folks decide.  




And then when there are reallocation requests or requests where there is something that is out of the ordinary CI would triage those and bring them to the full Committee.  Or if any of the subcommittee -- and we’d have one for Yale and one for UCONN, three members each, two members as a quorum for all of the routine matters.  They could meet as necessary for about an hour at most. It could be done telephonically. I think it’s really going to streamline the work of the Committee. So we’d still have minutes. It’d still be public meetings so there is still the transparency of the actions.  




And we can try it for a couple of months if the Committee is willing to do this. The Commissioner would appoint the members to the committee so that we have a range of expertise on each committee.  And nobody would be stuck with the assignment for a lengthy period of time.  We could transfer people in and out as work loads and so on increase.  




So that’s really what we’re suggesting. Henry, anything you want to add to that?  Are you still there? 




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  I think the primary benefit is the planning of two subcommittees one that would have no conflict for UCONN, and another that would have no conflict for Yale.  So that -- and there could be a periodic, even if you want to do a telephonic subcommittee meeting to handle these other routine, we could request for reviews.  And the problems with having a quorum of qualified voters, a quorum of qualified voters would be addressed that way. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Bob?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandlekern, on that there is a group of Committee members who have no conflicts at all.  And maybe constituting the subcommittee of those people might expedite the reallocations and so on because there would never be any reason to excuse for conflict of interest.  I’m reading off the sheets, there is one, two, three, four -- eight people who have no conflicts whatsoever.  




MR. SALTON:  I would only suggest that while you want to use a conflict/no conflict line as a way of forming these subcommittees it’s equally important that you look at various backgrounds of committee members so that you don’t have -- so it’s properly weighed. So that you have some scientists as well as non-scientists, people with different backgrounds, experiences, and balance on both of these committees.  And this gives you the ability as opposed to just having one subcommittee of unaffiliated, I call them, members, this would also help to -- if you had two subcommittees you would have the ability to kind of rotate people in and out as they feel like it’s getting to be a little too burdensome, or also just give other people a share in the weight.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could follow up on that, Commissioner.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We had talked about making sure that we populate subcommittees with at least a scientist, preferably an ethicist, and then, you know -- and the third would be a little more flexible, but to make sure that we had scientific, and legal, and ethical expertise on the subcommittees where possible.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, I think probably we should start with two three person committees. Try it for -- give it a trial period of probably six months to a year, and then adjust to that. If that’s cumbersome and awkward we may want to do it some different way, but I think Henry has a very good point that we want to -- Attorney Salton has a very good point that we want to have a mixture of people so we don’t get all ethicists on one, all scientists the other, scientists on the others. So I think the proposal would be to have two non-conflicted, three person teams for a trial period of six to twelve months.  




We need a motion for that.  




DR. GENEL:  So moved. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And a second? 




MR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Second.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Now, we’re voting on the establishment of two three member committees each composed of a group of individuals who have no conflicts with Yale or no conflict with UCONN. And those individuals will be evaluating changes in the direction, and composition, and some of the financial allocations of the grants.  And so we all understand that?  Okay.  All in favor of that proposition indicate by saying aye.  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Any opposition?  The motion is carried and we’ll allow -- we’ll ask Mr. Wollschlager if he could get us, or his staff could get us some of those lists.  




Item No. 7 is a --




MR. SALTON:  -- Commissioner, before you move on, I didn’t know if you wanted to -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- yes.  




MR. SALTON:  -- the Committee to authorize you to just make the appointments actually instead of coming back for the full Committee to appoint people to these subcommittees.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I have no problem with that, but that would require a motion from the floor. 




DR. FISHBONE:  So moved. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Gerry. 

And a second to Gerry’s motion.  




MR. LANDWIRTH:  Second. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. All in -- now, the motion we’re voting on has to do with my appointing people to these three person committees without bringing that back to the body politic here.  So is there any discussion about that motion?  If not, I’ll entertain a vote. All in favor indicate by saying aye.  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is so I will, with Mr. Wollschlager’s input, appoint those individuals. We’ll give it a six to twelve month trial and we’ll see where we go with it.  




A statement of financial interest are due the first of May, 2009. Does everybody have that format?  


MS. HORN:  I just wanted to alert people that if you go on the Office of State Ethics website, at the moment, they are revamping the forms, both the downloadable and the on-line form. And they say that it will be ready next Tuesday for download.  So if you’re eager to get that done you won’t be able to do it until then. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Now, we’ve gone through most of our agenda. I’ll hold on public comment for a bit. Is anyone interested in discussing how we’re going to manage these grants this time?  Are we going to take the 16 low scoring new investigator grants and spend a good deal of time discussing and sorting through those to make sure we make the right decisions? And if so are we going to -- are we going to have a cut off point beyond which we will not or we will not review the grant, a grant, but rather spend our time on these -- the number of excellent ones that fall below two and a half.  




I thought last year, I thought that we reviewed them all, but they were -- 




MS. HORN:  -- we did. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It was very -- just a summary.  




MS. HORN:  We did. Last year if they received a peer review score of 2.5 or higher, this was on the seed, they were discussed first. And one minute only was allotted for their discussion.  And they were divided into those three categories. And then if they received 2.5 -- or below 2.5 they had four minutes worth of discussion. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. Do we all want to stay with that?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  If my recollection serves it did move pretty quickly with the one minute and four minute. And then I think we’re on very secure grounds that we’ve paid attention, as a Committee as a whole, to each one of the grants.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So I would favor sticking with it because it worked.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Sounds fine with me.  


Item No. 8 is public comment. Is there any public comment?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I have one question on the procedure, which I’d like to call to the attention of CI.  The -- we have an assignment sheet of what grants we are responsible to review, 10 or 11 for each Committee member. And then there is the list of the grant proposals themselves. And they do not co-relate. In other words, if you look, for me, on No. 2 on the assignment sheet I’m to do seed grant for UCONN 02. It doesn’t appear on the same position on the listing of all the grants you have to hunt through each time, which means that when we sit as a Committee as a whole nobody is going to be able to follow easily what the reporter, let’s call it, is saying because there is no co-relation.  




I think CI or somebody has to make an attempt to co-relate the assignment list with the listing of the grants so as we sit at the Committee of a whole and I’m reporting, for example, on No. 2, No. 2 should be No. 2 on the grant proposal list or visa versa.  But this would be a very awkward system if we are all to give consideration to the reports of the reviewers. Am I clear in what I’m saying?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, yes. And I will -- I can’t say anything on behalf of CI and I don’t know what the technical issues are with getting them ranked the same way that they are on your assignment sheets. But I will discuss that with CI and see if there is a way that, for the grant review day, that they can get them ordered on line the same way that they appear on your review sheet.  


MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can, I will say that the peer review materials you get are going to appear in this numerical order.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  The assignment sheets? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, well then it would be very important for this to be co-related, Warren, so that when we sit -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- we’ll see if we can get them to change it.  




MS. HORN:  We do have to jump around a little bit because we do take the scores from 2.5 and up and 2.5 below. But I agree if there is any way we can make it a little bit more consistent we’ll try to do that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, even if it’s 2.5 and higher we have to vote on each one, after the one minute report we all vote. So if you don’t have some place to look at the info you’re vote is in a vacuum, I think, aside from listening to the report. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, we can just make sure everyone has a numerical list of all the grants by category. We can do that ourselves. I have that right now.  So if that’s what you’re looking for, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, what I’m looking for, Warren, is the co-relation of this listing with the assignment sheet so that when somebody reports on their assignment a co-member can look easily at what they’re talking about.  Now if I’m reporting on this proposal anyone listening is going to have to go all the way through until they find what I’m talking about. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s what I said; we can give you a list that correlates with the assignment. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay, that would be wonderful.  That’s what I’m talking about.  




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  A question question, point of clarification, when we consider the grants we consider them by peer review score first and foremost, is that correct?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  What’s that?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We’re going to consider them, so when I start calling them off I’m going to call them off by peer review score. So that -- whether it’s O2 or O7 they’re not going to be in any kind of order when they’re called off. They’re going to -- the only order they’ll be in will be the peer review score. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, at least you’ll know where to find them. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Instead of looking around three pages worth. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay.  




DR. DAVID GOLDHAMMER:  Can I ask a question about process since I’m new to the Committee?  So on the first day we spend either one minute or up to one minute or up to four minutes presenting each proposal.  But I assume on day two we come back and renew discussion?  What happens on day two?  Final decisions are made.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I’ll have Lynn go through that for you.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I can actually e-mail these to you as long as they’ve been approved by Warren and the Commissioner.  And we’ll go into this in depth with the entire Committee the day, the first day of the event.  What happens is we start with the seed grants, as Marianne mentioned before.  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Arinza?  




MS. ARINZEH:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Just a quick question procedurally while you’re on the phone. Last year you needed a ride from the train station to the grant review hotel.  Will you be needing that this year? 




MS. ARINZEH:  I’m not sure. I might drive.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  If you take the train, let us know, we’ll -- 




MS. HORN:  -- we’ll get you a ride. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You can’t walk from the railroad -- well, you can, but you wouldn’t be there for the proceedings.  So we need to pick you up. You let us know and we’ll pick you up. 




MS. ARINZEH:  Okay.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The 2.5 and above you get one minute to discuss.  At that point, by consensus, the group decides, yes, no, or maybe. And in previous years we had used sticky notes to put them in categories of yes, no, or maybe. I’m working on a computer program which will do something similar.  Where or not that will come through by the end of the month that’s my goal. 




If it makes it over to the maybe or yes category they’re discussed again.  And for seed grants you get a four minute timeframe to discuss them.  And grants, at that point, by group consensus will be taken off the board. The remaining categories similarly are considered. Core and group get 14 minute description and discussion no matter their peer review score. And established investigators, 2.5 or above, get a minute description discussion. And established investigator proposals scoring 2.5 or below 2.5 that is will receive five minute descriptions and discussion. 




It depends really where we end on day one where we pick up on day two.  It’s simply a continuation of the previous day’s meeting.  Of course, there is not to be any discussion between Committee members with regard to the grants because decisions haven’t been made and certainly not with the general public and the media and that kind of thing.  So it all depends really upon where we end up at 4:00 on that Tuesday to tell you what’s going to happen on day two. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And what’s happened the first two times is that the really good grants you see them right away and then there are some ones that are low scoring. Some of them were just poorly written and some of them were inappropriate or they didn’t have much to do with what we were looking for. So you get a -- but you get a fair number of the grants that end up in the maybe category. And that’s where most of the discussion is moving someone -- I think we moved one from -- did we move a no to a maybe or something last year?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I think once they’re a no, they’re gone.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  They’re gone. So it’s the maybes that -- you know, the 2.9 that’s in a maybe and then -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- if there is any money left from the yeses.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  If the yeses have eaten up the allocated money then the maybes are hardly considered, as I recall it.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And we would probably, most likely add -- have an order of merit for the ones who were not selected, but would be selected -- you know, if we’d had two more choices which two would we take.  And that helped us this year because we had a grant that didn’t get done and we had to get -- we had to reallocate the funding.  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  I did want to state that certainly it seemed to work last year to have some grants put into a reserve fund because we did have a grant that failed, and we were able to use that -- the grants in reserve. So if we could have the Committee just agree that that would be something useful to do we’ll keep that in mind as we go through the process next week, a week and a half. 




DR. NAIR:  How much is funded for each year?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  About 9.8 million. 




MS. HORN:  We do have about 9.8 million dollars that we give out in the grants each year.  




DR. NAIR:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  A question.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, Gerry. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Have we -- there is at least one grant from a private company or more. Have we worked out a system of ethical -- ethics approval -- 




DR. NAIR:  -- I’m sorry, I cannot hear. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I’m sorry. I was asking, last year we had an issue with getting ethics escrow approval for grants that were not associated with a university. And I’m wondering are we going to have this issue this year or have we established any method? 




MS. HORN:  There is now a commercial escrow committee that was just about three months too late for the grant that we were looking at last year. And it’s out of Stanford, the University, so that that is available. I don’t know whether there are any other ones that are out there. Sometimes the companies will arrange with a university, an academic setting, to provide the escrow support.  




MR. LANDWIRTH:  They’re accepting something out of state?  They’re accepting out of state review, out of state -- 




MS. HORN:  -- well, I haven’t looked at that, but I’ve been in touch with the person from Stanford and they certainly seemed willing to learn about any opportunities in Connecticut.  




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, I think that their purpose is to do that because they’re not only from California. I know -- I believe Arthur Kaplan at the University of Pennsylvania is on that group as well, so it’s a pretty universal group.  




MS. HORN:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Marianne, is that the escrow commercial that Evergen referenced?  




DR. WALLACK:  At the end, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is it the same one? 




DR. WALLACK:  When they came back the last time in December that was the one that they were referencing at that point.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Which had just formed about a couple of days before. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right, exactly. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  So it’s the same one? 




DR. WALLACK:  It’s the same one. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, any further discussion about the grants?  Do any of our new members have any questions about the procedure? It is open to the public.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I wanted to let everyone know that if they have trouble with the accommodations at all everything has been arranged through DPH.  So I am the primary contact for that. 




And also as we sit at the table we are going with an assigned seating arrangement. And the logic behind that is so that for Dr. Galvin’s sake, in particular, anyone who can vote on all the grants is on one side of the table.  Anyone who can vote only on UCONN will be on another side of the table, Warren, and then the people who can vote only on Yale. And at the head of the table will be myself, Marianne, Henry, and Dan Wagner, and also the Commissioner. So I just wanted to make that clear that we do have assigned seating. No switching of signs.  




DR. GENEL:  Are we going to wear uniforms?  


MS. TOWNSHEND:  That’s for next year. I’m going to color code all of your signs, by the way, too.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Lynn, can I ask you the breakdowns of scores that you gave in each category that you refer to in the process?  Can you e-mail us that?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I don’t have the peer review scores yet. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, what you just said, the handling -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- oh, yes, I can e-mail that to you as long as Warren and Marianne are okay with that.  Sure.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  If we have that before hand we have to spend less time then.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  We can understand it ahead of time. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay, that’s fine.  




DR. GENEL:  I would suggest we don’t carve that in stone until we see what the distribution of the peer review scores are.  I mean that worked last year based on the distribution of the scores. We might decide to use a somewhat different metric depending on this. I mean it’s useful to have that as a background, but I don’t want that carved in stone until we’ve had a chance to look at the peer review scores. 




DR. WALLACK:  And I would endorse that because some one of us may feel that 2.8 might -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- I think we’ll have a better sense of what a cut off should be after we’ve seen the distribution of the peer review scores. 




MS. HORN:  You’re talking about two different things. You’re mentioning the possibility of something over the cut off.  




DR. GENEL:  Right.  




DR. WALLACK:  Or lower. 




MS. HORN:  And you’re talking about having a lower cut off.  




DR. GENEL:  No, I’m not just one way or another, I just would rather see what the distribution is before deciding what the -- what the -- where the cut off should be for one to four points. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  It would be ideal, and I know nobody has seen peer review scores yet, but it would be ideal if we could get that decided before the meeting, if that’s possible, so that we can save a little time that day.  




DR. GENEL:  We could do that the first thing I think once we all convene we’ll see what the -- we’ll see what the score -- we’ll know what -- we’ll all be together, we can make that determination.  




DR. WALLACK:  You could just ask for a roll call if any of us wanted additional time for a 2.8 or something of that nature.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I understand your desire for flexibility, but if we don’t have a guide when we begin somewhere -- if we were all going to sit as a Committee and look at all of the seed grant scores and then decide a minute and four minutes that’s going to eat up a lot of time.  Whereas if we know beforehand -- it’s not carved in stone, but I think if we have a guide that 2.5 above is a minute and below four minutes it gives you, without having to start the whole process over again.  So it’s flexibility within installments, not solid.  




MR. LANDWIRTH:  The percentile formula possibly?  




DR. GENEL:  Whatever, whatever. I don’t care. I think we can use last year’s as a model and tinker with it if we decide we need to.  That’s all. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think that’s reasonable.  I don’t think any of us want to sit there and discuss a 4.5 very long.  




MS. HORN:  No. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay, any further comments?  Julius?  




MR. LANDWIRTH:  No, that’s fine. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Oh, okay.  Are we all set?  




MS. HORN:  Everybody on the line -- anybody else have any questions?  




DR. WALLACK:  I think we should complement Warren for having represented us so well in Washington, for the record. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, good job. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I appreciate being allowed to go, really.  I thank the Commissioner for his support on that.  




DR. GENEL:  Have you discussed bonuses with him while you were there?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. Is there any public comment?  Public comment?  If not, I will entertain a motion to adjourn. We will -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so moved. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  So moved. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We stand adjourned. We will resume our duties on the 31st of March at the -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- 8:00 a.m. at the Marriott Farmington to which Dr. Fishbone just pointed out I need to send everyone directions. So I will do that.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  8:00 a.m. start time and for those new members once again the public will be there. We’ve had no difficulties with -- a few people come, a few reporters come. They stay for a while and then they leave.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We may have -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- they can’t participate in our deliberations. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  No.  We are adjourned.




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 1:59 p.m.)
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