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COMMISSIONER DR. ROBERT GALVIN:  I will call the meeting to order. I do have a few brief remarks. I’m sure you’re all aware that at one point in the last month we were led to believe that there would be no funds available for the oncoming fiscal year or the oncoming grant year.  That apparently was a misinterpretation of some information by an employee in another agency.  We double and triple checked with the individual involved, and in our best judgment we thought that the money was not going to be dispensed because of the financial difficulties that we all know about.  




That apparently was not the intent of the administration. And on further digging on the part of our legislative liaison, Mrs. Karen Buckley-Bates, it was discovered that that was a communicative error or a misunderstanding or a misconstrual of information that had been given to a mid level employee.  And we were then advised that the -- there would be no diminution in the amount of grant to be awarded for stem cell research this year. 




So I had the unfortunate duty of notifying some of the most senior people involved in the research and prior to the, I believe, the Christmas holiday. And then I had the pleasant duty, although somewhat with a bit of chagrin, to advise the very same people that we -- there had been an error and that we do have money so we are going to proceed as we always have evaluating grants and making decisions about dispensing the 10 million dollars.




Since -- do you want to call the roll so everybody knows who is here, Marianne?  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  Sure.  




(Whereupon, roll call was taken.)




MS. HORN:  We have a quorum, but I don’t believe we can act on any of the university specific items that are on the agenda. But we can certainly move forward with the minutes. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. Now, you mean that we cannot act on Item No. 7, Breunig reduction in effort request, and No. 8, Choudhary reallocation request. Is that correct?  




MS. HORN:  That’s correct.  But as we get to the Breunig one I don’t believe it’s something that the Committee actually has to vote on. I think it’s more an informational piece that CI has brought forward.  It’s a reduction in effort, but it doesn’t reach the 20 percent.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Why don’t we just handle that right now since we’re speaking about it?  


MS. HORN:  All right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m going to skip down to Item No. 7 on your agenda and, Dan, are you going to handle that?  




MR. DAN WAGNER:  Umm, Chelsey. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Chelsey?  




MR. WAGNER:  Chelsey.  




MS. CHELSEY SARNECKY:  Sure. 




MR. WAGNER:  I mean everybody got the letter, and it’s pretty self-explanatory.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes, the reason why we brought this to the Committee was because of the reduction in effort. We wanted to make the Committee aware that the PI was reducing effort. So we can -- CI can approve the reallocation. It’s within our percentage guidelines, but we just wanted to bring that to the Committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We’ll -- and everybody has been -- all the other members have been given this information.  




MR. WAGNER:  Correct.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So they -- okay.  We are now going to go back up and work sequentially. First the approval of the minutes from the November 18, ’08 meeting.  Now, has everybody received a copy of those minutes and had a chance to peruse them?  Are there any additions, deletions, or corrections to be made?   




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Move acceptance. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Moved and seconded. We’re on Item No. 3, approval of minutes from 11/18/08.  All -- is there any discussion?  If not, all in favor of approving those minutes indicate by saying aye.  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Item No. 4, approval of minutes from the 12/05/08 meeting.  Presumably, once again, everyone has had a chance to peruse those minutes and make -- and make decisions about whether there should be additions, deletions, or clarifications.  Are there any such?  If not, I’ll entertain a motion to accept the minutes. 




DR. WALLACK:  So moved. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And a second, please. 




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Second. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Moved and seconded. Any discussion?  We’re on Item No. 4. If not, all in favor of approving of minutes from the December 5th meeting indicate by saying aye.  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed? None, the motion is carried.  




We now skip -- we’re now on Item No. 5. And Dr. Genel has joined us. Welcome Mike.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Thank you for the announcement. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We are -- have progressed to Item No. 6 on your agenda, Mike.  Update 2009 grant proposals. 




MR. WAGNER:  Do you want to do just an update quick on No. 5, the 2008 grants?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, sorry, I skipped one.  




MR. WAGNER:  These are the two grants that are being funded as of the December meeting minutes reflect with Evergreen Lee grant, the 900,000 that was allocated for that.  So these are two four year grants and we have moved forward through all the documents and have signed contracts back. And we will be moving forward in the next week or so to get down their funding.  Those awards actually started per the contract on January 1st to make everything kosher with the universities. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And their 450 each?  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, roughly. I don’t remember the specific numbers off the top of my head. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Commissioner?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  A question on this.  There is no vote needed here, is there?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So a point of information has there ever been any response received from Evergen after responding to the rescission of the money?  




MR. WAGNER:  No, not at all.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  None at all.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And no further application, they did not apply for this year’s grant cycle.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I noticed that that there is no reapplication.  But it’s remarkable that there shouldn’t have been a response.  Just a comment. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. I don’t think most of us would have been -- accepted a 450,000 -- 900,000 dollar cut without saying something. But they didn’t and they didn’t reapply, so they must have something that is a different plan internally than we had estimated. 




We’re now going to move on to Item No. 6, an update of the 2009 grant proposals.  




MR. WAGNER:  So for the grant proposals we just wanted to make mention that we had forwarded a couple of weeks ago the grants that were received.  We’ve gotten the nondisclosure from everybody in the Committee. And Chelsey has sent out the conflict of interest and she can touch base on that briefly again. 




MS. SARNECKY:  So like Dan said, I’ve received all the nondisclosure forms.  The next step is to get everyone’s conflict of interest.  I believe I’ve received them from a few people.  And then after that we’re going to be sending everyone their -- each Committee member will get a specific number of proposals that they need to review and that will be -- they will be the lead on those proposals.  And then that’s all we have on CI’s end for the grant review.  




MR. WAGNER:  Does everybody understand the conflict of interest, what they’re supposed to do for that?  I thought Chelsey laid it out pretty well on the e-mail.  I don’t know if there was any concerns from Committee members or anything. 




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Maybe, we’re just -- we’re going to have to get the new appointees up to speed on that process before the -- before you start making assignments. 




MR. WAGNER:  Right.  




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Chelsey. 




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I had some trouble downloading some of the grants.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  In order to even look at the extracts.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Did anybody else have any problem?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I had trouble, but you have to follow very carefully the upper and lower cases. Once I solved that I was able to open the index. It’s capital CT, both capitals at the beginning of the user ID.  That’s what threw me for about two days. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, I didn’t have any problem opening it and I got most of the ones, but every now and then there was one that would say there is an error and you cannot open this, even just looking at the abstract page.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Okay.  Well, if you want I can send you those specific proposals that you couldn’t open for your review, if you’d like that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Chelsey?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  On the index of stem cell headed grant directory 16 January, is that the complete listing of all grant proposals that came in?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s complete. 




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Have you run any totals on it for dollars or anything?  How much? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just over 30 mil, 30 and a half million.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  30 million.  Thank you. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Actually 30,634,704 for those of you who are keeping score.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  On the peer review process I will say that there was a little glitch just we were trying to get the process up and running before the holiday season hit.  You may remember that’s right around the time that we were not quite sure about our funding status.  We weren’t going to go forward with peer review if we didn’t have money.  




And so at this point the process is underway. The Chair has either finalized or will finalize this week the assignments amongst the peer reviewers.  We’re still trying to make it by mid March in order to accommodate the March 31st and April 1st dates for this Committee.  You may get one less week to review them. Peer review got three less weeks.  So it tightened up a little bit.  




DR. GENEL:  What is the average review for reviewer?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, you figure there is 75 applications.  So there is a 150 applications, a 150 reviews that have to be completed in total, and there is 14 reviewers. So it’s about ten per person.  




DR. GENEL:  Despite understanding increasing the size -- it’s substantial -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- it’s still a lot of work, absolutely.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  But as I say, at this point we’re hoping to stay on target.  That’s the assumption that we’re making and we haven’t heard anything different so far.  




MS. HORN:  Bob, could you, please, move your mouthpiece. It’s still making a little noise. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m sorry.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  




DR. LATHAM:  Can I ask a quick question about conflict of interest?  




MS. HORN:  Certainly.  




DR. LATHAM:  Am I to assume that we’re still operating under the rule that says anybody who works at the university has conflict with every application from that university?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  If anybody has any questions feel free to give me a call where you have any doubt at all.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And just in terms of this Committee’s work we do know for sure that you’re going to be getting two new appointees to this Committee. One is actually formally appointed already, but was called into emergency session of the Rhode Island General Assembly, that’s Dr. Jeff Seemann. He’s a Dean of Life Sciences with the University of Rhode Island.  I’ve met him a couple of times, but as I say he got yanked in about the URI budget. 




And it’s our understanding although we haven’t had anything on paper yet a gentleman many of you know, Dr. David Goldhammer, has been appointed to this Committee.  We haven’t seen paper on that, but that’s our understanding. 




As far as conflict of interest in assignments Dr. Goldhammer, obviously, would be conflicted out of UCONN but not out of Yale. And Dr. Seemann has no prior or current relationship with either university and he’s also a scientist. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I need to refer this to maybe Steve.  I have an obvious conflict with UCONN, but I also have the flip side of that is I don’t feel I can vote on any Yale proposals because we bascialy divide these grants pretty much down the -- in the middle, 60/40, 45/55, however you may want to look at that.  So that in my way of looking at things you vote for Yale -- against Yale is a vote for the University of Connecticut.  




DR. LATHAM:  Well I would discourage you from looking at it that way because if you look at it that way, for example, then I would also be disqualified from voting on everything, and so would Mike because  those of us who are actually at UCONN or at Yale would always be in the situation that you just described. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I would agree with that, Commissioner.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well it may apply just to me since I dispense funds to both organizations. 




DR. LATHAM:  Yes, your situation may be different, but I hope that the logic you just described doesn’t apply to all the Committee members.  But if it does, we’re going to need some new Committee members. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, we have not applied that to the Committee members as a whole provided that they feel that they can vote without feeling a conflict. And with the Commissioner he deals extensively with Yale in his day to day dealings as well as with UCONN. And as Chair it’s valuable to have him available to moderate rather than actually reviewing and weighing in on specific grants.  So it does stand in a different light. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. As long as you’re all comfortable with that.  




DR. FISHBONE:  You might say since he has dealings with both that he doesn’t have any conflict of interest. 




MS. HORN:  Well, I do believe he does have a conflict with UCONN. Yes, but you’re right it could be viewed that way, but -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- I’m a UCONN graduate and I have a faculty appointment there and I think that I would have to say I have a conflict. But as long as the group doesn’t feel that that’s’ a handicap then we can certainly move forward.  And we have distinguished ethicists here as long as they’re comfortable with it I’m comfortable with that.  




DR. WALLACK:  A question to Warren through the Chair, please.  We had an individual from New Jersey, is he one of our new members also or what happened with that one?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  He hasn’t been appointed. His name and credentials have gone forward in front of all appointing authorities.  




DR. WALLACK:  So no one has picked him up as one of the -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- no one picked him up yet.  




DR. WALLACK:  Is there anybody else out there that hopefully could pick him up?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, there are -- we have one additional appointment due.  




MS. HORN:  Two more.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s right, there is 16.  




DR. WALLACK:  So we all met him at one of the retreats and we were all very impressed. So therefore I would ask is there a way that we can get back to one or both of these individuals that still can do appointments? I mean you may have already done that, but if not -- and just urge them to consider, at least, this individual.  




MS. LYNN TOWNSEND:  If I may?  I checked with our -- Lynn Townsend.  I check with our Government Relations office every week and certainly if we -- and I would check with Warren first if we wanted to put that person’s name forward once again we can certainly do that. But our Government Relations office and our Commissioner’s office are on that every week, as Warren well knows. So it’s on our to do list and if -- Warren, you did say he was moved forward to the appointing authorities?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Multiple times already.  


MS. HORN:  And we did it right after that conference.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And we’ve followed up with him directly.  




DR. WALLACK:  No, it’s just a shame you have two guys who have to make appointments and you’ve got a wonderful candidate who wants to be apart of it. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have pushed the matter to the point where our government liaison person feels that if we push it any further we’ll get very negative reactions.  And we ask weekly or we ask staffers, you know, can you get it through? Where is it?  Well, they’re looking at it. They’re getting around to it. So we’re -- we are as aggressive as we can be within the framework in which we have to operate. 




DR. WALLACK:  Bob.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Dr. Wallack. 




DR. WALLACK:  A non-related question, if I might.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  We’re discussing the schedule leading into what the 31st and 1st of April, I guess.  With the scare that we had about funding complications, if I might, is there any sense that we can have all of the signed contracts in place before the end of this current fiscal year, 2009, just to assure ourselves of no other potential complications going forward?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, the -- first of all, the Governor will be speaking on the 4th of February and presenting her budget. And if that budget is promptly reconciled then we need to -- we can move forward.  We don’t think that as things currently stand that the stem cell funding is a negotiable item. However, people who are doing the budget on either side have advised us that all budget items are negotiable.  And that the -- in state government feel that this budget will probably go right down to the wire in June, May, or June.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  June.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  June. Yes, it’s going to go right down to the wire. So hopefully it will be preserved, but if -- would a last minute compromise make it go away?  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  So, Bob, picking up on your point of last year, you were making the correct strong point throughout the process that we had to do something before the 31st of December or otherwise fear losing that 900,000 dollars.  And I, obviously, agreed with that whole thing.  So I guess what drove my question is if we accelerated the process and got the signed contracts in place before July -- June 30th would that give us greater assurance that -- or don’t we have to worry about that?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, my gut feeling with the information I’ve got to date is that that, as of today, is not a worry. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Could it become a worry or a bargaining chip as the various factions involved work through the budget? It could. It doesn’t seem like it’s -- like that is going to happen.  I would be most surprised if those contracts just didn’t sit and were not executed until everybody knew what the budget was.  I think that most people in the state government would prefer to wait as late as they could rather than try to rescind some of the or limit some of the contracts or modify them, which would be a terrible -- terribly difficult. So I don’t think that our accelerating the process is going to make one difference -- a difference one way or another. And I would think even if we finished it by the 22nd of May I think that people will just sit on them until they see what the final outcome is going to be, which I don’t think will be clear until the end of June.  




MS. HORN:  Or longer. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or longer.  If they go into Special Session and there is an additional session. I mean I don’t think anybody really, really knows that. The -- it’s a very large deficit. The deficit is on the revenue side and there is not much they can do about it since so much of it comes out of Fairfield county.  So the only thing, if you can’t increase the input you’ve got to decrease the output. So we’ll just have to wait and see and keep our fingers crossed.  




Yes, Dr. Genel. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, let me just clarify that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Mike, can you speak a little louder?  




DR. GENEL:  As soon as I clear my throat.  Can I assume from that that it’s conceivable that an approved application by this Committee that has a signed contract might not be funded if, in fact, it’s decided that it’s -- the budget is going to be cut by the end of the fiscal year.  Is that a potential scenario that we could approve a grant, it could go through the process, be signed, but not funded? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think -- I don’t think it will get that far. I think that this is going to go to a certain point and then be held in abeyance until people are sure we have the kind of money to pay for it.  It would be much more difficult to have a signed contract then say we’re not going to -- we’re just not going to give you any money.  




DR. GENEL:  So the likelihood is that the grants might not be signed unless there is assurance of money.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s my feeling. I have no information that would make me think that the whole ten million is not going to appear.  However, I didn’t think we’d be taking leave without paid days either.  And that’s -- I mean people are scrambling for money and trying to keep the deficit down or balanced. So I just don’t think this money, right now, is going to be touched. And I think that there are too many people who can -- who understand that the first 30 million dollars has really gotten us to the point where we’ve got some traction and we’ve got the facilities.  




And now we’ve front end loaded this project and now to stop it now would mean that we start it up and then just never do anything with it.  And that, to me, you’ve already spent -- the 30 million is already well spent.  Now, you’re going to crank some money to making it work and get some results.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Commissioner, could I -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yes.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Ask a question. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Is it possible that we could have a timetable of what’s happening to us in the next couple of months?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You mean for the ten million?  




DR. FISHBONE:  No, no, just -- 




MS. TOWNSEND:  -- your obligation?  




DR. FISHBONE:  In terms of when we’d be getting the reviews, when are we actually meeting to review them.  




MS. TOWNSEND:  I can tell you that the review meeting is currently scheduled for March 31st and April 1st. Likely to be at the Rocky Hill Marriott, which was a date that we arrived upon or set of dates that we arrived upon mutually through e-mail.  It seemed to be the best dates for all involved. So I will say that Warren and I, again, have talked about that particular set of dates, again, because of the glitch with regard to the miscommunication. The review probably was set back a couple of weeks. We want to make sure that there is enough time for them to thoroughly review everything that they need to. So as set in stone as those dates initially were I would give a little flexibility so that -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- we had originally asked for the peer review process to target March 1st figuring ten day wiggle room.  So you had at least a couple of weeks. Now, we’re saying the 15th with almost no wiggle room.  




MR. WAGNER:  From the assignment of applications to the Committee we have to wait until we get back the conflict of interest before we finalize the allocation of grants to the Committee members.  And from Dr. Wallack’s issue in terms of speeding things up we should -- it shouldn’t drag on as long as it did this past year in terms of grant approval, escrow commitment from the universities, contracts.  I think that the university and the escrow part is pretty smoothed out and we have a -- the contract has been overhauled last year and I don’t expect to have to do that again this year.  I might have to change a thing or two, but it’s not going to be a serial negotiation. So it will -- it should be relatively quick. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  A point of information. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I notice in the index of stem cell proposals there is some commercial proposals.  Are they all from commercial entities in Connecticut?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  What’s that?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Item No. 7 and No. 8 we cannot cover today.  That would move us to Item No. 9 on your agenda, Strategic Planning subcommittee update by Dr. Pescatello.  




DR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  There is nothing to report. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  That is a negative report.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  This is -- these comments might be a surprise because as you probably know I’m as forceful a proponent of strategic planning as anybody at this table.  However, in light of the financial situation that’s going on in the state right now, and where the state is trying to focus on the application of every conceivable dollar in a very productive way, would it be to our advantage if we held off on any further strategic planning considerations which could then obligate us to X number of dollars so that we don’t get looked at as an agency that is using funds other than in a productive, research manner.  It’s just a thought. I’m sure that I might be overreacting to that, to what I’m saying, but it was something I wanted to share and ask the question about.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think that we certainly don’t want to go overboard with strategic planning and accrue any costs associated with that.  However, we do have to have some overall long term direction and some -- we need to do some brain storming and thinking about is our new President going to open the doors?  Is the new director at -- Dr. Gaviden’s successor going to do some things? Is the Food and Drug Administration going to get more over into products like this?   So I think we need to do some, certainly do some strategic thinking.  




I don’t think anybody in state government right now really knows what the thing is going to look like.  Is there going to be incentive money?  Will that high tide or moderate tide raise all boats or won’t it?  I think we need to proceed as best we can and part of our strategy might, our long term strategy may be what happens in the next fiscal year which is supposed to be, if this one is bad, the one coming up, the next one is supposed to be catastrophic in terms of billions of dollars of loss and maybe that would be something we’d need to look at in terms of what happens if we don’t get any money, if this is the last 10 million dollars we ever get. Or the last 10 million dollars for the foreseeable future what would we do, what would happen then.




So I think we need to look at all those things.  I don’t think we need to, other than the various costs of meeting and talking and communicating, I don’t think we need to devote a lot of travel, etcetera. Travel in particular I think was something that should be flagged. We’ve got to be very careful. I think we suggest -- proceed to think about what’s the worst thing that could happen?  The worst thing that could happen to us we don’t get any more money.  And is that likely or unlikely?  




I just have the gut feeling that this is something that the executive and the legislative branch are devoted to and I think there is some people figuring, wow, this is a big cash multiplier.  You throw 10 million bucks a year into this thing.  You track people like -- and the money -- I mean you’re not just shoveling the money into Long Island Sound trying to pave it over.  I mean it’s going to the well reputed universities and it’s paying people’s salaries. So it’s kind of a forced multiplier effect. So proceed cautiously, keep the travel down.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, just to comment I think that that perspective is the one that the Strategic Planning subcommittee should undertake.  In other words, the short term one or two years out what can we do to make sure the Committee remains viable in terms of funding.  I think that’s what the Strategic Planning subcommittee should focus on in its meetings. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments? Are there any -- is there any other new business?  Yes, Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just one point of new information for this Committee, and I’ll follow it up if there is interest with a sharing of a written document that the Department submitted to the new administration’s transition team.  That the Department was invited along with the Interstate Alliance to provide input to the Obama transition team specific to stem cell research.  And we took advantage of that opportunity and submitted -- we were limited to one quick conference call and no more than a two page bullet -- two pages of bullets.  




So we did and I’ll be happy to share what we submitted on that. But bascialy it was that the federal government, as they move forward with new policies, should both recognize and accommodate existing, vibrant state programs and not take the types of steps that might actually cause states to be penalized for having moved out on their own. For instance, if all of a sudden they came forward with, at the federal level, some requirement for informed consent that was less restrictive than ours, and we had a more restrictive requirement it might actually limit our researchers from tapping into new federal dollars.




So we tried to make that point both verbally and in writing and along with our partners from the ISCR and NAS. So if anybody is interested in that or I can send it to the whole Committee through CI if you prefer.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Warren, Bob Mandelkern, I’d like to see that in hard copy, if I could.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, sure.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Also I don’t know if -- I have an input from an organization that I work with and the Committee to Advance Medical Research on that issue an e-mail of this past Sunday.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Actually, Bob, Amy Rick as invited to participate in that transition discussion as well.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Right. I don’t know if you wanted the quote. I have the e-mail in front of me. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, is that something you could share with the Committee that would probably be good -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- I’d be happy to.  It’s addressed to state and congressional partners and coordinators.  “There was alarm that the President-elect on Friday indicated that a legislative process might be under consideration regarding stem cells. And our Chair reviewed it and was concerned and therefore over the weekend, Saturday, Sunday, she spoke with relevant transition team members a number of times and wants to say that there has been no change in policy that executive power would be applied.  It’s hard to square this with the words that he gave in the Friday interview, but she is confident that based on the conversations that I had that nothing has changed on this issue.” 




Now I don’t know if everybody had a chance to listen to President Obama’s statement on being sworn in, but there was a relevant statement in his remarks about freeing science, freeing science from past restrictions, which heartened me very much.  So that’s the input I can give on that issue. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comments?  Gerry. 




DR. GENEL:  Warren, I’m sure you pointed out to the transition team that those places that have a ongoing program could probably get far more bang for their buck than those that have to start from scratch building facilities to do this because we’ve already been through that process.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We did both -- we did that verbally, but we also requested that the transition team utilize the existing interstate group and come and meet with us sooner rather than later to learn from lessons learned at the state level.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Genel. 




DR. GENEL:  We’re in new business, I presume.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, we are. 




DR. GENEL:  The trade sheets have indicated that they will likely wait for legislation to overturn the prohibition rather than executive order.  It’s anybody guess.  And let me assure you I do not have any inside track. I’m only repeating what I’ve seen in the various trade sheets.  




May I ask another question?  Have the annual reports that have been submitted by the grantees been posted?  I tried to look for them a week or two ago and maybe I just didn’t look in the right place, but I didn’t find them. And I’m particularly interested in those that were -- that were crafted for lay use.  What’s happening with those?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t think they have been posted as of this date.  Is that correct? I know the financials have not been posted. I don’t think -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- should they be?  I mean isn’t that the purpose -- wasn’t that the purpose of fine tuning them and turning some back because they weren’t well written?  I mean shouldn’t there be some sort of public dissemination?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I know we talked about it.  




DR. GENEL:  May I make a strong recommendation, if I may, or a motion that the lay annual reports be posted in a prominent place and that announcements be sent out that they’re available?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think we need a vote on that. I think that’s -- I’d like to see the fiscals up there too actually.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’d like to see the fiscals up there.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, yes, well, whatever, all of that material. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Okay.  Anything else?  Any of you cell voices have items that you’d like to bring to the floor and talk with the Committee about?  Are you still there, Dr. Canalis?  




DR. CANALIS:  Absolutely, yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I’m very glad you’re ominously quiet today, Dr. Canalis. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think Dr. Canalis is mourning that the money was restored and the Committee is revitalized.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  If that’s it I will open -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- I want to say this, Dr. Galvin. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  In reference to Mike, your comment about a change in stem cell policy would come legislatively rather than by executive order is not the advice that I have in an e-mail from my organization dated Sunday, 7:00 at night.  




DR. GENEL:  Oh, I wasn’t suggesting that that was what I was recommending. I’m only suggesting that’s what people were predicting was likely to happen. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right. I’ve heard the same predictions. They’re like every other prediction that you -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- predicting the future is always difficult.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The formal recommendation of the transition -- to the transition committee was that they go by executive, but I’m hearing the same thing.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  They’re going to go legislative.  




DR. PESCATELLO:  Like our legislation it was probably a longer term, a better way to have a more long standing policy that can’t be easily overturned. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other business? If not, is there any public comment?  




DR. WALLACK:  I want to congratulate Paul for having been finally recognized as the czar of bio -- what did they call it, biomedical research in the State of Connecticut.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know what happened to the last czar?  




DR. WALLACK:  Recognized by the New Haven Register.  




DR. GENEL:  They still have people who are writing.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well deserved. Any further public comment?  If not, I will entertain a motion to adjourn.  




A VOICE:  So moved.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And seconded. All in favor of adjourning?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All against adjourning will be left by themselves.  




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m.)


POST REPORTING SERVICE


HAMDEN, CT  (800) 262-4102


