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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  We do not have a quorum, is that correct?




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  That is correct.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, so, we cannot vote on the minutes for last meeting, but we can ask Mr. Wollschlager to begin his report.




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Dr. Galvin.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Mr. Wollschlager.  It’s nice to see you. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  A pleasure to be here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  How was the drive in?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Beautiful.  Almost spring sunshine out there.  I’m giving this report, actually, on behalf of Dr. Charles Jennings, who could not be with us today.  As you know, he’s the Chair of the Strategic Planning Subcommittee.  At the end of the last meeting, we were directed to pursue a number of different options to see what we might be able to do to enter into some kind of contractual relationship with some entity to help us with moving forward and identifying strategic issues regarding the content of next year’s and subsequent years’ funding.




At the suggestion of a couple of members, including Marianne Horn, we did reach out to our colleagues at the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering, a group that the Department of Public Health has worked with on a number of occasions.  




We approached CASE and asked them whether or not they would be interested in managing a project on behalf of the Advisory Committee through the DPH, whereby at a very quick turnaround time they would try to interview 20 to 30 pre-selected members of the Connecticut stem cell research community, including researchers, policy makers, leaders of academic institutions, private sector and advocates community and very rapidly try to turn around a project that would be useful for us when we issue the next round of RFPs.




CASE, and let me introduce an expert, who is sitting next to me, is Richard Strauss, who is the Executive Director of CASE, and CASE agreed to seek out subcontractors who might be able to work with them on this project.  




I don’t mean to speak for Rick, and I’ll turn it over to him if there’s questions, but they did reach out to three different entities, worked up some bids and some proposals, and I’m happy to announce that just today the Department was able to execute a purchase order with CASE that will lead to CASE’s working with PricewaterhouseCoopers in the development of an analysis of content specific strategic issues, that should have that available for us by, say, May or so, in time for the next round of RFPs. 




So I’m very excited about that.  At my invitation, I asked Mr. Strauss to join us.  This is on a very fast turnaround, as you can imagine.  We’ve got to get the product done within, you know, 10 weeks or so.  With your permission, Mr. Chair, we’d ask Mr. Strauss just to give us an update, as to how he intends to proceed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go right ahead.  And it’s Richard?




MR. RICK STRAUSS:  Rick.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The speaker is Rick Strauss.  We have a new transcriptionist today.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  As Warren indicated, today we received the purchase order to begin work.  Our first meeting of our Study Committee, and I’ll pass out a list of members of the committee and talk a little bit about them, the first meeting of the Study Committee will be Thursday morning.  




We’ve been in touch with Dr. Jennings, and we’re hoping that he will be able to participate either in person or via teleconference.  If other members of the Strategic Planning Committee wish to participate in the meeting with the Study Committee, that’s possible, as well, and we can give you that information.




The purpose of the meeting will be to meet with the consultant, PricewaterhouseCoopers, who will, as Warren indicated, be doing the interviews with the stem cell research community.  So what we’re going to be doing is reviewing the interview questions and their methodology for the interview process that will guide the project, and that’s the first step.




They’re going to be, as Warren indicated, on a rather fast track, and we’ll get to begin the interviews almost immediately, following approval of the interview questions.  We hope to have PricewaterhouseCoopers under contract before the Thursday meeting.




We’ve reviewed their draft agreement, and it looks pretty good.  They’re working out one kind of not too substantive contract or technical issue dealing with release of information to third parties, so it’s going through their corporate structure.




Just to go back to the members of the Study Committee, we look to members of the Academy, as well as other experts from Connecticut and around the country, to participate in our projects, so we’ve reached out to Treena Arinzeh, the professor at New Jersey Institute of Technology, and she’s the only stem cell research expert or scientist on the committee.




Dr. Gerry Burrow, who is with this, he works Research Foundation and prior was at Yale as their Dean of School of Medicine, I believe, and, also, a member of the Institute of Medicine.  Lisa Dierker, who is an Assistant Professor of Psychology and an expert in interview and survey methodology and is also involved in the Wesleyan ESCRO Committee dealing with stem cell research.




George Miller, another professor from Yale University School of Medicine and member of the Institute of Medicine.  Paul Pescatello, who you all know.  Professor Tom Steitz from Yale, who is a member of the National Academy of Sciences, and then Professor Sandra Weller, who is a member of the Academy and Chairperson of the Study Committee and was just named a Distinguished Professor at UConn Health Center.




George Miller, Tom Steitz and Jerry Burrow and Sandra Weller are all members of the Academy.  And then our Study Manager will be Bonnie Kaplan, who is a lecturer in medical informatics at Yale School of Medicine.




So our goal is that we will have a draft report from the consultant prior to May 1st, that we’ll produce a final report by May 20th, and make a presentation to either the full committee on or around that time, with the final report being delivered by June 20th.  That’s it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sounds excellent.  You certainly have a distinguished panel.  Dr. Burrow is a wonderful individual and very, very thoughtful, as is Paul Pescatello, so you certainly have an All Star group, and we’re looking forward to the results of your deliberations.  Thank you.




MR. STRAUSS:  And thank you for giving us the opportunity to work with you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob?




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Question.  Did you say that the first meeting was this coming Thursday?




MR. STRAUSS:  Yes, it is, 10:00 here.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay and did you also say that prior members of the Strategic Subcommittee are welcome to these meetings?




MR. STRAUSS:  That’s correct.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think the meetings are open.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well the meetings are actually being called by CASE, so they’re being governed by (multiple conversations) But, certainly, anybody from this body is more than welcome.  And if I could just add one other thing, if anyone had any additional suggestions for who we should reach out to to interview, it’s going to be a pre-identification process.  We’re not trying to blind study this.  




If you have any suggestions, either within the state or anywhere in the country of folks that you think would be critical to speak to in this process, we’d be happy to take your recommendation.




MR. STRAUSS:  We are awaiting final word on a representative from the Department of Public Health, one of your research scientists, to join the committee, so we hope to get that shortly.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m also always conscious of the fact that I think one patient or patient advocate always contributes in this regard, and I think you should seek one out.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well we’ve actually pre-identified a number of members of the advocate community for interviews, Mr. Mandelkern.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Would you like to proceed with the time frames for the next funding?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Is there a motion to accept?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can’t.  We don’t have a quorum.




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  The process of interviewing, is that going to be an individual thing, one-on-one?




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Can you just grab that microphone, please?  Thank you.




DR. WALLACK:  Milt Wallack.  The process of interviewing, Rick, is that going to be a one-on-one? What’s the process that you’re going to be going through?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well PricewaterhouseCoopers, in their proposal, identified that they will interview people individually by phone, and, again, they’re pre-selected, and the interviews will be up to one hour.




DR. WALLACK:  The reason I’m asking is that we have a process in the State, where the various scientists have gotten together on a pretty regular basis a few times a year in a retreat format, so there’s that mechanism that’s available.  




At the last meeting, I think it’s reflected in the minutes, we talked about whether or not there would be some advisability to activate that system to have sort of a more of a round table give and take on this, where the various scientists are in the same room together and create that dynamic of give and take, which we have found very, very collaborative and very, very positive from a scientific standpoint, and it could well be that it may aid this whole process.




I’m just wondering if there’s a way to incorporate that into the mechanism, into the process that you guys are going to be unfolding.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well I think I have to defer to the Department and the committee.  We’re just going on the basis of what we were provided, in terms of the scope and the intention of interviewing 20 to 30 individuals, and that’s what the price proposal was based on.  So it’s not out of the question, but it would involve an amendment to their agreement, I believe, possibly.




DR. WALLACK:  If it seems as though there might be some benefit that would come out of that kind of format, in addition to whatever else they’re doing, how do we, I guess, get into the -- how do we address this, so that that can possibly happen?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That will slow down the process and encumber it hugely, and I think we need to let CASE solicit the information through Pricewaterhouse and their associates, and I think what we need to do is get some idea about where the stakeholders feel which way are we going?




As a preliminary effort, before we begin to bring information back to this committee and then to refine it, any additional groups that they would have to monitor, interview, or convene will add to the price probably considerably.




DR. WALLACK:  I think what we’re talking about, for those of us who have been involved in any of the retreats at all, are exactly the stakeholders who you probably have on your list already to interview.  Is there a way to get the list available to us of the people, because you’re looking for comment about who else should be on the list?  Are we going to see the list?




MR. STRAUSS:  We’re being given the list by the Department, in concert with Charles and the subcommittee.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So the subcommittee is putting that list together?




DR. WALLACK:  I’m on the subcommittee.  I haven’t been aware of the list.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I can, Dr. Wallack, I’ve been to one or two of those events and they’re wonderful.  They involve 15 to 20 different scientists.  It’s not the intent or the survey design here to reach out to that number of scientists.  It’s going to be the total number of interviewers.  So, certainly, some of the folks who go to those things will be pre-selected, but the design didn’t really call for input from that entire body.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The speaker is Myron Genel.




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Well, first of all, by way of some explanation, I’ve been aware of this.  I’m the president-elect of the Academy, so I certainly am aware of the study.  Milt, I think the problem is logistical, because the constraints were that this was to have something prepared on a very fast track before the RFP went out for the next round of proposals.




Starting with that, there were certain constraints built in, and the constraints were you try and get the type of information that would be useful, in terms of strategic planning, in the most efficient and expedient way.




I think, to try and assemble a group, such as the groups, and I’ve been at those meetings, in a timely and a fashion so that it could be incorporated and developed I think would be extraordinarily difficult, if at all.  That doesn’t preclude having some of the findings of, say, this type of process vented back with that type of a workshop.  




In fact, that might be very useful when there is something that is a common frame of reference that people can look at that will emerge from this, is to share it with the group and have further comments on it. It’s sort of like a strategic plan that keeps evolving.




MR. STRAUSS:  Rick Strauss, if I may.  I think one of the ideas that PricewaterhouseCoopers has in the design of the interviews is to try to identify both areas of convergence and divergence of opinion and attitude about what the State should be doing, and looking at that on an individual basis to start with is probably valuable, because these are rather in depth interviews, if you’re looking at meeting for about an hour.




I think it would probably be a valuable part of the process, but, you know, getting additional opinions will also be, if that could be worked in in some way as we move along, that would be good, too.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  This is probably for Warren, who has been working on the composition of the people.  Is there any attention to be paid to the problem that --




COURT REPORTER:  You need to talk into a microphone.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, I’m sorry.  One of the problems that we’ve been facing over the several last meetings has been the question of the administrative cost of carrying out our mandate under the law, and, so far, I don’t believe there’s been any concrete movement on that. Is that going to be included in this overview process and questioning in any way?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There’s discussion about having a phase two study, but this study was really to look at, given the next round of money coming up and the fact that there’s still 80 million dollars on the table, what direction, if any, should this body impose on the awarding of those dollars?  So it’s not looking at structural issues at all, Mr. Mandelkern.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well that’s not the thrust of my question, about the substance, but we’ve come up against a question of how are we going to fund the various mandates that we have in the law, and I don’t even know how we’re going to fund this study, and I think some thought should be there, also, to address that problem, because while we’re not talking of it today, in several of the past meetings it’s come up as rather a serious problem in the amount of close to a million dollars.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Much of that depends on where you want to go with this business.  You’ve only got a couple of choices here, from my simplistic point of view, is you’re going to go big, or you’re going to stay small.  If you’re going to stay small, you’re going to be a small organization that has 10 million dollars worth of grants to dispense each year, and it’s relatively easy for us to keep some of the administrative costs.  I’m not going to fund this out of Department funds.  I’m just not going to indefinitely, but we could defray some of the costs that way.  




Connecticut Innovations would have to be paid for some of their time and effort.  It would be a very small scale operation, which, if small, it won’t have a large administrative tail.  Mr. Wollschlager and some of the others and Mrs. Rion can handle that, but is that where we want to go? 




Ten million dollars, and I’m not trying to be offensive in my remarks, 10 million dollars is peanuts for this kind of stuff.  But if that’s what we want to do, we can become a small grant making organization that spreads 10 million dollars over three major universities and some others, as we see fit.




If you don’t go small, you’ve got to go big, and California is now outspending us, what, by 10 times what we’ve put out already?  Yeah.  They’re close to already putting out -- already put out 100 million dollars.




MR. MANDELKERN:  But not unrestricted money, Dr. Galvin.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t care where the money comes from.  They’re putting it out, and Arnold can fight with the legislature about that.  However, there are other major players, who are emerging on the scene, and foreign countries, who would like to partner, and states, who would like to partner, so we’ve got to get some direction on where people want to go, because next week we’re going to talk to people, talking to people, who have expressed some interest in partnering with us.




Partnership is one thing.  Being part of an international effort to foster stem cell research and nanotechnology and partner with industrial firms, that’s entirely different from being an agency, which administers a 10 million dollar a year grant fund, which hopefully will be augmented by some efforts by the time the fund runs out in another eight years.




However, with 10 million dollars and even a 10 percent fee, I am unconvinced that we will be able to move forward and to garner fees, grants, bequests, so we’ll stay small.  If that’s the feeling of the stakeholders and that’s the will of this committee, then that’s what we’ll do.  There is very little, as I appreciate it, middle ground.  You can’t be smig, you know, half big and half small, or whatever you want to call it.  That’s not going to work, and that’s part of the urgency, is we either have to, as we used to say in the military, you either have to move out smartly, or concern ourselves with being a small, relatively small grant giving organization. 




I think that would mean that the University of Connecticut would move out in its own direction.  Certainly, Yale University is not going to be constricted by smallish grants and will move out in their own direction and partnership, partner with others here and overseas.  I think that will leave us in an entirely different position.  We will very rapidly lose our lead. We’re losing it to California now.  This is a fish or cut bait time.  




Any further comments?  Okay.  Would you like to go over item four, Mr. Wollschlager?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well I’d be happy to introduce the agenda item, Mr. Chair, although I’m probably going to have to defer to my colleague from CI for some of this.  




We had an earlier request for a calendar from Dr. Jennings, actually.  He said it might be good for this body to have the calendar of events of milestones, so we sort of know what we’re looking for, so that’s still pending.  




As I understand it, the next round of money that will be available, assuming that the Governor’s budget stays the same as was proposed by the administration, the next round of funding will be available from tobacco funds towards the end of March ’08.  In fact, our business office is talking April 1, ’08. 




That is the date that we can sort of back into, in terms of when do we need to, or when should we issue an RFP, but the thought was that we certainly have enough time to get the report from CASE and use that perhaps even to vet that through a pre-bidders conference, or something like an informational hearing like we did once before sometime in June or July, and really target late June, sometime in June for an RFP.




What didn’t work so well last time was trying to do the peer review process during the summer. That was difficult to get people together, especially from the international community, so our thought was, if we issued something on or around July 1st and then kept to the same schedule that we did last time, and, Nancy, you probably know it better than me, but I think we get letters of intent in 30 days, which would be August 1st, and then September 1st or so get applications in and then begin the review process.  




It will be a little bit less rushed that way than it was last time around, because, again, the dollars are not going to be available, as I understand it, until April 1st.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Does that make sense to you, Ms. Rion?




MS. NANCY RION:  Yes.  I believe that calendar will probably work.  The other thing that we need to be aware of is that, just as peer reviewers often have other focus in the summer, so do researchers, so we want to be sure that we give them plenty of time if they’re away or focused on their research, which is what often they do in the summer, that we give them plenty of time to prepare proposals and so forth.  Summer is a tough time for anyone.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What would you suggest, a request for proposals in June or for letters of intent and then maybe an October date?




MS. RION:  I would suggest we have Amy and Jerry here, two researchers who are very familiar with the process, and maybe you’d have better input than mine.




DR. AMY WAGERS:  I can say, from my perspective, that fall was actually a very busy season for submitting grants, so, in some ways, at least from my personal perspective, I would appreciate a deadline in the summer, because it gives more flexibility.




The other thing you can do to help researchers is give them more time from the call to the deadline.  It’s not really necessary that it’s only two months.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  Exactly right. Last time around, there was a certain urgency for everybody to demonstrate that we could get the money out.




DR. JERRY YANG:   I agree.  Based on the last year’s deadline, I think July would be a good time. Yes, we do need to make announcement, at least give two months ahead of time to request a letter of intent, and then the due date for the proposals.




So if we request a deadline for the proposal on July 1st, meaning the letter of intent would be June 1st, so we need to refer the call for proposal announcement soon as possible.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  There’s been discussion at previous meetings about the fact that the present Peer Review Committee felt hampered by its numbers and that there was going to be some attempt to introduce legislation to expand the Peer Review Committee.  Is there any report that we can have on the progress of that, or the lack of progress on it?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That legislation did not make it through the initial budget.




DR. WAGERS:  Can I ask a question?  So if we’re targeting funding by April 1st, when do the decisions have to be made in order to meet that funding deadline?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s a good question.




DR. YANG:  The funding of March 1st.  No. March ’08.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  April 1, ’08 is probably the date the money is actually in the account.




DR. YANG:  Okay, April 1st.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  But the question, then, is when to make the awards, as demonstrated by how long it took last time.  It would certainly be great to make that award announcement sooner, so that on April 1st, the checks could be cut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Probably the 1st of January, first week in January?  Is that unreasonable?




MS. RION:  If I could, Commissioner?  Certainly, it will be faster this time than last time.  This time, the money -- well, Paula Wilson just said that Yale received their wire transfer today.  Good thing for Yale.  And you all made your decision and recommendations in November.  It shouldn’t take quite that long next time, but probably -- hello?




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Yeah.  This is Ernie.




MS. RION:  Welcome.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hi, Ernie.




COURT REPORTER:  I can’t hear him that well.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No problem.  Glad you’re here.




MS. RION:  So I think three months it’s important to have, probably, to give us that much time, and if we get done early, that would be great if we can go faster.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So that’s January 1st, which brings you through holiday season, so you’re talking about December 1st.




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Can I inquire a couple of questions?  So you’re going to get feedback on the strategic planning the end of June of this year?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m sorry.  A presentation, as I understand it, Henry, will be made to this body at its May meeting.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And then the final written report will be available in June.




MR. SALTON:  Okay and then, so, from that, you may want to amend the request for proposal document that you send out to researchers, so you need to have time, somewhere a meeting between the end -- you only have one meeting scheduled, which would be in June before the 1st of July, for the committee to sit as a body and contemplate an amendment to the RFP, and then we would need to have that drafted and arguably approved by someone, okay?  That has to fit in this time frame.




And then the other issue, I think Nancy is right.  We do not have to -- at the end of the process, we have the boilerplate contract, so that took up most of the time between the end of November and the end of February.  A big piece of that was, you know, we had to deal with the royalty agreements and the award of the contracts, and those are now done.  We don’t have to reinvent the wheels on those.




MS. RION:  Maybe the royalty agreement.




MR. SALTON:  Maybe the royalty agreement. Well even if we’ve got to bring that to the table now, start working on bringing those issues to the table now, but at least we won’t have to start from scratch.  While there may be more time between now, between the end of the strategic planning and the RFP process, we may have to think about where you want to go with that time frame, you may save some time next winter, you know, January or February, might be able to take some time off of that period of time.




DR. WALLACK:  I missed something.  Why do we have to amend the RFP?




MR. SALTON:  We may not, but I’m saying part of the process of the strategic planning is to say we may want to shift or add parameters to the RFP to reflect whatever comes out of strategic planning.  So maybe you’ll say we’re not going to do -- we’re going to do more individual grants, or we’re going to do less.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Less seed grants, whatever.




MR. SALTON:  Right, whatever.  Or you may say, you know, no more cores, or you may want to also add, amend the RFP to address -- one of the questions that came up last year was the ability to pick and choose certain sub-projects, and that means you have to tell them how to submit them.




DR. GENEL:  Genel, again.  I was assuming that the RFP, the next RFP would be drafted after looking at what emerged from the interviews, so the RFP would be based on that, was my assumption.




MR. SALTON:  Right and so what I was saying was you have to wait for the strategic planning process to be complete, which right now is called for the end of May or sometime in June.  So to ask people to submit letters of intent on July 1st when there’s no RFP yet, that’s a problem.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  And, again, to review the last year’s process, we issued the RFP and then said give us a letter of intent, not the other way around.  So our intent, again, is sometime, you know, on or after July 1st to issue an RFP with a request for a letter of intent and then go from there, but I do agree that we should save at least a little bit of time on the backend, in terms of not having to negotiate an MOU with CI.




MR. SALTON:  I would suggest that you might need to think a little later than July 1st for the RFP to be ready to go out.  Maybe August 1st.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Maybe August 1st.  Yes, Nancy?




MS. RION:  That was going to be my suggestion.  We struggle, and I think it’s a good thing that the Advisory Committee is very involved in trying to figure out the best way, and I think many of you had comments about the RFP this last time, saying I wish we had changed this or that, so we should get all of that input.  We could start getting some of that input now and begin to work on that, and perhaps August 1st is a better time to issue that RFP.




The other thing that we do need to be sure we give enough time to is the peer review, because that took longer than we thought it might the last time, and we need to be sure, because you depend so much on their peer review, you really need to be sure you give them an appropriate amount of time to review these projects.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Now, just for the record, they missed their deadline by two weeks, so that’s not too bad.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mike?




DR. GENEL:  Well I would speculate, and it’s sheer speculation, that the number of grants would not be as large a second time around.  Half the money that’s available, that’s one thing.  Of course, it would not be core grant, necessarily.




DR. YANG:  Yes, a core.  




DR. GENEL:  Well it’s sheer speculation, but I would expect it would not be as 78 or 80 grants.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Gerry?  Dr. Fishbone is the speaker.




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  How many years was the funding that we gave out for this time?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Two.




DR. FISHBONE:  It’s for two years?




A FEMALE VOICE:  Two to four.




DR. FISHBONE:  Two to four?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  It was two years’ worth of funding.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah, that, I know, but grant applications originally were for four years, right? So as Mike is saying, almost all of the players have been funded for a number of years, with a few well known exceptions, so that, hopefully, would -- it’s hard to imagine the same number of new players coming under the field, you know, after such a short time, since all the ones who obviously were not funded will probably apply again.




DR. WAGERS:  Can I make one comment?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Amy Wagers is speaking.




DR. WAGERS:  I understand completely what you’re saying, but I think the practical experience is that there will be at least the same number of applications, because there will have been some individuals who either didn’t make the deadline, since it was an accelerated timeline for submitting that proposal, and, in addition, you will get grants from the same individuals who were funded in the last round for new projects and for projects that are based on what they’re finding with the original funding.




I think that, if anything, it will be the same, if not, more grants this round.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern.  Looking back at what happened last time, Dr. Genel and Dr. Fishbone, the numbers don’t add up.  We had over 70 proposals.  We granted 21.  We had requests for 66 million dollars.  We granted 20 million.  And we put out many words of encouragement to many of the principals and seeds and so on that they should reapply.  




So the assumption, that we will get less response, doesn’t seem to me to be quite accurate.  I think everyone who failed the first time, having seen the real dollars go out, I assume somehow that if Yale received theirs, UConn received theirs and Wesleyan received theirs, so the grant money is out, I think the vision of the real money that’s out there will inspire even more researchers to want to apply, because now it’s not pie in the sky anymore.  It’s money in the bank.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think a lot of that would depend on what kind of research we’re soliciting.  Is this research that follows on to what we’ve started, or is it simply unrestricted research, so that individuals who have gone up to the starting line but didn’t start are going to come back and see if they can start up where other people have already started up a year ago?  I think that’s one of the decisions we have to make in our guidance.  




Are we going to make sure that the research moves along towards the identifiable legislative goals, or is it just going to be, okay, here’s another 10 million dollars?  Anybody who didn’t get any last time, plus anybody else who wants it, please apply, because a project that might have been -- maybe a project that will come in this year has already been done, or is in the process of being done by somebody who was approved last year.




MR. SALTON:  One additional point I’d like to make, Commissioner, is that while I think that April 1st, assuming that that’s a good day for money to be in the account, I would not support that as a date to issue checks.  I think that may be a date on and after which you sign contracts with the applicants.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Good point.




MR. SALTON:  And, so, you really, even if the legislature funded this year, they will be in session next year prior to April 1st, and if there’s some unforeseen circumstances, an emergency in the state of some sort, you know, they could rescind the funds that we were soon to access.




Now we could have some protection from that, but I would think that what you would want to do is really have the money in the account before CI signs the first contract with a researcher.  They may be all cued up for an April 1st date to be executed, but you really don’t want to, you know, execute the contracts prior to that date, saying we will give two million dollars, or a million dollars out of 10 million and find out that on March 15th the money got diverted.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Yang?




DR. YANG:  Thank you. There are several issues, one on the prediction of the number of applications. I think Amy’s prediction is correct, the number for the second round of applications would not be a decrease and likely will be about the same or an increase, because last year’s failed applicants I’m sure they will try again to modify the proposals, and there will be more applicants to come to try this year. It’s really likely. I know some people who really want to try to apply already. 




Secondly, on the CT State legal act for stem cell research issue, I think it’s really clear our state committee really has to follow the state legal act. The focus of our State Act for stem cell research will really be focused on human ES cells derived from fertilized embryo or unfertilized eggs by somatic cell nuclear transfer, as you stated previously. With the funding limitation, of course, with restrictions, the focus of the proposal guideline will be discussed but really more discussion to focus the 10 million dollars so the impact to advance CT stem cell research will be 100 percent, rather than nearly zero percent to fund programs within the federal funding categories. That will be discussed, and surely the focus will be within the human ES cells, rather than go beyond that.




The third point is really on the timing. If we are delaying the call for applications after July 1st, the real application date will not be until October 1st. We need to give at least 60 days of time for them to prepare applications. And we even need several weeks for the reviewers to go through that, so we’ll have it to the committee on time, whether a call for proposals until July 1st. Is it too early or not?




If we were using the same, I don’t think second year we want to change much on the call for proposal guidelines. If we stay the same, perhaps we can release the call for proposals before July 1st.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Seems to me the rate limiting step here is getting the peer reviewed applications back, so let us set a reasonable date for that, and if people want the grants, they’ll get them back when we want them back.  If they don’t want the $1,000,000 or whatever they’re going to get, then they all get them back on time, so I think we can set that date.




And then, as far as fund disbursement, I think that Attorney Salton has a very good point, that things can change, that any disbursement date, even the first of April, I mean we can wait until -- we might have to wait until the first of June or if they extend the session, but I think that we could say on or about the first of April serve as priority, everything else being equal.




So I think, if we can set a date about when Nancy and the group needs them back here, then we could back up from that.  We’ll set the date.  If it’s inconvenient for somebody to work during July or August to get the grant done, then so be it.  They won’t get it back on time.  If I was looking for $1,000,000, I’d probably work a little harder in July.




DR. WALLACK:  Henry, just to pick up on your point, and then I want to come back to Amy’s point, as well -- let me do that first, and that is that I really endorse the idea, Amy, of your reflection on the fact that we’ll probably have more grants, and I’d like to make that observation from another perspective, also, and I think you may have alluded to this, that now that the process is up and running, we’re actually attracting more scientists to the state of Connecticut, and those scientists are not coming to the state of Connecticut to sit in their labs and do nothing.




They’re coming here because they see an opportunity to come to the state for funding.  My anticipation is, with those new people coming on board, especially, we’re going to have some very, very powerful grant requests.  It’s also going to be, I think, and there’s three scientists in the room right now, I would anticipate -- let me put it another way.




I would not want to preclude, from what I am seeing unfolding relative to new people and so forth, that there might not be additional requests for core facility enhancement, especially since we saw requests documented for 10 million dollars for core facilities from two institutions alone, saying nothing about the hybrid aspect, which included core, as well, so that my anticipation is that that could, in fact, happen.




My question would be, am I off base in anticipating that there well may be additional requests for enhanced core facilities in this next round?  And then I want to come back to Henry, if I might.




DR. YANG:  I think, on the core facility ones, I do not see, you know, any reason for the state to have another ESL core facility.  That’s really clear to everyone, that that two years of core is more than enough.  




Secondly, I think, in the next round of applications, I do not see any requests for enhancement of the ESL core, because they have not even started.  The facility is not even ready.  One thing we were clear, or maybe a question to the committee whether the state of Connecticut want to have a nuclear transfer core facility or not.  If the state decides no, there’s no core facility anymore, and that’s really the question.




And third one on the hybrid grant, it’s really difficult to have a core facility and researcher combinations, and maybe that one should be cancelled and no more hybrid.  Nuclear transfer is the question, whether the state of Connecticut really have the intention of having a nuclear transfer core facility or not.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, but what your grants are going to look like is dependent on what your strategy is, and we have no strategy, whatsoever, so discussions about what kind of grant it’s going to be, whether it’s a big, big grant, or a little bitty grant, are premature, until we decide where we’re going strategically.




I have no idea.  Amy is a very wise woman. Maybe we’ll get 100 applications this year.  If we get 100 applications, I’m not sure the existing peer review framework can handle that, and so we may have to, as we say in the artillery, adjust the fire a little bit.  But what we have to know is when are they due back here peer reviewed?  The other stuff is speculation.  The thing we can decide and that we can adjust is when does CI need it back?  October, November, when?  So that’s what we have to decide. 




The other stuff is very speculative, and if we’re going big time, it’s one thing.  If we’re going to become a part of a corporate structures nanotechnology issues, etcetera, etcetera, they’re all different things, which are yet to be determined, since we have no strategy.  I think we have to know from Nancy about when do you need them back, and I think Henry’s words, about don’t write the check before you have the money in the bank account.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can I pick up on that as my second?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  Do you guys agree or disagree, first of all, before I do that, on the fact that -- well, we already know there may be additional core from what Jerry said.  If nothing else, because of the somatic cell nuclear transfer, but what about just regular enhancement of --




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  I would agree with Amy.  Oh, you mean enhancement --




COURT REPORTER:  If you can just grab that microphone?




DR. KIESSLING:  The first year is probably too soon to see that.  There’s a couple of mechanisms if you want to predict what’s going to happen, is you can add to the layer here a letter of intent.  Now you can’t restrict.  I mean you’re going to get more grants than you get letters of intent, but it would give you some idea of how many grants you’re going to get, if that would be a help.




DR. WAGERS:  Well you could, actually.  You could require a letter of intent, and then invite applications, so you could actually make it a selective process, where, if you want to see -- so I think, with cores, it’s an issue of if you build it, they will come. If you ask for proposals, you’ll get them, and the question is are you going to get good ones that you want to fund?




And if you want to have a mechanism for vetting those that you don’t want to look at, then you make the letter of intent binding, well, yeah, binding, and you basically go through those and say, okay, there’s nothing here that we would actually strategically want to fund, so we’re not going to invite those to put in a full application.




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know if you can do that with State funds.




DR. WAGERS:  No, you can’t do that?




MR. SALTON:  No.  I think there’s flexibility.  It has to be done in the RFP appropriately.




DR. WAGERS:  Right.  I mean we’ve done this in funding mechanisms before, so that it saves everyone effort, basically.  If it’s a strategic decision, that this is not something that this committee would want to fund, then you don’t want that investigator spending the time writing the grant anyway, and you don’t want the Peer Review Committee spending time reviewing it.




MR. SALTON:  I’d like to finish my answer, though.




DR. WAGERS:  Oh, I’m sorry.  I’m sorry.




MR. SALTON:  That’s okay.  I think the issue is not so much the issue of State contract, but the process that’s set up in the statute, because the process in the statute has peer review ranking applications, and, in some ways, I’d be a little concerned that if you have a letter of intent, first of all, you’re going to have to have a lot more information in a letter of intent and some other kind of more in depth review process that says these letters of intent shall be invited to stage two, which means peer review analysis, and we don’t really have a process for the committee to preempt the peer review ranking of these.  The statute calls for the peer review, so I think that would be something that I would want to look at carefully, the idea that the committee sort of decides beyond, in a scientific and technical way, that these are valid and these are not and then pick the ones that you thought were valid and send them to peer review.




Now if you wanted to, however, narrow the -- you can narrow the RFP and say we don’t want core facilities this year, we’re not funding anybody with a core facility, you might narrow it and say we don’t want to do anything.  Again, it’s the strategic planning.  I would suggest that the April 1st date is something that’s an artifice that we may want to walk away from.




I think the real hard reality is that you’re getting the strategic plan feedback that you want to incorporate in your RFP.  The hard date, then, is when does that feedback come in, and that should be your starting date.




If you’re not going to realistically have an RFP out until August 1st and then think, well, are we really going to get a lot of people working the month of August on letters of intent, you know, so that they’re going to file them on September 1st, when people have planned vacations and school is out and whatnot, you know?  That’s the reality.  I think that’s the harder calendar dates to look at, as opposed to trying to back it in from the artificially created April 1st date, which is the soonest you could write a contract.




In this process, you’re putting all this time and money into trying to get quality application process and evaluation.  Add two or three months to the end of the process to make sure that you have time for all the stuff we’re investing in, peer review, scientists, a strategic plan analysis, to have that incorporated into it, because those three months, you know, you don’t want to sacrifice all the work you did up to that, just because you want to write a check on April 15th.




DR. KIESSLING:  I want to clarify the letter of intent.  It isn’t always a screening process.  When the government issues a request for applications, they frequently want you to send in a letter of intent.




MR. SALTON:  And we did that in this process.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay, so, we have some idea of how many people.




MR. SALTON:  We asked for letters of intent in the last funding round, but we didn’t use that as a screen.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right, just so you would know whether you were going to be deluged or whether you were going to have a number that you can manage.




MR. SALTON:  It gave us, right, a sense of scale.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.  That seems more appropriate here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Use the microphone, please, Mr. Mandelkern.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  Thank you, Dr. Galvin.  I think, at this point, I realize that there’s a reluctance on the part of the committee to go forward until we get a strategic outlook, so I think the details of the nature and the kind of grants and the timetable has to wait, because I don’t think this committee will be able to move forward, until we have a complete discussion on the strategic outlook.




It cannot be a quick discussion looking at the relevance of the issues that have been raised about strategic outlook.  They are fundamental to what’s going to be done by this Advisory Committee, and we must allow time for that before we get to the mechanical questions of time and place.




If we can’t decide on the strategy, we are going to be hamstrung, and we must allow that time sufficiently, I believe.  I think we should move on from here and urge the committee that’s doing the talking to the stakeholders and the advocacy groups, which I’d like to make sure are included, also, and when we get that back, then we can get into the nitty-gritty of time and place.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I must comment, since I’m intending to graduate from business school in a couple of three or four weeks, that this is a very unbusinesslike way of trying to disburse 10 million bucks.  If you want to get anywhere with this stuff, we’ve got to tighten this up and run it a little bit like a business.




If I were a corporate executive disbursing money, I’d tell you get the thing on my desk on the 15th of August if you want me to consider it.  If you can’t get it there in that time, Mazel Tov.  I’ll give the money to somebody else.  I mean, you know, this is 10 million bucks, and we have to make a decision, we have to move along.  We’ve got to tell these people who are depending on us for funding when might I get the money? Sometime after the snow melts is not a really good way to do that, so we’ve got to have some identifiable goals, so that we can tell our business partners when they can expect the cash flow to come in, and we’ve got to set some time, you know, we do have to decide our strategy, as I’m sure you’re all sick to your stomach about hearing me talk about it, we have to set a strategy, which we don’t have.




But if we’re going to disburse money this year, we’re going to have to have some sort of a time or a rate limiting step, which is the peer review can be finished.  I’ll leave it at that, but this is very soft, and it’s too soft for my taste.  I’m speaking frankly.




We’ve got to tighten this up a little bit, and we’ve got to decide what we want to do, and we’ve got to decide where we’re going to go.  That’s all.  But we’ve got to give Nancy a time frame, because our rate limiting steps, I heard 10 times already, if it doesn’t come back from the International Peer Review, we’re not going to be able to act on it.  




If the International Peer Review gets 100 instead of 60 applications, we’re going to have to do something about that, remembering that they’re unpaid volunteers, who have daytime jobs, ho, ho, as people say. We do have a rate limiting step there, and we’ve got to move along and decide what we’re going to do.  This is critical.  If we don’t decide in the next six months, it will be decided for us.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, just a point of clarification from Henry.  I wanted to ask one other thing, Henry, of you.  I guess I was taken aback a little bit about your comment about the 10 million dollars, depending upon what’s happening in the state at that time.  We’re into a new legislative session and so forth.




When we dealt with the previous 20 million dollars, that never came -- that wasn’t on our radar screen, at least it wasn’t on mine, and probably naively so, that that money could have evaporated.  I’m a little bit concerned hearing from you that you have an anticipation that that could happen, number one, because I don’t know if it really can, once that money is, you know, put in the budget and set aside from this year’s budgetary process.




Secondly, I’d be concerned about what message I’m sending to the applicants.  It’s not so much about, you know, signing the contracts, but it’s putting them through the planning process of bringing more people on board, anticipating the possibility of funding and so forth.  That was never a concern of the 20.  I don’t know if it should be a concern of the 10, or whatever number that’s going to be for the next go around, so I would like for you to try to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well let me answer, see if I can get Henry off the hook a little bit, although he doesn’t need that.  Number one, you don’t want to count your chickens before they’re hatched.  Number two, we don’t know what kind of -- we might have Pandemic flu, and we might have some sort of a structural collapse in some portion of the health care system, or there might be some reason why the powers that be decided they would have to preempt that money.




I think Henry has been around long enough to have seen things like not of that magnitude, but not to feel that something like that was out of the question. What we don’t want to do is start writing people checks in January and realize that we’re only going to get seven and a half million, or eight, five.




MR. SALTON:  Commissioner, I think that’s just the reality of the process, which is that the legislature -- it’s through the grace of the legislature and the governor that we have money that’s been allocated to this process, but they can revisit the budget.  This year’s budget will be revisited next year.  I mean the budget is always revisited.  Even if it’s a biannual budget, there’s always some revisions and amendments going on. 




All I’m saying is, until you actually have money transferred into the account, into our fund, the Stem Cell Research Fund, I think that you need to think about not signing a contract to draw money out of that fund if it’s not actually money put in, because, as the Commissioner said, you know, God forbid anything happens that the legislature has to go in and say we have to, you know, take everyone.




I mean there are many agencies in the past, and we’ve had budget crises in the State, where agencies were told you’re going to take 10 percent giveback on everything, or a five percent giveback.  I certainly had my COLA removed for a few years on my salary that I thought, you know, and various things have happened. 




Sometimes State agencies, because of exigencies, a giveback is demanded, because there’s a budget crisis.  I think my advice is just sort of a prudent advice.  No one should really assume or to commit themselves on a contract to be drawn from a fund until the money actually arrives in that fund.  I think that’s just a matter of prudent management.




DR. WALLACK:  I understand.  I just wasn’t aware that that was part of what we were dealing with in this first go around.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Wollschlager?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I could address why? We actually did deal with it in the first go around, Milt.  That’s part of the reason why there was such an urgency to get the money out, because that 20 million was actually in the Stem Cell Research Fund, and we wanted to make sure that we got it out of that fund before we started the next round of budget before somebody said, well, there’s 20 million in there that they haven’t spent.




The money coming from the stem cell for the next round is coming from a totally different process.  It’s coming from the tobacco fund.  Those dollars won’t make it into the bank, to use your words, until, at the earliest, April, so it’s a different ballgame.




DR. GENEL:  Commissioner, if I may?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Mike.




DR. GENEL:  I’ve just been doodling.  I’ve been doodling here a little bit.  As I look at this, and maybe I’m being unrealistic, there’s a fair amount of time, and we can set at least some tentative dates, and then look at this more closely when we get to deciding on what our strategic directions are.




I would think we can get an RFP out by August 1st.  I would think that allows ample time for a report on the strategic planning and some ventilation and discussion.  I frankly don’t think that this can be -- we can assume that we’re going to have a report and we’re going to act immediately on that report.  I think it’s going to take considerable discussion.




We’ve already been discussing speculative notions for the past hour.  I would say August 1st for an RFP, letters of intent by September 15th, applications due November 1st.  Now between November 1st and April 1st, seems to me to be ample time for a peer review process and a decision by this committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Half a year?




DR. GENEL:  Hum?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Half a year?




DR. GENEL:  There’s plenty of wiggle room there, and we can tighten those dates subsequently, based on the number of applications and so forth.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That would give us time to make our new replacement appointees to the Peer Review Committee, because their terms are up.




DR. GENEL:  If I may, I’ll make a motion that this be accepted as a -- we still don’t have?  We have a quorum.  I’ll propose that as a motion, specifically as a tentative schedule for the next round.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Subject to change.




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I ask a couple of questions?  Why would you have to postpone it until August?  Why can’t you put out an RFP before, because you kind of want to wait until you have a strategic plan?




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  What I’m consciously thinking of is allowing enough time upfront, so that we can -- I think we have the time, so I’d rather allow for that.  It would be RFP by August 1st, letters of intent by September 15, applications due November 1st, and I’m leaving open the time frame between peer review process and this committee action, but award notices by April 1st.




We fill in those times when we get a sense of the number of applications that have to be reviewed, the availability of the Peer Review Committee and so forth, and I don’t think we need to determine that now.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, do all the Peer Review individuals expire at the same time?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  Two of them.  Either two or three expire October 1st.  There’s no reason to think they won’t be happily willing to sign on for another term, except for all the grumbling they did last time around.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There’s a motion on the floor.  Is there a second?




DR. YANG:  I can be a second, with one condition.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. YANG:  No later than that.  That’s a good date, but no later than that.  Later than that, I think it’s too much of a delay for the proposals.  No later than the date. 




A MALE VOICE:  RFP?




DR. YANG:  Yeah, August 1st, yeah, and then September 15, November 1st for the year.  That’s good, but no later than that.




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner, this is Ernie.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes?




DR. CANALIS:  I have a quick question.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  -- when do you know whether those monies are guaranteed or not?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  When they arrive, basically, but I think we’d have a pretty good idea around early to mid April.




DR. CANALIS:  Of this year?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Of next year.  We’re talking about money that will be dispensed, disbursed in April of 2008.




DR. CANALIS:  When do we know the money will be assured?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  When the budget is passed and authorized, which may not be until June.




DR. CANALIS:  June this year?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next year.




DR. CANALIS:  How can we have an RFP before we know whether or not the money is assured?  If we do not know we have the money -- and then we do not have the money, they’re going to say you deceived me.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We anticipate that the money, which is budgeted to be disbursed in April or so of 2008, will stay at 10 million dollars, but if there’s some sort of an emergency that requires money being given back or taken back, the 10 million dollars may only be nine million dollars.  




And then, if we’ve already written checks, we would, I suppose, have to think about recouping 10 percent of the funds from the individuals who got the check.  It’s never a certainty for the funds that are going to be dispensed next year.  It’s never a certainty that the money is in the budget until it’s in your account and you spend it.




DR. GENEL:  Commissioner, if I may?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Mike.




DR. GENEL:  Genel, again.  I think Dr. Canalis has a very valid point, and I would suggest and recommend that the RFP be very specific about just what we’ve discussed, inappropriate language that puts people on notice that this money is budgeted, but is not available until actually appropriated, or something to that effect, so it’s right in front in the RFP.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s reasonable. Now there’s been a motion on the floor for dates that has been moved and seconded.  Is there any further discussion about that motion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Motion, yes.  The amendment, no.  Have you accepted that amendment, Mike?




DR. GENEL:  No later than -- well I think that’s an internal.  As an internal one, yes, I accept that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we now have a motion that’s been moved and seconded.  Everybody ready to vote, or is there further discussion?  If not, all in favor of the motion on the floor with Dr. Genel’s dates, signify by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?




DR. CANALIS:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you, Ernie.  The motion is carried.  Ernie, do you have a copy of the minutes?




DR. CANALIS:  From last meeting, yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Would you all, then, Dr. Canalis and others, please review the minutes from the last meeting, if you have not already?  When we are ready, would someone please make a motion, or suggest changes to those, or additions, or subtractions? Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  On page seven, where it says concern was expressed that such a large meeting may be too hard to control.  Dr. Wallack indicated that there is a retreat process in place, retreat process in place, with representatives of UConn, Yale and Wesleyan, is part of that process, also.  I’d like to have the word “process” added and the word “Wesleyan” added.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  You want to add “process” after “retreat?”




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  And after “Yale, Wesleyan.”




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Fifth line from the bottom, page seven.  And adding “Wesleyan” to the list of academic institutions?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  I think that was basically it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any other changes to the minutes from our last meeting?  If not, I will entertain a motion to adopt the minutes, as amended by Dr. Wallack.  




A MALE VOICE:  So moved.




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll second that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And seconded.  All in favor, indicate by saying “aye.”




ALL:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The minutes from our last meeting 20 February ’07 are adopted.  I think the next, Dr. Wallack, report from the Donated Funds Subcommittee.




DR. WALLACK:  There was a Board discussion last time that sort of put together the whole subject of the strategic planning process and, also, the donated funds process, and it was noted that there was a co-mingling, if you will, of the committees, and the purpose of that was that the Donated Funds Subcommittee needed to have the strategies, if you will, in place, so that when we went to our appropriate donors, it would be our message about, you know, what we’re asking them for, so that is still a constant in our process with donated funds.




Having said all of that, there’s no reason why we should be just waiting around for that to happen. We anticipate that’s going to happen, as we’ve heard before, in very due order.  So we have set up a small meeting next week as part of STEMCONN, where a small group of us will be getting together for discussion about the donated funds process.




As been noted before, we have a list of about 25 some odd individuals, philanthropic funds, foundations and so forth, that we will hopefully be approaching for additional funding.  As I just indicated, there will be that first meeting next week at STEMCONN ’07.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Milt, who will be approaching these entities?




DR. WALLACK:  That’s what we’ll be discussing.  I anticipate that I’ll be obviously involved with it.  I think Charles Jennings anticipates wanting to be involved with that process, also.  The other members of the committee, I don’t want to get them all nervous about this, Nancy Rion, Mike Genel, Jerry Fishbone, and I would anticipate that there will be a coordinated effort, and we would make use of all the, and Jerry Yang, I’m sorry, for us to use these people to go forward with.




Jennings and I, at least Jennings and I will be meeting next week with one of the people who will be coming to STEMCONN.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With all respect for your skills and your fine personal traits, it’s tough to get the money out of people, and I think one of the things that makes it tough for us, because we have our own Public Health Foundation, is to go out and ask somebody for some money and they say, who do you work for?  We say, well, the State of Connecticut.  And they say, well, why don’t they give you the money?  Why are you asking me?  That’s a difficult question sometimes.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, what you’re saying is absolutely accurate.  This is going to be an extremely difficult process, and the reality of it is exactly what you suggest, and that is that there may be some very, very limited reasons for anticipated success, and we realize that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well you’ve got tremendous brain power and prestige.  I just wondered do we need to find a way to find someone who is a coach, or somebody who has done a lot of this and knows how to get you in?




DR. WALLACK:  In that regard, I think the answer is yes.  And going back to the strategic planning process, I would hope that -- you’ve addressed very well the appropriateness of staying small or going big, and you’ve approached very, very well the idea that, if you don’t try to go big, you shrivel up to nothing, especially in a small state like ours. 




In the same regard, if this program is to be successful, I would hope that the strategic planning process not only comes forward and says, yes, there’s X dollars here for administrative costs for DPH, for CI, or some new entity.  We’ve talked about that.  But, in addition, staff, administrative staff for a fundraising process, as well, because without that administrative staff, I think that we’re going to be very limited.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think you’re entirely correct, and I think my vision of it you need some very bright entrepreneurial marketing person, who walks into some guy’s office or foundation, who is willing to dispense a million bucks if they feel right about it, and they introduce two distinguished clinicians, multiple degreed, fine, handsome, well-dressed fellows, and then, while you’re shaking hands and impressing people, then you have somebody who can say here’s what we’re going to do with your money, and here’s what you’re going to get out of it, besides a plaque that says that Joe C. Jones gave a million dollars here.




I think that’s the real trick, and I say this, you know, not as being somebody who is a whole lot smarter than you guys, because I’m not.  I’m saying we really got our nose bloodied on many occasions trying to go out and get money from people for our foundation, and kind of realized through some very painful trial and error, not the least of which is the guy who says, you know, Milt, Jerry, great to meet you, and gives you a check for five grand, where if you gave him the right story, he would have given you a check for 500 grand.




DR. WALLACK:  Ann brought up the California experience a number of months back and pointed out to us exactly what you’re talking about, and that is that in order to get the seven-figure gifts, which California has been able to get, you have to have some extraordinary ability, and that’s where the strategic plan is.




DR. KIESSLING:  Or you have to have a lot of friends in Hollywood.




DR. WALLACK:  Or appropriate friends in Missouri, where I forget the guy’s name, gave 25 million dollars.




DR. KIESSLING:  The Stowers’ Foundation?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think, Ann, you also have to know what the guy, the entity you’re talking to is interested in.  If it’s Juvenile Diabetes, that’s one thing.  If it’s Multiple Sclerosis.




DR. KIESSLING:  Remember, one of the ways that California did that was that their Advisory Committee is one-third advocates for disease.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  And those disease advocates tend to have -- they do.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I encourage your efforts, but I think one of the things I’m going to push on strategic planning is we’ve got to allocate funding to get somebody who is a really good marketing person, who will do the research, not to say something that isn’t true, but so that you and Jerry go in and you know what the guy is interested in, and that if you do what they’re interested in and put a plaque up on the wall, they’re going to give you the five and 600,000 dollars.  Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I couldn’t agree with all of your discussion more, about the need to develop a vibrant strategic plan.  I just want to go, for the record, again, that this phase one study that was discussed last meeting and which we were directed to reach out to CASE, is not going to address those larger strategic issues.  It is going to look specifically at the issue of should we be in the business of directing funding in this next round or subsequent rounds?  It won’t address the larger strategic issues, which, you know, the big/small debate.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ll find a way to do that.  You guys are going to need some good professional help, as we found out.  Yes, Jerry?




DR. YANG:  The Commissioner’s comment is very, very, I think, valuable. If we use the name of the state government to recruiting donations, it may be very difficult. You are right. I think restitution for a non-charity organization, like the one Ann founded -- and Ann has extensive experience in the foundation fundraising, and maybe Ann can give us some advice. 




Also, the next meeting that Warren and Milton organized, the STEMCONN, perhaps it would be a good time to do the promotion, and I was really happy to know there are 450 people registered for that meeting. That’s a good-sized meeting, and maybe you could make announcement over there, particularly for the purpose of a fundraising, maybe for the foundation for the annual meetings. I think it is a good idea for this promotion not using the name of state government, but a state stem cell charity research foundation. It would be difficult to get a funding donation, yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You’re right.  You’re right.  Any further discussion on donated funds?  Okay.  Next, we have a place here for public comment.  Is there any public comment?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, I had a point of new business.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Wait a minute.  I think we have public comment from this gentleman.  Do you have a microphone, sir?




MR. DAVID MENAKER:  No, I don’t.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MENAKER:  David Menaker.  I’m sure, when it comes to fundraising, none of us will forget the alumni from both Yale and UConn, where there’s probably lots of money that could be unlocked.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well you are right, and Ray Neag(phonetic), who is a UConn alumni, has given multiple millions of dollars to the medical school.  As Dr. Deckers(phonetic) tells the story, he walked in one day and said, “I’ve got a million dollars.  Do you have something good you can do with it?”  Well, of course you do.  That’s not going to happen too often, and I think we’ve just got to develop that.  




Someone has got to find where the rest of the Ray Neags are and say this very good.  Let us explain this to you.  We have some subject experts here, health care professionals, and let me explain what we’re going to do with your money, and let me explain what you’re going to get out of it, and it’s going to be the Mandelkern Memorial Center, or whatever you want to call it.




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, thank you.  I’m still around.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well you don’t have to be gone.  Your name will be up there, and this is who it’s going to benefit, and your family will be recognized.  That’s the thing we have to, but you’re right.  Both those institutions have a lot of people, and some of them could probably donate 100,000 bucks without thinking twice, but you have to have the right pitch to them, or say something that appeals to them.




And as Jerry and I have both said, you know, you don’t want them to say, well, if you’re from the State, why don’t you just get additional appropriation?  Okay.  Bob, you had another comment?  I didn’t mean to put you in the box prematurely.




MR. MANDELKERN:  No.  Besides, I won’t go down.  I have a point of new business.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Go ahead.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I was reading the law yesterday morning in preparation for this meeting, and Section Three, G, on page three of the law, quote, “No later than June 30th of 2007,” which is approximately 90 days from now, “and annually thereafter, until June 30, 2015, the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee,” that’s us, “shall report, in accordance with Section” da, da, da, “of the general statutes to the Governor and to the General Assembly on, one, the amount of grants and aids awarded to eligible institutions from the Stem Cell Research Fund, pursuant to Section Two of this act, and, two, the recipients of such grants, and, three,” most importantly, “the current status of stem cell research in the state.”




My question is, this is a deadline in the law 90 days away, and what preparation are we making to meet this oncoming deadline?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well we’ve got the name. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  One and two are done already.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One and two are done.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Number one and two are already all done, and number three we’re in pretty good shape, as well.  I appreciate that we’ve hit each and every statutory deadline that this body has faced, and both CI and DPH are certainly aware.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I was struck by the fact that the Advisory Committee was mandated to do this, so I assume we will be hearing from you about just what the reports will be saying before they go forward, because we have to report to the Governor and the General Assembly, which is vitally important to the continued life of this committee.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Both CI and the Department have sort of like templates, if you will, for issuing these legislative and gubernatorial reports.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m new to State Government, Warren.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Probably lucky for you.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m enjoying it, but I haven’t --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The intent is to come up with, you know, a format, a draft product for vetting an approval for this body.




MR. MANDELKERN:  And we will hear about it prior to its being filed?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well you have to approve it.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s what I was driving at.  Thank you very much.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Any further comments?  There is a list appended to your notes of meetings, April 17th, May 15th, June 19th, July 17th.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Could I just ask?  May 15th, did that date change? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t recall.  You may be right.




MS. RION:  We can do it the 27th.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, no.  




MS. RION:  If that’s better for strategic planning.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  The 15th is better, actually.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comments for the general good of the order, as they say?  If not, I’ll express my thanks to Ann Kiessling and to Amy Wagers for driving all the way down from Greater Boston.  Thank you.  Your input and wisdom is always appreciated.  Thank you for making the trip.  Without further ado, I’ll entertain a motion to adjourn.




A MALE VOICE:  What about from Greater Hamden?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And Cheshire, and Downtown Hartford, and points in Wallingford and points in between.  Thank you, all.  We stand adjourned.




(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m.)
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