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COMMISSIONER CHAIRMAN ROBERT GALVIN:  Okay. With that I will call the meeting to order. We have a quorum.  We have nine voting members. I will call the meeting to order.  




The first order of business today is approval of the minutes from the 4/15/08 meeting.  Has everybody had a chance to peruse and review those minutes? Do you want to take a -- 




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  -- I don’t have a copy. Was this something I was supposed to print out? 




MR. DAN WAGNER:  Yes. I’ve got a copy. 




DR. KIESSLING:  There was only 25 things I was supposed to print out.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We will take about five minutes and let Dr. Kiessling peruse those notes and then resume. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Thank you. 




(Off the record)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Are you all set, Ann? Okay?  Yes?  




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Is it possible to request that when the minutes are posted that they be posted in their clean form not in this red line form? I find it personally difficult to follow it in that form.  




MR. WAGNER:  Sure thing. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you, Dan.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And there is a motion on the floor from Dr. Wallack to accept the minutes as written.  Any additions, deletions? If none, I will entertain a vote. All in favor of accepting the minutes from the 15th of April meeting indicate by saying aye. 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Opposed?  Hearing no opposition that motion is passed.  




We have a great deal of relatively complicated and financial information to divulge this afternoon, and some decisions to make. And so I’ll ask the members to try to keep any editorial comments -- any editorial comments to a minimum so we can get through the -- this part of the agenda.  




Okay, we will begin with Item -- we’ll move onto Item No. 3, which is Connecticut legislation update. And, perhaps, Marianne can share that with us. 




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  I’d be happy to. Our legislative amendments did pass and they were filed with the Secretary of State yesterday.  And just very quickly to review this adds a requirement for escrow review of human embryonic stem cell activities.  And it puts in a way of having lines that don’t meet every requirement for Connecticut derivation, but it allows them to be utilized in Connecticut if they’re developed outside of Connecticut or for that matter in Europe, or Japan, or some other country if they meet the acceptably derived criteria in the NAS guidelines. 




And that is really the crux of what we did. It’s a minor language change, but I think it will make a big difference in terms of being able to share our research lines.  And in terms of research that’s going on in Connecticut, or may be going on in Connecticut, funded by other than state funds it does require the same level of review as our state funded grants. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Item No. 4 review of the 2006 grants annual report.  




MR. WAGNER:  All right, I guess I’ll start. I believe that kind of the best way to do this maybe to kind of click through them one at a time, and then -- or I can give a -- you know, I think that the fiscal audits that were viewed by CI and I’m sure you guys looked through them. DPH looked through them also and provided some comments.  Everything looked nothing out of order. There was one piece of equipment that wasn’t budgeted for that was justified by the PI and is probably very well used in terms of video conferencing equipment. 




All the other funds -- all the other projects were within the normal justifications of everything with a lot of them being very well under spent in terms of the utilization of the funds at this point. Some were very close and had used all but 4 percent of the funds. Other ones had been at around 50 percent.  So they ran the gamit from, you know, both extremes. And I think that that might be something that the -- that DPH also wants to comment on in terms of how we do that moving forward or if we put some kind of requirements on that and that’s something that maybe the Committee can discuss here as we go through the technical reports or just as each fund or each grant by grant. If that’s how we want to do it I can kind of just go one at a time through the ’06 grants. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Now, do we want to -- there is an explanatory item here from the -- a primary investigator moving and a technical progress report.  Do we want to do those and then go to Item No. 5, which will be the -- which fits in with Item No. 4 below 1 or how do you want to work that?  




MS. HORN:  I think we had talked about having -- going through each one of the grants and having the Committee have any discussion that they had on the technical reports and any discussion that there would be on the fiscal report.  And then the PI Kreger moving to UCONN dealing with that one.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay. So we’ll start with the grants and discuss them one by one.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Can I have a comment? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, certainly. 




DR. GENEL:  Will we discuss Dr. Kreger’s move when the review for grants come up or -- I think that would be logical.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It makes sense to me. 




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  Okay?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So we have 19 grants, I believe, to discuss.  




MR. WAGNER:  And off we go. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And fire when ready. 




MR. WAGNER:  So the first -- the first proposal would be -- I’ll just use the last SCA02 from Yale.  And I don’t know if I have the list of the reviewers in front of me.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fishbone and Arinzeh. 




DR. WALLACK:  Just a question, do we have to go through each one of them at once?  What I’m trying to say is that if there is no problem either by the advisory person or the CI person can we just, you know, accept it as given to same time?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we need to go, at least touch on each of them. And I discussed this a bit earlier with Attorney Horn. I don’t think we’d be technically fulfilling our duty if we didn’t have a brief description much as I’d like to cut to the chase. 




DR. WALLACK:  All right.  




DR. FISHBONE:  So Wang’s proposal, the ultimate goal was to understand the molecular mechanism of spirigyloic syndrome in order to develop effective interventions.  And in terms of his progress they’ve successfully built a targeting construct, but they had trouble introducing the -- what they were making, the plasmer into the embryonic stem cells. And they basically are working on a number of different ways to do that.  They felt they were making decent progress and that they would -- they have identified the obstacles and they are confident that they will be solved. 




Their budget request was a 100,000. They actually spent 84,000.  The work was initiated later than anticipated because of lack of availability initially of the embryonic stem cells, training problems, and certification.  They feel that the technical issues will be resolved and that they feel that they are making good progress except for the fact they had a late start and as a result didn’t use all the money and couldn’t achieve all of their goals. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  I mean I don’t think there is anything more to add in terms of our findings or the under spending of the funds.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  This was a two year grant or a one year?  




MR. WAGNER:  This is a two year grant. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Two years. 




MR. WAGNER:  All the first ones are two years.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  In terms of DPH’s review of the fiscal reports my fiscal office tells me that there was one question that they had, a minor issue on that that will be sent out to the PI, and taken care of.  And we’re also going to be looking at for a second year revised budgets from all of the grants, but hopefully that won’t hold things up too much.  And your recommendation?  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  Is to continue to fund. It seemed to me most of the grants had start up problems in that people had to be trained, and they had to be certified, and they had to get access to the stem cell lines.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  Do we want to vote on each one or if there is second reviewers here who wants to comment on it? 




MS. HORN:  Well, both I think, right, Henry, we would have to -- if the second reviewer is here then we could take any additional comments.  If there is nothing additional to say then, please, don’t. And then take an individual vote because people will have different conflicts on different grants. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Arinzeh is the second reviewer. 




MS. HORN:  She’s the second reviewer and she’s not here.  So we can move on to the vote then. 




MR. WAGNER:  All right. So those who -- and this is a Yale grant, so those who cannot vote at Genel, Landwirth, and Latham.  And I’m not sure how Paul’s affiliation with all the -- you’re affiliated with everybody in terms of a cure so I’m not exactly sure how that will go.  




MR. PESCATELLO:  But I’m not -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- okay.  




MR. PESCATELLO:  Because there is no direct financial interest. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  All right, so if we can have a vote to approve the funding moving forward. 




DR. WALLACK:  So moved. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded. 




MR. WAGNER:  Anybody opposed?  All right, so it’s approved for the second year of funding. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Does that automatically mean they’re going to roll the first year forward? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Good question.  




MR. WAGNER:  That is what we’ve -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- good. 




MR. WAGNER:  Talked about.  I don’t know when the best time to have this conversation is because a lot of the -- a lot of the projects are going to be the same thing as Dr. Fishbone said, you know -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- that could just be part of the vote, yes; they should all have all the money they were allocated originally.  




MS. HORN:  That was the item that Dr. Galvin was referring to that we have it in Item No. 5 and an issue with the first year grants being slow, getting building space to operate, and getting the researchers in and so on, and whether there is an issue about interest, whether there is an issue about carrying the money forward. And so -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- well, it could be with some projects, but not this one.  




MS. HORN:  So I don’t know how do you want to handle that?  We could have the conversation at the front end, which I think is what you were suggesting. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think this is as good a time as any to speak.  




MS. HORN:  We’re here.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  To speak about -- and, yes, Mike.  




DR. GENEL:  May I make a suggestion because I think that we all assume that since certainly on the seed grants they’re two year grants that the money should be going forward unless there is a compelling reason not to do that. So I would say certainly on the two year seed grants that the money ought to be -- that the money ought to be going forward. Then I think we might want to discuss this category by category, but certainly with the seed grants I would not.  That would be my suggestion. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would concur, Commissioner. The two seed grants that I reviewed both had only spent a -- not all of their funds by far. So I would imagine that might be characteristic of all the seeds. So since we have to sign off on it on the individual review copy I think we could move through that quickly and say that the carry over should be executed from year one to year two.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So we have a motion and I’ll second Dr. Genel’s motion -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- I move that all the seed grants that the first year money unspent be moved into the second year. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’ll second that.  Any further discussion on that?  All in favor of voting on whether or not to roll the first -- the unspent first year funds forward on the seed grants and all in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Opposed?  Motion is carried.  The seed grants will have the remainder of the unspent first year portion rolled over into the second year.  Okay. 




MR. WAGNER:  Do you want to go to the second part or we’ll just take one at a time after the -- so the investors are -- established investigator grants are four years with one being a three year grant.   And then after that they’re all three year -- so I don’t know do you want to cover all those right now or do you just want to shoot through the seed?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think -- I suggest we move through the seeds. I think there -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- let’s do the seeds. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Quite quickly. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WAGNER:  All right.  So the next one is SCA 05, UCONN, the PI is Van.  And it’s Mandelkern and Huang. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Paul, do you want to do it?  




DR. PAUL HUANG:  Sure.  So this is a seed grant of Dr. Van and it’s an quantitative analysis of molecular transport and population kinetics for stem cell complication in a micro fluidic system.  And during this process -- during this funding period the investigators have built and fabricated a micro fluidic chamber in order to grow unbearing stem cells and they’ve begun to characterize these cells under these conditions.  So it looks like there has been good progress along the lines of the proposed aims.  




Specifically they used 48 transformed infrared spirodicity to analyze the stem cells and their culture -- and found that this was not a good method. And beaus of this they decided not to buy one of the large pieces of equipment and this has resulted in basically the equipment being under budget. But they explained this and it did make sense. 




So my recommendation is that we from a technical progress standpoint accept it.  And also that the fiscal report be accepted. 




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. Mandelkern?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I concur with -- 




DR. AMY WAGERS:  -- this is Amy. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Hello Amy. 




DR. WAGERS:  I’m sorry for being late. 




MS. HORN:  That’s okay; we’re just in our second seed grant.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I discussed this with Dr. Huang and we came to a common conclusion. So I would move the acceptance of this report. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask a question? If they’re not going to buy the equipment that they had budgeted for what should happen to that money? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, they indicated that they were going to consider alternate equipment, Gerry, that their research had led them to.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  They abandoned the first piece because their research led them to see that they didn’t need it. It was a dead -- it was a dead end.  But they indicated in the notes to the financials that they were considering other heavy equipment. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Thank you. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  That would go forward with the project.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




DR. HUANG:  That’s correct. The whole equipment budget was 25,000. They used 9,000 or thereabouts. So there was basically a little bit more than half of it left over and they looked at alternative equipment that they can use.  




MR. WAGNER:  Is there anything from DPH? I mean do you want to just move through? If there is anything -- 




MS. HORN:  -- yes, again, we just had a line of question on the salary detail. I think the other personnel were not specified, nothing major, but just a detail we need to follow up on. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  So if you want to -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- we’ll get back with the PI for that when they submit that and the second year budget. Okay, to vote for the approval of SCA 05 in terms of UCONN I think Dr. Canalis and I think he’s the only one that’s not able to vote on this. Is that correct? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  If it’s UCONN I can’t vote on it.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  So we do vote in terms of funding for the second year of Dr. Van?  




DR. WALLACK:  So moved. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Got a second on that? 




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll second it. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  Anybody opposed?  Nobody, the second year funding is approved. 




We’ll move to SCA 09, UCONN Health Center, Dr. Kruger.  And Dr. Genel and Latham were the reviewers. And if you want to cover the move right now up front or do you want to give the technical -- just a little update?  




DR. GENEL:  Why don’t we give the technical update and then before we vote -- this is a seed grant that seeks to reprogram human foreskin fiber -- in co-culturing with embryonic stem cells. And Dr. Kruger has made modest progress. They’ve had some difficulties with different cells, but they are, at least appear to have a system in place ready for testing.  (Inaudible - not near a microphone.) They are at a point now where they wish to proceed further with some reprogramming with both established cell lines, including some that are not federally approved. I think they have one or two that are not federally approved that he’s planning. 




I presume the move to Storrs is dictated by wishing to be more engaged with the research there at Storrs, which is much more consistent with, I think, the object of the study.  Though I’m just presuming. I think he’s working with Dr. Koplan.  




MR. WAGNER:  Do you have anything to add? 




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  I have nothing to add to that. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  In terms of the move I got a letter recently from the Health Center stating that Dr. Kruger would like to move just to the Storrs, to the center of regenerative biology.  He has an offer to move there from the University, and his -- you know, as Dr. Genel said he -- to continue his research everything will transfer with him, all his reagents, all his equipment.  He’s the only one that is listed on the grant and everything will move forward.  




One of the reasons was to be in close proximity to Dr. Rasmuseen, who is the mentor for this research.  So everything -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- Rasmuseen, yes.  




MR. WAGNER:  So I think we could probably vote on that as if moving the -- yes, Henry? 




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Have both institutions agreed to this move? 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, and I have --




MR. SALTON:  -- do we have something in writing on that? 




MR. WAGNER:  I have it in writing, yes. I have the offer letter and a letter from the Health Center. The offer letter from UCONN -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- UCONN?  




MR. WAGNER:  UCONN Storrs and the letter from the Health Center.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.  We will need to get something from the Health Center where they are -- I’d like -- not from the Health Center, but from UCONN that indicates that they agree to the contract, the assistance award agreement, that they’re taking it on as part of the transfer by the PI. Because our award is to the institution and therefore they have to send us something saying that they agree to be bound by and meet the terms of the assistance agreement for this particular grant. And I’ll make that a condition of approval of -- that may be made by the Committee today. 




DR. ERNIE CANALIS:  Henry, does it apply, I mean it’s still the University of Connecticut? It’s the same institution. 




MR. SALTON:  No. They have separate contracting authority. 




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  I didn’t know. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  I’ll follow up with that.  




MS. HORN:  So just a letter, Henry, not an official signature. 




MR. SALTON:  Well, I mean we can talk about the form of it.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay. 




MR. SALTON:  But there has to be a written agreement to assume the assignment of the agreement.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay. So shall we move to fund Dr. Kruger for the second year? 




DR. LATHAM:  So moved. 




MR. WAGNER:  A second? 




DR. WALLACK:  Wallack. 




MR. WAGNER:  Anybody opposed? Hearing none, there is approval of Dr. Kruger’s second year of funding 




Move to grant SCA 12 from Yale Medical School, Shapiro, and the reviewing members are Fishbone and Wallack.  




MS. HORN:  Did somebody else join the call? Treena, are you on the line?  




DR. TREENA ARINZEH:  Yes, I’m on the line. 




MS. HORN:  Excellent, welcome. We’re just reviewing the seed grants. 




DR. GENEL:  May I make one comment and I meant to mention this before.  What is being done with the lay summaries? Are they going to be posted on the website?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, they will. 




DR. GENEL:  Then I would recommend we ask Dr. Kruger to revise their lay summary that is an unintelligible lay summary.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  It’s a pseudo scientific lay summary. 




MS. HORN:  All right, we’ll ask her to do that.  




DR. GENEL:  And there are a few other lay summaries that I think are -- I might comment upon subsequently.  




MR. WAGNER:  I’m not sure how that was requested, the technology reports.  Maybe we’ll have to revise our -- how we ask for that in the future.  




MS. HORN:  I think we just asked for lay summaries.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  So they should -- they should know.  




DR. GENEL:  And I think a good way of looking at these if you can’t understand it’s not a lay summary.  




MR. WAGNER:  All right.  So Dr. Shapiro is reviewed by -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- excuse me for one second; Governor Rell is signing the stem cell bill as we speak.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That Marianne just referred to.  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It’s being signed right now. That’s what the phone call was about. 




DR. WALLACK:  Do you want me to go? 




MR. WAGNER:  Go ahead. 




DR. WALLACK:  For the sake of expediency, just let me give you the title, magnetic resonance imaging endogincis neural progenerous cell migration.  Dr. Shapiro and -- it seems as though everything is in order. He’s making good progress.  There has been collaboration that he’s been involved with and he’s preparing a publication that I assume is going to be involved with his research. 




In summary I don’t see any reason why we shouldn’t be continuing the funding for it. I would recommend the continuation of his funding. 




MS. HORN:  And do you have a co-reviewer? 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, that’s me. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. FISHBONE:  I just want to add two things, he had some trouble in getting started, didn’t have the lab and so forth.  And ended up having to buy a piece of equipment that was not anticipated because the equipment that they had on site was not adequate. But he has met pretty much all his goals and hired everybody and it is moving along well.  




DR. WALLACK:  And to his credit he also used some of his own residual money from other projects in order to fund the purchase of that.  It’s a good indication of his commitment to the project.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  So kind of on those same lines getting started, the under spending from a fiscal point of view, is there anything else to add, Marianne?  




MS. HORN:  No, I think that one we had no questions on.  




DR. WALLACK:  Move his acceptance. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded. 




MR. WAGNER:  Anybody opposed?  Hearing none, Dr. Shapiro is funded for the second year.  




We move to SCA 18, it’s at UCONN, Dr. Nelson.  Dr. Genel and Huang were the reviewers. 




DR. GENEL:  Paul, I’m happy to pass if you’re on this.  




DR. HUANG:  Sure. So this is a proposal, a grant by Dr. Nelson, and the title is lineage mapping of -- human -- differentiation.  And they’ve made good progress.  The purpose of the study is to be able to look at individual cells and the genes that are being spread to individual cells, and not just a mixture of different kind of cells, but each individual one by attack -- so they can amplify it with transcripts of individual genes and RNA’s and look at the expression levels.  So the technical progress during the first year has been good.  




The investigators note that they needed and used professional staff instead of graduate students.  And there is a difference in the fringe benefit base between the two groups. And also that the fringe benefit rates that they originally used in the proposed budgets were estimates, and they hadn’t been established at that time. With that said their total personnel budget it comes very, very close to what they projected.  It’s just that the breakdown between graduate students and professional staff was different and they revised it.  The fringe benefits meet -- the actual fringe benefits as opposed to what they estimated.  So that was the major deviation from the fiscal analysis.  




So my recommendation is that it makes sense that they used -- that they used different personnel that were required as long as the total budget for the personnel were close to what they had -- what they had awarded then I don’t have a problem with that.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  I agree.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  So we should move forward with funding. Can we have a vote?  Does anybody -- 




MS. HORN:  -- anyone opposed? 




MR. WAGNER:  Anyone opposed?  Okay, so we’ll move forward with funding for Dr. Nelson for year two.  




We’ll move to SCA 26, UCONN, Dr. Yue is Mr. Mandelkern and Dr. Huang again.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Paul, I’ll give you a rest.  I’ll take this. 




DR. HUANG:  Okay. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  SCA 26 was the grant where we had a change in PI from Dr. Yue, who transferred out of country, to Carter. That final approval of the transfer of the PI was not consummated -- enacted, not consummated, enacted until January 15th therefore there would be no timely reason to expect to a progress report or a financial. So I think Dr. Huang agrees with me that we just have to say there is no applicable standard at this point since they just underway in January and we have to await their report out of rhythm with the others. And we propose that the grant go ahead as was noted in January.  




DR. HUANG:  That’s correct. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any opposition to that suggestion?  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  Next is SCA 27 from Yale Marcais and the reviewers were Dr. Canalis and Dr. Jennings, who is not here, but we had assigned that to Paul.  I don’t know if you got a chance to look that over. I can’t imagine -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- basically the lady promised that she learned how to isolate the run of stem cells and she’s doing so.  She claims she’s made good progress in learning how to do that.  And she gives, you know, a pretty decent report. There were some budgetary mishaps and she gives pretty good explanations for them.  So it looks that she’s doing what she’s supposed to do. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any other comments?  If so is there any objections to carrying the grant forward? Hearing none, we’ll go on to the next grant. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay. SCA 30 at the Health Center, UCONN Health Center, Dr. Lee.  And Dr. Wallack and Arinzeh were the reviewers.  




DR. WALLACK:  It seems like; again, it’s a grant that’s well underway.  They’re making good progress. They seem to be achieving their milestones, their goals.  And as they indicate they feel that they’re in a position to achieve the goals of their proposal. Based upon what I’ve read and based upon the information presented I would recommend that we fund them for the second year.  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Arinzeh?  Dr. Arinzeh, are you still on the line?  Apparently not. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any opposition to that recommendation?  If not, we’ll continue to fund this grant and move on to our next topic, next grant. 




MR. WAGNER:  The next one is SCA 31 also at UCONN Health Center.  This is Dr. Lieu and Mr. Mandelkern and Dr. Kiessling are the reviewers. 




DR. KIESSLING:  I’d like to start by moving that we making the motion that we move this project and award it second year funding.  Do you want to second that? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I certainly do. 




DR. KIESSLING:  This is a project embryonic stem cell as a universal cancer vaccine.  This is a seed grant.  They also have under spent their first year’s budget, but they explained that very well. And they’ve actually made some really nice progress. So this is a good project.  I didn’t have any questions about it.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any opposition to moving forward for the second year?  Seeing none. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  We’ll move on to SCA 34, UCONN, Rasmussen.  Land with and Huang. Julius isn’t here, but I do have his paperwork.  




DR. HUANG:  All right, so I’ll go ahead. This grant is entitled pragmatic assessment of -- genetic human ESL lines and it’s from Dr. Rasmussen at the Center for Regenerative Biology at UCONN.  This proposal is to look at -- they’ve made good progress and they actually have a publication already in stem cell biology, I think. So I think that they’ve made good progress and should be funded for the second year.




The fiscal analysis showed that they were under budget significantly and also that the fringe rates were different than projected, but we’ve also from other investigators that that was the case that the exact fringe rates weren’t available.  The under budgeting was significant. It was about 40 percent under budget.  And in looking at it it looks like the budget that was provided said that the money basically started to be used in September as opposed to March.  So therefore they’ve used the money for about half the year and have used it proportionately that much of the budget. 




So it’s not clear to me in looking at this proposal why that is as opposed to it being used for the full year, but the actual expenses started September 3rd in the period from September 3rd to March 7, 2008.  So I believe that they for some technical reasons were late getting started I think it would be fine for carry forward the budget into the second year. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any further comment? 




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. Landwirth also recommended that they be accepted for approval. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay. 




MS. HORN:  Did you have any further justification that they submitted?  




MR. WAGNER:  Nothing that wasn’t written. 




DR. HUANG:  They submitted two spreadsheets. One was the actual budget that was approved and the other is the actual expenses and the expenses, as I mentioned, started in September for some reason.  




MR. WAGNER:  Right.  




DR. HUANG:  It really isn’t explained why -- what happened between March and September? 




MR. WAGNER:  I think they -- in their justification it was just that it was a late starting process. They didn’t provide any additional information.  




MS. HORN:  So Dr. Huang are you recommending approval contingent on justification or are you -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- no, I’m recommending approval because I think that they have made good progress. They already have publications. The progress report seems to show that they have come -- they’re achieving the goal of the project.  So I’m recommending that they be approved and that they be allowed to carry forward the balance into the second year.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any opposition to that recommendation?  




MR. WAGNER:  All right.  So now that’s the end of the seed. We’re going to go to the established investigators.  The first one is SCB 03 UCONN, Ishiama, and this is a four year grant and with Julius and Dr. Wagers.  Amy, do you want to start? Are you still there? 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Wagers?  




DR. WAGERS:  Oh, hi.  Sorry, it’s hard to hear. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, Julius is on a trip, I believe. 




DR. WAGERS:  Okay. So this was one of the ones that I was assigned to look at. The only one that really troubled me and I think they had made very limited progress. So this is a grant that revolves around using a polymer implant to direct differentiation of embryonic stem cells and -- third generation. 




And technical report was fairly brief and one of the major problems encountered was that they didn’t seem to be able to establish an appropriate physical arrangement of their cultures so that they could work well with the human embryonic stem cell lines in their facility. 
And that to me seemed -- they hadn’t come up with a good solution. They had sort of -- they had a -- issue where they have a microscope that they move in and out of the -- but it seems like it’s really impeding their progress. And to me that seemed like a problem that an established investigator should be able to solve. And so I was concerned about that.  I don’t know what Julius had to say about that.  




MR. WAGNER:  His response was also to bring up for discussion the -- he says that the -- what -- the problems that are identified without resolution. 




DR. WAGERS:  Yes. 




MR. WAGNER:  What’s their impact to the project going forward? Kind of along the same lines as what you were saying.  




DR. WAGERS:  Right. So that’s the same kind of issue. It doesn’t -- it’s not clear how -- in the next year of funding, you know, if they can’t solve this -- what seems to be a relatively simple problem then I’m not clear how they’re going to go forward.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  That doesn’t sound so good, does it? 




DR. WAGERS:  No.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t do this kind of science, but it seems to me, Amy, that this would be not a exceptionally difficult decision to make or to implement and it seems like it was implemented in a very inefficient way.  So that gives me some pause even though I don’t know the chapter and verse.  




DR. WAGERS:  We have two options simply to fund for another year or not fund.  Is that basically it? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  This is two years or more than two years?  




MR. WAGNER:  This is a four year. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Four years.  




DR. WAGERS:  So we’re deciding on the next four years.  




MR. WAGNER:  No, I think we’re going -- 




DR. WAGERS:  -- one year at a time. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Amy?  




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. What exactly -- what’s the problem?  Why are they moving a microscope in and out of a hood?  




DR. WAGERS:  So in order to passage the embryonic stem cell they need to be able to look at the colonies under a microscope so they can remove the differentiated cells and pass the under differentiated -- cells.  So the standard way that people do this is to have a microscope in the hood that they can look at the cells and then manipulate them for pass aging. 




They say they have a hood, but it’s highly utilized and it didn’t really fit their microscope. They tried to do the study outside on a bench, but the cells got contaminated and so now they have a situation where they’ve moving the microscope in and out.  And they also tried, you know, carrying them down to a different part of the building but that didn’t work out so well. So now they’re moving the microscope in and out, but they say that they really don’t have enough space in the hood and it’s not -- it’s not working out well. 




And basically it’s -- their conclusion is we have not yet found a good solution to this problem.  It would be ideal if a separate laboratory could be set up for ES culture with all the necessary equipment.  So it kind of sounds like they’re just waiting for something to happen that will make this easier for them.  




DR. KIESSLING:  What’s their total budget for next year? 




DR. WAGERS:  Their under budget right now for probably about 30 percent.  Their budget for next year -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- it would be about 145,000 dollars.  




DR. WAGERS:  Is that it?  




DR. KIESSLING:  So they need a hood. 




DR. WAGERS:  In a -- the only thing they’ve accomplished so far is training of the fellows in how to work with the ES line. So there hasn’t been any scientific progress except for that training, you know, and how that -- that may be in part because they’re having difficulty working with the cells they need to work with in their laboratory. 




DR. KIESSLING:  But all they need is a hood, right?  




DR. WAGERS:  Right.  And -- that fits their microscope.  




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s ridiculous. A hood -- 




MS. HORN:  -- how much is a hood?  




DR. KIESSLING:  A used one is five.  




DR. WAGERS:  I mean they may also need the space to put it in.  




DR. KIESSLING:  A space.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can we vote to hold funding until we get further clarification and an indication that they’re going to be able to move forward?  And if you would accept that I would so move that.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Can we do that? 




MR. SALTON:  Well, you have to vote an approval for funding to move forward.  So if you don’t vote to approve there is no further funding on a going forward basis.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can’t we ask them before we vote for that?  




MR. SALTON:  You can table the approval and ask for further information. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  So I would move to do that then and clarification about how they’re going to solve their technical problems.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, they probably need -- this might be a lever to the institution.  I mean they might be looking for somebody to help them move the institution to help them.  I mean there are circumstances in departments where what you need is obvious but it isn’t happening for you.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  That could never happen at the University of Connecticut. 




DR. WAGERS:  A part of their application was the facilities that were available to do these studies so there is sort of a -- they are figuring it out after the fact.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  There is something wrong here.  I think we need to table it and bring it back.  




DR. KIESSLING:  What do you think, Amy?  What’s your comfort zone?  




DR. WAGERS:  Well, I mean I’m uncomfortable with voting funding to fund them for another year just because it really seems like there has not been much effort put towards this in the lab. But, you know, and I also think pulling that funding without any warning and I wonder if there is another way that we can, you know, like you’re saying put it on hold and ask them to demonstrate that they can move forward with the project. They can solve this problem. 




They still are under spent in their first year so they have some funds to support going forward if we allow them to carry forward the first year funds and ask them maybe to come back and demonstrate that they’ve been able to solve the logistical problems. 




DR. WALLACK:  So if we table it until the June 17 meeting and at that time examine the progress they’ve made to solve their technical problem we can then vote on whether or not to continue based upon what they’ve accomplished in the last month. I would be comfortable with that, Bob.  I think that’s fair and it gives them the opportunity to get up to speed. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I would agree with you. And this seems to be a very trivial issue to impede a grant of such -- this is like me sending you to Chicago and giving you all the money and then you come back and tell me you can’t get the gas cap off the car to fill it up.  It’s -- how -- I don’t get how that could happen.  And I think we need these folks to come in and tell us, you know, what’s the problem. Do we have to -- I don’t know, but I’m not -- if they can’t solve a simple thing like that are we going to give them another 300,000 bucks? Dr. Canalis. 




DR. CANALIS:  I’m in conflict because it’s UCONN so I’m not going to vote on this. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, just talk about it hypothetically.  




DR. CANALIS:  Hypothetically I can’t believe anybody in his right mind to isolate cells outside a -- flow hood and then be surprised that they got contaminated. I mean that is a given.  You know, this is -- you know, there are scientifically, serious scientific issues and to put that in writing is really worrisome.  I find it mind boggling.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Let alone doing it. 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, who could do that? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I have trouble with my -- this sounds like a fundamental -- you know, I’m sorry I can’t go to Chicago because I can’t get the cap off the gas tank.  I mean there is a fundamental issue here.  So I think we -- I think we should defer this and then find out what’s going on. 




MR. SALTON:  Commissioner, if I may just one other additional point, which is unlike in the stem cell seed grants there has been a vote authorizing the use of funds unexpended during the prior year on a carry forward basis.  Here you have some unexpended funds and some significant questions about what the real story is about the failure to progress. And you may wish not to allow expenditures of un -- unused funds at this point until they come in and give you a more satisfactory explanation of what’s really going on in the case.  




DR. GENEL:  We only agreed to carry forward the funds on the seed grants.  




MR. SALTON:  Right. But I think it’s important in communicating to this grantee that they’re instructed that they’re not authorized to use unexpended funds from their first budget year and they’re not being approved for any further funds, if that’s the vote of the Committee, until such time as they come in and explain the progress or the failure of the progress to this point.  




DR. WAGERS:  If I could just make a comment that I might not favor that just because they may need funds in order to solve this problem.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, I would -- I agree with what Henry says and I certainly don’t disagree with you on the science, but I think this is part of our quality assurance. When we see something fundamentally flawed like this, this is going to send a message that look if you can’t get yourself on track we’re going to cut your money off until you come in here and tell us what seems to be the problem.  




And I think there was a comment made earlier, and I’m not sure who made it, about was this an attempt to put pressure on someone else within the University system to cough up more space, or facilities, or whatever. And I don’t think it makes any reasonable sense to continue to fund this until we figure out what’s the problem here. This is -- it’s not the fact that something untoward happened, or that the research went in a different direction or the machine didn’t do what they thought it would do.  




This is a space related basic problem and I’m not -- don’t want to harm anybody or their research, but this is a lot of money and I think that in doing this we state that we’re really doing quality assurance and if these kind of things happen to you and we can’t -- and we can’t easily understand it then the best way for us to push forward our agenda of quality assurance is to say we’ll just cut off your money until we understand what you’re trying to do.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, out of respect to what Amy said about needing some funds, but on the other hand by the time they get the work to do something, by the time they come back to us if they were to offer us a plan of action to solve the problem we would not be putting them that far behind.  So to pick up on Henry’s recommendation of not spending any of that money I would still be in favor of -- I would therefore move to table and also indicate that they can’t spend any additional money until they come up with a plan of action of how to solve the problem. And we want to hear that by June 17th.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think, you know, the kind of dollars we’re talking we need to hear about that in a couple of -- in a couple of weeks.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But is that going to cut their salary?  I mean is that going to -- is somebody going to loose their job?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t think so in a couple of weeks, but if they’re -- if it was me and I was under the gun like that and my big boss told me that she had to understand something I was doing or I’d loose two salaried positions I’d have it ready tomorrow morning even if I had to work all night. I mean we’re talking about a lot of money. We’re talking about 300,000 plus dollars.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And I think we, as a Committee, need to be real watchdogs with people. We may get -- they may get tangled up in science or have untoward things happen, but this is just, you know, kind of like what?  You couldn’t -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- I mean we should at least give them a month’s grace.  I’m worried that somebody is going to loose their job.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Nobody will loose their jobs.  




MR. SALTON:  I think the thing is that as you may recall this was someth8ing we talked about in the contracts previously about the fact that people have a certain element of proceeding at their own risk. And if you’re going to expend money for the second budget year before you get our approval of your first year’s activity that that’s something you do at your own risk. And these are large institutions that have the ability to address that.  




And this is -- this is exactly that example where we’re saying, you know, the progress reports is not satisfactory. We have -- we haven’t made a firm decision to terminate you for next year, but we’re saying to you we’re not going to -- we’re delaying your approval until you give us an explanation or a plan of action that’s satisfactory. And I think that’s -- that’s fair.  




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s different from not spending any more spending any more money. 




MR. SALTON:  Well, what we said -- what my suggestion was that unexpended money from last year’s budget -- they paid salaries last year for the time earned, you know. Now, we’re talking about other monies that have not been expended that they’re still holding on to.  Now, if they haven’t hired somebody they shouldn’t be hiring that person now.  




MS. HORN:  But the person who was already hired will get paid for this next month?  




MR. SALTON:  Well, this is part of that proceed at your own risk issue.  




MS. HORN:  They’re already paying that out of their own -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- I mean when did the first year budget lapse?  




DR. WAGERS:  On March 1st.  




MR. SALTON:  On March 1st, so they’re -- they’re paying that person on a -- for the last two months, three months almost now.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’ll add a little homespun stuff to this. I’ve got to be able, in my mind, to explain to someone in Mosup, Connecticut why his tax money is being spent on something that doesn’t make much sense at a very basic level.  And that’s one message I have to get out.




The other message is, heh, I’m paying for this research, do it right.  Dr. Canalis, did you -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I just want to agree with you.  




MR. WAGNER:  What we will ask of the researcher to present back to us?  What do I need to get from them?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think there is a couple of questions.  I’ll try to paraphrase Dr. Canalis although no thinking human being would ever try to do that, but I’ll try.  I think there is a question here, why don’t you have the space?  Why don’t you have the equipment in the space instead of moving the equipment around?  And I think Dr. Canalis said why are you doing something where you can’t control the laminator flow over your specimens, and that you’re all of a sudden undoubtedly, if I could say that, or have a very high risk of contaminating those.  




And, you know, I’m -- what’s going on out there? What’s the matter with you?  Because it’s not only space and equipment it’s violating some basic -- basic tenets of cellular biology and research.  That’s really what bothers me. I can see them getting into a tussle with the Dean or somebody. My office is bigger than his office; you know that, stuff that goes on.  But this is kind of ignoring generally accepted scientific concepts. Don’t you think so, Dr. Canalis? 




DR. CANALIS:  I agree.  




MR. WAGNER:  I will follow up with Amy and Julius, when he returns from his vacation, to -- most likely Amy while Julius is away to formulate the questions for the PI.  Do you want a written -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- yes.  




MR. WAGNER:  To be circulated and then we will vote on it in June?  Do you want them to preset?  Do you want just the written -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- well, Dan, this has to go out this week because -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- it has to go out tomorrow.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right, tomorrow. 




MR. WAGNER:  I understand that.  But in terms of -- so they will get back to me, if they get back to me on Friday -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- there’s a few ways that you could -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- how do we vote on it?  




DR. KIESSLING:  We could ask the investigator to come and see us in June.  That’s one possibility.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think that’s a very good idea.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Another possibility is there is -- there is the NIH, the federal level has a mechanism called site visit.  And a couple of people could go see what’s going on.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Make -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- it probably would be easier to have the investigator come. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Make them come here. 




MR. WAGNER:  Do you want -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- we want a written response. 




MR. WAGNER:  A written response prior to and we will arrange with them to arrive for the June meeting.  




DR. CANALIS:  What you need to ask is a plan of corrective action.  Obviously, and you heard Dr., you cannot do the cultures what is the plan so that you can conduct your cultures in a satisfactory or in a subsequent manner.  I mean what is your plan?  That’s what you want. You don’t need a lot of detail. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, I think, Ernie, it’s got to be clear enough so that -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, I understand. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So when they come in and explain things that Mr. Mandelkern and Professor Latham, who are not biological scientists, can understand why is it you did it this way.  Why are you violating a basic tenet of cellular cultures? And that’s what we need to hear. We don’t need to hear about the different cell lines and all that. We need to hear how did this happen and why are you violating basic scientific principles?  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  So we will table this -- this proposal or this grant until the June meeting.




The next grant for discussion -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- should we actually have a vote on that? 




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll move to table. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Second.  All in favor of tabling this particular action on the grant pending explanation both and -- both written and in person and a corrective plan of action indicate by saying aye. 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any opposed to that? Okay.  And you’ll communicate with those?  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  I’ll work with Dr. Wagers in formulating the correct questions. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, but don’t -- somebody needs to call them tomorrow because they’ll find out -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- sure.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Through the grapevine one way or another and they’ll be circling around all upset before a three day weekend. 




MR. WAGNER:  No problem. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  Grant No. SCB 05, Grabel  and it would be Steve and Dr. Huang.  




DR. LATHAM:  Does Dr. Huang -- I can do it. This is Laura Grabel at Wesleyan.  The name of the project is directing production and functional integration of embryonic stem cell derived neural stem cells.  They’ve made significant progress. Their first -- their first objective involved investigating the role of an extra cellular signaling molecule called a hedgehog in the production of neural stem cells.  And they’ve been able to determine that hedgehog doesn’t stimulate the differentiation of embryonic stem cells into neural stem cells but instead supports the proliferation of an intermediate precursor cell and promotes the survival of neural stem cells.  




And then they’ve followed the fate of transplanted embryonic stem cells derived neural stem cells in a mouse model of epilepsy.  And they’ve -- their studies are showing that local signals in the mouse’s brain are actually directing the differentiation of those embryonic stem cell directives.  They’ve made significant progress toward their stated goals.  




There were some small financial variations, but all within the limits and all well explained.  And I would favor funding them for the next year.  Also they’ve had a couple of publications on their first objectives and one on the second. So they’re doing, I think, very well.  




DR. HUANG:  I agree.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay. Any objections to -- and carryover as well?  




DR. LATHAM:  Oh, yes, there was a little bit of money left over from the first year, a very small amount as I recall, but it should be carried over. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay. Any objections to those two proposals?  If not, we’ll continue to fund them and carryover the first funds and move on to the next item. 




MR. WAGNER:  The next one is SCB 08, the Health Center.  It’s Carmichael, and Dr. Genel and Dr. Wagers, again. 




DR. GENEL:  Amy, do you want to go with this?  I can go.  




DR. WAGERS:  I mean actually I thought this was great. They have made significant progress.  They’ve submitted manuscripts relevant to their research. They have encountered problems, but they’ve found solutions around them.  And I thought that they’re right on track and we should fund them for the next year. I can’t remember if there was carryover or not, but if so I would definitely -- I would suggest that we allow them to carry that over.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thank you.  Second reviewer?  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, there is a significant carryover, it’s about 47 percent.  I think they give a good -- an explanation for this and part of it is because the post doc they were counting on was delayed in getting -- delayed in getting their Ph.D.  So much of the money that was not spent is money that was allocated for that post doc. So I don’t have any problem with it philosophically, but it is -- it is a fair amount. It’s about 40,000 dollars.  And at least I would not want us to approve this without recognizing those numbers. I’ll get those numbers for you in a minute.  




The other thing I will mention, while I’m looking for the numbers, is that in terms of a lay summary this was an excellent lay summary in contrast to the other one that was done unintelligibly. This was a superb lay summary.  




The variance is 42 percent of the original budget. The original budget was 220,000 and actual expenses were 128,000. So there is a -- I think it’s a 90, 91,000 dollar carryover, which is not insignificant.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, did the post docs get their PhD’s and are they on board?  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, the PhD’s are on board and I agree with Amy that they’ve made significant progress.  And they have some interesting findings in terms of differential -- promotion of different aspects.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any further comments? Any opposition to carrying the grant -- carrying forward the 92,000 dollars and funding the second year? 91.  Are you okay with that?  




DR. WAGERS:  Yes. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  I’d like to say parenthetically that, you know, I think a lot of grants had trouble getting started in the first year.  We might -- I would argue a little differently if we had this carryover from the second and third year or third year to fourth year.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, exactly.  Next. 




MR. WAGNER:  Next is SCB 09, the Health Center Grabelly and the reviewers were Kiessling and Landwirth.  And from Julius’ notes here it just says he recommends to bring it up for discussion and maybe you can touch on this too, again, with the start up problems should we require applicants to anticipate foreseeable start up problems such as those slow down, slowing this researcher down.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, I actually thought -- this is an application to look at alternative slicing in human embryonic stem cells. And what they had to do -- I actually think I reviewed this grant. What they had to do is they had to develop a bunch of custom micro arrays.  And at the beginning that’s a bunch of headwork and computer work.  So although they have only spent about half of their funds they anticipate needing that other half plus the entire second year just to do their array analysis.  And I agree that that’s probably how this is going to go. 




They have the arrays developed.  They have like tested them out.  It looks like they’re going to work.  And now they’re generating a 150,000 data -- pieces of data every time they do an array. So what they have to do is figure out how to solve the mountain of data.  So I liked this project when I reviewed it and I think that from what they say they’ve managed to do that they’ve actually gotten around some significant problems and they’ll probably just push forward now. 




So I recommend that this -- that they get all the money they didn’t spend the first year, which is nearly half of it. I’m not too sure exactly what committed means.  But it looks that only spent about half of it.  But I think that’s perfectly justifiable and I think they’re going to need it all next year.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any further comment?  Any objection to rolling over the first year funds and funding year two?  Hearing none, we will do just that and go on to our next grant. 




MR. WAGNER:  The next grant is SCB 11 at UCONN with Tercoll with Dr. Wallack and Dr. Wagers as the reviewers.  




DR. WALLACK:  I think they’re making good progress. It’s a project that is -- the -- integration embryonic stem cells derived neurons into cerebral cortex. As I indicated they’re making good progress.  There has been some minor modifications, which they’ve been able to solve.  It hasn’t slowed them down at all.  They’re under budget, but pretty much on target.  15,000 dollars under spent for the year.  Their lay summary seems to be fairly clear. I would recommend that we continue to fund them for the second year.  




DR. WAGERS:  I agree with that.  They’ve made significant progress.  They encountered some difficulties which they were able to -- and I would fund them for the next year. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any further comment?  Any negative comments or opposition to rolling over the first year funds and funding year two?  Hearing none. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  We’ll move forward. The next one is SCB 14, UCONN Health Center, Dr. Zue with Dr. Fishbone and Dr. Huang for the reviewers. 




DR. HUANG:  This is a proposal entitled mat four base -- analysis -- (inaudible) from Dr. Zue at the University of Connecticut.  It has -- it is actually a very short progress report and it looks like progress is thin for a grant of this size. That being said, I don’t think that there is necessarily any specific problems it’s just that their progress report is a little over a page altogether.  The progress towards the aims are screening various antibodies to finding antibodies that might be good for -- (inaudible) -- so there is not a whole lot of detail or publications. 




So I think that for the first year it probably is okay, but the progress report appeared to be thin and did not give adequate detail to engender a lot of confidence.  I think if this were further along in the project then I would be very concerned. 




I don’t know if Dr. Fishbone feels the same way.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, they point out that they achieved all their goals in aim one.  I’m not quite sure from my notes how many aims they had.  But they did get a late start. It was the usual problem; the fellow didn’t arrive until later.  And they used up most of the money.  So, you know, I think they’re -- they feel they’re on target, although again they got a late start and with a hiring problem, but I think they’re progressing.  




DR. HUANG:  Yes, I wonder if there is a way to give some feedback that we expect more detail, level of detail in the progress report than they provided this time because it’s very hard to say whether they’ve made appropriate progress except taking their word for it.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, and hang on for a second. Henry, did you have a comment?  




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think that obviously if the Committee is not comfortable that they have an adequate report then one of the options for the Committee is to table this one, as they did in the other one, and say further funding requires you to provide us a more detailed report, have it submitted and dealt with in the June meeting.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  That would be my solution to the problem. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, I thought that their report was fairly -- was fairly good.  You know, they had a description of progress, itemized one, two, three, four. Any problems, none.  




DR. HUANG:  But that’s the entire progress report is all on one page including just a bullet list of four items. There is no information provided that anybody can use to verify what the level of progress was.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes. They do say they met all of the milestones.  And maybe, as you say, we should have a more fleshed out report of each step. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Ann?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I had -- I printed this out by mistake to look at it because I was assigned the other Zue grant.  And I was struck by how much money this one investigator is trying to manage right now. So do you have -- he’s in charge of the core there.  So do you have any indication from this progress report that this is a huge grant on top of another huge responsibility, either Paul or Julius?  




DR. HUANG:  I’m sorry; your question is whether -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- this same investigator is managing the core grant. 




DR. HUANG:  Right.  




DR. KIESSLING:  At UCONN, which is a huge budget.  




DR. HUANG:  Right.  




DR. KIESSLING:  And they’ve actually -- the progress report on that-- is that not correct? 




MR. WAGNER:  This is individuals at the Health Center.  The -- 




DR. HUANG:  -- it’s the same -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- he’s the head of the whole operation.  




MR. WAGNER:  Is it?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




DR. FISHBONE:  He doesn’t say how much, what percentage of time he’s on it, but the amount of funding he’s getting -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- my opinion is it’s not good enough for the taxpayers.  




DR. HUANG:  I think that even for non -- for the NIH we make a good faith effort to show what we’ve done during the previous funding period.  




DR. KIESSLING:  With data. 




DR. HUANG:  And this was really too minimal.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. HUANG:  Maybe they did it, but it’s not evident from the material provided.  It’s less than page. We basically have to take his word for it and I think that the -- there was not enough attention paid to his progress report. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Mr. Mandelkern.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would follow up on Dr. Huang’s comments because this researcher is the head of the UCONN stem cell effort and I think it’s necessary to inform him that for funding to go forward we have to have more detail, Gerry.  He’s not talking just about this million. There is two and a half million in the core and there is more for 2008. So I think we have to use the same approach we used in BO3 and request additional fleshed out progress before we can okay the funds.  I would move that if that’s agreeable with Dr. Fishbone. I don’t want to override him, but I think that’s my sentiment. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, and you would say then we will -- we’ll add an ambience until we get the -- an appropriate review and we will not roll over any -- recommend rolling over funds until we understand what they’re doing.  




DR. WALLACK:  Can we ask them also to come back June 17th or before with -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- in person. Yes. 




DR. HUANG:  I think that’s very reasonable. 




DR. WALLACK:  I would send it then, Bob. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, anybody opposed to that? What we’re saying is we’re not going to recommend funding the second year or carry over funds until we understand clearly what they’re doing and until they come in and explain it to us. Okay?  Next. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I just have a small problem with that.  He’s described what he’s doing, but he hasn’t fleshed it out into every step.  And I must admit when they flesh it out into every step I can’t understand everything they’re doing.  But, you know, Paul is a scientist and in this area, so if he feels that it’s inadequate I have to go along with that.  But I had a fairly good idea of what they were doing from the description.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And I understand your sentiments, but from my standpoint this is a lot of money and you can write a better report.  You know, when we’re talking hundreds of thousands and millions of dollars you can write a better report. And I’m sorry if I’m belaboring the point, but I think what we’re saying is if we ask you to do something and you agree to do it and we give you the grant money you have to do it to our satisfaction.  And I think we’ll have much less downstream problems with quality assurance if we stake our territory out now and say what we expect. 




Are there any -- any further comments?  




DR. GENEL:  While we’re at I think we could ask for a better lay report too.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  A little more descriptive. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  And we will communicate with those individuals and tell them what they have to do to get continued funding. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We’re not -- I’m really not here to disadvantage anybody, but I think we have a very specified set of rules and we’re dealing with a lot of money none of which belongs to us but it belongs to the state collectively and we have to -- this is part of our transparency to say that we insist on understandable, quality reviews.  




Next?




MR. WAGNER:  Next is SCB 18, Yale, the PI is Kraus and its Dr. Canalis was the reviewer. 




DR. CANALIS:  Well, basically for the past year -- Dr. Kraus -- she’s found the MKL gene, it’s mutated in the form of leukemia.  So that was the premise. So basically she’s expressed the gene in cells of -- and she has trained three people in her lab.  That is basically the progress. She attempted to create a dominant negative which should be reasonably easy to do and there are other alternatives.  And it didn’t work so she’s going to do that in the second year.  




I mean I think it’s -- there are no publications.  I think it may be a little bit better than Dr. Zue’s, but it’s not a lot of work for over 200 bills. I mean this is a couple of experiments and training some people. So I mean given it’s the first year, I’m in favor of allowing continuation of a grant, but I think there needs to be some -- a warning needs to be sent that the expectations are higher than this. Again, it’s a little bit over a page for the progress. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So it sounds you would like to fund the second year, but send a message -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- but there needs to be a warning letter.  If the progress is not of clear substance in the following frankly we cannot continue to invest in this.  There needs to be more, you know. This is two experiments and one failed.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would say that the only qualification that might let us go forward and do it is that Dr. Kraus has multiple responsibilities in starting up all of the work at Yale. And I’m sure that she will concentrate now that start up work has been done, and the core has been established, and the building has been opened that she’ll be able to do more than a limited number of experiments next year with a flag attached to the agreement to go forward.  




DR. CANALIS:  I wouldn’t condone those. You know, we still paid the entire grant.  Most of the money except for 9 percent were spent.  So, you know, the fact that she has other responsibilities was entered into account when she submitted the grant. You know, it’s not a 100 percent of her time on this grant. You know, it was an appropriate percentage?  So, you know, I think in my opinion, you know, she needs to -- we need to continue funding with a clear warning letter.  I mean I wouldn’t condone this.  I mean if she didn’t dedicate a percent of time that she was supposed to as submitted in the application that is her mistake, it’s not ours.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do we want to do something like ask for a report in four months? 




DR. CANALIS:  No, I think that she needs to know that we expect more.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So we’re going to give her -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I would give her -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- and the roll over, and the carryover.  




DR. CANALIS:  The carryover is modest. It’s 9 percent.  Yes, I would allow that, but I would want a clear letter. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Would you want to dictate that or -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I can do it on the phone to Dan or I can scribble it now. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  She says in her summary we made great progress this year.  




DR. CANALIS:  What? 




DR. FISHBONE:  She’s made great progress this year as the summary of her activities. I’ve gained significant data on the effects of MKL.  




DR. CANALIS:  It’s two transfection experiments, one of the MKL and it’s also the -- lineage, and one a dominant negative that failed, which basically would be MKL with a mutation so it doesn’t bind to DNA.  




DR. FISHBONE:  But it says, we’ve achieved our originally stated milestones. Is that not true?  




DR. CANALIS:  It’s in the letter. I mean I’m giving you my opinion.  Take it, leave it, it makes no difference to me. These are cloning one construct and doing two transfection experiments for 240,000 dollars. I wish I could get that kind of money. And if you want to say this is fantastic, we’ll write a letter and say this is fantastic.  I’ll do whatever you want. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, let me just say that Dr. Canalis is very experienced and very renowned in doing this kind of work. And either he’s missing the boat, which I doubt very, very, very, very seriously that he’s not missing the concept here and maybe things are going swimmingly. But they’re certainly doing two experiments for how many thousands of dollars?  




DR. CANALIS:  240. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  For a quarter of a million bucks is not my idea of success or near success. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  But if I might comment. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  In the following of Albert Einstein if they knew the result of the experiment to begin with it wouldn’t be called research. So if the results didn’t yield what they expected that still could mean that very good effort, very good research was put into it and the results just didn’t come where they thought and they have to redirect. I don’t think there is any -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that is not what I said. I didn’t say the experiments failed.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And I would suggest -- Dr. Canalis suggested going forward with the carry over, which is minimum, with the next year’s money with a letter saying that let’s get on the ball and do some more heavy lifting.  I believe that’s in a sense what you were saying in lay terms.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we’re trying -- what I heard my esteemed colleague say was that there wasn’t -- we paid a quarter of a million dollars for way less than a quarter of a million dollars worth of work. Now, I’m sure that people spend time getting organized and getting traction and getting unwrapped from around the axle or however you want to term it. But what I’m hearing Dr. Canalis say is the results do not justify the financial output. And -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that’s what I did say. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And the message was -- is going to be if you want to continue to be funded you’ve got to get results.  We’re not going to do it for -- we don’t care whether the experiments -- sometimes you learn more from an experiment that fails. So it’s not that one worked and one didn’t.  It’s just there is not an awful lot of work for a quarter of a million bucks. And I can’t count on those people saying well, we’re a little slow getting started. The Visa got hung up and, you know, Fred dropped the dry ice thing. 

And I mean there is a lot of excuses. But a quarter of a million bucks is a lot of money, wouldn’t you agree, Dr. Canalis?  




DR. CANALIS:  I agree, Commissioner. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  What was it the first year, Ernie?  How much money the first year? I’d hate to work for you, Ernie.  




DR. GENEL:  277.  




DR. CANALIS:  It was about 450.  I’ll tell you exactly.  Hang on. 




MR. WAGNER:  856 over three years. 




DR. GENEL:  All right.  




DR. KIESSLING:  What were her goals for the first year?  




DR. CANALIS:  I can’t remember the original grant.  




DR. GENEL:  I don’t have the whole grant. 




DR. KIESSLING:  She didn’t state the goals in the review, in the -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so we’re saying that we’re going to fund the project, but we’re just going to add -- indicate that we want her to make more -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- we’re going to say not good enough, do better or no more money.  




DR. CANALIS:  That’s right.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Real clear, two liner. 




DR. FISHBONE:  In the justification she says, 22,570 wasn’t spent because this was all related to the delay in the award of the grant.  This event delayed the recruitment of staff, which resulted in delay of the start of the project.  These funds will be used very rapidly in the coming months because our studies using mice are rapidly expanding.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t buy that, sorry. I don’t mean to be dismissive of Gerry or anybody else, but I hear that all the time. It’s your fault we didn’t do the work right because the money was slow getting there. I don’t buy that.  I think what we have to say is it wasn’t good enough. You’ve got to do better if you want to continue to be funded. 




DR. FISHBONE:  But she says they achieved their aims.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Say what?  




DR. FISHBONE:  They fulfilled their -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- I don’t think so.  Right, Dr. Canalis?  He’s got the wrong idea. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I don’t have the whole grant.  I just loaded down the budget.  She does have a list of things that -- well; she’s going to get a letter. I don’t think I can make much headway here.  But she does have a lengthy discussion of what they have done, which seemed much greater than what I’m hearing.  




MR. WAGNER:  I’ll draft the letter.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Draft the letter. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Make it a little gentle. 




DR. CANALIS:  You have made fantastic progress.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We have a motion. We have an opinion that we’re going -- that’s shared by all that we’re going to table this and the carry forward, which is small, until we understand what’s going on.  I’m sorry.  Approve it with the letter. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Approve it with the letter.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, going back to what you said on table, Dr. Zue, do you want him to appear like you want the other person to appear as well?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No, if he doesn’t want the money he doesn’t have to appear. 




DR. WALLACK:  No, I know, but we -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- it’s okay with me. 




DR. WALLACK:  no, no, no.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Oh.  




DR. WALLACK:  My point was -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- yes, I do.  




DR. WALLACK:  You want him here.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  So that then as like with the Nechima you have to ask -- Shudo appear also. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And I think some of this, Milt, I thank you for raising that.  You know, I need to understand it. You know, I mean Ernie understands stuff that the biological scientists here, and Paul does that because of my background I don’t understand. I’m sure Steve may have a little trouble understanding it. I’m sure that Bob may have a little -- and I think there is two things. One we have to understand what you’re doing. And No. 2 is we’re very concerned about quality.  And I say this not because I’m trying to be mean to people and certainly Dr. Zue is a fine chap.  I just want to preserve our process and our excellent relationship with the legislative body. And I don’t want our money to be taken away next year or reduced because of the budget scramble.  


MR. MANDELKERN:  Let’s get to the real money now.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. WAGNER:  All right. So we can move to the group projects.  There is one group project so it’s SCC 04, UCONN, the PI is Rogue, and on my list I have three reviewers, Genel, Wagers, and Huang.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Amy, do you want to comment on this one?  




DR. WAGERS:  Sure, I’ll start it off.  So this is a group project that involves -- a group grant that involves nine different projects.  I thought the project report was very well written, very comprehensive. There was a lot of information in there. They even provided primary data figures and these sorts of things.  It looked to me that there was significant progress made on all of the projects.  Some more than others, but I think that’s to be expected.  And one thing that I was impressed with was the overall level of interaction between the investigators in the group project and it seemed to me that there had been a real effort to have people interact.  




There was some -- all of the projects are under budget right now, some of them significantly. I guess I tend to be less concerned about this because I think, especially in the first year, it takes some time once you learn that you’re funded in order to get things up and running, and particularly if new personnel need to be hired and these sorts of things. And so there wasn’t anything there that seemed to me out of the ordinary. But maybe others would have more comments on that.  




DR. HUANG:  Well, I would agree I thought it was extremely well written and detailed on all the projects.  I thought that even though some of them were more under budget than others the variances were actually overall very small compared to the total. So I thought that this is a good progress report, and I would favor approving it both from the standpoint of the progress made and also from the fiscal data. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, I would -- I would agree with both, I would agree with both comments.  There is some -- there is some variation in terms of the progress in some of the various subprojects that seemed to me to be just a delay in getting started.  And I think that accounts for some of the variance. 




I think commenting on the lay summaries, let me comment that one of them, I thought, I think this was Subproject No. 5 in my eyes was excellent.  But some of the others were, again, unintelligible and I think if we’re going to use these on the public website I think the -- we have to ask the investigators that have provided them to provide them that they are, in fact, readable otherwise they’re not of any value at all.  I have a couple here that -- I have a couple here, but I won’t delay this that -- where I thought the lay could be improved and I can provide that to you if you want it. 




DR. WAGERS:  I think it would be reasonable to ask them to rewrite those for -- if -- for publication on the website.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  Do you recommend to move forward with their funding?  




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.  And to carry forward. 




DR. HUANG:  And to carry forward. 




MR. WAGNER:  And to carry forward. Anybody opposed?  




DR. GENEL:  And also with the request for rewrite.  




MR. WAGNER:  Rewrite, yes.  Anybody opposed?  None heard, we’ll move forward.




The next ones are the core facility grants, and the first one is Yale, SCD 01, the PI is Lynn and Huang was the reviewer.  




DR. HUANG:  Yes.  This is Yale’s stem cell core under the direction of Dr. Lynn.  And the progress report is well written and summarizes the -- what they have achieved so far in the past year.  They’ve hired technical directors and technical staff. They have space. And they’re moving forward and provided core support services. They have a -- and a shared confocal microscope core.  So overall I think there has been good progress.  




The fiscal analysis showed that there was one outlining expenditure, purchase of a video processing equipment, which was -- of about 52,000 dollars.  Overall the whole core was under budget by 37 percent. The video conferencing actually is well justified. It’s probably appropriate, but it wasn’t originally requested and approved, and I don’t believe that there was an indication of prior approval before purchasing it.  But I would recommend bringing to their attention that they need to obtain prior approval for re-budgeting of large items.  




MR. WAGNER:  That was one of the things -- that was really the only item that wasn’t pre-budgeted for out of all the grants that we read through at CI and that was the one that we asked them to re-justify it, but, again, they said that it was useful in terms of communicating with other universities within the state and without and it was just something that we bring up as Paul did to the Committee.  




I don’t know if we just want to make sure -- remind them that they need to re-budget or -- for large items, reallocate.  




MS. HORN:  Reallocation of percentages, over 10 percent.  




MR. WAGNER:  I don’t think it was over 10 percent. It’s a large grant.  




DR. HUANG:  It was -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- I don’t think they moved money. It was they bought it as equipment under the -- 




DR. HUANG:  -- I thought you said there was a large purchase and it wasn’t previously approved or budgeted for.  I think it is justifiable.  I would -- I don’t know if there is a way to say that moving forward that -- to remind them that all large expenditures, such as this, must be pre-approved beforehand otherwise there is no guarantee that their funding will be continued.  




So I think it is justifiable and appropriate to allow that core for Yale to have video conferencing equipment. I think that -- and it makes sense.  So I think that the expenditure itself is okay, but the fact that they didn’t obtain prior approval I think we need to make a point that they need to do that. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I have a question. Paul, this is Ann Kiessling.  




DR. HUANG:  Hi, Ann. 




DR. KIESSLING:  I reviewed the other core grant from Connecticut and I want to ask you a few questions about what kinds of information you had in your summary statement. One of the missions of these cores was to demonstrate that they were helping people all over Connecticut.  Is there any listing in that review of who is involved in the core, how many investigators are using it, how many lines they have on board, how many new lines they’ve derived?  Anything like that? 




DR. HUANG:  No. I’m -- on description of collaborative work it just says it stimulated a number of collaborative projects and several investigators have applied for second round of funding. And it lists several of the companies that have worked with the Stem Cell Center. I do not see a list of all the investigators or the stem cell lines that are being sent there.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m always worried about cores.  So I don’t always -- they can be a huge resource or they can be a huge money pit.  




DR. HUANG:  I think that the information that you’re asking about is actually very basic information that should be part of the progress report. So I don’t have a problem asking them for it.  I mean it just -- we should treat both -- well any grants with a core the same and I think that that’s key information.  




DR. KIESSLING:  They spent what 800 thousand dollars last year?  




MR. WAGNER:  More than that.  




MR. WAGNER:  I think it was 2.5 over two years.  




DR. HUANG:  968 for direct, about a third of it was on salaries, wages and fringe, and then there was equipment.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Mr. Mandelkern. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  The only comment I would make, Ann, is that on two of the seed grants that we did renew made specific reference that their post docs were trained at the Yale core and therefore have been able to move forward.  I don’t remember which one of the two it was, but it struck me as a high level of integration of the seeds being trained and the core doing what it was supposed to at least on the ones that I’ve reviewed. I must confess I did not read all of the grants, just the ones that I was assigned. 




DR. KIESSLING:  But I think for nearly a million dollars we need to know exactly whose is coming and using this core every week.  And, you know, how utilized it is, how many lines they have. I mean I think that’s key.  It’s certainly not in the grant renewal I have on -- that I’ve looked at and I -- this is a lot of money. This isn’t a 150,000, you know, senior investigator award. This is almost a million dollars in one year and I think -- 




DR. HUANG: -- So, Ann, are you saying that the other core review did provide that information or did not either?  




DR. KIESSLING:  No, it’s very sketchy. 




DR. HUANG:  It’s sketchy also.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, but at least its there.  




DR. HUANG:  I think that we probably should ask for both cores -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- this is a lot of money. 




DR. HUANG:  To provide that information. And that -- we should make a list of that being the cell lines that they carry, the number of investigators who are making use of the core.  




DR. KIESSLING:  One of my -- in my experience one of the big problems that core facilities have is advertising themselves.  So if you were part of a corporation and somebody gave you a million dollars to provide a service to the rest of the corporation that corporation would demand that you prove you’re providing a million dollars worth of service to the rest of their group. And that doesn’t always seem to be the bar for academic cores.  So this is just -- this is a huge parentage of our overall budget going to these cores.  And although I think they can be a terribly valuable resource, I think they can also be -- under titled partly because nobody knows they exist. 




MR. WAGNER:  Outreach efforts should be something you report on?  




DR. KIESSLING:  They need to -- they -- hopefully their holding routine courses. They should be holding, at least planning through for week long courses every year to train -- that was one of the main things we wanted to introduce.  Is there any reporting that they actually had an organized stem cell course, Paul?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I think there is. 




DR. KIESSLING:  There is some phrases called training investigators in my report.  But there is no -- 




DR. HUANG:  Right, no, they do mention that, but I -- turning recent researchers is an on growth of the Stem Cell Line because certainly it is felt that the heavily load be positive, but not specifically how many researchers have gone through it? How statistic many don’t like it?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m a little bit biased and it’s because I reviewed the core applications from California. And those core grant applications were trying to detail the stem cell workshops that they planned to cover including the syllabus of the lessons that were to be taught each of the ten days. It was a very detailed list. Part of their application was what kind of teaching are you going to offer, you know, scientists in California. And I really think that we should ask for that kind of effort from these two huge cores. This is such a big percentage of Connecticut’s budget. 




DR. HUANG:  So let’s just go through the information that we would like to request from the cores. One is an inventory of the human ESL line that they are repository for.  




DR. KIESSLING:  And can make available to other researchers.  




DR. HUANG:  Right.  And the second would be a list of the researchers who have requested -- for whom they have provided so as to -- and the third would be their training efforts in which the list that -- is it reasonable to ask for a list of researchers who are have undergone training at their center.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Something like that, I mean I don’t think that’s asking a lot for this amount of money, do you?  




DR. HUANG:  Right. And then fourth we’ll do what their outreach efforts are. I mean this would be a statement of what we believe to be the core. I mean the gentle missions of the core and that, for instance, if they didn’t have an outreach effort that we think we could support ha they should because we’re asking them that are their efforts?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Right. I don’t remember exactly how the solicitation, how the grant application read.  I don’t remember what the point of the grant application is.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I do remember -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- teaching and medication was part of it.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It was in there that you -- give this a lot of money because we’re going to be a statewide resource.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And I think you’re right in asking for that information.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Commissioner?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Though I would just like --- 




DR. HUANG:  -- so it’s a list of researchers who they’ve provided cells to and I guess the other would be the list of the researchers who have made us of their confocal or fact cell sorting. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Right. Or their work -- their teaching workshops. 




DR. HUANG:  Or their -- I’m sorry; I couldn’t hear the last one.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Teaching workshops. 




DR. HUANG:  Right, right.  So I have basically a list of five things, an inventory of the stem -- human stem cell (inaudible), a list of the researchers to whom they’ve provided cells, a list of the researchers who have used their core services including, if appropriate, consult or some cell sorting, that would be three. Fourth is training efforts and a list of the researchers who have undergone training at their facility. And the fifth is what is their outreach efforts to make their services known and to maximize the impact of their -- the core. 




DR. GENEL:  Since -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Mike, let Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I would like to make reference for both Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Huang and the rest of the Committee to the report to the General Assembly dated June 30th that is being submitted. And I’d like to make specific reference to page eight where Yale reports on the establishment of its core.  And all of these issues that you have raised are delineated in this report from Yale. For example, collaboration page 12, No. 4, collaboration within Yale and throughout Connecticut. 




Now, I don’t want to read the whole report, but I will tell you that when I finished reading this and how much work they’ve done in outreach and training along the specific lines that you had mentioned and more even, the recruitment of researchers from outside of Connecticut that they’ve brought in through this core I felt very, very positive about this core and development.  




DR. HUANG:  Right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And I felt very, very proud of the work that we had done in funding this core. And I felt that the hard work that I had put into this Committee was very well justified by the magnificent results even on this one core in Yale.  




So I think if you take reference to this report, which is going to be submitted if we get to the agenda item in our name, you will see that many of these issues, without reading you ten pages of the report, are handled in great detail and in wonderful examination.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Then it would have been easy for them to put it in their progress report. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, that being an academic I don’t know what the reports consist of, but I found it when I read this report to the General Assembly and to the Governor I did find it there. I did not review, as I said before, the progress report of every grant. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Good.  So that’s going to be easy 




DR. HUANG:  I think that -- I agree that if they’ve already summarized this information then it should be very straightforward for them to provide it to us. I think I would also want to suggest that we put into the future applications that in the progress report for the cores that we will be expecting these kinds of information because that way then it will be known that that’s what’s expected in the progress report. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, Mike, do you have a comment?  




DR. GENEL:  Well, Dr. Huang last comment feeds into what I was about to say.  If we’re going to devise criteria for the cores, and we’re really talking about criteria for both cores. And we haven’t gotten to the UCONN core; Dr. Zue’s progress report is spare as was his investigator report. But he does talk in terms of number of X number of cells, collaborate -- providing cells to 30 laboratories, holding 11 training sessions. I think what we’re saying is we want an explosive, detailed list of those interactions. 




DR. HUANG:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  Not an aggregate number.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, that shouldn’t be very hard to do.  




DR. GENEL:  Right. 




DR. HUANG:  I agree.  




DR. GENEL:  So what I agree with, Dr. Wright, this ought to be -- this has to be made clearer from the outset and perhaps it wasn’t. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, okay. So we are going to table this -- next year’s funding into -- pending receipt of chapter and verse of what Ann was talking about.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know that we need to table it.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  What would you like to do? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, we’re going to actually -- maybe we should make the decision after we go through the next core.




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, okay. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Because this could actually be -- we might need both of these people to come.  I don’t want to stop their funding at all because they’ve got a lot of people involved there.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But we do need to know what they’ve done with 700,000 dollars or 800,000 dollars. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I agree. 




DR. KIESSLING:  We need to know that. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This document certainly doesn’t tell us that.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So you would suggest funding year two, rolling over year one, but asking the directors to come here and explain what they’re doing. And one of them is coming already. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, Dr. Zue is coming already.  And I think -- I mean we’re probably going to make the same vote on each of these. So should I just go ahead and do this -- review this core or do you want to vote on the other one first?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No, go ahead.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So this -- this is Dr. Zue’s second grant from us and this is when I began all of a sudden to realize that he’s managing million dollars a year for Connecticut. And so I think that his -- this three page report that we got that sort of goes through what their stem cell core has done for a year that amounts to 800,000 dollars is shabby at best. I mean I think that even Dr. Zue would know we don’t go through almost a million dollars and come up with a three page document.  Okay?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  What is his other name?  I’m trying to sort my Dr. Zue’s.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Brenhaven.  




DR. LATHAM:  Thank you. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Now, he’s a good investigator. I mean I have no doubt that this is not being done well.  




DR. LATHAM:  I was just trying to sort him from the Dr. Zue who is the -- going to be the head of a core that we’ve voted to fund, the Evergen.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No. 




DR. LATHAM:  That’s a different Dr. Zue. 




DR. KIESSLING:  I think so.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s a Dr. Lee, as a matter of fact, Steve. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Now, Bob, is a report on the UCONN core in that document? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, Ma’am.  Yes, Doctor, excuse me. Yes, Dr. Kiessling.  I think we have a slight, Commissioner, difficulty here in that this Yale core that we’re discussing moving forward with the carryover and the funding for the second year with more detailed explanation and/or a personal visitation we also have to consider later in the meeting the fact that we funded this same core in ’08 grants for approximately a million dollars.  And we are going to consider their revised budget. On the one hand, you know, we kiss the bride. On the other hand, you can say we don’t want to get married. I mean I think we have a slight contradiction here that we have to take into consideration at least.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, I think -- let me just say it, Bob.  I think that what I’m hearing is that the material we have from both these institutions is not up to what scientists who work in the field would consider acceptable standards.  Is that a good way of paraphrasing what you -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- I don’t -- I -- much about running a core is not about science.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  Much about running a core is running the core. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  You’re a small business entity and they’re offering a service. And they’re offering a very skilled service, but they’re still offering service. And I think that that’s both their strength and possibly their weakness. I mean I have used -- I have had associations with cores that were incredibly successful in a huge effort, benefit. And I’ve known cores that were just a waste of funds. 




So I think what we want to make sure is that these cores are being really well managed and well utilized. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, that’s clear enough.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Part of it’s the science but most of it is simply, you know, a business -- this is a business management problem.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So we need more information. 




DR. KIESSLING:  About how they’re doing it. And there is some irregularities in this one that I don’t quite understand.  Dr. Laura Grabel is listed as co-PI of this core.  There is comfort in that because she’s really good. She’s doing a lot of teaching. There is no -- she’s not on a salary anywhere.  There is no salary support for Dr. Grabel.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s a question.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, maybe, but I mean she is co-PI on this grant, so there is no particular percent of effort. I’m not sure why she’s co-PI.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  She’s co-PI because she has opportunity to bring the Wesleyan researchers to this core by virtue of being the co-PI. She’s the head of the stem cell research at Wesleyan, which we heard previously under an established investigator, was going very well. So I think the purpose of her being there was to give her access -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- from Wesleyan. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  To bring her people from Wesleyan. That is the exact point of it, I believe, if I recall correctly. 




DR. KIESSLING:  This is a progress report which it says is attached under separate covers. And I didn’t get it.  It wasn’t posted with my documents so I don’t know what Dr. Grabel’s progress report is.  




DR. LATHAM:  Is that a reference to her established investigator grant, which is the one I read about?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t know.  It says Dr. Grabel’s progress report is attached under separate cover and they’re relating to this core.  And I didn’t get it.  




DR. LATHAM:  It’s probably the one that I reviewed as her established investigator grant, which was doing very well. And, in fact, it does mention collaboration with the core.  




DR. KIESSLING:  With the core. 




DR. LATHAM:  In her document. Let me check. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It seems to me that there is a lack of clarity here.  And that we need to solicit the types of information, whether deliberate personally or in written form to that we can understand. Does that -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- yes, No, I think that’s fair. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I mean there is some other things about this that are -- they’ve named to spend all their money, but there was a whole bunch of work they couldn’t do for all kinds of reasons, but they still spent all their money. So I’m not too sure how those things play out.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we need to ask the questions of the individuals involved.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m happy to do that. 




DR. WALLACK:  Just to confirm, Dr. Grabel’s report does say, “human embryonic stem cell core at University of Connecticut health center, our interaction with them has provided us with needed support to grow and differentiate human ESC’s and has proven invaluable.” 




MR. SALTON:  So there may be a subcontract between the core, Dr. Grabel as a -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- it’s not in their budget.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, Milt.  




MR. MANSFIELD:  Do they have in there that they’re training?  Because I know that UCONN has talked at retreats about all the training they’ve done. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, they talk about heaving provided training and something to spend 30 laps. But there is no clarity on that.  Section D, which says identification of any significant developments and all invention and intellectual properties disclosures, it says none.  And Section E the description of the collaborative work there are more in Wisconsin then there are in Connecticut.  




DR. LATHAM:  You know they had of the lab at Yale, who is actually paying, at UCONN. 




DR. KIESSLING:  That could be.




DR. KIESSLING:  So they’re -- so, Bob, y0u know what I’m hearing -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- excuse me.  I didn’t get -- we didn’t understand your remark about Wisconsin. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Description of collaborative work.  It’s a table that was eight collaborators, and five of them are in Wisconsin.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  And one is at Storrs and two are at UCONN Health Center. 




DR. GENEL:  But some of them I think we’re Zue’s collaboration in Wisconsin rather than Zue’s collaboration in Connecticut.  I have a suspicion there was some division in terms of what was -- what was meant here.  Well Thompson, obviously, didn’t come to Connecticut.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  But Dr. Zue was recruited from Wisconsin.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, I’m having some trouble understanding what’s happening here in an administrative sense.  And I think some of this may just be the way that the report is -- has been produced and worded. So maybe we’re looking at on the one side a wordsmith problem to some extent.  On the other hand, we’ve -- I think we were pretty clear about what we reviewed two years ago or a year and a half ago and about what we expected. 




And I’m just -- I have some concerns about people saying, you know, I really know what should be done and thank you very much for this money. I’ve been thanked many times from both of the institutions, one much more than the other.  And then I hear that, well, I’m getting this feeling we’re just going -- we know what to do and we’re going to do it.  And we’re going to do what we think is the right thing. And I’m not sure what they think is the right thing is what we considered when we did the grant.  And I kind of have to know a little bit more about where are you with these things? Who are you training?  How often are you having classes? What are you doing here? 




DR. KIESSLING:  One of the other concerns about this is that they spent all but 20,000 dollars of their money, but they have a lot of lists of things that it took them a very long time to accomplish.  So I’m not sure how they managed to spend all of their budget.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, if you’re not, I’m certainly not and I’m sure most of the people at the table aren’t. And we need some clarification.  Maybe it’s just not worded right.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Which core are you reading about now, Ann? 




DR. KIESSLING:  UCONN. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  UCONN. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  UCONN. 




DR. KIESSLING:  And the description in the document that’s going to be -- it’s only four paragraphs.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Mike, did you have a comment? 




DR. GENEL:  Well, it’s a general one, but I think probably what Ann is saying and what Paul has said and I agree with you that we need to -- we need to supplement.  We need a supplement to these reports in explicit detail on all of these areas that we’ve discussed. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Um, hmm. 




DR. GENEL:  And I think we’ve -- that’s what we should ask for is a supplement to their annual report with an explicit list of all of the various affiliations, training sessions, and so forth. 




DR. KIESSLING:  That we can read in June. 




DR. GENEL:  That we can read in June and perhaps with or without an invitation to meet with us. I think that depends on our agenda.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But Dr. Zue is going to come anyway.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  He’s going to be here for another grant. 




DR. GENEL:  But I think that’s what we ought to ask for.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think that’s correct. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bob?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Hang on. Milt?  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes. I would, with your permission, Bob, recommend that we continue to fund the cores, but what I think we’re saying is that in both instances we want more completeness. And what we’re looking for is really a template of things. 




For example, Paul and I think you also, Ann, talked about an inventory for a repository of cells. You talked about who is getting the cells. We talked about the training efforts.  You talked about the outreach efforts. And I think, Paul, if he’s still on talked about a fifth thing which I didn’t get.  




If -- and the other aspect that we talked about earlier on that we shouldn’t loose sight of is certain expenditures that might be considered out of line with the original grant request.  That we’re talking about the expenditure for the teleconferencing that -- that, Dan, that you brought up.  So that -- and there was nothing wrong in that expenditure.  But it would be a good idea if we were to -- because of the transparency factor of get this kind of information, so that I would recommend that we fund for the second year at -- but indicate to them in the form of a letter that these are the areas we want further explanation for as we go forward, as we go forward for the sake of the research and for the sake of each of the cores.  And it wouldn’t be a bad idea to have them come here to address that. 




And lastly just to make sure that we have the right information that we’re asking if Dan could highlight the five or six items that we’re talking about and let Paul and Ann check off on that so when we send out the letter we know we’re being complete about what the discussion on June 17th would be all about. That’s at least my perspective.  But at least they know that we’re -- they’re going to get funded, but we want more accountability as we go forward.  




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s fine with me. 




MR. SALTON:   I have a comment. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Henry?  




MR. SALTON:  I would suggest that if you’re going -- you know, one of my concerns, and this is maybe particularly a legal concern, is that you’re funding and then saying well, here is the funds and then tell us what we need to know later.  There’s really no necessary connection to the two because you’re letting the money go before you actually get your supplemental information. I would suggest that you fund, but it’s conditioned upon the submission of and the Committee’s approval of supplemental information. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  That’s fine. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Very good. Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Speaking to Henry’s point, I think if we refer to the report that’s going forward to the General Assembly, and I hate to be the burr in the saddle here, but I would like to quote, since I’ve been reading this over time, page eight, “they only moved into their new facility in August ’07”, less than a year ago. They have established five cores, which I will list.  They purchased major equipment and supplies.  Quote, “from 1A, it has trained ten investigators from seven different labs and is supplying human embryonic stem cell lines to nine labs.”  Then it talks of the confocal microscope core, the florescence analysis and cell sorting core, and the genomics core, and the communications system which Paul Huang referred to.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, this is Yale you’re talking about.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, yes, we’re talking about Yale because you have suggested focusing on the both together.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, with all respect, we know -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- but I’m saying there is very specific -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- hang on, hang on, Bob. Paul.  




DR. HUANG:  I’m sorry. I think one of the issues is we don’t want to just hear that you’ve supplied cells to nine laboratories. We want to know which laboratories and which cells and which investigators have used the different cores with the core services like the -- because then that gives us a level of accountability. And also some insight as to how the cores are being utilized.  So it’s not just a matter of how many, but which ones.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And I think Henry’s suggestion is a good one that it’s contingent on -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- and it shouldn’t be, I don’t think, communicated that we don’t understand the excellent job they’re doing. We do -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- we need more detail.  




DR. WALLACK:  We just want more detail. So we appreciate everything that’s in that annual report, but also the message is that it has to be -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- yes, give us more detail.  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  And are they coming in in June?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I would offer them the opportunity to come in and present -- well, Dr. Zue is going to be here.  And have Lynn come in and present it.  I don’t think that’s asking a lot for 750,000 dollars.  




MR. WAGNER:  So we’ll want a written update prior to the meeting and then they can come in and present.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, exactly.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay  




MS. HORN:  Can I just clarify? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  Your point, Henry, that they’re going to -- we are going to fund them immediately, continue the funding immediately. They’re going to submit updated or enhanced forms for June and we’re approving them conditional on our acceptance of those forms. So we give them all the money and then in June I just -- on the unlikely chance that we disapprove of the -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  - well, when is the second year going to begin?  




DR. CANALIS:  We can’t give them more money.  




MS. HORN:  In March. 




DR. CANALIS:  Say that again? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, it already began. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




MR. SALTON:  We haven’t funded them yet. 




MS. HORN:  We’re in a gap here. So they’re looking for their funds.  So it’s just a technical question.  We give them the next year of funding and then if for some reason we don’t fund them then we get the money back.  




MR. SALTON:  We’re going -- right, I mean you’re -- this -- that’s the issue is that if you guys are going to fund blindly without the supplement then, of course, you’re taking the burden on the Committee to -- if there is a disapproval to then pursue the institution to get that money back. 




DR. CANALIS:  Can’t they be funded through June?  Can’t they be funded through June 17th? I mean it would be the obvious thing to do is to allocate funds until June 17th, but, you know, beyond that I mean I think the Committee needs to have the opportunity to read a detailed report.  




MR. SALTON:  I don’t know -- I have no idea how their budget is developed or whether there is a monthly way of allocating this or whether or not, you know, it may be more -- rather than doing the work of trying to figure that out of saying well what’s a month’s worth of budget for these people for the various things they’re doing, you know, you just say, well, you get delayed another month. We’ve already delayed you March, April and May.  But that’s the Committee’s - I mean I think it’s a -- I don’t have enough information to answer your question.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  But I think it’s -- I think Henry’s point is if we have some doubts about detail we need to say the money will be dispersed conditional -- conditionally upon the condition of presenting a report about A, B, C, D, E, F and G.  And -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- that’s approved by the Committee. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  That’s approved by the Committee rather than say, gee, these guys still didn’t give us a report or that’s not what we thought it was.  So we’re going to go have to go down to New Haven and try to get the money back.  That’s not going to work.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think for the kind of money I mean like Kraus -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Very good.  Are we all set with that?  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, both of those will be pending -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- condition pending -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- for that matter you have to have Ann and Paul sign off on that.  




MR. WAGNER:  I will circulate that. I have the ideas here. We can collaborate that by e-mail hopefully.  




The last one is the hybrid grant is SCE 01, Yale, Snyder is the lead PI, and Dr. Canalis and Arinzeh were the reviewers on that.  




DR. WALLACK:  It’s you, Ernie. 




DR. CANALIS:  I thought it was pretty complete. I found everything really in contrast with the other ones with what we have heard. And -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so move to acceptance. 




DR. CANALIS:  It was very complete.  Every investigator provided a progress report.  They had publications, you know, on going publications.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This is the Snyder grant? 




DR. CANALIS:  Yes, the Snyder grants. I mean it was well done.  I mean I was quite comfortable that they were doing the work they had promised overall.  I mean I can go through each detail, but, you know, in general I didn’t have -- I didn’t have any concerns as I read the reports of each individual investigator.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay. So you’re recommending -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- yes, I mean -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay.  Any dissents to that?  Okay.  We have a little under 50 minutes left, folks.  Some of us have to leave at 4:00.  




MR. WAGNER:  I think we covered the carryover issue. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WAGNER:  One other thing that I had learned this morning regarding the funding for the funding of the ’08 they’re all pending escrow approval by the universities or the institutes. UCONN approves one year at a time. So the ’06 grants that we just recommended I will be waiting upon a subsequent letter from them that says that hey approved the project going forward. And hopefully that will do that in a quick time here.




So should the ’08 projects -- we had budgets that had to be revised on the number of grants that were cut.  And so that was all of the established grants and the core and the group grants.  And everybody had a chance to look at those revised budgets that were -- I don’t know if we want to do one at a time or if anybody has a specific issue on one. I don’t know what’s the best way in terms of time here. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we have to do one at a time.  Henry, do we not?  




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  Okay.  So we’ll start with SCB 012 Mayor. And Dr. Genel was the reviewer. I don’t know if you had a chance to review. 




DR. GENEL:  10 percent was absorbed by -- I don’t have it in front of me, but my recollection was it was a 10 percent cut from 500 to 450 and it was absorbed primarily by reducing the principle investigator’s efforts.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay. 




DR. HUANG:  I’m sorry, I listed -- this is Paul --  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  Anybody object?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Anybody object?  Okay, we’ll move on to the next. 




MR. WAGNER:  The next is SBC or SCB 013 and Pecorino and Canalis was the one who reviewed that. 




DR. CANALIS:  Fishbone. 




MR. WAGNER:  Did I have that wrong? 




DR. CANALIS:  I have no recollection. I mean I remember the name, but the question? 




MR. WAGNER:  For the revised budget.  




DR. CANALIS:  Sure. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Of ’08.  




DR. CANALIS:  I mean did you give me a revised budget?  




MS. HORN:  Is there a second -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- it’s in the revised budget in my -- I mean if you don’t send me stuff I don’t see it. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  I don’t. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Was there a second reviewer on that one? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, Fishbone, but he’s out of the room at the moment. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, let’s go on to the next round and come back.  




DR. HUANG:  I’m sorry, Mr. Chairman. This is Paul Huang. I’ve been paged so I need to go, I apologize.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thanks for your efforts, Paul.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you, Paul.  




MR. WAGNER:  We’ll come back to 13. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WAGNER:  16, Morask is Ann and -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- Julius.  




MR. WAGNER:  Julis isn’t here.  This is also a 10 percent cut from the 500,000. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, which grant is this?  




MR. WAGNER:  Morask?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I must tell you that I was to review three of these, if I remember. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, three in a row. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, all my notes on them are on my desk.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well that’s a good plan.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t remember having any problem with any of the revised budgets. I looked at those three and I thought, yes, that’s how I would have done that.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So unless Julius has some issues I don’t have any issues -- any particular issues with any of those. 




MR. WAGNER:  He did not forward any words of discussion to me.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  The next two are Milt and you.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Right. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, let’s vote.  We need to vote on that one.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Morask?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s fine. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Next. 




MR. WAGNER:  021 Rosenberg is, again, Ann and Dr. Wallack.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Are you okay with that, Milt?  




DR. WALLACK:  I’m fine.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, I’m fine.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any opposition?  Next.  


MR. WAGNER:  22 with Dr. Lee from the Health Center and DR. Wallack.  




DR. KIESSLING:  We’re fine. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Fine. Any opposition to that?  No, okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  05, 025 Nicholson, Dr. Wagers and Dr. Wallack.  




MR. WAGNER:  Amy, are you there? 




DR. WAGERS:  That was fine with me. Actually the next two I reviewed and they both seemed fine.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  And the last one I was called and it was a routine cut and 10 percent by diminishing hours.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So on 26.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, which one, we’re on 25 now?  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes. 26 was -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- could we have a vote on 25?  Everybody is all right with that?  Okay. 26. 




MR. WAGNER:  And that’s with -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- fine. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any discussion?  Next.  




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, that was the established ones. The next is the group, I believe. So the -- UCONN 004, Rasmussen was Ann and Julius. I have no -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- that was fine.  It’s fine.  




MR. WAGNER:  And Julius had no comments to me.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any disagreement?  Next. 




MR. WAGNER:  The next one is Yale 04 Reedmen and Dr. Fishbone was involved with this. He has submitted the -- there was a large discussion about this on going. He has submitted his re-budget that I’m sure Dr. Fishbone has looked at, but escrow at Yale is still contemplating -- it went back to him for some more information before approval. So that’s still out at this point in time.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So he didn’t have any problems himself about the money modification though? 




MR. WAGNER:  We had some discussions, but I just kind of forwarded what was said by the Committee and he submitted the budget accordingly. 




DR. WALLACK:  Amy. 




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  On the Redman grant, you know with the primates. 




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Did we do that for two years?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No. 




MR. WAGNER:  No.  




DR. WALLACK:  Was it for four?  




DR. WAGERS:  I thought it was four. 




DR. WALLACK:  Four, okay. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Commissioner?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Hang on for one.  I -- Henry tells me that we had two conditions for that redoing the budget and escrow. And since escrow has not approved it yet I think we need to table it and pass on. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  If I might comment, I don’t think any of these grants have been approved by escrow as yet.  




DR. WAGERS:  Some of them -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I wanted to answer Dr. Wallack’s question on the budget.  The revised budget on Redman says that the 600,000 dollars that we excised from the grant the Axion Cooperation headquartered in Connecticut that does it work and sent kits quote, “guarantees to do the work that was asked for”, which leaves a shortfall of only about 300,000 once you assume that the Axion Corporation means what it says about -- it says guaranteed.  And so the other 400,000 I believe Dr. Redman shortened the grant to 3 and a half years and dropped some personnel to cover that 400,000 dollars. That was my reading of it out of interest in the grant.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So just for clarity, Amy, did you say that one of the Yale grants had been approved by the escrow committee? 




DR. WAGERS:  I saw a letter that I think was sent down -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- multiple grants -- 




DR. WAGERS:  -- that it was approved by the escrow committee.  




DR. KIESSLING:  But this one has still not.  




DR. LATHAM:  Correct. This one the committed met on and the escrow wanted additional information from him and he’s going to get that to him and the committee is going to meet again.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, what about the other Yale grants?  How does escrow stand with them? 




DR. WAGERS:  Yes. 




MR. WAGNER:  I think most of them have passed through at this point.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So we need to table this until the escrow is done. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay. We move on to the next one is the Evergen 001 with the PI of Lee, and the reviewers were Treena and Dr. Latham.  




DR. LATHAM:  Yes, a couple of problems with this one.  They basically in -- we cut their budget more than in half from a requested two million for the first two years down to a 900,000 for two years.  And their response was to move from having 11 people affiliated with their core to having three, from purchasing three sets of equipment to purchasing one, and to spending 5,000 dollars additional on a consultant to do some training since they would lack the personnel to do the training on their own.  




The budget seems reasonable, but of course the size of the core that they talked about is greatly reduced.  They went from one PI, three senior scientists, three post docs, three techs and a manager to one PI, one senior scientist, and one tech.  And from purchasing three full sets of equipment for the core to purchasing one full set of equipment for the core.  




Regardless of what we think of the budget reduction though there is also a letter dated April 24th to Jia Shu, who is the COO at Evergen, he’s not the PI, which is Dr. Lee, but he’s the COO of Evergen, a letter to Dr. Shu from what appears to be a partner in a law firm, Eli Piper, a California law firm, offering pro bono services to create a non-profit corporation to receive the monies.  




I think that the point here is that Evergen can’t stay in UCONN’s incubator headquarters as a non -- well, I think they’re converting to being a non-profit so they can -- because they’re switching locations slightly or something.  But in any case it appears as though the entity that’s going to collect this money doesn’t exist yet. There is a promise from a law firm that they will use pro bono services to create the entity that’s supposed to accept the money.  But I don’t see any evidence yet that there is an entity there to accept the money.  




If I read from the letter it says, “I want to confirm here that my firm, DLA Piper, US, LLP, will provide pro bono services in establishing the organization and its operating structure.” And above it says, “you plan to establish a non-profit organization to conduct this project.” So they’re aiming to create an organization which doesn’t yet exist to accept the money. So I don’t think we should give them the money yet. 




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m sorry, who is this -- this is a company, right?  




DR. LATHAM:  This is Jerry Yang’s affiliated -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- oh, yes.  




DR. LATHAM:  A for profit company at UCONN.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s the first company that we-- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- that applied for a core grant. And in their core application -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- this is a -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- yes.  It’s the SCENT core at UCONN Storrs. And in the application they said they were considering creating a non-profit to receive the funds. And now we have a letter from a law firm saying that they’re going to give them free legal work to create that non-profit corporation.  But since there is no non-profit cooperation yet we don’t have anyone to -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- give the money to. 




DR. LATHAM:  Give the money to.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh. 




MS. HORN:  But you’re saying that in terms of the budget modification you’re finding that acceptable.  




DR. LATHAM:  I’m finding it acceptable on the surface of the budget they submit. Here is my difficulty is, and it’s probably that I have not done sufficient homework. They say that basically we cut their budget in half, but they’re cutting their personnel and the equipment they’re buying by way more than a half.  




MS. HORN:  Um, hmm. 




DR. LATHAM:  So I don’t know where -- why it’s working out the way it’s working. In other words, they’re still retaining one PI at the same level.  But they’re going from three senior scientists to one, from three post docs to none, from three techs to one, from a manager to none, from three sets of equipment to one set of equipment.  And that seems to me almost to be a two thirds cut in personnel in response to a one half cut in the budget.  




On the other hand on the face of the budget and the equipment they list and what they’re planning to spend on it and what the salaries are for the people they now say they’re going to hire it looks quite reasonable to me.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, I think we ought to table this and have them come in and tell us what’s going on.  I mean that letter, all that letter says is that somebody is willing to help them because that doesn’t mean -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- and it’s dated April 24th.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I mean Henry is willing to make me a will doesn’t mean I have a will. 




DR. KIESSLING:  There are no attorneys in Connecticut -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- the firm already represents Evergen.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I wanted to make this remark, which I don’t quite understand, Steve, when we funded this project back at the end of March and the first of April we funded it on this basis that it was a quasi public and they were moving ahead to this non-profit organization.  I think they are proceeding along those lines that they said.  




Secondly, the major money is going for something that we should feel very good about. We have recruited from Bernam in California a chief stem researcher to come to Connecticut, which is one of our stated goals.  And he is coming to head this SCNT core. So I think that we should with pleasure, it costs more with pleasure that’s an old joke, but with pleasure we should go ahead and fund this because it is I keeping with everything that we were told. And this researcher is planning relocation. If we stop now the entire grant is up in the sky.  




DR. LATHAM:  Bob, who do we give the money to? They say in the letter that they’re going to form a non-profit to do the work.  Well, the non-profit isn’t formed yet.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, but -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- you need -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- but Evergen exists. We funded Evergen.  And Evergen is in the process -- why is that a legal conflict? I’m not a lawyer. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, there is no entity to receive the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- the applicant is Evergen.  




DR. LATHAM:  The applicant was Evergen, but they said in their application that they intended to create a non-profit to receive the funds. And now they’re confirming that and it doesn’t exist yet. So how we can give them money when they don’t yet have the company that’s going to receive the funds I don’t know. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’m also concerned about the fact that they’ve had a two thirds cut in the number of people working on the project. That’s -- to me that would almost speak of materially altering the project. When you cut -- what do they have got left, four or three?  




DR. LATHAM:  They went from two million two year budget to a 900,000 two year budget. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes. And then the staff went from -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- from 11 people at various salary levels to three.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Three.  I don’t know. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Why did -- what’s wrong with being Evergen?  Did they say in their original grant why they thought they should be a non-profit instead of a for profit? 




DR. LATHAM:  No.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No.  




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s too bad. 




DR. WALLACK:  So, Bob, you’re going to ask them to come here then, right? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. SALTON:  I think it’s prudent to have them come in and explain not -- what the structure will be between Evergen and this non-profit. I suspect -- I think that’s something that needs to be clarified so that we know where the money is going.  Even if it ends up initially on some non-existing non-profit’s hands to start with what is that non-profit doing with those funds and where is it going.  




DR. KIESSLING:  There is nothing wrong, I mean there is no particular damage to being a non-profit, is there?  




MR. SALTON:  Yes, there might be. 




DR. LATHAM:  The only thing I can think of is there might be an advantage in the relationship of that firm to UCONN.  But I’m not -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- not if UCONN is smart. 




MR. SALTON:  No, but for example UCONN would not have the ability to invest money, for example, in buying shares of Evergen as an investment. That’s not within their authority, but they may have authority to give a grant to a non-profit entity which would then provide financial support to Evergen. So that’s why I’m saying this is a little bit -- this needs to be fleshed out so that we understand exactly who is fiscally responsible and where our -- the financing is going.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, okay.  This is really important technology.  




MR. SALTON:  It’s not -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- yes, as I say, I wouldn’t have any problem with the budget as it’s presented on its face.  I’m curious about how they arrived at this budget given what they started with and how much we cut.  But the most important concern to me is that they say they want a company to receive this money that hasn’t been created yet.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, what’s next? 




MR. WAGNER:  We go back to 13; Dr. Fishbone has joined us to just cover all the re-budgets. So SCB Yale 013 and if there was any concerns with the re-budget of that, of their 10 percent cut.  




DR. FISHBONE:  I don’t think I saw that or downloaded it.  




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s pretty obscure.  




MS. HORN:  Was there another reviewer on this?  




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. Canalis, but he didn’t see it either. 




MR. WAGNER:  Can you get to that, Dr. Fishbone?  




DR. FISHBONE:  I don’t know.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s a routine cut. 




DR. FISHBONE:  I never ever saw it.  




MR. WAGNER:  Do you want to come back to it later if you can get to it?  




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, I don’t know if I can get to it.  I don’t have it here on my -- 




MS. HORN:  -- do you have it -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- does anybody have a copy of it?  




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. Genel, can you get to it?  




DR. GENEL:  I think I can get it. 




MR. WAGNER:  We will come back to it.  




DR. GENEL:  What number is it?  




MR. WAGNER:  013. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  013, establish investigator, 013.  




DR. GENEL:  013, yes, here it is.  Here’s the escrow.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  While we’re doing that I will call your attention to Item No. 13, the target dates, May 21st our money transfer process for 2006.  Projects, May 21st, start contracting processes for 2008 projects.  And at the June meeting Dr. Goldstein will be addressing us from the Juvenile and Diabetes Research Foundation.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, good. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’ll also call your attention to the schedule of meetings and today’s is obviously the 20th of May.  And we’ve talked about the 17th of June.  I believe we need to have a July meeting. 




MS. HORN:  No, not unless there is any -- if there is no business we could cancel it. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, I would suggest we skip July and go to August unless there is any -- 




DR. WALLACK:  Why don’t we do July and skip August?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, skip them both. Let’s see how it looks in June and that will give us some -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay, so bear that in mind.  The annual report is due on the 30th of June. 




MS. HORN:  And if people have comments, pleas, send them to Warren or me or Denise.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  So on this thing that was sent you want comments on it?  You want comments on that? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, please. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  And UCONN did send us a little revised part. The format follows Yale’s a little bit more closely now.  And so just keep that in mind.  You don’t have that version.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I get that version? 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’ll get to you in a moment, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Sure.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Strategic planning committee we need a date for a committee meeting. 




DR. LATHAM:  Yes, I’m largely open particularly in the mornings between now and the June meeting. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  Bob and Milt and Paul. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  Should we communicate by e-mail in the next day and try to -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- do we have time before leaving -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- before leaving today we can -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- yes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s got to be because I’m out of town for my son’s wedding so 24 hours. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, you had a comment.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  A comment on the report to the General Assembly, whoever assembled it should be commended, congratulated, and extolled.  It is a most inspiring report which should make each and every member of this Committee feel good, worthwhile, and that the work we put in meant something.  It is remarkable in its breadth and its depth in handling UCONN, Yale, Wesleyan, and it is a great, great report and all ought to be commended how put it together. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think that was Mr. Wollaschlager’s initiative. And if my memory serves me correctly he was a journalism major at Columbia University, which probably -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- well, tell him he graduated summa cum laude, Phi Beta Kappa and I applaud him.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  He told me he graduated summa cum difficult data. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I never worked for the state as I once said to him and he said, you’re lucky. But we haven’t handled, Commissioner, Yale 004 for a million and a half dollars.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, now we have -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- not for a million and a half, excuse me, that’s the wrong amount. 




Now, are we ready to -- we’re looking at 013?  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  That arenas -- that was one where we had raised questions about putting the embryonic stem cells into other animals. And they obtained escrow approval. I think was that one that we were -- 
 




DR. KIESSLING:  The only thing that I ever was concerned about was the Redman.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Redman is the primate one.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, the one has a budget, has escrow approval for what they wanted to do. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. FISHBONE:  And I don’t see anything in the budget about their -- the reallocation of funds. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Are we all all right with that?  




DR. FISHBONE:  I don’t know. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, they absorbed the 10 percent cut from 500 to 450.  




DR. WALLACK:  So if they absorbed it, aren’t we okay with it then?  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, we are okay with it, yes. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  All right.  




DR. FISHBONE:  We don’t have any issues. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And, Mr. Mandelkern, you had one -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- yes, we did not consider, I believe, Commissioner unless I’m mistaken, 08 SCED Yale 004, maintaining enhancing the HES core at Yale, which was requested two and a half million and we funded 1,800,000 dollars. So they had to submit a revised budget. The reviewers on that were Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.  




MR. WAGNER:  Which one?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I did not review it myself.  




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s a Yale core.  




DR. CANALIS:  I never received any re-budgeting. Something -- there is some flaw in the system in I never received it.  




MR. WAGNER:  I didn’t send it to you. 




DR. CANALIS:  You did? 




MR. WAGNER:  I did not.  




DR. CANALIS:  So I’m at a loss. 




DR. WALLACK:  The same thing with me, I didn’t get that one either.  




DR. CANALIS:  I mean if you do not send materials to my office they will not be reviewed. I can tell you that straight up.  




DR. KIESSLING:  You don’t print out attachments?  




DR. CANALIS:  Attachments, yes, but I’m not going searching on the web finding out what belongs to you and what belongs to me. I don’t have that kind of time. Last time I spent two hours trying to figure out what belongs to me and I couldn’t.  If you want me to spend my time looking instead of reviewing I’ll spend my time looking.  My job is to review and not to search for it. And I didn’t get the budgets so there is a flaw in the system that needs to be corrected. I was very unhappy about the way this was handled.  




DR. WALLACK:  Dan, was there any problem in the reduction? Did they absorb it?  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, they -- the budget will be -- it’s on the web. I looked at it briefly to make sure that it wasn’t part of -- completely out of -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- I did get the budget for the core -- the flow -- at UCONN if you want to discuss it.  We cut that one substantially. I think you cut that -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- that was a big cut, yes. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, we cut if first of all from four years to two years and then we cut it again. And -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- we cut it by three quarters, Mike, from a million to a quarter of a million.  




DR. GENEL:  And they have a budget that what they say is that they had two goals. One goal was to provide a flow cymtromy resource and they’re going to continue to provide that goal with a reduced salary for the PI.  And the second was to do some original research using flow cymtromy and they won’t be able to do that.  Since this was a core -- since this is a core facility and they are going to provide the core at the salary -- at the level that we funded I would suggest that we approve it.  




DR. WALLACK:  And I would do the same with the Yale one also based upon that.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I hear that people who should have reviewed this haven’t had an adequate opportunity to review it.  And I’m not comfortable -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I’m abstaining. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  What?  




DR. CANALIS:  I have to abstain myself from this because -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- from reviewing it?  


DR. CANALIS:  No, from voting. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Oh, I don’t think we ought to vote on that. I think we ought to -- it’s a lot of money.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I don’t understand,  Ernie, what the problem is. I get the same e-mails and the spreadsheets are there with the assignments. And then you just have to look up your category.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  For some reason Dr. Canalis -- and who is the other reviewer, Milt?  




DR. WALLACK:  I did it.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  You don’t have it? 




DR. CANALIS:  I don’t have it. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, so two -- the two reviewers neither of them have it.  And I’m not comfortable. It’s a lot of money. I’m not comfortable -- that’s half a year’s pay for you, Ann, I’m not comfortable in moving forward on something of this magnitude without review.  




DR. LATHAM:  Is there a way that we could provide for -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- electronic review. 




DR. LATHAM:  Expediency by, for example, voting to approve pending hearing from the two reviewers that they recommend the continuation, something like that. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No, I think that -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- or do we actually have to sit in a meeting and vote?  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think that puts the onus on the two learned gentlemen who are doing the review. I think they should do their review and can we take -- do an electronic vote on it?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Let’s look -- we can electronically vote.  




MR. SALTON:  You can have a conference call and have it be voted through a conference call, you could do that.  You especially notice the meeting in a week or something like that and then have a call in number and have the quorum have a quorum call in on that particular project and vote it up or down with the Committee’s input. 




DR. LATHAM:  A quorum of the people who aren’t -- who are allowed to vote on Yale.  




DR. WALLACK:  Dan, is there anything more that you can add to it from your recollecting? 




MR. WAGNER:  No.  It’s a blur after looking at all of those and -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- so what is the status? To do it at the June meeting or do a call in meeting of the individuals able to vote?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’d rather do a call in meeting.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t have any objection to that just as long as it meets the standards of -- 




MR. SALTON:  -- you have to give notice to the Secretary of State and call that whole bit.  If you do it to call a special meeting, sure.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  We have to give them notice.  




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  That’s how we’ll handle that.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay?  That’s it. 




DR. GENEL:  003,  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, 003. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I thought we did. It’s a quarter of million dollars.  




MR. WAGNER:  You want to recommend to fund that?  




DR. GENEL:  I recommend that, yes.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any adverse comments?  If not, we’ll do it.  Is that all of them? 




MR. WAGNER:  That’s all of them.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Great.  Item No. 8, Henry and Steve.  




MR. SALTON:  Steve.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Or Steve and Henry, if you will.  




DR. LATHAM:  Last time I walked you through some of the major changes in the assistance agreement.  This time I’m just going to mention a few very small things about the major changes in the royalty agreement.  They aren’t actually major substantive changes in the royalty agreement. There is a considerable amount of legal cleaning up that has been done. 




Some of the high points of what the major changes are are that the intellectual property reporting period instead of being annual is now quarterly. The indemnification clause has been considerably tightened up both in terms of what the commitment to indemnify is and also what triggers the obligation to indemnify.  There have been some additional changes made to the sorts of books and records people are required to keep and the kinds of royalty reporting they’re required to make. These are very much in line with ordinary legal practice in this area.




Other changes are a broadening of the definition of intellectual property.  And basically an effort to make sure that given all the various kinds of intellectual property that there are in the world and the various ways in which you can subcontract and license out intellectual property to others or sell it or profit from it in other ways that the state captures its share of all of those different ways of profiting on intellectual property in case any is developed. 




There is another change which is that the intellectual property payments are basically going to be based just on a top line total revenue rather than permitting the grantees to deduct costs of developing their intellectual property. We thought that that was a simpler approach.  It wouldn’t require them to prove up their costs, which would be a bit of a laborious process for us and CI to review. And in the end all the universities or the firms are loosing here is 5 percent of whatever it is they’d be able to claim as costs to deduct against the 5 percent of the revenue that they would owe the state.




So all these changes I would think -- they’re not -- they’re not substance free.  But in sum they’re a lawyerly tightening up of the royalty agreement. Probably the most important change from the Committee’s point of view is that the reporting requirements have been tightened up, both in terms of being more specific and coming more often. They are going to be quarterly intellectual property reports instead of annual reports from here on out.




Did I miss anything, Henry? Those are the high points. 




MR. SALTON:  I think that’s -- I think those are the fundamental issues. And maybe some of the less fundamental issues that we covered, yes. 




DR. LATHAM:  Yes. And you have been e-mailed both red line and non-red line versions of both the royalty agreement and the assistance agreement. And as I said, I did walk through the major changes made in the assistance agreement at the last meeting and those changes are also accurately reflected in the minutes that we approved this time. 




So I think we’re set to go if we can approve these changes, which I would recommend that we do. Then just the Attorney General’s office has to look at this. 




MR. SALTON:  We’ve approved the template as it now stands. 




DR. LATHAM:  As it now stands, okay. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do I have a motion to accept the review of the revised contracts including assistance and royalty agreements as outlined by Dr. Latham with comments by Attorney Slaton. Do I have a motion to accept that?  




DR. FISHBONE:  So moved. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And a second? 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  All in favor of accepting -- is there any further comment?  




DR. LATHAM:  I have one further comment which is that the Committee should be very grateful to Donna Brooks of Shipman and Goodwin, who did incredible amounts of work pulling these agreements together and tightening them up and did it in a very short amount of time. We would sit down in a committee meeting and talk about the changes that needed to be made and I’d drive back down to New Haven and there would be a revised copy in the e-mail. I mean she was just -- 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- incredible.  




DR. LATHAM:  She was incredible and very good and very clear. And I think it’s a better contract because of it. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We will send her a letter from the Chairperson thanking her for her input and skill. 




I think we’re about at the end of our agenda today.  Is there any public comment?  Yes, sir. 




MR. DAVID MENEKER:  I understand that I’m here listening to this as a handicapped person sitting in a wheelchair and living in a wheelchair, which I want to someday be able to get out of here.  And the discussion I heard today for the most part I did not hear very much that said that we have approached -- are approaching a cure for this, that or the other thing. A lot of fundamental stuff, buildings and equipment going into place. I don’t want to hear that anymore. I know it needs to be done, but I need to know that some of these projects have produced something that’s starting to look like a cure.  




Secondly, I think that the Committee could do a better job on monitoring and auditing the progress of the projects that are underway.  I heard a number of times today that there was many dollars in funds that went unused for whatever reason and there were projects that didn’t go forward because of things like there wasn’t space for a microscope or we didn’t have a hood that we could have bought, and if somebody from the Committee was hearing that on a quarterly or a six month basis something like that would not sit around until a year is over and find out well they didn’t do anything or very little and there is a lot of those funds left. I think those things ought to be caught early and quickly and either fixed or the money taken away and given to whoever else has projects that on that priority list that didn’t get funded.




The second part of that of auditing on a quarterly or a six month basis is hundreds of thousands of dollars that have not been used and therefore we’ve wasted time.  If it’s recognized early enough some of that money should be moved around so that somebody sitting in -- who didn’t get selected and may have been one of the next two or three on the priority list who did not get funded could get some of those funds and get started. And in the second year the money that was taken from whoever would then be used in the second year so that they don’t lose any funds. But it would be set so that the dollars are available at the appropriate time and other projects could get started because it doesn’t help me if we’re sitting around and waiting for projects that can provide some results possibly that are sitting there because they haven’t been funded and yet all these funds have not been used.




On another point you talked a lot about the sketchy reports that are coming in from many of the people that have projects.  The reports are -- some are sketchy. Some didn’t define what we expected of them to define, etcetera, etcher.  Well, I don’t understand why we don’t send them sample reports of what we want back in reports. Now, I know that maybe the reporting will be different for different projects, but so what. Send them a sample of what you expect for each project so that when we get to this point in time we don’t have to delay projects that are good because it’s not specified what they’re doing.  And we don’t have to approve projects that really don’t have any meat to them or that they haven’t really done anything. 




And then the last point I think on the lay summary that we talked about they best be such that people like me or whoever can understand what they say and how they relate to whatever cures these projects are directed toward because people are tired about hearing that they’ve injected rats, and mice, and apes, and monkeys and all that other stuff.  We need to know how the projects relate to an actual cure whether it’s spinal cord injury, or Parkinson’s, or juvenile diabetes, whatever.  And I think those when they come in need to be read by somebody whose not a researcher, who is not a scientist who can say I don’t understand that stuff.  And I would be willing to sit in on that Committee if it’s appropriate.  




Other than that I have no comments. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thank you.  We recognize that there is a good deal of impatience on the parts of people who are the first line of individuals affected by a disease such as diabetes or Parkinson’s disease.  And -- 




MR. MENEKER:  -- or spinal cord. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Or spinal cord injury, and that of all the people involved you can always, if you don‘t get your grant you can -- your grant you can always say shucks I’ll come back next year, but if you have a Parkinson’s disease or a spinal cord injury it’s hard to say shucks.  I think that unfortunately splinter groups or small organizations or stuff that gets done in some other parts of the world is -- raises false hopes that the cures are just around the corner and if a million dollars went one way instead of the other a cure would be produced.  




If you read there is a couple of novels out about stem cell. One entitled Cell of Cells.  And it reveals that there was a great deal of either misunderstanding or misinformation or just plain lying in the early parts of stem cell, particularly the stuff that went on in Korea, which is just simply gross misrepresentation and scientific lying.  




In a new specialty like this or in a new area there is a fair amount of inertia for people to get started. There are also -- if we were giving out grants for degenerative joint disease or rheumatoid arthritis or acute pancretitis we wouldn’t have to train people to be able to do that research because we’d have a body of trained people which we did not. And part of the -- when we started and part of the UCONN effort has been to train people to do this very, very specific type of research.  




We are making efforts. We are bringing people in to make sure that we understand what they’re trying to do. We will suspend some payments until we are certain that we know what they’re trying to do and what they’re to do is contributing to the general fund of knowledge.  We -- some people who are scientists are good writers, not many.  It’s hard -- some people who are good writers are scientists, but not too many of them.  So some of the problems we may have is simply with people trying to express something that’s very complex and complicated in very simple language.  




And I suppose one could compare it with expressing the nature of a supreme being, if you believe in something like that.  Or the nature of space is a continuum and how do you take something like Steven Hawkings treatises and make them explainable to the man on the street. Well, maybe you don’t.  And how do you explain a black hole or maybe you don’t.  




I do think that I must complement the group.  I think if I had to write a paycheck for the amount of time at several hundred dollars an hour that the people, each of the people in this room are expending, it would be for a three hour meeting a very large, probably a five figure paycheck.  




And we have -- we have some very good minds here. We are in a new specialty, which requires precision and where there is -- that one must be absolutely truthful as researchers are.  And so it’s difficult and time consuming and all of us are learning, not Ann or Ernie who know this stuff and Paul who has got some acquaintance with it. But I certainly learn, as you all know, my special bag is aviation and aerospace medicine, aviation medicine. It has nothing to do with this. But I think we’re putting out a maximum effort. 




We don’t have people who could go around. I mean if Milt and I walked in and said let me see your stem cell research facility we’d go, hmm. I mean they might be showing me, as I used to say, lime jello and telling me it was pancreatic tissue. I wouldn’t know the difference.  But we’re making a good faith effort and this is moving ahead not without some pain and strain.  




Dr. Genel, did you have a comment? 




DR. GENEL:  Can I add -- one comment if I could is I thought the suggestion of having people outside of this Committee review, read the lay summaries is a valuable one.  And I would encourage forming an ad hoc committee before -- that would review these before they’re posted on the website.  We can all gain if it’s obvious that they’re not understandable.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I would like to add one supportive comment to our lay comment too, which is I think it would benefit both scientists and the community at large if scientists were encouraged to relate their work to something practical.  It’s wonderful to do basic science and a lot of that’s necessary.  But frequently the link between what’s going on here and what they hope to achieve down the line isn’t even clear in their minds.  And so I would really encourage that somehow the discipline of training young scientists involves what is your goal here?  What is your target? And keeping that sort of at the front burner.   And I think that comments like this from people who have the problem it really keeps that focus. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Maybe we could, Ms.  Townshend, ask Warren to figure out how to form a committee that would look at publishing results that a lay person could understand because when I talk to the Chief of Staff for the Governor they -- if I start talking about double helixes and stuff I mean they just want to -- what’s the bottom line in this. What does this mean? What are you trying to do? When are you going to get a cure?  And so we’ll ask Mr. Wollschlager to handle that with his usual capability. 




And we have one final comment before the second hand gets to the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- 30 seconds.  David, my friend, I considered my role on this Committee as the only one with an incurable disease and the only patient advocate who sits here to move forward as quickly as you want.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s not true. Robert, that’s not true.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  It’s not true. Okay, it’s not true. So I speak up and I do it -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- there is many of us that speak up.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  All right.  I would simply say, David, science cannot meet our expectations. This Committee 
is moving it as quickly as it’s being moved anywhere in this country.  And I’ve spoken with you many times and you have to appreciate that. It cannot go any further. And the big tragedy is that the FDA this week killed Phase 3 trials in spinal cord injury for some unknown reason.  That’s the big tragedy. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, one last word and then -- 




MR. MENEKER:  -- I agree with most everything you said.  And all these people are doing a great job and the scientists are doing, etcetera, etcetera, etcetera.  But if I take a line from the Japanese, if you will, and it sort of applies to manufacturing it’s continuous improvement and there is no reason that that can’t be applied to the administrative stuff that goes on like moving funds around to take better advantage or moving projects in more quickly.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Those models, that Kiason model is some times hard to adopt. 




DR. WALLACK:  I know you want to close, real quickly pick up on what Ann said and that is maybe at the next agenda item or the next meeting or the meeting after address specifically what Dan put on the table relative to translational and clinical therapies that might be coming.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Good, put it on the agenda. 




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you.  




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And drive carefully. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I move adjournment. 




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thanks, Amy.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, we had a motion to adjourn, seconded and passed.  




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:03 p.m.)
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