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DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Ladies and gentlemen, we can start after a bit of a delay while we were waiting for a quorum to assemble, which we now have. I’d like to call -- officially call this meeting to order.  And just make a couple of opening comments for your information. I’m obviously not the Commissioner.  The Commissioner is occupied with an Appropriations Committee hearing.  The Commissioner is occupied with an Appropriations Committee process and therefore he’s not here.  Warren Wollschlager is involved with a conference call with our peer review committee that had to be scheduled for this time. And if he gets finished early enough he will join us.




I also have a letter of resignation from Kevin Rakin, just for the record, I think many people knew that was coming.  And I won’t read it in its entirety, but he resigned entirely due to the fact that his new assignments will be taking him to California for a good part of his time.  So he will not be able to be effective here. 




And with that we can go right on to approval of the January 15th minutes.  




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  Excuse me, this is Charles Jennings.  Can I ask you to speak a little more clearly into the phone, please?  It’s very hard for me to -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:   -- okay. Can you hear that better now?  Is that better?  




DR. JENNINGS:  Slightly better.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  How does that sound now? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Is that Henry?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No, it’s Julius.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Julius, oh, okay, great, thanks.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Now, it figures -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- now, who resigned?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Pardon me?  




DR. JENNINGS:  Who resigned? 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Kevin Rakin. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Because he has been -- his new assignments will be taking him to California much of the time.  So we’re back to the minutes of January 15th. If anybody wants to make a motion to approve those we can?  




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  So moved. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Second?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Any opposed?  Minutes are approved as submitted.  




The next item on the agenda is has to do with a Chair for the Strategic Planning Subcommittee. We have a new Chair, Bob Mandelkern, who had offered to sacrifice himself for that task at the last meeting as deferred in favor of another candidate who was appointed to that Chair, and that’s our own Steve Latham.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  You have to speak louder because this doesn’t amplify. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay, I’ll do the best I can.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  I was just saying -- I was just thanking you for deferring -- having offered your services to become the new Chair of that subcommittee for Strategic Planning and indicating that Steve Latham will be taking up that role. And we will hear a little bit more from him later on about some initial thoughts on that topic.  




I take it that there as an appointment that doesn’t require any action by this Committee.  Did you want to say something about that now, Steve?  




DR. LATHAM:  Yes, I could just say -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- go right ahead. 




DR. LATHAM:  That my plan is to try to pull together a membership for the Committee that includes people outside this Committee so that we have a lot of the stakeholders and the people who were informed about what kind of research is going on or may be going on in the future in the state. And I’m hoping to pull together a meeting in the next month when we figure out the logistics of getting me and I think Warren and a couple of the Committee members here who are going to be involved, and some outside representatives. I see that Paul is not in the audience today, but I think it would be good to get somebody who is an industry representative involved in the strategic planning as well, as well as people who are patient and community representatives, and committee members, and research institution representatives so we can think collectively about where to go. 




A couple of the issues that I see one has to do with the administration of the on-going program where we have -- where we need some better direction than we have now in terms of funding that and working it all out.  Another has to do with what if anything will change if the NIH funding situation changes while this program is still going on in Connecticut, which seems to me to be likely.  Our strategic planning post NIH funding might be different than it is beforehand. And a third issue is whether we ought to try to be targeting or focusing our funding towards particular kinds of research in the short term. And those I hope to set up a meeting to talk about with a number of stakeholders in the next month or so. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.  Comments, questions?  Yes, Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  Bob Mandelkern. On the question of -- that you raised, Steve, about the administrative expenses of the Committee which has been an on-going topic of discussion and we all had a distribution in August of the 2008 project DPH/CI Stem Cell budget, which showed a deficit of over $300,000.




In reading Governor Rell’s proposed budget I noticed, to the best of my recollection, that there were four new positions for DPH proposed. Now, I know this is a long-range proposal and it’s a long budget process. But I’m wondering if those four new DPH positions are affirmed and funded will any of them go towards this deficit that we were looking at of over $300,000?  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  This is Marianne Horn. No, I don’t believe that any of those positions are targeted towards this deficit.  They would, in my understanding, be going to daycare and nursing home inspectors.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Other areas. Well, then on the same subject has there been any movement towards addressing this $300,000 deficit that anyone is aware of?  


MS. HORN:  Not that I am aware of.  Lynn Townsend may be coming, as the Commissioner’s Executive Assistant, and she may have more information on that than I do.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you, Marianne. 




MS. HORN:  You’re welcome. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, those were my comments in reference to what you had raised, Steve. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Any other questions or comments for Steve and if not -- okay. The next several items have to do with some changes in existing research, existing projects. So we’ll need to know who is here and what -- and who among the group that’s here is eligible to vote on projects that are being done at UCONN.  So, Marianne, do you want to take a quick roll?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, I will. 




(Whereupon, a roll call was taken.)




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Fine.  




MS. HORN:  The people who on this next two items indicated in the last round of funding that they did not have a conflict where Dr. Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Wallack, Kiessling, Wagers, Jung, Fishbone.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  Now, we’re -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- did not have a conflict with which side?




MS. HORN:  With the grant.  




DR. LATHAM:  With UCONN.  Then I should be on that list because I don’t have a conflict with UCONN.  


MS. HORN:  Okay, we didn’t have your name down, sorry.  Thank you.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I don’t think we have a quorum. There is no quorum. 




MS. HORN:  We have seven people who can vote on that.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Including the three telephonic people?  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Jennings, did you have a conflict with the group grant proposal from UCONN?  




DR. JENNINGS:  If I study the rules I thought if I was aimed to have a conflict with the original grant I automatically have a conflict with any discussion of changes in the grant, is that correct? 




MS. HORN:  That’s what we’re -- yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry, is that correct?  


MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay, great. It’s hard to hear on the phone.  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s fine. Although I don’t believe I have any on going conflict with UCONN. I did at the time that we originally voted on this so I think I’m -- under the rules I must rescue myself from this vote.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  So how are we doing now on the quorum?  




MS. HORN:  We have eight. No, I’m sorry, we only have seven.  We need either Dr. Fishbone or Dr. Arinza, who is obviously -- was not a part of the original grant, but Dr. Inza are you aware of having any conflict with the University of Connecticut grant proposal?  Oh, I’m sorry.  She was scheduled to be on the phone.  




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  If Charles is no longer in conflict with any of that can’t he count towards the quorum?  I mean that’s -- that was a year ago.  




MS. HORN:  Right.  




DR. WALLACK:  But it’s currently not the case. I mean -- 




MS. HORN:  -- he is no longer affiliated with UCONN. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I am no longer affiliated with UCONN, but I have -- continued to rescue myself from all discussions to the grants of which I was rescued at the time that those grants were awarded.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, we have. We have done that. Dr. Canalis, what is your -- what is your understanding in terms of in the general research field -- 




DR. ERNIE CANALIS:  -- I do not know that’s why I kept quiet.  




MS. HORN:  Right.  Right. The content today is to have a substitute or change of key personnel and a reallocation of the budget. It’s not to award funding.  




DR. CANALIS:  Is this UCONN Farmington or UCONN Storrs?  




DR. LATHAM:  It’s both.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  UCONN Farmington.  




DR. WALLACK:  Farmington and Storrs. 




MS. HORN:  It is UCONN and Roe is the key, but there are a number of proposals. I think there are about nine proposals and they involve both campuses. 




DR. CANALIS:  It’s the group proposal.




MS. HORN:  It’s the group proposal, yes. 




DR. LATHAM:  The conflict has specifically to do with one individual.  




MS. HORN:  Um, hmm. 




DR. LATHAM:  And that was Dr. Yang.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  No.  




DR. JENNINGS:  When I was employed by UCONN as a consultant back in -- a couple of years ago, but that was long since the time that the original grant was awarded.  It was deemed to be an active conflict.  




MS. HORN:  Okay. Well, we can do -- we expecting to have Dr. Arinza arrive on the phone and Dr. Kiessling is also scheduled to arrive. So if I may suggest that we -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- why don’t we -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- yes, why we don’t go on to the next thing that doesn’t require a vote. 




MS. HORN:  And then if we have a quorum we need to capture it.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Good.  And as your -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- Mr. Chairman, just if they could know, I will need to leave this meeting at approximately 2:00 p.m. I will be able to rejoin at approximately 3:00 to 3:15 p.m. I’m sorry about that, my apologies.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay, I hear you, thank you.  Pam?  




MS. PAMELA HARTLEY:  So should we skip down -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- yes, I think we need to.  




MS. HARTLEY:  To four and five?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I’m sorry.  No, four and five, yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Go to six.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Six, okay. So this has to do with the annual reports that are due for the 2006 projects.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Pamela, louder, pleases. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  As you can see I’ll refer you to the timeline that was a handout. And if you can look under sort of the center part of that timeline where it says 2006 stem cell projects. As you can see there by April 2nd we should have received most of the annual fiscal reports and the annual technical progress reports for the 2006 grant recipients.  And as you know we must -- those must be accepted and approved by this Advisory Committee before we can issue the Year 2 funding installments.  




We will be sending the reports -- as soon as we receive them we will be sending those reports to the Advisory Committee.  And as was mentioned at the last meeting in January the Advisory Committee pairs who originally were the lead reviewers of the 2006 proposals will be responsible for reviewing the annual reports.  And I have a handout here, which you can pass around, which shows the names of the individuals who will be responsible for reviewing the annual reports.  




DR. WAGERS:  Excuse me, this is Amy. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. WAGERS:  Did you e-mail that or could you e-mail that?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  I just had this ready this morning, but I will e-mail that too.  




DR. WAGERS:  Thank you. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  Pam?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. LATHAM:  I assume you did some kind of logical substitution for Dr. Lensch and other personnel changes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right, right. There were a few gaps so we tried to fill in the gaps with some of the newer committee members.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Yang has to be substituted also because he’s off in China for alternative cancer treatment.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  So the highlighted -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- and we’ve developed a couple of forms for your use in the review process.  One of the forms is a checklist for the Advisory Committee to use as a reference during its review of the annual technical progress reports.  And this has a list of information. Most of the information that’s on the list is what is required per the assistance agreement.  So -- and this was sent to you ahead of time as well.  There is a Section 1, a Section 2, a Section 3. All of this was -- except for Section 2 everything is a requirement per the assistance agreement.  




Section 2 was something that the Committee indicated it would like to have covered in the annual technical progress reports and that’s namely the list of publications or manuscripts published.  So we’ll be asking the PI’s to provide that in their technical progress report. 




So that’s for your reference.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  That’s this one called checklist for 2006?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Correct.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay. 




MS. HARTLEY:  It looks like this. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  And the highlights in red are the responsible reviewers?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Correct.  The second form is -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- can I just ask a question?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Will the person who are reviewing these technical reports will we have access to the original proposals in case we want to check them?




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  Yes. We’ll be sending you the original proposals so you can compare to the -- that proposal.  




DR. LATHAM:  Will you also send us the contracts?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes. Well the contract contains the original proposal, but yes.  







DR. LATHAM:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Will you also be sending us our recommendations to the whole committee that we made at the granting day?  




MS. HARTLEY:  I don’t know that I have those recommendations.  Marianne, do you know where those are?  He’s asking about the recommendations that were made on the granting day?  




MS. HORN:  They’re in the minutes. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  They have to be in minutes. 




DR. JENNINGS:  They’d be in the transcript if you could bear to look through it.  




MS. HORN:  And I think they’re in the minutes, which I think captured very well what went on. So we could also attach those minutes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  Attach minutes. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Pam, maybe a list of some contact information and the names of people with phone numbers or e-mail because some people might be doing this by e-mail or by telephone with their partner. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Oh, right.  Sure we can circulate that.  Okay.  So that’s one of the forms.




The second form -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- where are these forms? I don’t have them.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I sent them as an attachment.  I can give you -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I get 25 e-mails a minute.  I don’t open attachments.  You’re lucky if I read them.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay. So here is the checklist.  




DR. GENEL:  Pamela is this the review of the grants or is -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- no, this is the annual reports. 




DR. GENEL:  The annual reports.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  2006, Myron.  




MS. HARTLEY:  This is just sort of for you to have on hand.  




DR. CANALIS:  So we’re going to get this kind of a report.  




MS. HARTLEY:  No, you’re not going to get a report. You’re just having that as sort of a crib sheet to see -- to make sure that -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- we need to get a report from the investigator. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Oh, yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  And this is the content of the report. 




MS. HARTLEY:  That is supposed to be the content of the report.  




DR. CANALIS:  And when do we get this? 




MS. HARTLEY:  The reports?  




DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Soon. Any time that -- we should have them by -- most of them should be in by April the 2nd.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  This is 2006.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  And when do you need a report back?  




MS. HARTLEY:  As soon as possible. We’re asking for about a 15-day turn around for your review of -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- that’s what we agreed at the last meeting.  




DR. CANALIS:  We did agree, I’m not even being contentious I just want to see what is expected here.  You know, I don’t.  So we get these April 2nd and you want them back April 17th and we meet the week after or something like that?  




MS. HARTLEY:  We may get them before April -- they’re due by April 2nd, so they could come any time in March.  You may get them before April 2nd in which case you can start right away. 




DR. CANALIS:  Do you just want this checklist or you want an opinion?  What? 




MS. HARTLEY:  Well, I’m getting there. 




DR. CANALIS:  Okay, fine.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  Here is the next form I was going to talk about.  So the second form we’ve developed is a sign off form and this is to be filled out for each project after the assigned Advisory Committee pairs have completed their reviews of both the annual fiscal report and the annual technical progress report.  And on the form you can see you’re supposed to either recommend to the Committee acceptance and approval by the Committee, bringing it to the Committee for further discussion or non-acceptance and non-approval.  So that you would need to complete and then return to Connecticut Innovations.  




The next step would be for the Advisory Committee to formally accept and approve the annual reports at the next meeting. So in most cases they’ll end up being the April -- either the April 15th meeting or the May 20th meeting depending on how the timing is. 




DR. GENEL:  So funds for the second year cannot be released until after Committee’s approval. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Correct.  




DR. GENEL:  Which would mean there is a potential two-month gap in funding? 




MS. HARTLEY:  Correct.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Warren also said that DPH will need to review the fiscal reports before it can release any more money.  When does that happen in the sequence?  




MS. HORN:  DPH will look at the fiscal reports as soon as they come in and try to turn those around as quickly as possible. So that doesn’t hold up -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- but it will happen in parallel with the CI review?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay. And will DPH also be sending any written opinions to the reviewers or that’s a completely separate process?  




MS. HORN:  That’s a separate process.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay, great, thanks. 




MS. HARTLEY:  CI will be providing a -- sort of a written summary of our observations of the fiscal reports.  




DR. CANALIS:  We’re not responsible for a fiscal report here.  




MS. HARTLEY:  You will look over the fiscal report.




DR. CANALIS:  I will not be responsible. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Along with -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I will not be responsible.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Along with our -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- it is not my background. It would be presumptuous of me to assess a fiscal report. You can do it.  I’m not going to do that. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Excuse me. If we refer to the minutes that we just approved based upon the minutes that we approved in the January 15th meeting there was a clear motion made and agreement by the Committee about how to proceed in this matter.  It’s on page eight of the minutes that were approved.  




And we went over all of the questions and I think we came to agreement that we would attempt to meet the timeline and that we would do the full review. I don’t want to read the whole page eight.  But this was something that passed before the Committee.  We just approved it in the minutes of the meeting.  I don’t think that it’s open for review again.  I think it’s a settled issue as to how we would do the reviews and the agreement. And it is in there that Dr. Fishbone agreed to work with CI on developing further processes. 




So my position is that we should move forward from this based upon the agreement at the last meeting and the approval of the minutes.  




DR. CANALIS:  I think it is my responsibility to address errors in previous meetings. And I don’t think that every member of this Committee has the capability of assessing a fiscal report, No. 1 because they do not have sufficient knowledge of how these monies are spent in these investigations.  And No. 2 because they might not have all the necessary information. And No. 3 I think it is the obligation of CI and not on a member of this Committee to review fiscal reports. We are to have the ability to correct a prior error then let it be.  But let me go on record that I, personally, do not have the competence to do fiscal reports.  Like someone in your Econ department will not have the competence to do a scientific report.  Now that I am on record, let it be, I don’t care. But do not expect an accurate fiscal report from someone who has not -- does not have that kind of background.  That’s an error.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Well, you know, I will be reviewing -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I hope so.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The form indicates that we had reviewed the fiscal report -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- it asks you to review the report that somebody else has made.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, according to the form that CI had -- according to the form that CI has given us we’re attesting to the fact that we have reviewed the project’s annual fiscal report as well as some refining from CI, so that we’ll have that as a resource. And I think -- I think we could -- my view is we had to be in a position to say that’s what we did without necessarily saying that it passes accounting muster.  




DR. CANALIS:  I did not want to be held accountable three years from now for a serious fiscal report without going on record and indicating that I do not have the appropriate expertise. If I am forced to do it so be it, I will do it.  But do not hold me accountable and I am going on record as such.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Duly noted.  Dr. Wallack. 




DR. WALLACK:  What Dr. Canalis is referencing is not inconsistent with where we are right now because when we said that we would move ahead in the review process we didn’t specify what aspects of the review process we were going to be asking to reverence because we didn’t have the checklist.  And that’s precisely why we asked Dr. Fishbone to be a part of developing that process. So I think what’s on the table right now as far as responsibilities, especially on the fiscal side, is not an inconsistency at all.  And it also goes back to where CI, how CI was involved in the first initial phases of this and they were the ones who were responsible, I guess, working together with DPH with the fiscal side of it. 




So I would feel the same way. I’m not an accountant. I wouldn’t want to be held responsible either. And what we’re saying is, again, not an inconsistency.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to point out that in every part of this review there are two of the Committee members involved.  It’s very possible that the expertise which one member of the group has the other doesn’t. And I don’t think it calls for an accounting report. The people who are submitting their progress reports and their fiscal reports are more scientists than they are accountants.  




And if we cannot undertake this responsibility and accountability how are we going to move forward with the work?  It is a very tight timeline that CI has been able to put out at any rate, which in my opinion we agreed to at the last meeting and in the minutes. And I think I would like to see us proceed accordingly.  Those who want to disclaim can disclaim, but I think the Committee, as a whole, should move ahead with this timeline.  




MS. HARTLEY:  The -- I just wanted to point out -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- and if I could point out one point here, Pamela.  On one of the most important grants there is only one reviewer highlighted.  That is core facility grant for two and a half million dollars to Yale. There is only one red highlight on that line.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right, we’re going to add another highlight.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay, because that’s a very important -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- we have to look up who that person was.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I just wanted to say -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- Pam, did you want to comment some more on that checklist?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, I just wanted to point out in the assistance agreement, Paragraph 5B, it indicates that technical progress and fiscal reports for each 12 month period of the term and acceptance and approval of said progress and fiscal reports by the fund must take place before subsequent installments are paid. So it indicates that the fund must accept both accept and approve the fiscal report and the technical progress report.  So ultimately the full Committee, my understanding would be that the full Committee would need to vote to accept or decline these annual reports. 



That’s why on the checklist we’re saying well, what do you recommend?  If you’re not sure then I would say check for further discussion or something to that effect.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Marianne, I have a question.




MS. HORN:  Yes. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  If the fiscal report were to be done by CI and reviewed by DPH without any involvement from this Committee would that meet the mandate of this Committee, do you think?




MS. HORN:  Well, I think the language that Pamela just read does require that this Committee approve the technical and fiscal reports.  I think CI is prepared to be very helpful to the Committee in terms of its review, and has the expertise to do that. And DPH also will review the fiscal reports and provide any concerns or comments back to the Committee for their review.  




DR. CANALIS:  And they will do that before we meet?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  And that written report will be available to this Committee both from CI and from DPH?  


MS. HORN:  Yes. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Not only to this Committee, but to the -- I would assume to the two people that are involved with their respective projects they’re reviewing so they will have that information. It has been reviewed by CI. It’s been reviewed by DPH.  These were their findings.  And then that’s what we have to work with to see if they’re consistent or what. 




DR. WALLACK:  That would make it work. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That would make it work. It’s not as though we’re doing an analysis.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, that’s what we agreed to at the last meeting if you look -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll go on the record and say everybody is happy.  Can I ask one question though about the -- you referenced before something about the gap, if I understand about possible funding for the subsequent year.  Is that -- wasn’t that just referenced a moment ago that there could be a gap in funding?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  My understanding, Marianne you might know this, is that Warren in conversations with the institutions -- and I don’t know the specifics. I have a sense of what was said, but I don’t have the specifics of what was communicated, but that there was a communication back to the institutions indicating that from his perspective there probably would not be a gap.  Now, do you have any knowledge about that at all? 




MS. HORN:  Well, a couple of comments, I think that some of the institutions, and Pam was collecting some information on the amount of carry over funding that there would be because the grants, some of them were slow to get up and running so I don’t know where that stands. In terms of using funding from Year 1 in accordance with the budget that was approved and that is in compliance with the contractor, they’re okay to do that. If they reach the end of their Year 1 funding and they don’t have approval for Year 2 funding then I think the communication was you can carry on with your work of funding that through other sources and -- but it’s at your own risk if you don’t get funded for your second year of your grant. There is on guarantee. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. Well, I think that that’s an important item for all of us to be on board with.  And frankly, you know, I think that that’s a very reasonable approach to it.  And so I would -- I’m glad that this has come up because I think we ought -- that creates a comfort zone, I think, in all of us to know that there won’t be an abrupt stop in the -- in the research that’s going on. 




MS. HORN:  And that, I believe, was communicated through Pam to the research institutions. 




DR. WALLACK:  Can we get a copy of that communication?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Sure.  




MS. HORN:  Sure.  And the other thing is looking at the contract going forward as Dr. Canalis had suggested last week we will be looking at that language to make sure that the technical progress reports are submitted prior to the end of the funding so that the next approval or disapproval is in place prior to the expiration of that next -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- so you’re changing the timeline for next year.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, for next year, yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  And the communicating, Pam, that you’re going to share with us? 




MS. HARTLEY:  Pardon me?  




DR. WALLACK:  You’ll -- that communication will have all that documentation? 




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, great. Thank you. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay. We’re still short of a quorum that we need to deal with Item Nos. 4 and 5.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Items which?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Four and five, those that involve changes to the grant funding. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Kiessling, are you on the line?  Dr. Arinza?  We’re still short then.  




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  I joined on line there, Marianne.  This is Warren.  




MS. HORN:  Well, hello there, Warren. You don’t do anything to help our quorum, I’m afraid.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’m just here to make you happy.  




MS. HORN:  You always make me happy, Warren, that’s great. It’s good to hear you that you’re alive.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Pam, do you want to go onto No. 8, maybe?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Seven. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Seven, excuse me.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Sure, okay.  I’ll refer you, again, to the timeline that was handed out.  In accordance with that timeline by March 7th -- by March 7th all the peer reviews should be completed.  And by March 14th we should be able to send the peer reviews to this Committee.  Additionally, we are in the process of selecting the Advisory -- additionally we are in the process of selecting the Advisory Committee pairs that will take the lead in reviewing each of the proposals for the 2008 group of proposals. 




And those pairs will have the responsibility of presenting to the Advisory Committee at its meeting on March 31st and April 1st. And what we’re going to try to do -- and hopefully we can get this done by the end of the week -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- Pam, a little louder, pleases.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  Sorry.  Hopefully by the end of this week we can have those pairs identified and we’re going to make every effort to spread the workload evenly among all of you.  So -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- now, you’re talking about the grant allocations, right, so that we can identify any possible conflicts?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, we have your conflict of interest form so we will be working from that. But if there is anything -- if we’ve made a mistake or, you know, missed, overlooked something -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- that’s what I was asking, thanks.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Just let us know.  Okay. And to facilitate the review process we’ve put together one form. It’s actually a checklist, a checklist of evaluation criteria and some priorities for you to keep in mind while reviewing the new proposals.  And most of items on this checklist may look familiar. They were pulled directly from the proposal instructions.  So it’s just another way to have that in front of you while you’re reviewing the proposals. And this really -- the checklist is meant to be used as a reverence and as a sheet on which you could jot notes if you wish.  So that’s the checklist. 




Let’s see. Also in terms of logistics the two day Advisory Committee meeting to discuss and vote on the new 2008 proposals will take place, as I mentioned, March 31st and April 1st at the Hartford Hilton.  The meeting, which is to be open to the public, will run from 8:00 a.m. until 4:00 p.m. each day, except that the second day we may adjourn a little bit earlier if things are running ahead of schedule in the process.




In terms of the discussion and voting process that will be, again, similar to last year.  There will be short presentations on each proposal by one member of the Advisory Committee pair that was assigned to that proposal followed by a brief discussion. There will be defined time limits for the presentations and discussions.  And you’ll be made aware of that ahead of time.  




The proposals will be categorized as either yes, no, or maybes.  And then there will be the selections of which projects to fund and the amounts of the funding.  And then finally there will be a period of public comment. So that roughly summarizes how the processes will go.  




DR. CANALIS:  The time limits are going to be different for the various categories?  Yes?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Correct, I believe so.  We’ll -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- well, you have to.  I mean any investigator grant for $200,000 is going to merit much less time than an application that is 50 pages and involves multiple investigators and cores. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  




DR. CANALIS:  So you’re going to take that into -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- that was done last year and I think that -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- well, I want assurances, you know, that we’re going to do this in a right fashion.




MS. HORN:  Yes, we will. We allowed more time last year for the larger grants and -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I mean they take far longer.  




MS. HORN:  Absolutely.  




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  




DR. JENNINGS:  And one logistical point, something that we did last year that was very helpful was to have large pieces of paper with the names of the grants on those that could be stuck to the board and could be moved around as we debated where to put what categories they should fall in. So it would be very helpful if CI could, again, prepare those kinds of papers. They need to be large enough that they’re made so you can really read them at a distance. I mention that because I realize that many of those people who were there last year are no longer with us.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right, okay.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Thanks.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That was Dr. Jennings, for the record, saying that he had to leave as he had told us ahead of time at 2:00 possibly to return by 3:15.  Thank you, Charles.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  He’s gone.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  All right.  Are we all done with No. 7?  Anymore to add to that? 




MS. HARTLEY:  No, I think we’re done with that.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well.  




MS. HORN:  And, Pam, will you be sending all of these instructions out on the logistics of the meeting in writing to people who are not on the Committee and in case anybody here has miss a point or two?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Sure.  




MS. HORN:  Great.  




DR. LATHAM:  However unlikely that may be.  


MS. HORN:  I know.  I hate to suggest that anybody would miss a point.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  Before we leave the categories of the checklist I know we’re on ’08 right now, Pam, right?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right, correct. 




DR. WALLACK:  But as far as 2006 goes I know we’ve discussed that, are we satisfied -- I don’t know who to address this to, with the idea that we’re going to get enough of a narrative description of what the institutions are doing relative to their science and any breakthrough information -- I take that back.  And any advances that they may have had. I know I’m -- it’s referenced that there will be some of that in the report, in the checklist.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  




DR. WALLACK:  But at the last meeting we specifically talked in terms of having a narrative provided in this regard that the lay public could be -- could understand very easily.  




MS. HARTLEY:  That’s in here.  




DR. WALLACK:  Are you satisfied -- I understand that, but you’re satisfied that we will get enough of that -- that the request is so positioned that that’s going to come through.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I’ve developed -- we’ve developed a checklist or a cover page proposal guideline or annual report guidelines for the technical progress reports that would go the PI’s that’s very clear in stating what is to be included.  So -- and it has these things, their checklist as well.  




DR. WALLACK:  I understand that. And I read that. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Unless they ignore it it should be in there. 




DR. WALLACK:  But that’s my point.  It could be -- there is like seven or eight items in that checklist and from a personal standpoint what I would hope would happen is that the specific references that I just made they understood that they had to provide us with a narrative, understandable -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- it should be very clear.  We’ve given them page limits.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Pam, can we assume that if all -- any of those items are not appropriately addressed that it will bounce back to them before we see it?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  And CI can take a look at it first to make sure that they’ve addressed each one and then if there are any glaring gaps -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- I think there was also some plan to use the narrative statements on the DPH website, is that correct?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I don’t know.  




DR. LATHAM:  I thought at the last meeting someone was mentioning that there was a plan to put the layperson narrative available to the public on the website. And if that’s true and then there will be someone, whether it’s CI or DPH personnel who do it, there will be someone who is editing it so that it’s not -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- it’s not in the minutes, Steve, maybe you should -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- and that’s, exactly, Pam, the point of what we’re addressing right now. So I would reinforce Steve’s suggestion that it be in a form that we can put on the website also. I thought it was a recollection, not a suggestion.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Did I hear a voice on the phone joining us?  




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  Yes, it’s Ann Kiessling. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Hi, Ann. Okay, welcome. Just so you know, Ann, that we’re short of a quorum still and so if you have the agenda in front of you we’re not yet able to deal with and vote on Nos. 4 and 5.  




Pam, let’s go on to No. 8? 




MS. HARTLEY:  No. 8, okay, let’s see, contracts.  Steve, were you going to cover contracts?




DR. LATHAM:  Well, I was going to mention a couple of considerations that came up at the Ethics and Law Committee meeting. We have -- I think only one private applicant in the last cycle that we funded and that applicant was not funded. This year we have many more and I recall that there was a contract subcommittee for the first cycle of funding. And in the meeting that we had with an attorney, who was a volunteer attorney, and that contract subcommittee, and then also in a meeting with some of the University counsel it emerged that with private firms as applicants if they get funded there might be some contractual issues that would be handled differently with them than they would be with non-profit universities.  




For example, there might be different issues regarding indemnification of the state. There might be different issues involving intellectual property because on the research university side there is a very strong interest in instantly declaring new discoveries that you may have made whereas in the private industry side they may wish to retain new discovers as trade secrets without declaring them in the form of a patent application or whatever it might be. 




So it may be that we need to develop a separate contractual document for private firms if this Committee does end up funding private firms. So we need to pull together some people who will think about how contracts with private entities might differ and in what details.  I think at the contracts meeting that we had with the independent attorney, whose name is slipping my mind.  




MS. HORN:  Stacy Taylor?  




DR. LATHAM:  Is Stacy Taylor male or female? 




MS. HORN:  That would be female. 




DR. LATHAM:  No.  It was a male attorney from a firm who had volunteered his time.  




MS. HORN:  Okay. 




DR. LATHAM:  In any case there were some minutes taken there, I think, and we raised, at that meeting, a number of places where the treatment of a non-profit university might need to be different if it were a for- profit firm. So that’s why this is on the agenda and it’s just open for question how should we handle looking at the form of our contract and thinking about how it might be different in the event that we do fund private entities. 




MS. HORN:  And if I may just add the issue that came up earlier about amending this year’s contract for the public -- or the institutions where there are issues that have come up that we need to collect for next year.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Is that question connected with Item B, the due diligence question as well?  




DR. LATHAM:  The due diligence question is connected although it’s not something that came up at the same time.  The question is what kind of due diligence should the state or this Committee or CI or someone do regarding the private firms that we’re willing to fund.  How should we look into their good standing as corporations, their -- what aspects do we look into their -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- financial viability. 




DR. LATHAM:  Their financial viability. And there was circulated at the last meeting a list of the due diligence that the state undertakes in connection with some state contractors. Do you remember, Pamela, where that list came from?




MS. HARTLEY:  I know there was a long list that we provided which was a pretty comprehensive list of types of due diligence that could be done.  So that’s one extreme. 




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.  And I understand the state does some due diligence when it does contracts with, for example, for construction and other things. It may be that this might be something for Henry or the Attorney General’s office to think about what kind of due diligence we should do before we agree to fund any private firm in terms of making sure that they are who they say they are. That they’re financially viable and that they can do what they say they can do. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, I did have a brief conversation with Henry last week. He’s, unfortunately, not able to be here today.  And he did indicate that he felt we had, according to the terms of the RFP and the contract, or the RFP some flexibility in terms of asking for additional information if we decide to look more closely at a private entity.  And just assuring that the information is in there, that it’s sufficient to demonstrate financial viability. That the stem cell research is in their business plan, asking for a copy of that, you know, verifying the number of employees they actually have in Connecticut as opposed to out of state. Looking at financial statements. 




So there are a number of things that I think are appropriate.  And if we could get a sense from the Committee either today or I don’t know whether this would be something that would fall within your contracts’ committee to get a sense of what other things we’d like to do going forward.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I should mention also the timing. 




MS. HORN:  And the timing. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Should it be before the Committee votes on which projects to fund or wait until afterwards so you don’t have to go through all the time and effort on all the companies. Since there are seven this year if it gets whittled down to two or three companies in the end that jump through the technical hurdle then maybe you do the due diligence on them after, you know, they’ve jumped through that technical hurdle.  




DR. LATHAM:  I will say also that the contracts’ committee was chaired by Kevin, I believe, and that I was on it because I have the misfortune of being an attorney, and then we had a volunteer lawyer so to say the very least the contracts’ committee would need to be reconstituted with differing membership.  




MS. HORN:  Do you have any sense of where that contract committee would land? Is it -- and we’re now an ethics and law subcommittee? Is it a subcommittee of that subcommittee or are you seeing this as a committee separate and apart, another subcommittee?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think the key criteria here is what -- in what -- within what structure can it operate most efficiently and get the job done? And I think as long as can you put together the right people to ask the right questions, the people with the right expertise, which is not everybody on the ethics group, and get that job done I think the ethics group would want to know about because they’re interested in the process as a whole from an ethical point of view.  




And that’s the -- that would be the best way to do it.  If it comes somehow attached to the -- to the law and ethics committee as far as I -- it’s always been a function anyway.  




DR. LATHAM:  Yes, I -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- get people together and get the job done in whatever timeframe we, as a group -- 




DR. LATHAM:  -- I agree. I think it maybe should be done through the ethics and law committee and I just predict that maybe some of our escrow representatives might now show up at that meeting and instead we have some of the lawyers and some -- and we -- it would be very useful to have a consultant who is familiar with private law, business and intellectual property issues. If we can go back and find the person who had helped us before that would be very useful because there is nobody I’m aware of who is involved with this Committee or its subgroups so far who has got that kind of contractual review expertise. We really could use an outside person to donate a couple of hours a week. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay, in that case on No. 8 we didn’t talk about the escrow issues related to project applicants and I think it’s enough to say that I know that in our committee and elsewhere as well there has been some on going discussion about the scope of escrow committee’s review and not just in Connecticut, but nationally.  And whether -- at what point, say in the chain of directives and whether the new IPS type group should be covered, reviewed by escrows, that’s an on going discussion.  I don’t know what how much further we want to go into it at this point just to say that it’s not a settled issue.  And may be the topic for -- it will be a topic -- I think it’s planned to be one of the topics for the next escrow committee meeting, which is going to take place sometime in April, presumably, up at UCONN.  




DR. LATHAM:  There’s also an escrow committee issue with any potential privately funded parties.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Private. 




DR. LATHAM:  Parties that get funding, I mean, because they’re going to have to run their research past some escrow and it may be that they chose to go to a commercial escrow, which we know of at least one in Massachusetts. And the question is whether this Committee will be satisfied by a commercial escrow review or whether we want one to be set up in the state for these purposes or whether there is some other options. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right, thank you. That’s right. Thank you for that.  I know Bob is coming back, so let’s just go onto some subcommittee reports. Basically you’ve already heard the substance of the -- the record of the last meeting of the ethics and law committee, which did talk about commercial -- questions concerning commercial applicants with respect to escrow, with respect to contract arrangements.  They talked about -- I just mentioned -- the institutional escrow workshop and what would be appropriate for the agendas there. 




And there were two major concerns one having to do with, in general, the scope and mission of escrows, oversight of IPS. That’s probably going to be the major portions of that agenda. 




DR. CANALIS:  What’s IPS?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The induced or the potential -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  The question is whether escrows have jurisdiction over that.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Whether they should have jurisdiction -- for example, that the Harvard escrows have decided to that they want to be notified about research with IPS but they’re not going to review it, but they want to know what’s going on at least that’s the report we got from -- I guess it was Ann -- I wasn’t there, was it Ann Kiessling who said that? 




DR. LATHAM:  It was Ann. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Oh, sorry, Ann, you’re here to speak for yourself, excuse me.  




DR. KIESSLING:  A couple of the (inaudible -- speaking over the phone).  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  (Inaudible) 




DR. CANALIS:  Can you speak a little louder?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Can you hear me now?  I’m sorry. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That’s better, thank you. 




DR. KIESSLING:  (Inaudible) 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.  




DR. CANALIS:  Is that using -- I would imagine that is using human cells, right? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes. 




DR. CANALIS:  So that is still going through the IRB?  




DR. KIESSLING:  No, you can do lots of (inaudible) -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  (Inaudible). 




DR. LATHAM:  The initial tissue donation would have been overseen, but that could have be a while ago.  




DR. CANALIS:  That could have been years. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right, right.  




DR. CANALIS:  Now, I’m not surprised by the answer.  The issue is - and I’m not familiar with the strategy, but the issue that there is not going to be oversight.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Well, there will be at least through a notification. 




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And then -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I’m not sufficiently familiar with the program, frankly. I just -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- well, maybe -- there was just this last Friday a conference that was mostly closed, somewhat open for phone participants and Marianne tuned in.  Maybe she can give us a little update on that. It was on the subject of IPS and oversight. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, I just want to make sure we’re not going to lose our quorum if I talk here for a couple of minutes. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  I was privileged enough to be able to sit in on the NAS public session. The NAS is looking at their guidelines and deciding whether they need to revise them in any way to -- because of the IPS discovery or research.  And they had George Daly from ISSCR was one of the presenters. They had a few people there who were sharing with the NAS group how they’re approaching this. And the ISSCR is also working on modifying their revisions. And it sounds similar to what Ann was saying about what they’re doing up at Harvard that generally new IPS research doesn’t have to have the research reviewed, but it should register the lines and give notice to the scrows.  They deal with scrows and not escrows. 




And then -- but if the aim of the research is to develop toto potent cells or embryo like structures of if in the context of their research they come in one morning and discover something untorrid in their Petri dish that the scrow chair needs to be contacted so that there would be some tie into some review should they begin to develop more embryonic like structures.  The -- so that was the concern in terms of derivation.




Also present were Jeff Lomax from SERM in California and they’re developing regulations and they sound similar to this. The concern would be IPS cells and derivation is the consent, is the consent may or may not have been obtained and it may or may not have been sufficient. Generally the older consents no one had any idea this research was going to be existing so they -- the consents are generally not adequate. So there is that concern. So that’s on the derivation of new lines.  




But the bigger concern was the use in research of IPS and human embryonic stem cells, and the whole -- issue. And so there was an encouragement of NAF to take a look at that.  




Pearl O’Rourke was -- spoke. She is the Director of Human Research Affairs Partners Health Care Systems -- she was concerned with escrow creep and that escrow is really getting into areas that it doesn’t have a particular expertise and the animal oversight committee perhaps would be better situated than they or the IRB’s would be better situated. So she was concerned that escrows not become overwhelmed and take on things beyond their mission there and look back at why they were actually formed. 




So the NAS then went off in the afternoon to decide what their justification is and whether they want to expand the scope of what they deal with beyond embryonic stem cells. Or whether they want to retreat and narrow and deal with embryonic stem cells. I don’t have any sense of when they’re going to issue the guidelines or if they’re going to issue new guidelines, but it was an interesting discussion. 




DR. GENEL:  It does seem to me that there is some creep happening already.  




MS. HORN:  Um, hmm.




DR. GENEL:  Because the purpose of the escrow -- the purpose of the escrow committees was primarily related to the use of human donor eggs and embryonic stem cells. If you reprogram a skin fiberblas to a plurpolotent stem cell are the same ethical issues engaged?  I don’t think so.  




MS. HORN:  But I think the committees or the people talking were saying when you get to using these cells in research that then you’re kind of back to the -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- well, then I agree with Pearl, that’s an IRB issue. I don’t -- 




MS. HORN:  -- so an interesting discussion. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Bob.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  In terms of IPS cells have there been any progress from the initial reports that we heard from Japan and Wisconsin where the IPS cells were still tumor producing when they were trying to revert back?  Does anybody know the -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- Ann, did you hear that question?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, a lot of people are trying to repeat that work right now and I think we’ll probably see a number of papers in the next six months. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Louder, please. 




DR. KIESSLING:  (Inaudible) 




MR. MANDELKERN:  What did she say? 




MS. HORN:  At the ISSCR meeting in June there should be some papers being presented there showing the -- any development between now and then. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  People at the moment are working on replicating the same. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I understand. But my original reading as a layperson was that all of the reversions or the going back by genetic programming to try to develop embryonic cells were very faulty.  They still were tumor producing in the few samples from both Wisconsin and Japan. And both those researchers strongly emphasized the need to continue with embryonic.  So I don’t know if too much focus is not premature in this.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think we’ll hear more about that.  Yes.  




Is everybody still here because we’re going to go now to the voting -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- I’m here.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Did somebody new join us?  I don’t think so. Everybody is here. 




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Pam, do you want to take us to four and five, please?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Sure.  No. 4 is a -- we’ve received notification of a change in key personnel for a group project 06-SCC-04, which is a UCONN Health Center project led by Project Director David Roe entitled directing human embryonic stem -- or stem derived degenerative cells into muscular skeletal lineage. And specifically the key personnel change has to do with the Project No. 3, which is a subcontract with UCONN Storrs led by PI Dawn Shin.  The Project No. 3 title is micro array and genetic networks.  




And we received a letter from UCONN indicating that one of the key personnel listed for this project, Dr. Luke Shaney, left the University.  And that the project’s -- the Project No. 3 PI, Dr. Shin, would assume the responsibilities of carrying out the cross string work that had originally been assigned to Dr. Shaney. 




This change in senior personnel, this is a three year project so this change in senior personnel will impact each of years one through three.  And Dr. Shin would like to use the funds that were originally earmarked for Dr. Shaney to increase his own effort from 5 percent over nine months in each of years one through three to 9.5 percent for nine months in each of years one through three.  And this represents a budget reallocation of about 4.9 percent in each of years one through three. So that’s the request for the change in key personnel.  




DR. LATHAM:  And what was Dr. Shaney’s percentage time on the project, do you know?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Dr. Shaney’s, the original percentage, his was originally 5 percent so now it’s down to 0 percent for ten months.  And that was for each of the -- each of the three years.  




DR. LATHAM:  And Dr. Shin’s is going from 5 to 9.5?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right, over a nine-month period.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Any questions about that or any comments about that?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I move that this request be approved.  




DR. WAGERS:  Second.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  What’s the motion? 




DR. LATHAM:  For the tape, who moved and who seconded?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m sorry, Ann Kiessling. 




DR. WAGERS:  And Amy Wagers, I seconded. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay, any objections to that?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  There are no objections. Thank you. So that change is approved.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  So Item No. 5, this is a budget reallocation or transfer request, again, for group project 06-SCC-04.  The request is to reallocate or transfer funds from Project 5, whose PI is David Roe of UCONN Health Center, to Project No. 8, which is a subcontract with UCONN Storrs, the PI for which is David Goldhammer.  




We received a letter from the University of Connecticut Health Center requesting approval to reallocate funds from the Project No. 5 to Project No. 8.  Additionally, we received a letter from Dr. Goldhammer at UCONN supporting the requested transfer of funds.  




And the amount requested to be transferred is 29,058 dollars. That sum would pay for salaries, fringe benefits and indirect costs associated with a post doctorial fellow who is working in Dr. Goldhammer’s lab.  Her name is Dr. Betty Lawton and she would be conducting work that’s vital to both Projects No. 5 and No. 8. And she’s currently a Storrs employee, but under the arrangement that they’re proposing 50 percent, she would spend 50 percent of her time at UCONN Health Center sharing her expertise o and learning some new skills with respect to lentil viral vectors.  




DR. LATHAM:  I move the acceptance. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Pardon me?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  We have a motion to accept.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Any opposed?  Okay.  We got them both approved.  




DR. LATHAM:  What’s notable about that though is that there appears to be good sentry that’s developed because of the collaborative process between the two institutions that’s going to be enhanced by that. So I think that for the record it should be noted that we’re approving not only because of the requirement, but also because of acknowledging the collaborative process.  


DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Also it needs to be announced to any person involved that Dr. Lawton comes with such high credentials and skills that it seems appropriate to approve.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Okay.  No. 10 we’ve already talked about. So we’re down to the last item, which is there any comment from our guests?  




MS. PAULA WILSON:  I’m sorry, you had just discussed the gap in funding from Year 1 to Year 2. And I thought the e-mail that we received said that we could use the grant funds to continue that funding at our low risk. And then I thought I heard here that you had to use other sources of funds to continue that funding. I just wanted clarification.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, the question I was addressing was if you were out in Year 1 funding and you wanted to have your institution or some other -- fund the research while you were waiting for the approval of Year 2 that if you -- 




MS. WILSON:  -- but if we wanted to continue on the same award money at our own risk would that be acceptable as well?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, this -- the Year 1 funding that you’re still spending according to your Year 1 budget.  




MS. WILSON:  But if we went into Year 2 funding we could not do that?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Well, are you talking about rollover money that’s left over at the end of Year 1? 




MS. WILSON:  No, I was talking about if we -- if we used up all our money. 




MS. HARTLEY:  You use up all your Year 1 money.  




MS. WILSON:  And we wanted to start using Year 2 money as planned in the budget. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Right. 




MS. WILSON:  Would we be allowed to do that at our own risk assuming that if the report is not approved we would have to pay back that money?  




DR. WALLACK:  Warren was the one who was involved in that letter. And my understanding is that you would be allowed to do that, but that it would be, obviously, as your own peril.  




MS. WILSON:  Right.  




DR. WALLACK:  If Warren is still on -- Warren, are you still there?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I am, Milt, but I think there is a number -- (inaudible) -- 




MS. WILSON:  -- that we could do pre-award spending?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes. At your own risk. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The understanding is if you’re not funded then -- 




MS. WILSON:  -- we pay it back. Okay, thank you.  




MR. DAVID MENNEKER:  Dave Menneker, I have a question.  Much of the earlier discussion Year 2 back, I think StemConn was sort of directed at it was to share ideas with other entities, California, New Jersey and whoever else was working projects.  How much has actually been shared with them and with us from them? And are we taking -- are we able to take advantage of anything that anybody else is doing in their projects? And also if we are the new projects that we’re evaluating now are they taking those shared ideas into consideration so we do not reinvent the wheel?  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Warren, is that something your alliance -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- (inaudible -- on phone)  -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Warren, are you still there? I’m wondering if that last question is addressed by the work of your key alliance?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Not specifically.  (Inaudible).  We’re attempting to align our regulatory requirements between California and Connecticut with an attempt to -- (inaudible). That doesn’t really address your question of whether or not we’re looking at specific techniques or results of (inaudible).  




MR. MENNEKER:  So it sounds like there is no real technical data on projects that have been shared to this point in time. Is that correct?  




DR. LATHAM:  Well, there is a considerable amount of sharing that’s going on at the scientific meetings of the researchers who are involved in this research and they’re reading one another’s papers and commenting on one another’s work fairly constantly. So at that level there is a great deal of shared understanding about progress across the field. 




Another place where we’ve done a little bit of trying to facilitate some cross talk and understanding of what people are doing is with the U.K. trip.  Warren, can you speak to that at all? That was reported on at the last meeting. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, that was where Connecticut was invited to participate along with four other states. There were three individuals from Connecticut who were invited to spend four days and drive around the U.K. and the other states were not surprisingly major players in the stem cell research going on including Maryland and California.  And the purpose there was to develop cross-Atlantic partnerships and business opportunities. And also gave the people who were on that trip the opportunity that we traveled together and talk about our opportunities as well. 




So, you know, there is certainly an intent to move forward with collaborative opportunities. I think -- I don’t know who was speaking before, but I think a lot of that exchange is going on at the scientific level.  


DR. WALLACK:  Can I just add one thing and that is that in Connecticut we have a very unique situation and I think we should be very proud of for the record. And that is we have a process of retreats that goes on at least twice a year.  And at these retreats we are sharing or we’re seeing the sharing of bench top kinds of research that is being done even prior to publication.  And that out of this there is a collaborative effort, and certainly an avoidance of duplication.  It’s something that I think that we, in Connecticut, don’t take enough credit for, but I believe that we should, for the record, begin to take credit for that process.  It’s very unique and very, very helpful. 




MR. MENNEKER:  The thing that I would like to see more of, and maybe you’re kind of touching on it, is if we’re starting to take advantage of other people’s research and vice a versa then there ought to be some publicity given to that so that people know that we’re not reinventing the wheel. And I keep going back to that because you try to do that then you’re wasting effort and time. And if we are taking advantage of that stuff it certainly ought to be put up on the top of the table.  




DR. WALLACK:  David, I think you’re right on the mark.  And that is that there is going to be a retreat at Wesleyan I think on Thursday, March 27th, I think the date is.  Don’t quote me on the date. And two -- there will be individual presenters from the various institutions -- academic institutions. But two keynote presenters will be from outside of the state. I believe one is from -- Paula, is one from the U.K., I’m not sure about that. But -- 




MS. WILSON:  -- from the U.K. 




DR. WALLACK:  From the U.K., right, okay. So that one of the presenters will be from the U.K. and another from another part of the United States. So that, David, I think what you’re indicating is absolutely critical and at least in Connecticut this is going on through the retreat process.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dave, I can appreciate your concern about progress and not wasted effort. But as Dr. Latham reflected the scientists are in contact on this and we can only get the reflection of their collaboration in their review proposals.  We have to rely upon their cross fertilization in not reinventing the wheel in the proposals that come down to us through the peer review committee.  We cannot influence the nature of their proposals when they apply for grants. We are just an advisory committee waiting upon the results of their collaboration and their scientific advance.  And then we have to put our advice to those proposals. 




So it is going on on the retreat level, on the scientific level as Dr. Kiessling said. There are constant meetings nationally, locally where all of this goes on and it has to reach us through the quality of the review proposals that are submitted to our committee.  




MR. MENNEKER:  I don’t disagree and it’s a matter of perception to a great extent if nobody outside that universe knows it then I think that does not help the program within the minds of those people that are not close to it in making determinations that there is a lot of stuff going on. And there is a lot of taking advantage of a whole bunch of other ideas that don’t come out of Connecticut and vice versa.  




DR. WALLACK:  I think David is absolutely on the mark. And it’s -- it is sometimes frightening that there is no sharing.  Before we started the review process or at the beginning of the review process, and Marianne, you were at that very first meeting I believe at Anthem, there was a lack of understanding even within institutions, I believe, about what was going on.  That no longer exists in Connecticut at least, for the most part I guess. I guess there are pockets all over.




But I think that David’s point is absolutely on the mark that there has to be collaboration. There has to be sharing of information. And I don’t know what goes on in other states or around the nation except that, you know, through Warren’s interstate alliance that some of us sit on there -- in Connecticut we are doing that.  And that’s something that I think that the public really should know about and somehow -- and it’s not gotten out that we’re doing this. Maybe David’s point addresses an issue that we should in a proud fashion get that message out to the general public at least for Connecticut’s sake.  




MS. HORN:  I can certainly take that back to the Department and see what we can do in terms of publicizing some of the outreach efforts and coordinating efforts and the way that we’re using the money efficiently and all that kind of thing. 




DR. WALLACK:  That would be fantastic. 




MS. HORN:  And whether it gets picked up or not is beyond our control, but I think it’s a great idea.  




DR. KIESSLING:  (Inaudible) 




MR. MENNEKER:  David Menneker, I guess the only way I could draw a picture for you is I usually come to the meetings and I’m in a wheelchair.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, yes, thank you very much.  




MR. MENNEKER:  You’re welcome.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Anybody else have -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- if there is no other public comment I’d like to just take a point of privilege personally to thank Pamela Hartley and her staff for the tremendous job they did in undertaking all of the detail work, which is compounded with 2006 reports and fiscal and financial 2008 grants.  I really respect and congratulate the amount of work that’s been produced so that this Committee can go forward. 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you for that, Bob. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Thank you very much.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Any other items?  If you all promise not to squeal to the Commissioner we’ll adjourn early.  The next meeting will be March 18th. 




DR. LATHAM:  March 18th.  




DR. GENEL:  Are we meeting on March 18th?  


MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, we have to make tremendous reports on the 18th, Mike, about 2006. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




DR. LATHAM:  We don’t want to combine 2006 with the new grants.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  How can you skip -- 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- we will be reviewing our annual reports.  Thank you all very much. 




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  Thank you everybody on the phone. Bye, bye now.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Thank you.  




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:48 p.m.)
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