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CHAIRMAN DR. ROBERT GALVIN:  We’re off to a bit of a late start but I will call the meeting to order.  We have a fairly complicated agenda and we need to make sure we have enough votes for both the University of Connecticut and for our Yale projects.  However, I will call the group to order and we’ll proceed to do what we can do.  The first thing we -- I will speak about, I think all of the members know that the grant that we were considering the last time, the 900,000 grant to Evergen was turned back, we are not going to fund them this year and we have some agenda items later on about who we may fund.




I am a little dismayed at people getting off to a slow start on some of their grants and I will -- I try to be as understanding as I can be, however, I think the word should get out to the community that I won’t be anywheres near as understanding about people getting off to a slow start next year.  And so that if we select grants these people have to be, you know, I understand it’s new science and there are people trying to get a little traction in this kind of endeavor, but I don’t expect these kind of things are going to happen next year with a lot of grants just moving forward at a rather glacial rate.




Item two is the approval of minutes from the 10/21/08 meeting.




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Excuse me Dr. Galvin.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of information.  You mentioned you had communicated the recision of the 900,000 to Evergen.  Was there any response in a formal way from them?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Not to me Bob.  They may have, but nothing crossed my desk or came in through any other media about their response to this unfortunate occurrence.  I don’t know if anything else happened.




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  We did receive an email back to the staff at the Department indicating that they wanted to see some copies of minutes of the special meeting and the fact that we referred them over to Connecticut Innovations to provide those and I believe that has been done.  And --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Correct.




MS. HORN:  -- then Dr. Liu asked for a little bit more detailed description of why the decision was made which I sent to him and he thanked me for that, indicated that they would be reapplying, and that was the last that I heard from them.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Did C.I. hear anything independently?




MS. CHELSEY SARNECKY:  No.




MR. DAN WAGNER:  We followed up with the minutes, we forwarded the minutes to those -- to Jack in particular, of Evergen.  We have two sets of minutes still to provide him, the one from the -- our telephonic meeting a couple of weeks ago and one from the subcommittee, Ethics and Law Subcommittee that haven’t been approved yet.  So they just need to be finalized in terms of minutes and then we can distribute them.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Alright.  We are now on item two, considering approval of minutes from the October 21st, ’08 meeting.  I presume everyone has reviewed those and I will entertain comments to amend, change or add to those particular meeting notes.  Are there any such questions or changes?




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Move it’s passage.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  The motion on the floor is to approve the 10/21/08 meeting notes -- minutes and we’re not talking about the 11/5, we’re just talking about the October meeting.  A motion has been made and seconded.  All in favor of passing this motion indicate by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  The motion is passed.  We will now move to item three, and this is approval of the minutes from the 11 -- November 5th, ’08 special meeting, which was a telephonic meeting.  And at this time we will entertain any additions, deletions, changes, punctuation changes or the like, for that particular meeting.




DR. WALLACK:  Move passage.




MS. HORN:  Commissioner, if I may I have one comment?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Can we second that and then we can talk about it.




VOICE:  I’ll second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thank you.  Okay, moved and seconded.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  On page four just above public comment there is a sentence about the two grants that were put into a reserve category and the language in there that I apparently said was in the event the Evergen escrow approval did not come to fruition, that is not correct.  In the meeting of April 1st the grants were put into a reserve in case there was actually another grant that were concerned about and -- or any other grant did not -- the funding did not play out.  So if we could have the minutes changed to reflect that it was not particularly the Evergen escrow approval that was the reason for the grants going into the -- in the reserve category.  That would be more accurate.




DR. WALLACK:  Second the amendment to change.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Does everybody -- what are the changes that you -- how did you want to phrase it, just strike it?




MS. HORN:  Yes, strike that, in the event that any grant.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Generically.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’m looking at the third paragraph and I’m one, two, three lines down, were put into the reserve category in the event and the change -- it says now the Evergen escrow approval did not come to fruition.  What are the changes that you want Marianne?




MS. HORN:  I would propose that in the event that any grant’s funding did not come to fruition.




DR. MYRON GENEL:  I think as I recall the issue was there were a couple of escrow issues.  I believe it was the Parkinson’s grant that we were -- that did not -- that we were more concerned with at the time.




MS. HORN:  That’s correct.  And I did go back and look at the transcript and I don’t recall which clairvoyant person on the Committee made this comment but there was a statement that it was not just one particular grant that might fail, it might be if any grant was not able to be funded.  So --




DR. GENEL:  Well, wouldn’t a more specific comment then be in the event that escrow approval was not obtained by the grants approved?  Because I think the issue really we approved funding pending escrow approval.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we’re looking for a little more generic statement.




VOICE:  Can I suggest you just strike it after the word, category, period.  Strike the remainder of the sentence.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So what you want to do is say were put into the reserved category, period, and delete in the event the Evergen escrow approval did not come to fruition?




MS. HORN:  That would be fine.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Is that okay?




VOICE:  That’s fine.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And you had a comment Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, that was -- I said because generically we didn’t have escrow approval on any grant that we had approved.  We needed the escrow before funding.  So I think that covers it and I would move -- I would move the acceptance of the minutes with that correction.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  I think that we’ve been moved and seconded and everybody understands what we’ve changed.  All in favor of accepting the minutes as amended, this is the 5 November telephonic meeting, indicate by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.  Now what can we do with the available folks?  Anybody online?




VOICE:  Yes.  Dr. Latham is online.




MS. HORN:  We have enough people to vote n the UConn proposals.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  First of all, we have an update on the receipt of 2,009 letters of intent.  Do you want to do that Chelsey?




MS. SARNECKY:  Sure.




MR. MANDELKERN:  What?  You’re kidding.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No.




MS. SARNECKY:  So we’ve received a total of 85 letters of intent on October 31st.  We have about 33 from Yale, 12 from UConn, 34 from the Health Center.  We’ve actually received one from Western Connecticut State, one from Wesleyan, one from the University of Hartford, and then there were five other letters of intent that we received.  Three were from Cell Design, one from Recombedent (phonetic) Technologies, and one from Kryotooth (phonetic) Technologies.  So of these letters of intent eight of these letters, the P.I.’s actually have one or more grants with this program already, and there were 56 new researchers applying in this round.




DR. GENEL:  Do you have any indication how many of those were seed applications?




MS. SARNECKY:  No, I did not get into that yet.  But I can update you guys on the next meeting to that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Any question to know the amount of the 85 letters?




MS. SARNECKY:  I don’t know the amount yet.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.




MR. WAGNER:  These are just letters of intent so we haven’t received budgets or their formal proposals yet.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes I understand.




DR. GENEL:  Remind me.  When does that -- when does this expire in terms of --




MS. SARNECKY:  The proposals will be due to Connecticut Innovations on December 8th.




DR. GENEL:  -- okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  We’re now on item five, discuss and approve UConn UCHC grants for funding.  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  These are the two grants that were held in reserve that fill in the 900,000 that the Evergen grant made up.  Both of these researchers have been contacted, the school has been contacted.  We received a updated budget and updated technical plan from Dr. Bahr and we received an updated budget from Dr. Zecevic.  I believe we need to receive an updated technical plan from Dr. Zecevic just from the email traffic back and forth between their escrow committee was made mention that the experiments are slightly different.  So we’ll touch base and get an updated report and circulate that hopefully this week.




MS. HORN:  Just before we go any further I want to correct my earlier statement that we had a quorum.  Is there anybody else on the line besides Dr. Latham?  Okay.  My count then for UConn is we have Dr. Fishbone, Dr. Genel, Dr. Latham, Dr. Mandelkern, Paul Pescatello and Dr. Wallack.  One, two, three, four, five, six.  My apologies, we have six people, not a quorum.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So we can’t vote on Dr. Bahr, we don’t have the right information.




VOICE:  Somebody just came on.




MS. HORN:  Did somebody just come on the line?




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  Yes, it’s Ann Kiessling.  Sorry I’m late.




MS. HORN:  You are most welcome.  You just made us a quorum, thank you very much.  We’re just beginning --




DR. KIESSLING:  It always takes me a very long time to find the call in number.




MS. HORN:  -- we’ll tattoo it to you.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  We’re delighted to have you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Discreetly.




MS. HORN:  Yeah, exactly.  Okay.  Carry on.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So we are -- Ann, we’re considering two items.  Discuss and approve, if you have an agenda in front of you, discuss and approve UConn, UCHC grants for funding.  We cannot approve grant 5B, is it Zecevic?




VOICE:  Zecevic.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Zecevic.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  Yeah, I’ve got that one.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  We can’t approve that because we don’t have a technical update.  We do have a sufficient amount of material to vote on grant 08SCB UConn 006 Bahr.




MR. WAGNER:  And again, both of these will need letters from Escrow Committee obviously.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  It’s being done.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So is our procedure to take a vote of those able to vote on that?




MS. HORN:  Yes.  No, we had asked --




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m sorry, can you remind me of the titles of the two grants?  I couldn’t find those grants right now.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Bahr is synaptic replenishment through embryonic stem cell derived neurons in a transgenic mouse model of Alzheimer’s Disease.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  So that one we have enough information to vote on?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Apparently since I thought we were going to get another peer review from the reviewer.




MS. HORN:  We do have Dr. Genel lined up who was one of the reviewers of this grant if he’d like to --




DR. GENEL:  Was I?  Well, no, I looked through this.  I can’t -- I could not tell that there was any substantial change in the modified proposal other than to reduce the budget by $50,000, which I guess is what we -- is what we requested.  But they’ve been working with a transgenic mouse model of Alzheimer’s Disease and they’re thesis relates to the ideology of Alzheimer’s being related to impairment of synapses and propose to use cells from actually the Y cells from the -- and which have been demonstrated to differentiate into neurons and to implant them into the brain of these transgenic mice and then monitor their characteristics and monitor their -- the changes in their brain cells through slice -- analysis of slices.




It got a peer review of 2.3, which as I recall I think our cutoff was about 1.8, I think we were funding about 1.8.  And the -- it was generally they had -- there were some minor concerns, they were generally rather positive.  Ann, I think you were reviewer on this, weren’t you?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  I was going to say, I think I reviewed that too, because I remember I was disappointed this wouldn’t get funded.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, yeah.




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  We do have -- we do have copies in the transcript -- this is Warren Wollschlager, from when this was discussed April 1st.




DR. GENEL:  Oh, what did -- what did we say?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So we do have comments from Dr. Wang, which described as you did Dr. Genel, you know, the content of it and made note that the peer review indicated that technically this is an excellent proposal with minor issues that could be addressed, specifically the cell types that they’re transplanting, how homogeneous they are, how long the mouse brain and also whether they’re dying because of rejection versus cell death --




DR. GENEL:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- and finally how specifically this model can be used to screen agents and again, I’m quoting Dr. Wang.  So I think overall while it’s an interesting proposal, technically thought to be very good by the peer reviewers, I would put it in the maybe category so much as a maybe as a next here to a yes in case we have sufficient funding.




DR. GENEL:  Right.




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Could I just ask a question about the budgets?  There are two budgets and I’ve written on one the revision I thought was 50,000 higher than the original, but since neither of them was an amount as original or revision can you tell me if that has gone up 50,000?




DR. GENEL:  No, no, it’s -- wait a minute.  The revised one is a total budget of 449,832.




DR. FISHBONE:  That’s the new budget?




DR. GENEL:  That’s the new budget.




DR. FISHBONE:  You’re sure?




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  Oh, yeah.  Yeah.  It wasn’t clear -- it wasn’t clear from the transmission which was the original -- well, you know, I’m not sure.  My assumption was the lower budget was the revised one.  Am I correct Dan?




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, we also can only fund it for the lower budget because --




VOICE:  Right.




DR. GENEL:  Well, that was why I assumed as much.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah, the 499,813 is dated 10/30/07.  So the 449,832 is the revised.  Any other comment?




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  I’ve got a question.  We don’t have any restrictions in the state on kymara (phonetic) creation other than what the escrows might put on?




DR. GENEL:  Well, that was point out -- that was pointed out in the review.  I think that’s -- I think that would be an escrow approval, wouldn’t it?




MS. HORN:  It would.




DR. LATHAM:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Any further comment?  If not, would -- oh, sorry Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, I wanted to move the adoption granting of the 08SCB UConn, 006, Bahr with the title that was repeated in the amount of 449,000 subject to escrow approval.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  I will second that and it’s 449 -- is it 831 the change?  That’s not change, that’s --




VOICE:  It’s 449, 832.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- four-four-nine-eight-three-two is the exact amount.




DR. GENEL:  Right.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It’s been moved and second.  Seconded.  Marianne will read out the names of those who can vote.




DR. GENEL:  Well, that’s alright, let’s vote then I have a question.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Pescatello?




DR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  And Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  The motion is carried, the grant is awarded subject to escrow approval.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes sir?




DR. GENEL:  In light of what we have on the rest of our agenda, which is for approvals for some carry over of funds how will we -- how will we deal with grants that we’re funding if you will in the mid-cycle?  Because obviously if they were to come in with an annual review with the other grants they’re not going to be -- have the time.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we’ll have to have a separate annual review schedule for these -- for add on grants.




DR. GENEL:  In other words, as of the time of funding, as of the -- or as of this -- as of the meeting?  What would be -- what would be --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  As of the time I think the funds are disbursed, isn’t that what we decided?




MS. HORN:  That’s right.  That’s why we have the Carter one coming in, it was on a different funding cycle and it has it’s annual report coming in out of sequence of the other grants.




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  Okay.  So we would handle these the same way?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  Okay.  And we’re not going to look at the Zecevic grant because we don’t have the technical update, correct?  We do have a revised budget.




MR. WAGNER:  We have a revised budget.  I assume that nothing materially changed and then communications with their Escrow Committee mentioned that the experiments had changed enough that they would have to resubmit their proposal to the Escrow Committee.  So I will get that resubmitted proposal also.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  So what are we missing on Zecevic?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So the proposal that we have doesn’t reflect --




MR. WAGNER:  The original proposal doesn’t reflect the experiments that are proposed to the UConn Escrow Committee currently, so I don’t feel that we should recommend -- we should bring forward a motion at this point in time until we have all of their updated information that the Escrow Committee is going to see that you guys can see also.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  I have a question.  Is what they have approved by their Escrow Committee a different project?




MR. WAGNER:  It was the original project that was submitted last year, so the end of last year.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think there’s -- maybe we’re -- I think there’s a little confusion that if this is the same as it was last year why does it need a -- what’s changed?




MR. WAGNER:  Right.  And I don’t know.  I can’t --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  But enough has changed that we need to --




MR. WAGNER:  -- enough has changed that they’re going to re-look at the -- the Escrow Committee is going to re-look at the research proposed.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay.  So we --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Would that then mean that they’re no longer in contention?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, point of information.  That would seem --




DR. KIESSLING:  We always approved projects before escrow approval.




VOICE:  That’s right.




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- but this is not escrow.  We’re talking about something that would then have to go to peer review if they’ve -- well, it’s all confused.  Nobody seems to know --




MS. HORN:  We’ll need to take a look at it next month and see what they’ve submitted and see if it is significantly different from what was approved before and go from there.




DR. KIESSLING:  And they just didn’t get that done by today.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Let me ask Dr. LaLande if he could perhaps shed some light on this?




DR. MARC LaLANDE:  It’s the same project but the escrow -- it’s the same project being submitted.  Dr. Zecevic has approval -- an escrow approval, but not for this project.  So it’s the same project and then what Escrow said is well, we have to approve this project because you know we only give escrow approval after the awards are given.  So she had a -- she had a separate escrow approval already and somehow she didn’t connect the dots despite my email that she should line these things up and I just found out that they’re not lined up.  So the project is not changing, it’s the same project and it’ll be -- and then, you know, you can’t get the funding anyway without escrow approval, so that project will go through escrow approval.




She has escrow approval for something else that she was doing.  She just thought that once you had escrow approval it was a blanket escrow approval.  She didn’t catch on -- the investigator that she needed to have one specifically for this project.  So the content of the project has not changed.




DR. GENEL:  That’s what I assumed.




DR. KIESSLING:  So our decision today is based on the content of this project?




VOICE:  Right.




MS. HORN:  So we can go forward.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So based on that --




MR. MANDELKERN:  So we can go ahead.




DR. KIESSLING:  We don’t care about escrow approval at this point.




MS. HORN:  We don’t, no.




(Indiscernible, multiple voices.)




DR. WALLACK:  It seems to me that we’re in exactly the place that we have to be for the approval of this grant, just as we were with the Bahr grant.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  We have -- we have a proposal, the proposal has not changed.  Her misconception is irrelevant to this discussion.  I would therefore move the acceptance of this grant proposal for funding for this cycle depending on escrow approval and that would be within the same exact routine as we applied for all the other grants.  I’ll move that acceptance.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  This is Ann.  I -- that’s fine.  Could we ask Warren to remind us of the discussion about it last year?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  I’m looking at it right now.




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, do you need a second for that motion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, but it has to be in the reduced amount from the original.  It has to be approved in the reduced amount from the original 500.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Could we have a second for Milt’s motion please?




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll second that.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Now that was reviewed by Jennings and Genel.  So Jennings is gone so you only have Genel.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I have to go to your point Dr. Kiessling I have part of the transcript where motions were made and voted and approved that this be reduced by 10 percent.  What I have -- but I don’t have the exact transcript for the discussion of the peer review.  I do have the peer review though.




DR. GENEL:  Well, yeah.  The peer review is -- was positive.  It was just -- the peer review score was 1.9 Ann.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  I mean -- yeah.  The --




DR. WALLACK:  It was a very, very positive peer review, it was 1.9 rating.  There was no reason not to fund it at the time other than the fact that we didn’t have funds.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Can I just clarify my remarks?  Thanks to Denise Leiper, I actually do have a copy of the transcript and if you’d like to just very quickly review for the Committee --




DR. GENEL:  -- so I don’t need my implant?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- no.  Apparently as I said in my email to you apparently I need the implant Doctor.




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  Thank you.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Dr. Genel, these are your comments.  Well, this is a well received grant that was to look at human embryonic stem cells as a source of neurological cells, specifically radial glial cells?




DR. GENEL:  Radiogleal.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The investigator requests 10 percent effort is well regarding in the field with 100 percent effort by an M.D., Ph.D. post-doc.  She’s well supported.  She has an NIH grant.  I would move this to a yes category.  Dr. Jennings says, I don’t disagree with that.  I feel it’s a little bit marginal compared to some of the ones that we’ve discussed towards the top of the list.  To me this is the nice to fund category rather than the must fund category.




DR. GENEL:  Alright.  Now the one difference is that M.D., Ph.D. post-doc is no longer there and has been replaced by another post-doc.  I think it’s the original was a Dr. Mah (phonetic) who was on a number of publications with Dr. Zecevic.  The -- there is another post-doc fellow who will be funded at I think half that level, at 15 percent.  In fact, there are -- that doc -- that M.D., Ph.D. doc is being -- post-doc is being replaced by a Ph.D. post-doc and an M.D. post-doc.  So I guess -- I guess it’s the same thing only it’s in two people.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s a two-for.




(Laughter)




DR. GENEL:  But the, I mean, Zecevic is the main driver of this.  I mean, this follows on work that she’s done for the last 25 years.  She used to work closely with Dr. Richovic (phonetic) at Yale.  Rusco -- Rakesh (phonetic) -- Rakesh.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question?  Who is going to be doing the work?  Because everybody is like .6 months or 2.4 months.  Is that a silly question?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No, it should be in the budget.




DR. FISHBONE:  But in the budget explanation just --




DR. GENEL:  Well, the P.I. will be involved in setting up all of experiments, supervising the experimental work, interpreting results and writing papers.  Dr. Zecevic will manage all aspects of the project.




DR. FISHBONE:  -- but commitment is .6 months.




DR. GENEL:  For all years of the project.  Yeah.




DR. FISHBONE:  What does that mean?




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Five percent.




DR. FISHBONE:  Five percent?




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s really low.  But I’m in conflict.  I cannot speak.




MS. HORN:  You cannot speak.  I’m glad you’re not speaking.




DR. CANALIS:  I can whisper, but I can do calculations, but I cannot speak.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Call the question.




DR. GENEL:  Well, don’t forget, we asked for a 10 percent reduction in the budget and there are very limited places where you can reduce a budget, so you reduce it by percent effort.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I’m sorry I had to leave the room for a call.  There seems to be a little bit of confusion about this grant or am I just coming into --




(Indiscernible, multiple voices.)




MS. HORN:  Dr. LaLande clarified for us.




DR. FISHBONE:  I just wondered who was going to be doing the work.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay.  Okay.




VOICE:  Everything seems fine.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So we -- do we have a motion?




MS. HORN:  We have a motion and a second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And a second?




MS. HORN:  Um-hmm.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And are we ready to vote or is there further comment?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Call the question.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Bob, we’re getting ready to vote on this.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I understand.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Are you okay?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, yes, I’m fine.  I just could never pull some of the attachments, which was a part of this budget.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Warren, did you --




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’m okay with it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- you’re okay.  Did you have a comment?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I just want to -- the budget then as included in the original application is revised in this document?  I just don’t see a total amount.  Oh, there it is.  Okay, I’m sorry.




VOICE:  Four-fifty.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Got it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Got everybody onboard?  And Marianne will poll the members who are able to vote.




MS. HORN:  Yes.  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Pescatello?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  And Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Alright.  Approved.  Moving on to --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Subject to --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- subject to escrow as all of them are.




MS. HORN:  Yes.  Could I just get clarification on the subject to escrow approval?  I know on the Dr. Redman grant we had actual escrow approval come back to the Committee.  Generally on the other grants we have asked for escrow approval to be submitted prior to the release of funds, but it doesn’t necessarily come back to the Committee.  So we are putting these two grants in the category of they will not need to come back to the Committee with escrow approval but they need to before the funds are released?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Let me comment on that.  Since we turned down Evergen because of lack of escrow approval I think the Committee as a whole should get these two grants only should get -- that escrow approval should come back to us just to make sure we close that loop.




MS. HORN:  Thank you for that clarification.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Item number six.  Yes Dr. Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  May I have a word now that you’re all voted?  I think what Dr. Fishbone brings up is a relevant issue, it should be considered for all the grants and I mean, we seldom pay attention to the investigator’s commitment.  But five percent, you know, depending on the amount of funds that are being requested is a small commitment.  And even NIH, you know, frowns at you go below 20 percent, at least they frown at me.  So I think overall there needs to be -- and I understand that this one might be difficult to change the submission guidelines, but this needs to be addressed because we keep getting these grants where there is this minimal commitment from the P.I.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we rejected several last year because it looked like the P.I. was trying to do two major grants simultaneously and I think that resulted in some grants getting a good deal further down the list or far enough down the list that they weren’t in contention and so my remembrance is that we have discussed this in the past.




DR. CANALIS:  Would you consider at some point discussing the possibility of putting a minimum, you know, discussing the possibility of having a minimum commitment depending on the type of award?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we -- I think we can do that.  I’d rather -- there may be some special circumstance where that, you know, I don’t want to see somebody not get it because it’s 18 percent instead of 20.




DR. CANALIS:  No, I understand that.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think as some guidelines and maybe as a philosophy of our group as we move forward and get new members that we’re really going to look fairly, you know, if we look at something and it’s got Professor LaLande’s name on it and we’re very enthusiastic and then we somehow realize that maybe he’s not going to spend a whole lot -- because he’s got three others, I think we need to develop a philosophy to go around -- work around what we would consider a minimal point.




DR. CANALIS:  You need to.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. GENEL:  May I?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. GENEL:  No, I think Ernie -- I think Ernie has a valid point.  But in this specific instance the original grant called for a 10 percent effort and we required a 10 percent reduction in the overall -- in the overall budget.  So -- and I can understand that and the easiest way to comply with our request to lower the budget was to reduce the percent effort.




DR. CANALIS:  I was not talking about this --




DR. GENEL:  But you’re --




DR. CANALIS:  -- I understand the clarification.




DR. GENEL:  -- yeah, but your point is well taken.  I agree with that.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Gerry?




DR. FISHBONE:  I don’t know whether it applies to the grants that we fund here, but in some other organizations they require a list of other projects that are funded and I’ve looked through some grants where people have allocated 120 percent of their time, that they’re on six different things.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  And I’m just wondering if that, you know, that influence at all decisions about whether we would support them.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think so.  I think we need -- what I would like to do is develop an operating mechanism and a philosophy that would center around some numbers, some reasonable number where we say, you know, if it gets below 25 percent maybe we need to look at this and try to understand why it’s a little bit -- it’s on the low side.  I just -- my avoidance would be to say, okay, we’re going to take every grant and look at the major investigator and if it’s 24 or less they’re not going to get the grant.  But I think we need to have a trigger point to look at it and a philosophy to go in.




I think we’ve seen some things where it was kind of an, you know, it was they’re at 50 percent on one and 40 percent on the other and you wondered what, you know, how they would attend to their other duties, you know, since so much of their time -- and I think the obvious thing that bothered us was that maybe they weren’t going to spend quite so much time on one or the other of the grants and maybe that wouldn’t be quite as good as it might be.  So I’d rather do it as a philosophy with a trigger area, so we’re going to have a closer look at this.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think the point’s very valid about commitment of time on the P.I.’s.  I think it could probably most constructively be handled in the RFP proposal, that’s where it belongs I think as a guide and whatever trigger fashion we decide on.  But that’s where it should come from I think, from the RFP.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we could incorporate that when we -- when we revise that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Sure.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Let’s move on to item number -- we have the votes to work on item six.  Okay.  And I’m sorry, but that is a UConn grant I presume?




MS. HORN:  It is a UConn grant.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  And they’re looking for approval -- this is grant 06SCA-026, Carter and it’s a Connecticut grant and we’re considering an annual technical and fiscal report.  Okay?  And I’ll look Warren since he seems to be right up to date on this one I’ll let him speak.  But not too much.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, not at all.  Just on the annual technical progress report I just note was picked up by Denise actually.  Section three we don’t have a lay summary.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  A what?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  A lay summary.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Oh, okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Which is one of the requirements of the progress report.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So are you saying that perhaps -- thank you Denise for picking that up.  I’ve always known where all the hard work is done down there, I’m not fooled.




VOICE:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So are you suggesting that perhaps we should communicate with that investigator to get that bit of work?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  I believe that would require a vote, but it seems like a relatively minor technicality.




MS. HORN:  Well, I think -- is there anything -- is there more Warren that you were concerned about?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, there’s some concerns I have on the fiscal side as well if you want to throw that on.  There’s a minor change, you know, some -- eight percent overage in terms of expenses on the fringe side and I guess my question there was, why did the fringe benefit rate change for this particular P.I. and we didn’t hear about that from any of the other UConn P.I.’s?  Because, you know, what’s unique to this guy that made his fringe change or is it because he’s reporting off, you know, is there something that changed in the last quarter or something?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, it’s off cycle.  Would that mean anything?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s what I’m saying because he’s off cycle.




MR. MANDELKERN:  He’s off cycle because --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There’s really no explanation for the overage other than the single sentence that says, amount spent greater than budgeted because of benefit rate increases.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So it sounds like this needs to go back for some elucidation and some technical fine tuning.  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to say that --




DR. KIESSLING:  Excuse me.  Why is this person off cycle?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  They’re funding -- they were funded at a different time.




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- it was way -- it was a different cycle because it was originally approved for Jerry Yang if I recall is the P.I. and then it moved to Carter.  It was a complicated thing which lagged almost six months.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Oh, I remember.  Thanks.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Almost six months after.  But I would like to comment that in reading it as a lay person it sounds like the scientific progress they’ve made aside from the technical problems and the lay summary being missing it sounded quite impressive to me what they’ve done in the development of beta cells following down the pancreatic line.  It sounds unbelievably positive from a scientific point of view.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It sounds -- Bob, I think it sounds like we need to get a couple of corrected and restated pieces of information and --




MS. HORN:  Do you want to table it till the next?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- yeah.  Why don’t we just table this until the next meeting and see if the good Professor LaLande can assist us in getting at those relatively minor corrections?  Yes Dr. Genel?




DR. GENEL:  May I note for the record that Dr. Carter did not take any salary?  Does that mean he had a zero percent effort?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We’ll ask Dr. LaLande to investigate that with his usual skill and endurance and attention to fine detail.




DR. LaLANDE:  This was the only letter that I did not see and I will personally get back to this individual today and I will let him know your concerns and mine.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thank you.




MS. HORN:  So we had a motion to table.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  There’s a motion to table and reexamine this at the next meeting.  Do we have a second?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Second.





CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  All in favor of tabling this motion subsequent to Dr. LaLande’s investigation indicate by saying -- can I just say it?  Do you have to call the roll?




MS. HORN:  No.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question before we vote on it?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Does tabling it in any way effect his ability to continue on with his work?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No.  I don’t think so.




DR. FISHBONE:  This is just the report?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It’s just a report.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.




MR. WAGNER:  Well, he’ll need to be proved before next year’s funding goes out.




VOICE:  Correct.




MR. WAGNER:  But his next year of funding won’t go out until -- until --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  December.  At the December meeting if we table it.




MR. WAGNER:  -- well, but his current funding period ends in December?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  It ended when this was due I believe the first week in November.




MR. WAGNER:  So there will be -- yes, this will result in a gap in funding.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Can I make a suggestion that if the -- he should be impressed to get his technical stuff up to date and we can do a conference call so we can get the money to him because he’s way out of whack?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t have any problem with that and I’m sure that --




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would move that --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- Dr. LaLande will move forward with --




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- that he be laid on to get his technical stuff and his lay summary in boom, quick, ASAP --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- yep.




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- so that we can do a conference call and get his dollars to him because he’s made good scientific progress, but we do need administrative work attended to also.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Understood and we’ll set that up as soon as Professor LaLande gives us the go ahead.  Okay?  Now we’re on item seven, Connecticut Innovations has the next four items.




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  The next item is --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay, excuse me.  We do not have a question -- a quorum for items 7A, B and C, nor I believe for -- do we have a quorum for --




MS. HORN:  Yes, for eight we do.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay.  Let’s go to eight first and discuss those and vote on those and then we can do seven for information.




(Discussion off the record.)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So we can have a discussion because Dr. Lin has to leave on items 7A, B and C.  We don’t have the votes.




DR. PESCATELLO:  Is it worth trying to call any members to see if we can get a quorum?




MS. HORN:  We did just do that.  Yeah, and they are definitely not available.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Let’s go.




VOICE:  I could vote twice.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.  Vote early and often.




MR. WAGNER:  So what are we moving to?  Are we going to --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We’re going to do 7A because Dr. Lin has to leave.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, this is a very significant item.




MR. WAGNER:  So everybody should have received the letter from Dr. Lin.  His request to have a no-cost extension of his initial grant 06SCD01 for Yale stem cell center.  His -- just summarizing the letter quickly, you know, with the emergence of iPS technology their thought is to maneuver around with their grant and move $236,000 originally scheduled to be used for equipment to move that and to hire two post-doc fellows that can bring more iPS technology into the core facility and help the University and Connecticut as a whole.  He does provide the revised budget moving the 236 out of the permanent equipment and shuffling that between post-docs, two post-docs and some other direct and indirect costs to help get this up and running.




And I believe he’s here to provide any input and if we want to --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, I have a question.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Excuse me.  Now only the voters can ask questions and discuss?




MS. HORN:  Correct.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  And would you read the list again so we don’t mistakenly -- so Dr. Canalis and I don’t get into this?




DR. CANALIS:  Why don’t we count Commissioner?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t know.




MS. HORN:  Dr. Canalis, I have you available to vote for Yale, is that not correct?




DR. CANALIS:  For what?




MS. HORN:  For Yale grants.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Oh, this is Yale?  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  Oh, this is Yale?  Oh, okay.




MS. HORN:  Yes.  Yes, that’s why I was so delighted to see you.




DR. CANALIS:  Last time I came at 2:00 o’clock and --




MS. HORN:  Dr. Fishbone, Dr. Kiessling, Bob Mandelkern, Paul Pescatello and Milt Wallack are all eligible.  Is anybody else that I don’t know of eligible to vote on Yale?




VOICE:  Did you mention Ernie?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, yes.




MS. HORN:  I did.  First.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So Mike and I can’t vote and can’t discuss.




MS. HORN:  Correct.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, why can’t you vote on Yale?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, I don’t vote on any of them.  I don’t vote on Yale -- I have connections with Yale, I have connections with UConn and we disburse -- the Department disburses a lot of funds for a lot of other practices.  As a matter of fact, we helped Yale open up their stroke center yesterday, etcetera, etcetera, so we’re too close.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of information?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  According from Dr. Lin’s letter dated October 30th the last paragraph, I’m wondering what happened to this?  I would like -- I’m quoting, “I would like to request an opportunity to present this change in scientific direction to the CSARAC at their meeting on Tuesday, November 18th.  This is November 18th, there is no Dr. Lin.  What happened to Dr. Lin?




MS. HORN:  He’s right here.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, he came in?  Oh, I beg your pardon.  My good friend, I humbly beg your pardon.




DR. HAIFAN LIN:  I was hiding behind Mr. Chairman.




(Laughter)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Alright.  I’m simply presiding.  Do we want to ask Dr. Lin to discuss these things?  Perhaps --




(Discussion off the record.)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- now we have three -- okay.  This is A, B and C under item seven.  So we have one -- this is one grant, 06SCB01.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Core grant.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Two and a half million.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So here’s the man and I think I would presume what we want to do is ask Dr. Lin questions.  I think maybe he needs to make a statement and see if we can understand that and then he can go do what he needs to do.  If we have more questions we’ll ask him.  So the floor is yours Doctor.




DR. LIN:  Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for giving me this opportunity.  I’d like to answer any questions you guys have about this instead of making a statement.  I think a statement -- but if you’d like me to make a statement I’d like to, you know, spend a few minutes --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Go ahead.  Go ahead.




DR. LIN:  -- I think there are two major reasons for me to have this request.  The first reason is that iPS technology was invented just within one year after this program was funded and this technology really represents the most powerful technology for cell-based therapy and in addition has really important implications in the tech industry and pharmaceutical industry.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Bob, are you having trouble hearing?




MR. MANDELKERN:  No I’m not.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No?  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I am, but I’ll turn my hearing aids up.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. LIN:  So it’s a real rat race and I really don’t think our state can afford to fall behind in this race.  And yet meanwhile using the core grant that’s funded by the state government the Yale core has really achieved all the milestones except for one, which is to derive new human embryonic stem cells, which we on purpose, you know, they’re on hold because we still have half a year.  We could do that, but I’d really rather save that resource than to give up iPS technology because iPS technology really is much more important now in light of this new discovery to regulate human ELSs in deriving the new ELS line.  So that’s number one reason.




Number two is that in the past two months Yale has invested a multi-million dollar effort to build a high group of cell screening center on the west campus and I’ve been negotiating with the head of that core facility.  If we can get this money to support these two post-doctor fellows they will be likely to allow the Yale Stem Cell Center to use their facility at no cost and to do Hypro screening to develop a new iPS technology which can be more communicable or useful.




And so basically if we have that money we can really use that $236,000 of money to leverage a multi-million dollar effort, otherwise we would have to all invest on our own if we’re going to start this.  And that’s my really second reason which I didn’t put in the cover latter because as of that time I was still in the process of negotiating.




And they also fully realize the importance of this project.  So they had their fair competition had lots of your P.I.’s sending their proposals and this proposal now has been selected as the one that they want to help.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do you understand Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, and I have a question.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I understand and I have a question for my good friend Dr. Lin.  Putting aside ethical and political considerations about this grant, putting them away, strictly talking about the scientific merits of iPS as opposed to the stem cells from a five to 10 day divided blast assist, as a lay person and I’m just -- I need your scientific input here, my reading about iPS is that when you take the adult cell and you induce genetic changes to revert it to an embryonic stem cell --




DR. LIN:  Right.




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- the stories that I have read unscientifically there have been frequent occurrence of tumors and the introduction of cancers.  So my question is, if you have several hundred thousand available frozen blasticides after five to 10 days of division with fundamental embryonic stem cells that do not have to be reverted and may escape this danger of tumor and cancer why are you so anxious and why is the rest of the scientific community so anxious aside from political and ethical, scientific is what I’m talking, why are you so interested in almost in a sense giving up the focus on what I call pure embryonic stem cells that exist in blast assist after five or 10 days of division and look to induce genetic changes to get back to that state?




DR. LIN:  Right.  So that’s a good question and we’ve been asking these questions to ourselves a lot.  So let me put in several ways.  One is that the value of conducting research on embryonic stem cells is not going to be hurt by iPS, it’s an added value because we still need embryonic stem cells as the gold standard to measure the success of any other imitates.  Right?  So the second thing is original idea in the field is that in addition to this fundamental value there are also added value of dividing embryonic stem cells from patients so that we can use that as a model to study the mechanism of the disease and for disease specific treatment.




That part I think is a part now will be effectively replaced by iPS cells.  The reason being that for example if I have a disease, you have a disease, we need to be treated.  The iPS technology presently allow us to derive embryonic stem-like cells from me and from yourself and this is really to me a universal application that can never be achieved before.  In other disease or in the embryonic stem cells they’re still not your cell or my cell, it’s still a generic patient and plus, you know, different diseases are really different.  And we within the same disease different individuals are very different.  So to me this really is a light year leap in our achievement.




And now I come to your second part of the question, that’s a unique one.  You said currently these iPS cells do have problems.  They have higher rate of causing cancer potentially and they might not live as long.  And that’s precisely the reason we propose to develop a new technology that we hope will be even better than current one to really get the iPS technology going for clinical use.  And we have some preliminary data for that.




For example, the current technology rely on the simultaneous activation of four genes to turn a skin cell into embryonic stem cells.  But one of these four genes basically is a cancer gene and other people have tried to play along with non-cancer genes, they can achieve that but then the rate is decreased greatly to a practically non-usable situation like .02 percent will become ELSs.  So that’s the proved principal level of success.  But for clinical application is far away from being successful and we’ve recently achieved a new method which allows to express one gene, although this is done in little flies, that to turn fully difference cells back to stem cells.  And this gene is not a uncle gene, not a transmission of factor, it’s a gene that controls the overall academic programming, the impact activity of the genome and we hope this will be a much more natural method than forcefully expressing four factors to bypass the whole genome activity.




And that’s why we have some reason that we can have a good chance hopefully to develop even better iPS cell lines that truly will be useful.  And if we can do that, I have no guarantee we can do that, but we still have power over this high group of screening facility and if we thinking we’re right once we can achieve that then really I think that would be really a nice contribution to the field.




DR. WALLACK:  So I thought what you’re saying also is that if you can develop that technology you have created a situation where you have a personalized autogenous stem cell therapy whereas with the other you don’t have that.  The benefit here --




DR. LIN:  The other also have that, however, currently it’s not ideal model because the cells age very quickly and also cells tend to undergo terminal genesis.  And the one we will be developing we hope will overcome, at least minimize this problem.




DR. WALLACK:  I meant when I said other one, I meant the embryonic stem cell from the blastocyst.




DR. LIN:  I know, you’re completely right. And just imagine obviously the cell-based facility is what we want to achieve in long-term, but there’s a very practical short-term benefit, which is we can immediately screen off hopefully bio-tech companies will hook up with pharmaceutical companies they can screen all these cells as a person’s tissues in the future (indiscernible) toxicity and all other --




DR. WALLACK:  So let me then understand exactly what you’re saying.  So your preliminary research gives you reason to believe that you can bypass some of these problems with the development of tumors because you’re going to be managing the genome differently than has been done in the past?




DR. LIN:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  Is that what you’re saying?




DR. LIN:  Exactly.  Yeah, and in a more natural way, yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  And you’re saying that you at Yale have taken that first step in that direction?




DR. LIN:  We’ve already done that using the NH money, the little bit that’s left over in the fruit fly system.  However, we cannot do that further without this reallocation to move that idea or to prove or to test that idea in the human system.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s impressive.




DR. LIN:  Oh, thank you.  And it’s also a race of time, other people have already started thinking of other ideas and --




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, first of all, it sounds like a no brainer to transfer the funds --


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




DR. LIN:  Hi Ann.




DR. KIESSLING:  Hi Dr. Lin.  This -- are you -- your ideas are obviously very strong.  Are you planning to give up -- I can’t tell from the budget --




DR. LIN:  Oh, I’m not giving up and I probably spoke with a very low voice.  We actually have achieved all of the milestones within 1.5 year of what we proposed for two years except for one particular project, which is to derive new embryonic stem cells from patient (indiscernible, multiple voices).




DR. KIESSLING:  -- right.  And that’s my question.  Do you plan to not derive any new ESL lines?




DR. LIN:  I don’t plan to do that, yes.  You’re right.  Because I think of that money compared to the same amount of money invested in this iPS technology the latter would be much worth the investment in this new current climate.  The idea was the best at the time was proposed, but at that time there was no iPS technology.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you have to give that up completely?




DR. LIN:  I don’t have to.  Obviously we still have some interest to also maintain some of that then we can do some comparison possibly.




DR. GENEL:  How can you do both?




DR. LIN:  The value of that is decreased.  I would really use all this money first priority for iPS cells.  And then if there’s any leftover then possibly we could go back to that.  But I really, you know, in my heart I feel that iPS can effectively replace that or more than that.  In fact, I was at Harvard last week, my colleagues and also your colleagues at Harvard they also have been talking the same idea and I think we are about at the same starting point at this point.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  One second.  Ann, did you get your question answered?




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, I’m -- I mean, this is actually a big coin toss and at this point I’m not positive that I would agree it’s the time to completely give up deriving new ESL lines, especially if there’s access to genetically diagnosed embryos that have specific diseases.  I would not give that up at this point.




DR. LIN:  Another piece of information I may need to add is that by now deriving patient specific ESL line has become a bit more mundane and there are companies already doing that.  So I thought if we do that the contribution will not be that unique anymore and --




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  I understand, I agree with that.  I think that’s true.  I think it’s now become so easy to do for everyone that you just need to do it, but there are -- I thought that part of your proposal was to take advantage of embryos that have been diagnosed with specific diseases as sources of stem cells.




DR. LIN:  Well, you are completely right.  That was the case and as I said, now these embryos are available to many people, even companies are accessing these embryos and they are planning or they will be doing the same thing very soon.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Let me just -- I know Bob Mandelkern has a comment, let me just inject a comment of my own.  I think we are now at a place where we probably all thought we would get to sooner or later where in the course of scientific events and scientific knowledge evolving very rapidly I think we’re all aware that we might come to a juncture with a multi-year grant where we would want to change or amend direction because we’re in a very fast moving area and there are some very -- I don’t think I’m prejudicing the vote -- prejudicing the vote one way or another, but there are some opportunities to be taken and some -- and some turns in the road that we probably all thought of at least if not actively at least passively and I think perhaps we’ve come to the first thing that we’ve got to consider where information gathered in the course of the research and the general course of scientific evolution has produced an opportunity for a person skilled in the research to take a little different turn.  And I kind of think that’s where we are with Dr. Lin’s project and we need to consider in the broader point of view this is probably not the first distinguished scientist that’s going to come in and say, you know, we started out going north, northeast, I think we need to go northwest.




But Milt, I’ll get to you and Bob you had a comment?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  I wanted to thank Dr. Lin for his profound scientific explanations, which I accept though I cannot quite understand them all.  But of course the focus on patient specific clinical possibilities from iPS cells is vitally important to me and to my community and so I feel beholding to if emotion would be accepted at this point to move that we accept the material change and scope with no cost extension with the requested reallocation of funds as requested by Dr. Lin in his proposal.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I think we have some more comment coming and I think perhaps we can -- we could just hold onto that motion --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- for a moment.  I think the -- my comments are that this is probably not the only time that we’re going to have a distinguished scientist come and tell us, as I said a few minutes earlier, that he wants to change direction or fine tune the process or however you want to express that.  So I think on the one hand I don’t think anybody in the room doubts Dr. Lin’s ability to understand the technology and to make sure it gets done properly nor do any of us question his oversight of the general -- the field in generalities and in particular, but I think we need to just kind of think that what we’re saying -- or going to say is more than just approving Dr. Lin, who we all know and trust, but it’s sort of a philosophy of the Board are we going to entertain other people coming and saying, I want to change the direction a little bit?




DR. LIN:  May I have the floor for a minute?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes, yes, yes.  Go right ahead.




DR. LIN:  Thank you very much.  So maybe I should just clarify in another way, in a big picture way.  So personalize the medicine is the ultimate goal for deriving ESL from patients.  So let’s say if you want to get from New Haven to D.C., so by deriving ESLs from individual patients that’s getting us from New Haven to New York.  So what I’m saying now is actually now this problem with New Haven to New York can be bypassed by directly flying from New Haven to D.C.  So we have the plenty dollars for the ticket should we fly still to New York or to D.C.?  That’s the question.




In fact, I apologize if I give you the wrong impression this is changing the direction, it is not changing the direction.  It’s only changing the method because we used today’s method and iPS is tomorrow’s method.  And basically, you know, we used to use a train, in five hours we can get to say -- or two hours to New York and now when we fly two hours would be D.C.  Should we adapt to the new method?  The direction has not changed.  The purpose has not changed.  And the only thing that’s changed really is the method.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And we still have other comments -- Milt, did you have a comment?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I think that it’s very, very worthwhile, very exciting to be contemplating as we are moving into the iPS area and especially with -- I found that you and your group behind this.  I pick up a little bit on what Ann was eluding to and I do so only because, you know, I remember reading some of the things even from Jamie Thomson and the other people involved with iPS, George Daley, and their comments were all the same.  And that is that while this gives us a great new enterprise to be excited about it does not mean, I think you said this yourself, that we’re going to abandon the gold standard.




So that I’d be willing to move ahead on a motion to empower you to be able to do the iPS portion, but I would also ask in light of what Ann and I just said and some of the references that I just made is -- and this is in a sense wanting to have the whole picture, is there a way for you to continue that last portion of your original project, especially since you’ve finished this portion quicker and therefore on a salary cost basis there may be some additional funds still available going forward to do both?




DR. LIN:  The additional fund is presented in the dollar amount I proposed.  And so honestly, if we wanted to develop iPS technology through the funding of the Connecticut Innovation or the state government it needs much more.  And then that was my second point.




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, so you were taking some of the other money to supplement --




DR. LIN:  We’re really -- exactly.  At least it will be $1,000,000 or more.




DR. WALLACK:  -- oh, okay.




DR. LIN:  Because if you to say the least do -- yeah.  To do what --




DR. WALLACK:  That wasn’t clear.  Okay.




DR. LIN:  -- that was the second point I mentioned reduced --




(Indiscernible, multiple voices.)




DR. WALLACK:  I’m sorry, I missed that.




DR. LIN:  -- so the second event is a particular one because Yale just established a new high sequencing and screening center on the west campus, the newly acquired campus.




DR. GENEL:  That’s the old Bayer.




DR. LIN:  Right.




DR. GENEL:  The old Bayer campus.




DR. LIN:  And that’s to my knowledge although the budget is not revealed is at least five or $6,000,000 investment for that facility.




DR. CANALIS:  So that you would not need the funds for the DMS sequencing --




DR. LIN:  Exactly.  Yeah.  If we start this in any other place at any other time if I miss this opportunity this amount of money will not do -- we’re not even close to initial sets of programs.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  So it would appear to me that with -- Marianne, can you read to us the voters, the people who could -- we can’t vote on this because --




VOICE:  Bob, can I make a suggestion?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- well, wait a minute.  Let me just -- let me do something first.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  We have six eligible to vote for Yale, Dr. Canalis, Fishbone, Kiessling, Mandelkern, Pescatello and Wallack.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Now who -- so in order to make this a vote we will have to have contact with some other members.




MS. HORN:  We will.  We’re going to have the discussion today but the actual vote is going to have to take place when we have a quorum.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Who are the other members?  Hang on, hang on, hang on.




MS. HORN:  Orinzae (phonetic) --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.




MS. HORN:  -- Wagers and Wang.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Now they will have to be supplied then with a transcript --




MS. HORN:  Correct.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- before we can vote.  Okay.  So we know what the -- we’re not going to have a vote, we can’t have a motion or a vote because we only have six, we need seven, we have -- won’t we need one out of that group of three and plus everybody who’s present today plus Dr. Kiessling, who’s present?




MS. HORN:  Correct.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Who’s present online and we will have to decide who -- which of those three, if not all, I suppose all three should have an opportunity to vote.  They will have to get a transcript as soon as possible.




MS. HORN:  That’s correct and then we’d give them an opportunity to ask any other questions.  We’re taking advantage of Dr. Lin being here today.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  This is Ann Kiessling.  I would like to also thank Dr. Lin for coming and chatting with us, it’s always really helpful.  It sounds to me as though Dr. Lin thinks that his group has come up with a very specialized method that might keep Yale a little maybe jump ahead of Harvard and I’m detecting there’s some competition --




(Laughter)




DR. KIESSLING:  -- he wants to jump on.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  How could you think that?




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, a lot of that -- and I think that’s actually an excellent use of funds.  I do want to remind you though that if any very interesting embryos come forward it’s from one of the UConn -- or from one of the Connecticut infertility programs that has a very unique or special genetic diagnosis that you could take advantage of that you not close that door because I think down the line the library of disease specific cell lines are going to be a very, very important resource.




DR. LIN:  Ann, thank you for that remark.  I completely agree with you on that.  In fact, I just -- it just occurred to me I actually right before I came here I wrote a support letter for when he’s a UConn ESL call center.  I be on their advisory committee thanks to the invitation.  In fact, we two cores really work together on this and we’ll make sure the material will be available not only to my core, but also to UConn’s core.  And UConn’s core has done a fantastic job in causing human ESLs and now deriving new ESL lines.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




DR. LIN:  And we want to make sure that’s really achieved in the state of Connecticut and of course, you know, if we can do it, I have the resource and I’d be more than happy to do it, the more the better.  And even come to the, you know, situation where we are so committed to iPS for example and that particular last time we can collaborate with UConn to get that done.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Good.  Now Paul, you had a comment, a question?




DR. PESCATELLO:  It’s either a comment or a question subject to a procedural question.  So I think we’re all talking about opportunity and we want -- this is what we want our grantees to be, which is opportunistic so I endorse this completely.  Just secondly, procedurally, on the quorum so we have a quorum for the meeting but we need --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Seven voters who can vote on Yale projects and we have six.




DR. PESCATELLO:  -- and that’s -- those are our own adopted rules or the rules of the state?




MS. HORN:  Those are -- I believe they’re sort of state rules, the rules that we have adopted that we have to have a quorum of seven and with a membership of 13 and we need to have seven of those members eligible to vote on each of the grants.  That’s how we’ve done it from the beginning.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I please push Paul’s comment a little bit?  I think that what we’ve also done in the past, if I’m right, is that we have -- you’ve allowed us to make a motion to accept the proposal and then have had it tabled.  If you’re still willing to do that then I would move that we accept the proposal with the provision that we table it until we have our seventh vote.  Is that possible?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, we’ve done that many times.




DR. WALLACK:  So I would move that we accept it, the proposal as stated and that -- and that we then table the motion so that we can get a proper quorum vote.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Do you have a second for that motion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’ll second it.




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yeah, we may -- also --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah, go ahead.




DR. PESCATELLO:  -- want to think for the future about having a rule for -- having a different quorum of people eligible to vote, which would be a lower number, so in this -- because I think it seems kind of odd that we’ve got so many people here -- we otherwise have a quorum, you know, for meeting and we have this sort of built-in problem where a significant portion of the Committee isn’t eligible to vote anyway and we know that and I think that under, you know, certainly typical corporate rules that’d be very common to have that.  So in other words, all you’d need really in this case would be like four people, which we’d have more than enough people.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Can you say that a little louder Paul?




DR. PESCATELLO:  So just have a different rule for these kinds of votes, a quorum of people eligible to vote.  So the first cut would be, who’s eligible and there are seven people eligible to vote, and then you would set a quorum of say four, you’d have a majority --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Four out of the seven.




DR. PESCATELLO:  -- and then we’d have -- when we meet we wouldn’t run into this problem.  It would solve other problems we have, you know --




MR. MANDELKERN:  We’d have to adopt different procedures because we’ve never followed that.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Just as an interjection that could come -- if you have seven as the number of people on the Committee and you could round up four for a vote and you’ve got a three to one vote that means there are potentially four people who don’t want the proposition.  And I think as we evolve these rules they were what Attorney Saltan thought were consistent with disbursing State funds and consistent with what he thought was an appropriate use of Parliamentary procedure.




MS. HORN:  And I think the Committee was as you had said, not comfortable with just a few people and given the varying levels of -- or the different levels of expertise on different matters I think there’s a better chance that out of the seven you have scientific you have business, you have other areas of expertise represented.  It does make it awkward, it makes our lives much more difficult to do it this way and we sometimes get stymied this way, but I think we’ve been pretty creative.  I’m certainly willing to explore other options off line here and come back and present those, but I think we just need to get people to know that at every meeting there’s essential business going on and that we need -- we need to have everybody possible to get here.




And for this one we can have the thorough discussion, we can have the motion, we can table it and then come back and have -- open it up to a limited amount of discussion, perhaps a few questions for people who weren’t in attendance and then take the vote.  But I hear -- yes.




DR. WALLACK:  So can we return -- can we return to the consideration of the motion then at this point?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, we can’t consider the motion because the motion has got to be -- you can’t bring it to a vote.




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, but we’ve done it many times in the past.




DR. WALLACK:  We can have a motion that’s seconded.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  The motion has been moved and seconded by Mr. Mandelkern.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  And then table it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And we can discuss -- we can discuss the motion --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- but then we have to table it, we can’t --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- bring it to a vote.




DR. WALLACK:  No, I understand.  That’s exactly right.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes Gerry?




DR. FISHBONE:  Haifan, from your comments I have the feeling that you think that the answer to finding pure therapeutics is going to be with ideas yet the feeling I’ve got on that suggest that there are many major hurdles still including the way that you get the genes in, the use of the adnovirus (phonetic) --




DR. LIN:  Right.




DR. FISHBONE:  -- the fact that most, not all, but most of you don’t believe -- my concern is it sounds like you’re thinking of moving all efforts towards iPS because you believe that is where the answer is, is that the general feeling?




DR. LIN:  No, that’s a very good question.  In a way you give me a chance to clarify the overall picture again.  So this $236,000 is not the overall effort of the core.




DR. FISHBONE:  That won’t give you the answer.




DR. LIN:  It’s 10 percent of the effort of the core.  The other 90 percent is still on human ESLs.  And we have -- we’ve done that.  And so the only part of that end list is whether we will not do our last milestone achievement, namely to get patient ESLs.  One way or another we will do it.  Either do it here at Yale or together with UConn.  But meanwhile, by teaming up in this fashion I have the okay from my esteemed colleague from UConn just now.  We will be able to achieve all that.  And precisely why I will not invest at this point or give a step at least to the iPS technology is because of problems with iPS technology to date that we think we can help to overcome.  If not completely overcome those problems.




Several issues you mentioned at the very technical level.  One is that current technology use viruses to introduce genes into the cells and viruses themselves disrupt the gene.  So that actually is no longer a problem.  As of two weeks ago there’s a new paper published, you can just do children infection result in a virus.  Just to children infection just give a gene temporarily not result -- not integrating in the chromosome and it’s good enough.  So to me the whole field is moving at a monthly, quarterly basis.  The landscape is changing really rapidly.




And only two problems remaining.  One is higher rate of terminal geneses of tumor formation.  Another problem is these cells tend to age prematurely and these two problems to me are the two different manifestations of the same molecular problem, which is these cells are not programmed quite right yet because the fact that people used to turn these cells to embryonic stem cells they’re not programming factors.  L-shaped factors, which is for example like, you know, Bob being the Commissioner he give out the instructions saying, you know, you should work to build that bridge.  And Warren decided to build another bridge thus bypassing the instruction down to another person.  The ideal situation is to make Bob himself say, I want to build another bridge.  And that’s the level we’re trying to work on.




I’m not saying that -- let me emphasize, I’m not saying that we would definitely be successful, however, for this relatively small investment and with our good preliminary result it’s a good shot.  If we succeed this will be the best technology ever.  However, I know in another year someone may top us, but there’s a level people cannot top.  If we think this is already high if the cells are no longer aging prematurely then the technology reaches it’s maturity then there’s no race anymore.




And so we hope that this window of opportunity I really wish that as a state we shouldn’t miss.  And with that said, again, this is only 10 percent of Yale’s stem cell course effort.  I’m not diverting all of the effort there.




DR. FISHBONE:  Is this Nobel Prize type --




DR. LIN:  I didn’t think that for -- I just --




(Laughter)




DR. WALLACK:  Now that you’ve been asked would you invite all of us as guests?




DR. LIN:  -- definitely.  You’ll be the first.




DR. FISHBONE:  -- and Mark LaLande wants to be right beside you.




DR. LaLANDE:  I’ll carry his bags.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I want to introduce a request that when a mutation gene specific to handle Parkinson Disease without a premature aging is discovered call my private number first.




(Laughter)




DR. LIN:  I definitely will.  I’ll remember all of that, yeah.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any other clarifications needed?  Dr. Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Well, as long as we’re making comments may I just remind Dr. Lin that whether you get from New Haven to Washington faster by plane depends on the plane you’re flying and the airport you fly from.




DR. LIN:  Yeah.  I’m trying to build that plane, it may cross but we’ll see.  At least there’s a chance to take off.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Point well taken.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Can I just ask one process please?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The original application went through the whole IRB and all that.




DR. LIN:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Has this -- has this -- will it have to go back to the IRP process?




DR. LIN:  No, that’s a good question.  We will go back, however, the iPS it’s much more -- it’s easier.  Because by --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I know you don’t have to go to escrow, but will you have to go back to --




DR. LIN:  -- I believe we will.  Yes, thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Did you get enough information on what this gentleman --




DR. CANALIS:  Do you know what we are planning to table since we cannot vote on it?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, my understanding --




DR. CANALIS:  -- what I was going on.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- yeah.  My understanding is that -- is that Haifan would like to redirect $236,000 of his grant towards the iPS endeavor to develop that fully and that this is a departure from the original grant and he needs our approval to do so.  There are -- go ahead.




DR. CANALIS:  And the 236 comes from?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  The original grant.




DR. CANALIS:  General funds?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  No, no.




DR. LIN:  Okay.  Let me explain that better.  We would be saving money because initially we proposed to buy one piece of life imaging station and proposed to buy another piece of digital microscope and microscope station.  But we somehow found out again a new technology developed in the market.  We bought a scope that had both so we bought one piece instead of two pieces so we save money that way.  And also used Yale’s bargaining power, we had a discount.  And so, you know, this money really saved that way.  And that single piece now can achieve 90 percent of what we want to do and that’s good enough.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay?




DR. CANALIS:  Got it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Thank you Dr. Lin.




DR. LIN:  Thank you very much.




MR. WAGNER:  There’s also a -- there’s also a question of the no cost extension of how long we want to prolong that after the end of -- the grant ends --




MS. HORN:  March.




MR. WAGNER:  -- when is it?  March 31st?




DR. LIN:  I’m sorry I didn’t provide you that information.  I request one year.




MR. WAGNER:  One year?




DR. LIN:  Because with hiring and all that one year would be quite minimal.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  All clear?  Drive carefully.  See you later.




DR. LIN:  Thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  You’re welcome.




DR. WALLACK:  So Bob, Marianne is going to distribute the checks of this discussion and look for the other vote, is that where we’re at?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.  And I think at the time perhaps get an indication from those three individuals about next week or the latter part -- whenever we can get everybody together, are they going to be around for a phone call?  We don’t want to have six people hung up trying to find somebody who went someplace and didn’t leave a forwarding address.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Don’t we have to vote on Milt’s motion?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  What’s that?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Don’t we have to vote on Milt’s motion and then put it on the table?




DR. WALLACK:  Well, the motion doesn’t have to be voted, it’s just a motion to accept the proposal and was seconded and before we voted we tabled it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We tabled it.




DR. WALLACK:  We voted to table it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It’s on the table, okay?  Does everybody understand what’s going to happen?




MS. HORN:  And the intent then is to round up a quorum to vote on this Yale grant prior to the next -- the meeting in December.  As soon as we can get the transcript and as soon as we can get that out to people we’ll line up another -- a telephonic vote.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  The transcript and questions from -- who is this, Dr. Orenze (phonetic), Dr. Wang and Dr. Wagers.




MS. HORN:  Wagers, yes.  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  And do you want a time specific point to table it to or don’t you care?




MS. HORN:  We’ll just table it till the earliest possible.




DR. WALLACK:  Do it that way, earliest possible.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes?




DR. GENEL:  I’ve just been informed that there’s a fatal accident that’s closed off 91 going south between 13 and 14, Wallingford.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do you need to move on?




DR. GENEL:  No.  I just wanted to make that clear in case anybody thought they wanted to leave early.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Okay.  And we probably have to --




(Indiscernible, multiple voices.)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- you can pick up the Merit Parkway.




DR. GENEL:  You can pick up the Merit and then go around.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do it that way.  Okay.  Okay, we have enough individuals to vote on items eight, nine and ten, is that correct?




MS. HORN:  Yes.  Let me just check and make sure that Ann and Steve are still on the phone?




DR. LATHAM:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay?




MS. HORN:  Great.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Now is Dr. LaLande going to discuss those?




MS. HORN:  If we have questions I guess, otherwise no.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  8A, Rasmussen’s grant, 06SCA034 wants an extension.




MS. HORN:  Thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do you see -- did we discuss that?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Commissioner?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah?




DR. FISHBONE:  Aren’t there seven of us here who can vote?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  There are enough people here to vote --




DR. FISHBONE:  There are two on the phone.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- on the -- yeah, we can vote on these -- we can’t vote on the Yale things.




DR. FISHBONE:  Aren’t there two on the phone who can vote?




MS. HORN:  No.  Dr. Latham can’t vote.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Dr. Latham can’t.




DR. FISHBONE:  Oh, he can’t vote.  I thought he --




MS. HORN:  Yeah, I know.  No, he switched to Yale.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay Chelsey.




MS. SARNECKY:  Thank you.  So I received a letter from Dr. Rasmussen on November 13th requesting a no cost extension and a budget modification to his award.  The extension requested would change the expiration date to August 1st of 2009 instead of March 1st of 2009.  He explains that this additional time is needed because there was a gap in the funding between the two years.  And he said to achieve this goal two talented stem cell researchers will be supported during the extension to complete the contracted research.  So he is looking to reallocate a little over $38,000 from materials and supplies to other personnel to take care of those two researchers.  $1,200 from travel to other personnel, $346 from permanent equipment to fringe benefits and then $1,100 from materials and supplies to fringe benefits.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Tell me again about the $38,000.  That’s the bridge personnel?




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  And the total amount Chelsey?




MS. SARNECKY:  He doesn’t have a total amount here but I can add it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  It’s about 50 grand?




MS. SARNECKY:  About.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.




MS. SARNECKY:  Oh, a little less, 38 -- about 42.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  42.  Okay.  And apparently we do not have an appropriate revised budget?




MS. HORN:  This is what we have in terms of a revised budget.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Is that not right?  Not appropriate?




VOICE:  Well, it’s not the forms that we’ve used for everybody else.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Send them back the forms that everybody else uses.  Let’s move on.




MS. HORN:  We could approve it I believe if that’s the intent of the Committee and then just get the the proper form.  It’s a budget amendment.  It may seem technical, but this may be difficult to figure out years down the road exactly what was done when.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Alright.  I think we’ve got to wait until Bob Mandelkern gets back in the room.




MS. HORN:  Yes we do.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Alright.  We’ll have to take a little break.




VOICE:  Would you like me to get him back?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Huh?




VOICE:  Would you like me to get him back?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, he may be in the --




VOICE:  No, I think he’s talking to Dr. Lin.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- oh, no.  Yeah, we need him back.  Okay.  Can we go over target dates?  We don’t need a vote on that, do we?




MS. HORN:  We don’t.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Target date will -- December 8th, I think Chelsey already gave us that.




MS. HORN:  Yep.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- item 11, and I don’t think we have any other business.  Item 12 is gone and I’ll save public comment.  Do we have any public comment?  We can do that now while Bob’s out of the room.  Public comment?  Public comment?  None.  Whoop, yep?  Go ahead.




MR. DAVID MENAKER:  It’s kind of a general question.  With the election over and the Democratic administration in place I’m presuming that the stem -- Embryonic Stem Cell Bill will be passed and there’ll be additional funding coming out of the NIH for embryonic stem cell research and more on a local level they’ll probably be able to use common facilities for non-embryonic and embryonic and equipment also.  Is that going to provide any additional funding to go directly into research or have we not thought about that yet, etcetera?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Well, I think that’s a presumption that many of us may have with at least a non-conservative patient -- President or patient who -- President who had not made up his mind there wasn’t going to be any embryonic stem cell research done on non-Federally approved cell lines while he was sitting in the White House and now we’ll have at least an individual who was open to these kinds of things.  I don’t know to what extent the new President will be influenced by conservative politicians.  My impression is it’s going to take NIH quite a while to spool up and get cash and spool up and send it out for stem cell research.




My gut feeling is since we’re doing such a good job in Connecticut we probably won’t get much and they’ll spend it on bailing people out of financial jams, prosecuting wars and things like that.  But even -- I think even if President-elect Obama decided something early in January I think it would probably be a couple of years before the trickle starts to come down.  This has been shut down for a long -- and cut back for a long time.




My experience with NIH has been what they’re interested in -- and one time they and CDC were very interested in Lyme Disease in Connecticut and there was two or three years -- or half a dozen years when we got some funding and were actually the last state to get funding, they’ve gone -- they’ve moved along to other venues and they’re no longer interested in Lyme research.  They have made -- moved along to other venues.  They may have new directors.  So I wouldn’t count on seeing any money from the Feds soon.  And I would be surprised if they turned around and said, you don’t need the money, the government gave you $10,000,000 a year and you’ve got two universities.




MR. MENAKER:  Your presumption may be 100 percent correct, but it may not also be correct and the funding might be available a lot faster than we think.  So is there somebody that’s going to be working on some kind of a -- even a preliminary or a tentative plan of where we could draw the money out of and provide additional potential research activity?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  The two universities would have to figure that out.  We couldn’t prognosticate that.  Yes Gerry?




DR. FISHBONE:  My concern is slightly different.  And that is given the fiscal crisis in the state and given the fact that the President is talking about supporting stem cell research you think that will have any effect on our situation here?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  I don’t think so.  I haven’t seen -- heard anything remotely resembling, you know, making any changes to our projects.  I sat on the tobacco research group this morning and they’re disbursing more money than they did next year -- last year so I think that on the established scientific programs that we would probably -- we’re probably safe.  Once again, I sure wouldn’t leave a lot of unspent money in that account because that becomes, you know, a target of opportunity and easy pickings.  There is a series of things that have happened in state government where people are very agitated about huge shortfalls in fiscal year 10, which begins in July, and 11, and maybe beyond.  So what we’re hearing is tremendous, you know, billion dollar budget deficit.




So I don’t think -- I think my feeling is that we’re probably exempt from that -- from levies on that money.  If somebody said to me, look, if we gave it all to you today, can you spend it this year?  I would spend it as quick as I could get my hands on it and just because of the time value of money and just not leaving any kind of a target out there.  I think we’re okay.  But I think it will take us, you know, take the two universities to expand.  There may be a new person down at CDC or a new person at -- we’re seeing in some of these Federal agencies like EPA there doesn’t seem to be anybody in charge there and nobody wants to make a decision until they see who President-elect Obama wants to put at the helm.  So I think there’s a lot of backing and filling before we’re going to see stuff come down the pike.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The NIH director resigned.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah, the NIH director has resigned Warren tells me.  So I think there’s going to be a lot of, you know, sit and wait until March or so until -- there are about 3,000 Federal employees that are going to move on, mainly the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, Secretary -- in that line and I’m sure both CDC and NIH are kind of waiting to see what’s going to happen and where’s Mr. Obama’s direction going to be.  He’s talked a lot about preventive medicine.  I’m not sure what direction he’s going to head.




At any rate we’d like to be able to vote on item 8A Bob.




MR. MANDELKERN:  8A, Rasmussen extension?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.  He’s looking for about 42 grand to extend until August from March 31st to August -- what is it Chels.?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’ve read the material.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  You okay?




MR. MANDELKERN:  And I’m impressed with the progress he’s made.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Is that a motion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  So I would -- my motion -- yes, I would move to extend Dr. Rasmussen’s extension request for grant 06 --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do we have a second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do we have any more discussion?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just as you said before, we’re going to go back and ask him to amend -- actually provide a budget sheet, versus just a little narrative.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Do you want to poll the voters?




MS. HORN:  I will.  Okay.  Dr. Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Pescatello?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  And Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  It’s unanimous.  Okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Grant 8B, 06SCA05, Fan.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?  Before I --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. GENEL:  -- maybe I was out.  Why was there a four month gap?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Our responsibility, not his.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  He got the money late.




MR. MANDELKERN:  He did get the money?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Basically.




DR. GENEL:  We corrected that process for the subsequent year.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.  Who wants to talk about Dr. Fan’s grant?




MS. SARNECKY:  I will.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. SARNECKY:  So I have a letter here from Dr. Fan dated November 13th.  He would like to propose a no cost extension from March 1, ’09 to May 31, ’09.  He needs this extension because the research to semination at the very time of -- the very time consuming culture experiments is needed and he says that this extension will give him ample time to complete the research work, attend conferences and explore new experiments for additional support.  And he wants to -- there is actually no reallocation in this one, there’s just about $35,000 that he’ll be using from March 1, ’09 to May 31, ’09.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any comments?  Does somebody want to propose accepting that Dr. Fan’s extension from 31 March to 31 May?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




DR. FISHBONE:  Second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Call the vote please?




MS. HORN:  Dr. Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Pescatello?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK?  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Grant 8C on your schedule, 06SCA18, Nelson.  Chelsey?




MS. SARNECKY:  This letter is dated November 14th from Dr. Nelson.  He also would like to request a no cost extension of his grant due to the same delay in the release of the year two funding.  He lost a core member in his lab as well, so his work was severely delayed and he would request an extension to August -- I would assume August 1, 2009?




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah.




MS. SARNECKY:  August 1, 2009.




MR. WAGNER:  The paperwork that everybody received had a one year extension.  He submitted it last night, actually corrected, and I can --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  August is the date?




MR. WAGNER:  -- August is the date.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Anybody --




MR. WAGNER:  And he also clarified some of the numbers on the second page in the carryover that he will have $27,000 unused, which he plans to use in that extension.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Alrighty.




DR. FISHBONE:  This is sort of an unusual budget phase, isn’t it?  I’ve had a lot of trouble --




MR. WAGNER:  Yeah, this is cut and pasted from the UConn accounting system.  So there was -- so we -- back to the last two ago, we didn’t provide a budget sheet as we had just asked for a letter to clarify.  So we can double back with everybody and get the right forms filled out if it’s so approved.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  How about a motion on Dr. Nelson?




DR. FISHBONE:  So moved.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Second?




VOICE:  Second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Moved and seconded.  Call the members please?




MS. HORN:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Pescatello?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  8D, item 8D, 06SCA031, Dr. Liu.




MS. SARNECKY:  Dr. Liu requested or is requesting an extension, a no cost extension to her grant and she wants to extend the end date from April 4th, ’09 to July 31st, ’09.  There’s a total unobligated balance of about $52,000.  These funds will be used to cover salary expenses for herself and the post-doc fellow assigned to the project and that’s it.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any questions?




DR. WALLACK:  I was confused and I’m sure it’s only how I read it, in the second paragraph, where it talked about used to cover salary expenses for myself and fellow and so forth.  Then it goes on to say and to attend the stem cell scientifically related meeting, a stem cell scientifically related meeting.  And there’s a reference to $52,000 there.




DR. FISHBONE:  And also supplies and other --




DR. WALLACK:  No, I know that, but I’m just wondering if we’re comfortable with the idea of he’s identifying to attend this scientifically related meeting.




DR. GENEL:  Travel out of state is listed at $1,000.




DR. WALLACK:  So you think that he only means -- well, that’s what I don’t understand.




DR. GENEL:  It’s the only thing I see here allocated for travel is $1,000 out of a budgeted 1,500.




MS. HORN:  And you’re looking at a budget there are you?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  Oh, I’m sorry, it’s Greg Nelson’s.  Yeah, wrong budget.  Wrong budget.  Sorry.




MS. HORN:  We do definitely need a budget for this.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do you want to say we’re approving and waiting for the budget?




DR. WALLACK:  Well, can we -- do we want to table it until we get that?  I mean, this one is less -- we were deferring to Dr. LaLande before, can we defer to him again?  I mean --




DR. LaLANDE:  No, I’ve got a whole bunch of things to do.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  We need a motion to table.




VOICE:  Is that alright?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yep.  Second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  The motion is tabled and we’re asking Dr. LaLande to use his good offices to get us some more information.  Item number nine, 06SCA027, Markakis, a percent effort change.




(Discussion off the record.)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Chelsey, have you got something on this?




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




(Discussion off the record.)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do we want to table that until next time?




MS. HORN:  And request a revised budget to accompany.




MS. SARNECKY:  For which?




MS. HORN:  For Markakis.




MS. SARNECKY:  Oh, okay.




(Discussion off the record.)




MS. HORN:  We don’t have anything on Markakis, we don’t have a quorum on that, we don’t have a budget.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, you have it on the next one you have it on --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  So we’re tabling item nine?




MS. HORN:  We’re passing on that.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  We’re going to pass on that.  Okay.  We’re now down to item 10, 06SCB09, Graveley re-budget request.




DR. WALLACK:  I move the acceptance of that request.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Do I have a second on that?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Second.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  There’s a second, Paul?  Okay.  Discussion on the re-budget request.




(Discussion off the record.)




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay Bob, we’re on item 10 and it’s been moved and seconded to approve his re-budget request.




DR. FISHBONE:  So he’s just reallocating funds from salary and putting it into materials?




MR. WAGNER:  Correct.  $50,000.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Are you okay with that Bob or do you need to look at it?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, it’s alright.  I read his previous material.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I didn’t realize that the new agenda --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Any further discussion on item 10, the re-budget request?




VOICE:  Call the question.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  Pescatello?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yes.




MS. HORN:  And Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.

 


MS. HORN:  Okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  That concludes our business unless there are items of general import and interest that any of the Board members would like to discuss.  We do have a pending telephonic meeting of those individuals that can vote on the Yale propositions.  Yes and Marianne will coordinate that with the people who are present today and with all three of the absent members and determine when we can -- we may have to use one or two rather than three of those -- we have to figure out who’s available and we’ll have everybody who’s available will vote.  It might be seven, it might be eight, it might be nine, depends on availability.  Yes Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, can I trouble you to a quick review of what we’ve tabled that requires votes yet?  Because I didn’t have a specific agenda that was up to the minute.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  Ann Kiessling, I’m signing off unless I’m --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  You’re all set.  Thanks.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- very good.  It was nice to chat with you.




MS. HORN:  Thank you Ann.  We’ll be in touch soon.  Thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  Marianne can tell you what’s been tabled.




MS. HORN:  Yes.  We had number seven, Dr. Lin is tabled.  We have Rasmussen.




MR. MANDELKERN:  We have what?




MS. HORN:  Rasmussen.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  8A.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, 8A.




MS. HORN:  We have Nelson and --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  8C.




MS. HORN:  -- and Liu.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  8D.




MS. HORN:  And Markakis.




MR. WAGNER:  No, Nelson was -- wasn’t Nelson --




MS. SARNECKY:  Nelson I thought was voted on.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  We voted on that as long as we get the new budget?




MS. SARNECKY:  Yep.




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.




VOICE:  I thought Rasmussen was voted on too.




MR. WAGNER:  I have Rasmussen as an okay.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  Alright.




VOICE:  Yeah, Rasmussen was voted.




MS. HORN:  Alright.  I apologize.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Fan and Liu are the two that need to be --




MS. HORN:  Lin, Fan and Liu.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- okay.




MS. HORN:  Lin, Fan and Liu.




VOICE:  Lin, Fan, Liu and Markakis.




MS. HORN:  And Markakis.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Start again.  Lin needs to be reexamined, okay?  Fan, 8B, needs to be reexamined.  8D, Liu, needs to be -- Marianne is that right?




MS. HORN:  I’m checking on Fan.




MR. WAGNER:  Fan is okay.




MS. HORN:  Fan is okay.  Fan is good.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Rasmussen is not okay.




MS. HORN:  Rasmussen is okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Fan is okay.




MS. HORN:  Fan is okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Nelson needs --




MS. HORN:  Is okay.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- is okay.  So the only one out of eight is Dr. Liu, 8D.




MR. WAGNER:  Number nine and number seven.




MS. HORN:  And number nine.  Lin --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  And Ted was approved.




MS. HORN:  -- correct.  We have --




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  And Dr. Lin?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yep.  Are you okay Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yeah, I just wanted to be up to date.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  Well, thank you for clarifying that.




MS. LYNN TOWNSEND:  Very quickly Mr. Chair?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSEND:  Warren and I actually were talking by email yesterday and by phone looking forward to the spring when you will look at the grants once again, you as the Committee shall look at the grants again, and would like to suggest the dates of April 6th and 7th for our grant consideration meeting day that falls the week before -- we looked at the holidays.  Passover begins at sundown on April 8th, Easter is the 12th.  Once we get into the 13th that’s a Massachusetts state holiday and then of course we get into the 15th being tax day.  It’s looking -- and Stem Conn ’09 having -- which happens the previous two weeks before that.  So we’re looking at April 6th and April 7th so that we can get moving on the planning of that so we can find a hotel that will accommodate all of our needs, including the audio.




DR. WALLACK:  What day of the week is the 6th and 7th?




MS. TOWNSEND:  Monday and Tuesday.




DR. WALLACK:  I know this is probably silly and irrelevant --




MS. TOWNSEND:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  -- we don’t meet into the night at those, right?




MS. TOWNSEND:  No, we usually end at 4:00 o’clock on the first day.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  Okay.




MS. TOWNSEND:  And then as soon as we possibly can the next day, usually around 4:00 o’clock.




DR. WALLACK:  So my question is not going to be asked then because we’ve already covered it.




MS. TOWNSEND:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  8:00 to 4:00 in the past.




MS. TOWNSEND:  8:00 to 4:00 is Bob’s capacity and I know 4:00 o’clock is a time when Dr. Galvin likes to dismiss meetings.  So do we want to consider that and make it official at the next meeting?  Maybe it could be an agenda item so that we can get all of the input from other Committee members?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Okay.  What we’re saying is tentatively April 5th and 6th --




MS. TOWNSEND:  6th and 7th.  Sorry.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  -- April 6th and 7th and it will -- we will notify those members who are not present today and proceed from that point.




MS. TOWNSEND:  Thank you.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  Motion to adjourn?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Are we scheduled for December 16th next meeting?




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  That’s right.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Move to adjourn.




CHAIRMAN GALVIN:  We’re adjourned.




(Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 3:05 p.m.)
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