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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  We have several folks who are on the phone so I would advise everybody here when you talk press the button on your microphone. When you’re through talking shut it off otherwise the people on the phone are not going to be able to hear what you’re saying.  And do we have a quorum present?  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  I’d have to find out who is on the phone in terms of determine who -- whether we have a quorum or not.  So I’ll take the roll.




(Whereupon, roll call was taken.)




MS. HORN:  Can you hear me on the phone now? 




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  You got much quieter now. 




MS. HORN:  I go quieter now, oh, my gosh. But you can hear? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Just barely.  




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings.  I think I just heard my name called, but I have to tell you that the acoustics are so poor that I’m not sure if I’m actually present at the meeting. And unless you can do something about it I am not going to be able to participate meaningfully.  




DR. JERRY HUANG:  Yes, I cannot hear very well either.  I cannot hear well, yes. 




MS. HORN:  Okay. We’ll try to get some technical advice on this.  




MR. HENRY SALTON: Hang on for a second. We’re going to see if we can relocate with the speakerphones. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, Charles how is that?  




DR. JENNINGS:  That was better. 




MS. HORN:  Okay. We’ll continue with the roll.  




(Whereupon, roll call was continued.)




MS. HORN:  We definitely have a quorum. We have 12 present, but we have not a -- we have five on the phone. So we’ll have to make this work. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right. To begin with what I will do is vacate this chair because I’m not doing the -- other people are doing the majority of these presentations and I will vacate the -- this chair and let whoever is speaking come up here so that they can be heard by our colleagues who are not physically present, and physically present in the capitol.  




Let me skip down to Item No. 3, approval of minutes for 9/18/07 and 10/16/07.  I presume that everyone has had an opportunity to pursue those notes and I will entertain any requests to delete, change or add to the set of minutes from the 9/18 and 10/16, the September and October meetings. Are there any additions, deletions or changes to those particular minutes?  




MS. PAM HARTLEY:  I have one -- this is Pam Hartley. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Pam. 




MS. HARTLEY:  I have one additional edit for the October 16th minutes.  On page three under status of six-month fiscal reports for 2006 grants it should be November 5 instead of November 1 in the third line.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. We are referring now to the October 16, 2007 meetings, page three, the middle paragraph, the third line down there is a date there which should be changed to November 5, 2007.  Are there any other changes? 




MS. HORN:  I would just note one change on page four under fundraising committee about half way down the first paragraph there is a reference to a Mr. LaLande, I believe that should be Dr. LaLande.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does everybody have that?  That’s on page four of the October minutes. It’s about two thirds of the way down the page.  It says, Mr. LaLande has suggested that Connecticut -- it should be Doctor.  




MS. HORN:  And on page five I would -- there is a question, it says, “Attorney Horn reminded the Advisory Committee members to complete and return the non-discrimination forms.”  And in parenthesis it says, “is this supposed to be non-disclosure?  It isn’t supposed to -- it is supposed to be non-disclosure forms.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay. So that is the second small paragraph up from the bottom beginning Attorney Horn.  And it is a -- not a non-discrimination, but rather then a non-disclosure set of forms.”  Everyone okay with those changes?  And I note for the record that Dr. Gerald Fishbone just graced us with his presence and we’re glad that he is here as always, a person who adds greatly to our proceedings.




Are there any other changes with -- to the minutes of the September and October meetings?  If not I will entertain a motion to adopt them as changed. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Move to adopt the two sets of minutes as amended. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And a second to that?  




DR. CANALIS:  Second. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The motion has been moved and seconded to adopt both sets of minutes.  All in favor?




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The September and October meeting records are now part of the record. 




I will yield this spot so that our friends on the phone can listen to what’s happening. And I will see if Commissioner McDonald would like to begin the next phase.  Actually, Paul, we’ll make room for both of you, you folks up here. I’ll get out of the way and Marianne is going to slide down.  




MS. JOAN McDONALD:  Good afternoon, everybody.  I’m Joan McDonald and I am the Commissioner of the Department of Economic and Community Development. I’m joined by Paul Pescatello from CURE. And many of you may be aware that in October of 2007 we were two of a three-person Connecticut delegation. The third person that was part of the delegation was Dr. Mark LaLande, who was unavailable to join us here today. 




We were guests of the British Embassy and we went to the U.K. to engage in a dialogue on how we can partner in the area of stem cell research and intellectual -- intellect chairing and also economic development.  We started in Edinborough. IT was three days.  We didn’t get much sleep. We started in Edinborough, went from Edinborough and spent some time at the University of Edinborough with colleagues there. Went from there to New Castle and spent 24 hours there at their Life Science Center.  And then ended in London where we met with the delegation of folks from the University of London.  




We were joined by colleagues from Maryland 

-- John Hopkins University, California, Texas Medical Center, and the -- and the National Institute of Health joined us.  And it was a very productive worthwhile dialogue. 




And what was -- from my perspective what was interesting was not just the dialogue with the British government and the academics in the U.K. but also our dialogue with our counterparts here in the U.S.  And one of -- Paul is going to a little bit more detail, but one of impressions I came away with was that Connecticut is viewed very favorably both in the rest of this country and in the U.K. as a -- as a good -- having a good health climate for research and also for economic development in the area of stem cell. 




So I’ll turn it over to Paul and then we can entertain any questions. 




MR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  As the Commissioner mentioned we were part of a delegation that included groups from states with innovative stem cell initiatives. The other groups -- the major groups that the Commissioner mentioned were policy makers and industry representatives from Maryland/John Hopkins University, Texas Baylor University and California and several of California’s leading research institutions. The delegation was assembled by the U.K. government as a means to educate about the scope and nature of stem cell research in the U.K.  And in the process potentially bringing to light potential research collaborations and investment opportunities.




Again, as the Commissioner mentioned, our tour began in Edinborough. We visited the University of Edinborough and were given an overview of stem cell research laboratories by Ian Willmut.  We met with a good cross section of the academic researchers researching and researchers transitioning into stem cell related entrepreneurial activities and also the Scottish stem cell research policy advocate group. As was the case throughout our visit our meetings also included introductions to and talks by those charged with ethics oversight.  




The University of Edinborough and its commitment to stem cell research was impressive.  As it now stands Ian Willmut’s Scottish Center for Regenerative Medicine is a state of the art facility. More important though is its planned expansion. We were given a good sense of its future components and interconnection to other facilities both at Edinborough University and around the U.K. 




We next visited the University of New Castle.  New Castle University, long a leader in inventor fertilization, has recently opened a new inventor fertilization facility.  This facility is reported at the highest rate of success in the world. Success is measured by births resulting from pregnancies resulting from inventor procedures conducted at the New Castle clinic.  The success rate is due both to the equipment as well as the systems and protocols developed in New Castle.  




Perhaps -- but more impressive was the connection literally and figuratively of this fertility clinic to the University stem cell research laborites. Both facilities, the invert fertilization clinic and the stem cell labs, were designed and built according to good manufacturing practices. Donated embryos can be transferred seamlessly from the clinic to the laboratory. To the extent clinical opportunities arise from research conducted at these two GMP facilities the process involved in getting stem cell research derived material into human subjects is greatly simplified. 




We spent considerable time and were -- when we were at the New Castle facilities and also subsequently exploring what it would take to duplicate the New Castle facilities here in Connecticut. The University of Connecticut’s existing and highly regarded inventor fertilization clinic and UCONN’s planned stem cell research expansion seemed like an ideal site to build upon what was accomplished, what has been accomplished in New Castle.




We took special note that the New Castle inventor fertilization stem cell research lab complex was a custom design, a means to mass produce it, so to speak, does not yet exist.  This could be a real opportunity for Connecticut, for a Connecticut provider/manufacturer to replicate the New Castle design and equipment for installation at UCONN/Farmington, for example, and also around the world. We’ve been working since our visit to the U.K. to obtain the specifics about what it would take to replicate the New Castle clinic here both the manufacturing details and a firm grasp of the costs involved.  




The last portion of our trip was in London. There were heard presentations by University of London and Cambridge scientists about their stem cell research efforts and Nasna’s entrepreneurial activity.  The on-going research was fascinating.  One project and start up company concerns macular degeneration.  We had an interesting exchange about one of Connecticut’s new bio-tech starts up, Altherion, based on New Haven. Just this summer Altherion raised 37 million dollars, which Altherion has put to work towards its own macular degeneration R&D. We hope our contacts in the U.K. will cause both research and commercial collaboration between Connecticut and U.K. in the critical field of macular degeneration treatment.  




The presentations in London were perhaps the most focused on commercial development. While I, in particular, as kind of the industry representative was impressed by the desire and effort to forge commercial applications of U.K. stem cell research I was also somewhat surprised that the business model for U.K. entrepreneurial activities appears to be based on mining U.K. entrepreneurial -- on -- based on mining profit and recouping R&D expenditures from the U.S. market while pricing products below true costs in the U.K. and Europe. 




I’m not confident that such a strategy will work for the U.K. that U.S. venture capitalists will pour investment dollars into companies and manufacturing sites based in a country that will not allow them to price their products according to the market.  At the same time, however, this certainly raises opportunity for us here in Connecticut to recruit these companies when they are in later stage clinical development and especially when they are at the manufacturing stage.  




With that, those are my comments.  And as the Commissioner said we’re happy to take any questions. We’re also happy not to take any questions. 




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Bob Mandelkern for ID.  We had the opportunity on the Advisory Committee when Yale opened up its new facility to visit the stem cell core development that we had contributed from this Committee. And I must, for myself, was very impressed.  I wonder what is going on likewise at UCONN with the stem cell core facility that we funded last year in view of the fact that I think they both have asked for additional funds for core facilities, and we have not yet had the opportunity to see with our eyes what’s been developed at UCONN.  Not as a criticism, but just as a wonder and an appeal to visit. 




MS. HORN:  Would you mind repeating the question?  Summarizing the question for the -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- well, the question is -- 




MS. HORN:  -- no, no.  Bob, I’m sorry. We’re going to do it for the folks on the phone. I don’t think that they can hear you.  




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s correct, we cannot.  


MR. PESCATELLO:  So I guess the question is about the UCONN core facility and its sort of status of construction, so to speak.  And I guess we don’t have that information.  Mark LaLande is -- was part of our group and is not here. But I think you’re better to direct those questions at UCONN.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Hi. I have a question whenever it’s appropriate.  Hi, this is Ann Kiessling. 




MS. HORN:  Please go ahead, Ann. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Thank you for this interesting report.  I’m a little bit unclear as to how it was organized.  Was this a core group of states and representatives that went to the U.K. or was this simply something that was arranged for Connecticut? 




MS. McDONALD:  This is Joan McDonald from DECD.  It was arranged by the British Embassy and what they did was reach out to states and not-for-profits and entities within the country, within the U.S. who have made advances in stem cell research and development. And as Paul and I both mentioned there were three -- the three of us represented Connecticut, representatives from Maryland’s Stem Cell Commission as well as John Hopkins, two representatives from Texas Medical Center and Baylor, and two from California.  So it was -- there were ten or twelve of us in total.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Great. Thank you.  




DR. PAUL HUANG:  I’m sorry. This is Paul Huang. I’m calling in and I’m sorry I’m late, but I just called and I just wanted to let you know I’m here. 




MS. HORN:  Thank you, Paul. This Marianne Horn. We’re having a little issue with the phone, so the Commissioner has stepped off to one side for our speakers. We’ve just heard from Paul Pescatello and Commissioner McDonald about their U.K. trip and we’re taking questions. 




DR. HUANG:  Okay.  




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  I was just wondering whether your group has continued to stay in contact with the folks that you visited particularly since I believe it was Ian Willmut’s laboratory that had announced in response to some of the dramatic changes in new directions that occurred for the gradation of stem cells since your visit that they will be focusing or targeting their resources almost exclusively on one direction, a newer direction. Did any of that come up with?  It couldn’t have come up then but has it come up in subsequent discussion?  




MS. McDONALD:  We haven’t had specific follow up conversations with them. We’ve actually been collaborating among ourselves, the state, CURE, and UCONN as to how to make those next steps happen, but we anticipate that within the first quarter of this calendar year we will engage them again.  As Paul said it’s really doing a little bit more of our due diligence on the types of ways we can get into the commercialization side of it. 




MR. PESCATELLO:  And we’ve been in contact about the New Castle stem cell research facility and its connection to the invitro clinic and sort of getting data from them on that. And also the -- one of the New Castle scientists, I’m blocking her name, has been invited to the -- one of the stem cell retreats organized here in the spring.  




DR. STEPHEN LATHAM:  I’ve got two questions. One is you mentioned that it was their plan to be selling these products at below cost in the U.K. and in the EU. Is that part of the business plan because it’s being dictated by HFEA or by National Health or is just -- or what’s the source of that as a plan?  The other question is I’ve read that donors are being paid in the north of England.  And I wonder if our friends in the U.K. are aware that some of the states in the United States who might want to use cell lines that are developed elsewhere don’t like the idea of donors being paid for donating gametes.  




MS. HORN:  If I could just ask the people on the phone if they were able to hear that question, those questions?  Okay, thank you.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Who asked the question? 




DR. LATHAM:  Steve Latham, sorry.  




MR. PESCATELLO:  As of the pricing question, I don’t believe that -- I think the government has indicated the type of pricing strategy and philosophy. Although I don’t think there are firm rules yet, I think that I was struck more by the anticipation that the pricing strategy will be very similar to what it is now for existing, what I would call -- characterize as high technology medicine, which is to price it significantly below the research and development cost.  




And so that my sense hearing the sort of budding entrepreneurs they assumed that they would price significantly below true cost and that they would recoup their R&D expenses and they would make themselves a profitable company essentially by selling it -- by recouping those costs in the U.S. market, which the reaction we had, you know, was that in terms of venture capitalists investing in the U.K. they would put their dollars in a market where the market isn’t allowing them to price according to market is pretty unlikely.  




And the second question as to donors being paid that I don’t know specifically. I mean I think we were struck by how prepared in terms of ethics, in terms of ethics protocols they were.  




MS. HORN:  Any further questions?  Hearing none, thank you very much for your presentations. They were very interesting.  




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Commissioner, could I ask a question?  This is Gerry Fishbone.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, go ahead, Gerry.  




DR. FISHBONE:  My question is that since the last meeting of the Stem Cell Advisory Committee there has been a tremendous ground shift in what’s happening in the world of stem cell research.  And I wonder, you know, looking at the agenda is that something that we will be addressing or is it beyond the scope of this Committee to do that? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Could you repeat the question?  




DR. FISHBONE:  The question is that in view of the tremendous ground shift that has happened between our last meeting and the current meeting is there going to be any attempt to discuss the current situation in stem cell research because it’s sort of -- you know, things have changed. We have -- we have an agenda which was sort of written based on what has been happening here, but a lot is obviously happening in terms of stem cell research in general in the world.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Everybody got the question?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Are you referring to the -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  I’m referring to the Yamanaka and Jamie Thompson research that was described in November and December and what implication that will have on human embryonic stem cell research and our role here.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That is perhaps the focal question of the day and the focal question about how we proceed in our operations.  We, unfortunately, do not have a strategic plan.  And we stand at a point in time where we can do a couple of different things. One we can sit back and say, and look at ourselves and say that we are simply a foundation that makes grants based on what we think is appropriate science for the time.  I think your remarks, Gerry -- as I said you always add a great deal to our discussions, but I think your remarks are very well taken. 




This is a very rapid, fast moving changing field. There is a couple of semi-popular books on the market that talk about all the different permutations, and combinations of individuals, and techniques, and countries, and states that have been involved with stem cells to get us to this point.  I think we need very shortly to decide whether we’re going to simply be in essence a foundation and award grants on the basis of what our scientists working with us and others tell us is an appropriate approach.  Or else we’re going to have to be very aggressive in terms of the type of things that your heard from the -- from the Commissioner, from Commissioner McDonald and from Paul Pescatello about moving out into the forefront of becoming a major player in this rapidly changing industry.




It’s -- there are certainly pros and cons to both.  It is difficult to imagine how we are going to become a major player when we don’t have any really good way of gathering capital.  It is my impression and my impression alone that another trip to the legislative body will not -- will not result in a doubling or a tripling of the amount of capital we have to move forward  


That leaves us in a position of trying to solicit funds from other charitable organizations or foundations or attracting venture capital.  And since we don’t have anything to sell other than training and technology it’s hard to imagine being able to interest a venture capitalist into investing into an organization that has no product.  It’s equally difficult to talk to a private foundation and ask them to give us money that we could dispense to worthy individuals when they could simply do that themselves and cut out the middle man as the business saying goes. 




I know we are going to be in the process of looking for a new Chairman of the Strategic Committee. This -- we debated this or this has sort of hung fire for quite a while while we’ve tried to figure out where is it that we want to go. I think that I would like the permission of the group to approach -- there is a new business dean at UCONN who comes from -- who is a very healthcare orientated individual.  He’s just come on board. He was last dean in Singapore where he was involved with a lot of healthcare finances.  




I would like the consent of the group to at least approach that person and ask him is there something the business school at the University of Connecticut can do to help us formulate a strategic plan. We have approached CASE and some others to help us with this plan.  We don’t seem to be making a lot of headway. That may just be me. I’m not a very patient person by my temperament. But I am particularly concerned that we’re sort of got off to a great start, are out in the forefront of the industry, but with our ten million dollars a year in grants we’re -- what else do we have to sell or how can we move our objectives forward. 




Mr. Wollschlager has been very much involved with the multi state consortium where we’re dealing with interoperability and other issues.  Within that group there are some major players with major finances.  California and some of the largest states who have much, as they say in the profession, much deeper pockets then we do.  




So we need to -- I would like, at least, approval and I don’t think it requires a vote to ask some questions of the business school about how we would move forward. But we need to look very acidulously for a new chair for our strategic planning and we have to have a strategic plan, whatever it is.  There isn’t very much halfway ground. You certainly -- we certainly can’t say I’d like to be a major player I just don’t have any money. This is a poker game with high stakes and -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- Mr. Chairman. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. JENNINGS:  This is Charles Jennings. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes  




DR. JENNINGS:  I realize that I’m actually still the chairman of the strategy subcommittee although I submitted my request to resign I thick prior to the September meeting. So I think perhaps -- but not much has happened on this committee since September.  But I would certainly endorse the idea of consulting with UCONN business school. It seems to me a -- at this point we urgently need to do some hard thinking about this. So I would endorse what you’re saying. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree with you, Charles, and I’m not certainly finding any fault with you or with anybody else because -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- and none inferred. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  But I -- my term on this committee is -- was officially two years. I’m on borrowed time as it were.  I’ve expressed that I will step down from the -- from this committee after our next grant making, round of grant making.  So I’m, in any case, a lame duck. You need somebody who can devote more time to it than I can and who will be around for more than I will be able to dedicate to this Board. 




And, Mr. Chairman, I think we also probably need new expertise and new thinking beyond what the members of this committee have the time for. So I thick that’s another strong reason to go to the outside such as the UCONN business school for additional input. I think it’s a very good idea.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you. Where would you like to see the group go personally?




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, I think -- you catch me off guard a lintel bit with that question. But I agree with you that with the current amount of funding it is difficult to come up with a very ambitious plan for, you know, keeping head to head with states like California with vastly larger financial resources. But I think we -- we, very much need to engage in the -- so I think (inaudible) -- it’s going to be quite difficult. 




I think that the climate for raising philanthropic money for stem cells is going to become less favorable if there is a change -- there will be a change in political regime in the near future.  And I think we have to look more and more at the relationship with industry. So that I would see as a priority.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you. And I did not mean to put you on the spot, but you are a very thorough and analytic person and I just wanted to get a little bit of your personal point of view. Thank you very much.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Commissioner? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Bob. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’d like to comment on both Dr. Fishbone’s remarks and your remarks, if I may. Gerry, I think it’s true that there has been a lot in the press about new developments for stem cell research pertaining to nuclear programming -- reprogramming of cells with genetic materials.  And the latest one with the taking of one cell from an eight celled body and using that to develop stem cell lines.  




I would comment from what I understand as a layperson of the science, and of course any of the scientists can kick me in the pants and correct me on this, that all of these attempts of nuclear reprogramming and one cell out of an eight celled body are ways around the use of the best we have, which is the embryonic stem cell.  All of these are seeking methods around this and all of them are highly hypothetical, highly unproven, and so far have produced none of the valuable stem cell lines that embryonic stem cell research has done. 
So my feeling scientifically is while there is a fast moving field and an awful lot of press, hoopla the science is still focused on the best theory of material fundamental which is embryonic stem cells. 





In terms of the success and where the Connecticut program should go it is my feeling that we have a highly successful stem cell research program in Connecticut.  We are in the process, when we get to it, of considering requests for proposals that are four times greater than the amount of money we have to distribute.  I think that is a tribute to the interest, to the science, the excellence of what’s going on in Connecticut.  From my strategic point of view I do not see any reason to wander from this path. I see rather a focus on trying to focus our abilities and our strengths on achieving greater distribution of taxpayer state money in this direction. 




I don’t think with the strength that Connecticut can bear and with the legal limitations that have been distributed to our Committee by the Attorney General in terms of outside fund investments how we can go very far in that direction.  I think the essential is to improve the excellence of the proposals to encourage our peer review committees to come on a timely fashion and to fund the best excellent science to continue the research that has been started in Connecticut and to await the results of the first two years of grants.  That I feel strongly about.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wallack.  




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Bob, two things, I would like to sort of agree with Bob Mandelkern, but that wasn’t the original thing I wanted to get to, and do so in the sense that even some of those researchers who have been involved in reprogramming have been quoted more recently as indicating their strong understanding and desire to -- for embryonic stem cell research not to be overlooked in going forward. We can talk more about that at another time.




The thing that I wanted to comment about, however, goes back to your point about strategic planning and the need for a strategic plan, which I totally, totally endorse.  I’m -- my question, however, has to do with CASE. You mentioned CASE.  If we go forward with talking to the Dean of the business school, which is I think something appropriate and probably very worthwhile, how do envision us continuing to at the same time utilize the services that CASE has so well provided us with in the past as we go forward. Is there a common ground for us to be -- is there -- do we need to look at a common ground to involve CASE as well as the business school?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we need -- actually we need to refer this discussion to the strategic development committee. But I’m going to answer the questions that have been posed. I think we need all the input we can get, and I think that Mr. Mandelkern has one vision of what this group should be like.  I think there are others here who would like it to be expansive and inclusive.  And I think we have to frame those issues and decide which of them are realistic.  




You know, in the past we’ve had questions about could we not double up on the money and dispense 20 million a year rather than ten until the fund runs out and then get more money.  Could we go back and get some more money?  Could we get all of the money and invest it and use some of the profits to move our initiatives forward?  And I think we need to frame those issues.  And that the type of issues that Bob Mandelkern is speaking about are not the same as becoming an international competitor and not the same as trying to get large private industry to donate venture capital. 




And what I think we need to do is get all the information we can and decide where are we going to go with this?  I personally -- I tend to lean a little bit towards the Mandelkern way of thinking. I’m not sure that it’s the time or the place for us to get any significant amount of venture capital.  We’re running this, you know, with three full time employees and a very small budget. We’re major league players, but we can’t continue to be so until we -- until we’re much more robust financially and have a clearer picture. And I still have trouble with trying to sell something to a venture capitalist when I don’t have a product.  




Dr. Canalis, did you have a question? 




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  I do have a comment. I do not agree with the position that has been placed by Bob. You know, I mean I think we need to keep every avenue open. I think new ways to conduct stem cell research could really have tremendous potential.  And think he would be shortsighted not to consider them, and I certainly wouldn’t close the door to them at this point. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not indicating that we should close any doors. I think that the options that Dr. Canalis raised are certainly wonderful and exciting. But how are we going to pay for this?  And how are we going to get the right kind of people to go out and do these kinds of things?  We’ve been very fortunate in getting a lot of assistance from the British Embassy for going places and doing things. And the Department has -- my Department has put a lot of extra effort into this. Warren and Marianne and Denise are not the only people in the Department involved a lot of others are. And how are we going to move this forward with the present structure of ten million dollars a year minus what it costs us to -- for some expenses to -- and to dispense as close as possible to ten million dollars a year in grants.  




And if we’re going to get a more robust agency that’s more aggressive in terms of trying to get funding where does that fit in with the three major universities involved? Where does that fit in with the venture capitalists?  And where are we going to get the funding to be able to take on these initiatives and to -- and to become something other than a very highly qualified scientific body which encourages the best possible research, which isn’t a bad place to be.  But I sense that many of us would like to move aggressively forward and see some advantages to the state and to the -- and to the citizenry of Connecticut in terms of having this -- us be a very robust competitor in combination with one or more of our universities. 




But we need -- I don’t want to preclude any of these things. I think we need to look and say, what are the possibilities. And at one end -- you could put the Canalis proposal at one end and Bob Mandelkern’s at the other. And there is permutations and combinations in between.  I think we have to decide where we want to go for the foreseeable future, which is the next three to five years.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may.  May I suggest a possible concrete next step which would be to convene a discussion group of a small number of stakeholders, which I think would necessarily include technology transfer people from the major universities that are receiving funds from us, perhaps along with somebody from the business school at UCONN. I’m just giving some thoughts to this.  Perhaps with Paul or somebody from CURE and some other industry -- and just get some people around the table to do the, sort of brainstorming around. 




And I think the question that that group should address should be what can we do -- you’re right about getting money out for research grants, what should we do beyond that in order to maximize the real world impacts of all these programs that we are funding, be able to impact the commercialization and getting -- into the clinic. But I think what we have found so far is -- (inaudible) -- and I think that certainly has not been effective and if we don’t take some sort of (inaudible) -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that’s certainly my impression and I will charge Mr. Wollschlager, who is marvelous at putting together committees and meetings, and soirees and wakes and -- I think for all I know bar mitzvah’s to put that together for us, if you would, Mr. Wollschlager. 




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Commissioner?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’d be happy to move forward post haste on that, Commissioners. But it would be helpful if we had a designated chairperson of this body’s strategic planning subcommittee.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Point of information about the strategic planning subcommittee, I’ve been a member -- this is Bob Mandelkern again -- of the strategic planning subcommittee since its inception.  The last time we had a meeting was last September, which was a conference call meeting. There has been no meeting since then and there has been quite a few months. I think rather than convening new groups we should internally look to reestablish a viable strategic subcommittee to plan.  




The problem has been that we have not met, not taking anything towards Charles who has been swamped with a new position. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Just to be clear about that it’s not -- I tendered my resignation prior to -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- well, I know that, Charles. What I’m trying to make a point without pointing to personalities is that possibly it might be constructed to jump to Item No. 13 to reconstitute a strategic planning subcommittee which we do not have at the present moment, Commissioner.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do I hear any volunteers for to be chairperson of the strategic planning committee?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  In view if nobody else would undertake it I would undertake the position, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And are there other people who are not at the meeting who might be interested so we can find out all interested individuals?  




DR. LATHAM:  Bob. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One second, one second.  Mr. Rakin is not present and he does have a business background.  I would like to submit -- ask him if he has an interest prior to submitting Bob’s name to the rest of the Board, and the names of other interested individuals.  Yes, Milt.  




DR. WALLACK:  The -- I totally endorse the idea of going forward with the strategic plan.  I don’t know if we’re all aware of the fact that Mike Genel, would you -- through the Chair, if I might, please, sir.  


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, okay, we need to move forward on some other items, but let’s go ahead if Mike has something that needs to be said. 




DR. WALLACK:  And the reason I’m pointing to you, my understanding was that when we worked on the strategic plan up to the point that we did work on it CASE was then asked whether or not they would take us the next step, help oversee the next step. And the next step would be all of those issues I think that we’re talking about now.  I have a sense that CASE has, in fact, already initiated that and I would, through the Chair, I think it’s appropriate, Mike, if you could comment on that.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Yes, a proposal has been submitted within the last week. 




DR. WALLACK:  So is that proposal something that we’re going to be discussing today because it’s appropriate for what we’re talking about? 




DR. GENEL:  I was -- it was submitted to the Department. I can’t comment beyond that.  




DR. KIESSLING:  What is CASE?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  CASE is the Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering, CASE. 




MS. HORN:  Did you hear that, Ann? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, thank you.  Did they report to us before? 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, they did.  So is it -- is it appropriate to ask at this point then for the proposal that CASE submitted to be looked at or discussed or gone through because I think that there has been a lot of work, contrary to what Bob Mandelkern has indicated, that’s gone on leading up to the proposal that we supposedly, from what you said, was submitted a week ago if I’m not mistaken.  Is that accurate?




DR. GENEL:  Within the last week, I really don’t know the specifics. But I do know it was transmitted, yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have not -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- is it in our packet for today?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  This is something we need to look at in the subcommittee. This is something we need to look at in the subcommittee format so I will have to -- we will have to find a new committee chairman since Mr. Rakin is not going to do that anymore. So it’s a chairman -- 




MS. HORN:  -- you meant Jennings?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jennings, I’m sorry, my apologies.  I think we will have to get a list of folks who are willing to chair the committee, and submit it to the subcommittee and submit those names to the committee and decide who is going to be the committee chair, and then move forward with looking at that report.  


Yes, Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. I recognize we have to move on to other agenda items. To follow up on your direction then is it appropriate then to convene a group of stakeholders and also invite the current members of the chairless strategic planning Committee to -- you know, so we can get this process going forward?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, and I don’t think that it will take us an endless amount of time to find a new chairperson. We’ll have to do the ballot by e-mail. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But I think we need to put together and get as much information as we can get so that the Committee as a whole can decide what is the best way to move forward and what do you want Connecticut stem cell to look like next year and within the next three years.  So we need information from all sources. We need to have a subcommittee chair so we’ll need a vote for that first.  And then we’ll solicit information and vote on what we think is the best thing to do.  And there is considerable difference of opinion in the room.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Commissioner, it’s Gerry Fishbone. I just wanted to apologize for bringing this up. I know we have a huge number of things on the agenda to address.  I just thought there was like an 800 pound gorilla sitting in the room and that, you know, to just ignore it and just go on with what we’re doing would -- it might not have been the best way.  But I apologize for interrupting with the agenda. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think it was an excellent suggestion, Gerry, and it is something that has troubled me for the last several meetings. We did have an agenda item about the appointment of the new chair of the Strategic Planning Committee. So we’ve gotten that done. But it does -- I think you and I are probably feeling the same kind of discomfort about, you know, all right which way, which way are we going to sail this ship?  And they’re not -- you can’t get halfway in and halfway out of this business. You’ve got to get all the way in or stay back as a research granting organization. 




So we will solicit interest in the chairperson of the subcommittee. We will get some votes. We will find a new subcommittee chairperson.  And we will move ahead with stakeholders and other interested individuals so we can have a dialogue about what are the possibilities and what’s real. 




And I think you have to -- we have to sit and listen to what’s real. Are we doing stuff that fulfills the bill of the -- and the legislative intent? Yes, we are.  Which way does our science go?  We’re not quire sure which way we should go.  Are we going to be able to attract the kind of public giving that would allow us to move forward difficult?  Are we going to get venture capital, difficult?  We’ve just got to figure out where are we going with this in the foreseeable future?  Thank you.




We’re going to move on to -- 




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- Dr. Galvin, can I have a point -- a small point of personal privilege, please?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Ernie, I would just like to respond.  I am a layperson and not a scientist. But there is no one more deeply committed to finding progress in stem cell research and finding therapies and cures than I am since I suffer from one of the diseases that might benefit. So I am certainly happy to see funding for any creative possible stem cell research that would work. 




I suppose I labor under the false assumption that the scientific direction in assessing the proposals lays with the Peer Review Committee first and foremost.  Thank you.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I would like to take this opportunity to introduce a new, on board member who is with us telephonically for the first time, Treena Arinzeh.  She is a distinguished scientist and bioengineer. And we hope that she will contribute greatly to our understanding of the science and help us as we move forward in deciding which way we want to go in this very new field. You are certainly welcome, Doctor.  




DR. TREENA ARINZEH:  Thank you for that, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m going to next let -- Marianne Horn has two items. I will let -- ask her if she would be willing to present both of those and the majority of the rest of the agenda is Ms. Pamela Hartley’s.  And this will -- if Marianne can do her two items then we can kind of avoid some musical chairs here because of our telephone situation.  




MS. HORN:  The first item that I wanted to address with you is the proposed legislative amendment.  And this is -- this comes out of the work that Warren and I have done with the Interstate Alliance for Stem Cell Research, the collaboration with states. And we identified a couple of issues where it would be advisable for Connecticut to amend its law to insure that we can freely share lines with other institutions such as the California Institute for Regenerative Medicine. It brings us more in line with the NAS guidelines. 




The first change -- and I think you all have a copy of this is that it adds a definition of embryonic stem cell research oversight committee.  We have that requirement for state funded grants already in the request for proposal.  Adding this definition and a subsequent requirement that all stem -- embryonic stem cell research being conducted in the state regardless of the source of funding have a review by an escrow makes that explicit.  




It’s -- the amendment also incorporates the acceptably derived lines concept and definitions from the National Academy of Sciences guidelines for human embryonic stem cell research.  It allows that any line that meets that definition of acceptably derived is acceptable to be used in Connecticut. 




The final amendment is that it requires that the consent obtained at the time of donation to stem cell research purposes, human embryos or embryonic stem cells remaining after infertility treatment, comply with the consent requirements of the National Academics. Again, just bringing us more closely in line or in line with the National Academies in case there was any concern that something being done in Connecticut might not meet those requirements and that would preclude a line developed here in Connecticut from being used elsewhere.  


So that is still -- that legislative amendment is still being -- undergoing an internal review, but we have not heard that there are issues within it. And that we -- that it will be presented to the legislature when it reconvenes in February. 




So are there any questions on that?  Okay, the only other -- the only other piece of business that I had was that I wanted to review with the Committee the statutory obligations. This was pursuant to gubernatorial  -- throughout the state that we take the opportunity to review with committees their statutory obligations and refresh people’s recollections on ethical considerations. 




So in terms of the Committee responsibilities, again, just really going by the statute the Advisory Committee was required to develop a grant and aide application, which was successfully completed and revised for this round of grants.  You’re required to direct the Commissioner of Health with respect to the awarding of such grants after considering the recommendations from the Stem Cell Research Peer Review Committee.  The third requirement of this Committee and one that we’ve just spent some time on was -- the third and fourth are to develop a donated fund program to encourage the development of funds other than state appropriations for embryonic and human stem cell research.
And to identify specific ways to improve and promote for-profit and not-for-profit embryonic human and human adult stem cell research.   




Finally, the -- what we have been working the majority of our time on, the Committee has been, is administering the research grant program.  And importantly as well we have a requirement that the Committee monitor the stem cell research and Pamela Hartley from CI is going to be talking a little bit more about exactly how we’re going to be doing that in terms of looking at some of the reports that have been submitted. 




We are required -- the Committee is required to submit a report to the Governor and the General Assembly not later than June 30, 2007, which was done, and annually thereafter. And that’s about it in terms of statutory obligations.  




In terms of ethical obligations you are listed in the statute as public officials and required to follow the state code of ethics.  That just generally means that you need to be very, very careful about accepting any kind of a gift from an entity that is applying for funds or is potentially somebody who may be applying for funds from this Committee where you have the oversight.  I have handed out to you the 2007 Code of Ethics for public officials and state officials. And for those folks on the line I’d be happy to send that to you electronically.  Please look through that. There are some exemptions in the law in terms of gifts, but I think in terms of staying out of trouble it’s really best to just not accept anything of any value from someone who is a regulated donor who may be considering funding or has applied for funding. 




In terms of representing, giving a speech or taking a trip to a conference as a representative of the Stem Cell Committee you are not allowed to receive a gift or a honorarium or a payment for you services although you may be reimbursed for necessary expenses. You’d be best to just let me know if you something that, if you’re anticipating something like that in your role as a Committee member.  If you’re going in a role as a business person or a scientist or your other activities of what you do then that’s not necessary. 




You are required to file a statement of financial interest, which you have all done. And that’s in May of each year. Again, I’ve handed out a form. This was there was a requirements for a supplemental form.  If you have any questions on that it was a part of a new legislation and if any of you have not done that, please, do file the supplemental form.  And I’ve also included that in the handouts. 




Yes, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just -- is Dr. Arinzeh aware of all this stuff, Marianne? Have you shared all this with her?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, I have.  And I have done for every new Committee member when they’ve come on. This is just taking an opportunity after two years of this to refresh everybody’s recollection. You’ll be -- I think most of you have submitted the non-disclosure forms and the conflict of interest forms.  And we will be beginning to take a look at folks who have conflicts of interest with the existing grant applications and as we did last year put together a list of who can vote on which grant. Again, we followed the NIH guidelines for conflicts of interest in peer review; grant review, and the state code of ethics, and also the requirements of the Connecticut law. 




So if anybody has any questions we’ve steered very clear, I think, of conflicts of interest going beyond what is the strict legal interpretation of these documents and making sure that there isn’t a perception of a conflict on the Committee.  




DR. GENEL:  Marianne, the -- there is an annual statement of financial interest for calendar year 2006 that was in our package.  Is this to be completed by May or is there a new form that we will be receiving? 




MS. HORN:  This was a -- this is a copy of what is on line currently.  They will update that and we will -- you will be receiving something from us to say it’s time to submit your 2007 statement of financial interest. This is just an example of the form. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  In case anybody had any questions?




DR. LATHAM:  I’ve got a legal question. If I’m reading the statute correctly we can fund research on embryonic stem cells, which is define as coming from the union of the sperm and the egg or coming from nuclear transfer. And we can fund research on adult stem cells.




I wonder if that means that we don’ t have legal authority to fund any research on “D” differentiated cells of the kind that just were created in the last couple of months.  




MS. HORN:  That’s a very good questing.  I think I would -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- would one of -- could one of the scientists in the audience answer the question or even on the Committee answer the question of whether a degenerated cell could count as a species of adult stem cell, for example, or is that too much of a stretch?




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t think that would be too of a stretch.  




MS. HORN:  Can you repeat that, please? Amy, was that you?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, that was me. 




MS. HORN:  Could you repeat that, pulse?




DR. KIESSLING:  So the question was whether or not a de-degenerated -- potent cell could be considered an adult stem cell.  And I don’t think --- I mean for one thing if it’s a de-differentiated cell that’s derived from a adult somatic, so, I just -- you certainly couldn’t consider it an embryonic so -- because it doesn’t from an embryo. So it’s kind of in a gray eared, but I think it would reasonable to consider it an adult derived stem cell.  




DR. LATHAM:  Because otherwise that might be another amendment we might consider inserting. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes, you might want to consider it as an amendment anyway just for clarity.  




MS. HORN:  Okay, thank you. That’s very helpful. I really appreciate when people bring forward from the field or from their areas of expertise issues that they’re seeing out it the field that might make our law a little antiquated. 




DR. AMY WAGERS:  So have you actually submitted this amendment that you read to us?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. WAGERS:  It’s currently being discussed in the legislature?




MS. HORN:  No, I’m sorry. It’s still undergoing an internal review at the state. It has not yet been submitted to the legislature.  




DR. WAGERS:  Marianne, could you forward a copy of that to us so that we could just have a -- look it over and see if there is anything in it that we can help you with?  




MS. HORN:  Absolutely. And I think it was included in the attachments to the agenda, but I’d be happy to send that out to everybody again.  Are there any other questions?  Yes, Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you for that, Marianne. Just before we leave it, to go back to your question, Dr. Latham, is the issue about the IPS and derived cells and our current authority is that something that would be appropriate to take forward for a legal opining before you start thinking about doing a legislative proposal?  Or -- and I raise it because to go back to Dr. Canalis’ point, this is something that -- funding states are taking on. They’re deciding whether or not they’re going to fund IPS related research and are they sticking strictly within the letter of the law.  So I think it’s an important issue that folks are sort of dancing around here and before -- well, before next funding round it might be helpful to have some additional guidance. 




MS. HORN:  It’s certainly something that I will take a look at and off line and if need be consult with my friend, Henry Salton, and the Attorney General’s office if we need to have any further legal guidance because it may be that the language is already in the law.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.  




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Julius Landwirth, the same kind of question, I think, relates to the required level of review whether IMPS or some kind of related research is included in the escrow type review process. 




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  




DR. WALLACK:  Marianne, I don’t have the bill memorized nor do I have a copy of it in front of me. But my sense about the bill, which I think I have a fairly good recollection about, is that the reprogramming work that’s being done as Amy Wagers, Dr. Wagers has already indicated, is clearly within the boundaries that we have set for ourselves. The boundaries that we have have gone well beyond what reprogramming is all about.  So that I don’t know if it’s appropriate to go back and go through a whole inquiry about whether or not it’s appropriate or not.  I think it is appropriate.  And to open up this whole discussion for no good reason, from my perspective at least, I don’t think is necessary to be honest with you. 




DR. JENNINGS:  I would like to second that. I think it’s entirely unnecessary to reopen -- it’s should fall within the scope of the intent of the legislation.  I can’t see any (inaudible) -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- I think it just complicates the matter rather than elucidates the matter. 




MS. HORN:  Ann, could you, please, repeat that?  




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m just agreeing with what Ed said and what Amy said. I think that the spirit of the Connecticut law, as I remember looking at it, it’s - there is nothing changed because we can now -- it’s very well within what I understand -- remember as the purview of the law. 




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  That had certainly been -- that had certainly been my assumption as I looked at the language, but I will look at it again. We definitely do not want to bring this back to the General Assembly in ways that we don’t need to. We have taken it back to them only we have felt that it was very essential. And if we can make a construction that allows the research to go forward without taking it back to the General Assembly we do that at all times. So I think that will fall into the area where we can make this determination without having to go any further just looking at in house.  





Okay, thank you. I think we will now move on. Pamela Hartley had a number of issues and questions and matters for the Committee.  And we will turn it over to her, thank you.  




MS. PAMELA HARTLEY:  Thank you very much. The first thing on the agenda for me is the -- I want to give you a summary of the fiscal 2008 proposals that we were accepted and also those that were not accepted.  And I think you all have in your information packets a spreadsheet that looks like this, which lists all of the stem cell proposals that were accepted this year.  It was a very strong year with a lot of interest in the program. 




And in total we received -- we accepted 87 proposals requesting a total of 41.2 million dollars. This breaks down as follows: 38 proposals from UCONN Health Center, 19 from UCONN, 14 from Yale University, 7 from the Yale School of Medicine, and 9 from seven different companies.  Also another way to break this down is by program. There were 50 proposals under the seed grant program, 24 under the established investigator grant category, 7 under the group project grant category, and 6 under the core facility grant category.  




Now, in addition to the 87 proposals that were accepted there were another 8 proposals that were submitted requesting a total of approximately five million dollars.  Seven of those proposals were not accepted and one was withdrawn by the applicant.  Of the seven that were not accepted six proposals were not accepted because the applicant’s primary location was outside of the State of Connecticut.  And our proposal instructions specify that the applicant must have its primary location in the State of Connecticut. One proposal was not accepted because the grant amount requested exceeded the maximum specified for the category under which the applicant applied.   




So that pretty much summarizes what was accepted and what was not accepted. Are there any questions?  I can move on. Okay. 




The next item I wanted to bring up was the -- a request for a change of PI in Project No. 06SCA026. And I believe you also have some information -- I believe you have the correspondence for that in your packets.  There should be correspondence in there from UCONN, a request for approval to change the PI on this seed grant project, the title of which is generation of insulin producing cells from human embryonic stem cells. To change the PI from Dr. Jerry Yang, who will be going on medical leave, to Dr. Mark Carter, who is currently a co-PI.  And also in your packet there should be a copy of his CV.  So this is a formal request for the PI change.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask a question of somebody?  Has anything happened with this grant up to this time because there were several issues that we discussed and resolved and I wondered if the grant actually has started to do work and has taken place or is it still undergoing change? 




MS. HARTLEY:  I can look in my file here. Go ahead. 




MS. HORN:  Just I wanted to make one point that this is something that would be subject to refusal so, please, know that if you have a conflict with this grant, this PI either outgoing to incoming that you should not participate in the discussion. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Marianne, this is Charles Jennings. Just for the record, I will recuse myself from this discussion.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you. Noted.  We should have, we have only one member of the whole Committee not here.  




DR. LATHAM:  I think people who are present but recusing themselves count to a quorum anyway, right? 




MR. HENRY SALTON:  I think the question is whether or not you have sufficient votes to pass the acceptance of this requested change.  This is Henry Salton.  




DR. CANALIS:  Abstaining counts towards quorum, but recusal does not, correct?  




MR. SALTON:  An abstention is the same as a vote. It’s yes, no, or abstains.  




DR. CANALIS:  So it counts. 




MR. SALTON:  It counts. 




DR. CANALIS:  But if you have recused you lose quorum, correct?  




MR. SALTON:  If - that’s correct. If there are -- if there are not -- persons who are recused may not be counted towards determination of whether there is sufficient votes to pass a matter. 




DR. CANALIS:  Thank you.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I was just going to offer up a fiscal report, but I note here that the fiscal report for that project is not due until April 26th. So I can’t give you any numbers at any rate.  




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  Jerry Yang, are you still on the line? 




DR. JERRY YANG:  Yes, I’m still on the line. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We just wanted to know if you were there.  




DR. YANG:  I’m here.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Do you have a status report for that particular grant? 




DR. YANG:  I do have that really there is on change except for, you know, I believe -- however -- but the co-PI will be in change because I am medical leave physically, however, I can still do oversight and any directions, advice.  Nothing else, no change on any other thing.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Have you started the project, Jerry?  




DR. YANG:  Yes, the students are already working on it.  The same student is still working on that now.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  They are working on that now.  




DR. YANG:  Yes.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Is Dr. Gibson, in fact, on the program? That’s a question from Dr. Wallack?  




DR. YANG:  No, that’s another grant -- yes.  The graduate students are still working on it -- they’re working on that, yes.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  He is working on that? 




DR. YANG:  Yes. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay.  Anything else for Dr. Yang?  Thank you, Jerry.




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So if I understand it, Pamela, we have a pending request for approval from this body for a change in PI?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, that’s correct. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That this body would then have to act upon.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Correct.  




DR. LATHAM:  This is Steve Latham. I’ll move for approving the request for a change of PI and for the addition of a new co-PI.  




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll second that. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Any discussion?  




MS. HORN:  Any discussion?  I will do a roll call on this and, please, indicate yes, no, or recusing yourself.  Dr. Galvin, you are -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- recused. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Arinzeh.  




DR. ARINZEH:  Yes. Is this yes or no? 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. ARINZEH:  Okay, yes. 




MS. HORN: Dr. Canalis? 




DR. CANALIS:  Recused. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Fishbone. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Genel? 




DR. GENEL:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Huang? 




DR. HUANG:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Jennings? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Recused. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Jennings is recused.  Dr. Kiessling? 




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes. 




MR. SALTON:  That was a yes from Dr. Kiessling?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Landwirth? 




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Yes, from Dr. Landwirth. Stephen Latham?  




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  It’s a yes from Stephen Latham. Bob Mandelkern?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Kevin Rakin, I believe, is not in attendance, is that correct?  Hearing nothing, I’ll mark him absent.  Dr. Wagers? 




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.  




MS. HORN:  Dr. Wallack? 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes. 




MS. HORN:  Dr. Yang is recused. 




DR. YANG:  Recused. 




MS. HORN:  I have nine votes in support, none against, and -- motion carries.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Excuse me, did that motion include a -- that Part B on the agenda item or was that just the part A?  




DR. LATHAM:  My motion included both. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  Okay, I guess the next item is mine. No. 7 on the agenda, budget reallocation, calculations, clarification, and what I wanted to talk about on this item, and again this is in your information package. You should have a copy of Paragraph 8, which is from the assistance agreement, and in particular Section 5 of the Paragraph 8, the wording in that section.  I just wanted to get some clarification from the Committee on the intent of the language and how it should be interpreted. I wasn’t completely clear on it, so just thought I would bring it up at this meeting. And I wanted to be sure that we understand how you want the budget reallocation percentages to be calculated.  And when reallocation requests should be brought to this Committee. 




We are currently calculating changes by looking at each line item that is altered and calculating the percentage change against the total bottom line budget for that year.  Those calculations that exceed 20 percent are brought to the advisory committee.  And this is pretty straightforward when there is just one change in one line item that has clearly caused a 20 percent or more of the annual budget to be shifted around.  




What is not quite as clear is if the intent for the Committee is also to review any budget revision requests where aggregated changes are over 20 percent.  And we strongly advocate for doing this, and we think that this probably is the intent of the Committee, but I did want to check with you all, and would like to see the Committee’s permission to do so.  




We have in hand actually a specific situation, which brought this kind of to the forefront for us. And the situation is as follows.  We have a request in hand in which multiple line item changes were each under 20 percent.  Some were in the 10 to 20 percent range, but they were all under 20 percent of the total annual budget.  But when you add them together the reallocated amounts were greater than 20 percent of the annual budget. And in particular in year one for this specific project it amounted to about 23 percent of money shifting around.  And in the year two of the project it came to about 23.7 percent of money shifting around. 




So I just wanted to bring that up and we feel pretty strongly that that -- this type of request should come before the Committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So what you’re saying is that we in the past have talked about 20 percent changes and the -- and it seems to be that the problem if you have -- if we have to approve a 20 percent change than do -- we don’t have to approve three 8 percent changes, which in total are 24 percent.  Is that what you’re saying is that we should -- we should have to approve any change or series of changes that exceed 20 percent?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  That’s right. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. HARTLEY:  And you could take it to a extreme if you had four changes of 15 percent that would be 60 percent of your budget being moved around. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  And you’d probably want to know about that.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sure.  




MS. HARTLEY:  That just takes it to an extreme situation.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right. Is there decision about this matter?  




DR. KIESSLING:  The total budget has been rearranged but there is no change in overall award -- 




MS. HORN:  -- Ann Kiessling, could you repeat that, please?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Can you hear me now?  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So is that the grant has been rearranged within the budget but there is no change in overall award requested?  




MR. SALTON:  That’s correct. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s my understanding that the award remains the same, but there has been an internal change of 20 percent in the aggregate as opposed to 20 percent individually.  And does that not -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- this is Charles Jennings.  Is it 20 percent of the overall budget or is it 20 percent of the budget for any given year that’s the threshold?  




MS. HARTLEY:  It’s the annual budget. 




DR. JENNINGS:  So for a four year grant then something that’s equivalent to -- it would be a 5 percent change in the total budget assuming it’s equally spent over four years would be sufficient to trigger this inspection, is that right?  




MR. SALTON:  No, it’s a 20 percent change in the annual budget. So if each -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- if you take a grant that’s spread over four years a 5 percent change in -- a 20 percent change in one year’s budget would be equal only to a 5 percent change in the overall budget spread over four years.  




MS. HARTLEY:  You don’t look at the overall budget you look at -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- trigger this scrutiny. Just clarifying. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But it’s not the overall budget we look at, I believe. It’s the yearly budget that we have agreed would not exceed -- in our contract.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I can offer a comment.  The amount of time it would take the Committee to look at the few additional cases that will be changed by this, that would come up as a result of this proposed change seems to me it would be a very minor investment of the Committee’s time if they turn out to be routine and uninteresting then they can be dispatched in a few minutes of discussion and will not represent a substantial burden on the Committee.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree. Is that the feeling of the remainder of the Board?  Do we need a motion?  




MR. SALTON:  I thick it’s just the consensus.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s a consensus opinion so we will do it that way that any change in a single year, 20 percent or more than a single change which in the aggregate equal 20 percent will trigger a review.  Okay?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay, that’s great. So case in point, I have an example for you to approve today.  You should have in your packets a handout.  It looks like a big spreadsheet and it has the name of the PI, whose name is Fan. It’s a UCONN spreadsheet with the PI name Fan on the top, F-A-N, on the top. So this is the first case situation.  




So I’ll explain it to you. This is a budget reallocation request for the Project 06SCA05 from UCONN.  It’s entitled Quantitative Analysis of Molecular Transport in Population Kinetics for Stem Cell Cultivation in a Microfluiditic System.  And in this request the -- as I mentioned the reallocations together amount to 23 percent for Year 1 and amount to 23.7 percent for Year 2. 




And what the PI is doing here, Dr. Fan, is he wishes to take money originally budgeted for equipment leasing in the other category and money budgeted for undergraduates and rebudget those funds into supplies and graduate students.  And the reason being that the PI found out that the equipment could be replaced by other processes so the equipment really was no longer needed.  And since the budget and research plan are quite tight the PI decided to have more experienced graduate students carry the load in place of less experienced undergraduates. And additionally this little bit of shifting around allowed the PI to purchase more supplies all with no change in the scope of the work.  




MS. HORN:  I just wanted to ask Pamela was this sent out to everybody?  




MS. HARTLEY:  It was not sent out ahead of time. I apologize. 




MS. HORN:  Okay.  The folks on the phone are you able to follow this?  




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry. I can’t find it in my e-mail. I’ve been looking for it.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  It was not. 




DR. JENNINGS:  It was not, okay.  




MS. HORN:  I’m sorry this is incredibly awkward. Thank you for being so patient.  So my question to the folks on the phone is whether you feel that you can adequately make a determination on what you’ve heard orally rather than having the document in front of you in terms of thee reallocation request. 




DR. JENNINGS:  I would just like to say for the record I don’t think we should make a habit of doing this.  I think anything that we’re being asked to vote on should be distributed electronically to people who are not going to be at the meeting.  




MS. HORN:  That’s definitely noted. Thank you.  Any feedback from other folks on the phone?  


DR. HUANG:  I can follow it. 




DR. KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. I can follow it too. What piece of equipment was decided that they didn’t need? 




MS. HARTLEY:  Hold on. Let me see if I can find that.  It was equipment that was designated for cell encapsulation and microcapsules.  And the process that evidently would replace that equipment was called cell gel processes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay. So they’re simply replacing that piece of equipment with people and supplies.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. WAGERS:  I should probably know that. So often -- I don’t know, I don’t remember what our policy was for if we pay overhead costs to institutions based on the granted awards. And at least for NIH grants the rate of that is different for equipment and for personnel or supplies. And so I was wondering what -- if that is the case that we do pay that how does that impact the overall costs of that grant?  




DR. JENNINGS:  The overall budget you said has not changed, right? And presumably their office responsive researchers signed off on the reviewed budget and the overheads? Can we confirm that?  




MS. HARTLEY:  I assume so, but I’ll have to -- I would have to double check, yes.  I’m assuming it was.  




MR. SALTON:  The overall budget hasn’t changed. 




MS. HARTLEY:  No, the overall budget, the bottom line has not changed.  




DR. CANALIS:  You said the equipment was being leased not purchased, right, or I misunderstood. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, leased.  




DR. CANALIS:  So the overhead probably will not change.  It was not a capital equipment purchase. 




DR. JENNINGS:  But you should just be able to look at it and see whether the overhead is different from what it was before.  




DR. HUANG:  Generally on NIH grants equipment is excluded from the modified total direct cost.  So if they were replacing equipment with personnel and supplies they’ll end up actually having less direct costs. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  




DR. HUANG:  But I’m not sure if that applies to the -- if there is overhead and if there is overhead on equipment from the Connecticut stem cell grants.  




DR. YANG:  Yes, Paul, this is Jerry. I think in the grant it was different from the NIH grant. All the equipment is being including indirect costs. 




DR. HUANG:  Then there is no difference, right.  




DR. WAGERS:  Okay. I just wanted to clarify that, thanks.  




DR. YANG:  Yes, thank you.  




DR. CANALIS:  I thought we had modified direct costs to calculate the overhead.  That’s what I recall.  But its still leased equipment, that is not, purchased equipment.  So your overhead probably will not change on that basis.  Furthermore, we’re really talking small changes.  You know, the base here is 100,000 dollars and a new investigator.  I mean frankly it’s small. This is small potatoes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  I move that we approve these changes.  




DR. WAGERS:  Second. 




MS. HORN:  Okay. We have several secondary.  Any discussion?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor of the -- all in favor of allowing the grant changes as outlined to proceed, please, indicate by saying aye? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Just before we go into the next item, Mr. Chairman, can I ask that if and when this comes up again that the old and the new budgets shall be distributed electronically so that we can have a look at them and be confident as to what we’re discussing particularly for the benefit of those phoning in.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, we’ll do.  




DR. CANALIS:  Could you, please, look at the base for the overhead costs for the next meeting so that we’re clear on that?  




MS. HARTLEY:  For future -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- no, no, we decided this about a year ago, you know, I think that the overheads were based on modified direct costs, which exclude equipment. I just want to make sure that my recollection is correct or if it’s incorrect we should know.  




MR. SALTON:  Dr. Canalis, I’m happy to read to you the definition for indirect costs that we have in the request for proposals. “Budgets may include indirect costs which may not exceed 25 percent of the modified total direct costs.  Modified total direct costs are described in Attachment A of OMB circular A122 and consist of all salaries and wages, fringe benefits, materials, and supplies, services, travel and sub grants and some contracts up to the first 25,000 dollars of each sub grant or subcontract.  Equipment, capital expenditures, charges for patient care, rental costs and the portion in excess of 25,000 dollars shall be excluded from modified total direct costs. Participant support costs shall be generally be excluded from modified total direct costs.” 




DR. CANALIS:  Thank you. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  Are we on Agenda Item 8?  Yes, okay.  I just wanted to share with you briefly the status of the six-month fiscal reports for the 2006 grants.  And at this point in time we’ve received all six-month fiscal reports that were due this past fall. So there are 20 of them that we have received. And we are awaiting receipt of one more report from UCONN, which is not due until April.  So that will be the 21st and that will conclude those reports for all of the companies, for all of the recipients, I should say.




And I also wanted to reiterate a generalization or general observation that I had made at the last meeting regarding the reports that a number of the projects have been slow in spending money due primarily to a number of things, delays in hiring, equipment purchases, and access to new facilities.  And I did kind of a rough breakdown among the projects and it appears as though about 55 percent of the projects are under spending.  About 40 percent are more or less on target, but are still under spending. And one of them is -- has actually had fairly accelerated spending. So that’s kind of the exception to the rule. It was a UCONN project. 




So that’s pretty much all I had to say on the six month fiscal reports unless anyone has questions.  


DR. JENNINGS:  Are there any projects that have not spent anything?  




MS. HARTLEY:  There was only one that I located, but I think that may be explained in a couple of days. There was one that was part of a group project, if I can get my notes. It was the ’06 SCC04 group project grant led by David Rowe.  And there are a number of projects. There are a total of ten projects in this group grant.  One of them, Project No. 3, led by PI Chin, this project is a -- is a little different because it is subcontract with UCONN.  The project itself, the group project, is UCONN Health Center project, but this -- this particular Project No. 3 was a subcontract with UCONN at Storrs and it did not show any spending at all.  But that could very well be explained by the fact that Storrs might not have yet billed UCONN Health Center so they may not be privy to the numbers at this point.  




DR. JENNINGS:  So there is only one subproject.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  And they’re looking into right now because they probably have started spending. We just don’t know the numbers.  Any other questions?  




So moving right along, I’ll move into Item No. 9 on the agenda, the annual progress reports. Now, what I wanted to mention here is that there are two annual reports that are due at the end of the year, obviously.  One is a progress report and one is a fiscal report.  And both are due 30 days after the end of Year One.  For most of the applicants that timeframe, 30 days, will come at the first week in April. So they will be due right around that timeframe. 




But I wanted to focus here, right now, on the annual progress reports that are required.  These are detailed technical progress reports that will describe progress and achieving milestones, identifying significant scientific developments, and discussing problems, intellectual property, disclosures, collaborative work, and so on.  My question is how long should these reports be?  We need some guidelines. The Assistant’s agreement does not specify any page limits for these reports. So it would -- they could go on and on and on and I think we need to set some sort of page limitations on them for the people who are going to be reviewing them.  




So I just wanted to get your thoughts on that.  I mean I can give you a little bit of just refresh your memory on how long the proposals were because those were -- had definite page limitations.  And maybe use that as some sort of guideline as how stratify, maybe, the page length for the progress reports. The proposals for seed grant awards they were limited to five pages.  The established investigator awards, those proposals were limited to ten pages.  For group project awards proposals could be no longer than 50 pages.  And for core project or for core facility awards proposals could be no longer than 50 pages. 




So that can give you some food for though. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Could I comment? This is Charles Jennings again. I don’t think we -- I don’t think we want to read long narratives of progress. I would think a one-page progress report is probably sufficient unless the investigator feels that they need extra space to convey anything to us, which I think we should be open to. 




However, I would suggest that we should have check boxes to capture some specific information. In particular I would like to know a list of manuscripts that’s been submitted but acknowledges funding from the stem cell program.  A list of manuscripts that have been published, but acknowledge such funding.  A list of any inventions that have been disclosed to the relevant technology licensing office and any patents that -- patent applications that have been filed as a result of funding. People may think of other categories as well, but those are four benchmarks which I think are obviously early indicators of success and I think puts it -- will be a good idea for us to track them formally through a system of check boxes. 




MR. SALTON:  Charles, I just wanted to give you the specific revision in our contract that covers this reporting requirement because it actually sets out minimum detail without giving specific page limits. And the minimum detail is, “one, summarize activity during the 12 month period then ending. Two, describe progress with reference to scheduled milestones. Three, identify any significant scientific developments in all invention and intellectual property disclosures. Four, describe collaborative work.  Five, discuss -- desire any problems encountered.  Six, include a statement of expenditures for the 12 month period then ending.” And No. 7, which I think needs to be counted outside whatever page limit you set, “include a two page summary of the project for the 12 month period then ending in lay language, reasonably suitable for disclosure to the public and the press.” 




So whether you could get that done in one page I don’t know.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay. I had forgotten that we had done that. But this is Henry speaking, right? 




MR. SALTON:  That’s right.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, I had forgotten that we had done that, but that sounds admirably comprehensive. The only thing I didn’t catch on the -- maybe you said it and I didn’t hear it is the list of publications or publication -- or manuscripts submitted. Was that in the list?  




MR. SALTON:  It’s not in the list specified in that way.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I would suggest that it will be a good idea to capture that as well.  But in any case those seem like useful pieces of information to have. My thought in having a check box structure is that it makes it easier for us to track the information than if it’s buried in several pages of narrative text. But, you know, I think that’s -- whatever people feel is most convenient.  




MR. SALTON:  Charles, in a separate reporting requirement in that -- of the contract there is a provision for reporting promptly after the creation thereof of publications.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Right. 




MR. SALTON:  So that’s outside the annual report. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Right. But since we’re asking for all this other stuff it seems to me we should be asking for publications at the same time. 




DR. CANALIS:  Just for reference the narrative of continuation NIH grant is 750 words plus the publications, plus the budget. And you could add your lay -- you know, your one or two pages is a different story. But you certainly can fit all that in 750 -- just as a reference they could leave it. 




MS. HORN:  Thank you, Dr. Canalis. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  Can I ask a question? 




MS. HORN:  Oh, I’m sorry. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  In terms of the lay report, how long was that required to be? 




MR. SALTON:  Two page summary. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  My feeling is that that’s an essential that should be included in these progress reports, that two page summary in lay language for people and press.  




MS. HORN:  Just a follow up to Dr. Canalis’ comments, Marianne Horn.  Is -- under NIH guidelines is there any distinction between the type of grant and the length of the report, the annual report? 




DR. CANALIS:  I am not certain, but I would imply would be in the group grant each project should be 750 word, you know, document.  You know, how you -- at the end of the day how you structure that is up to the Committee. But the point I was trying to make is in one year the advancement, the advancement you make in science is not phenomenal in one year and you could probably fit it in that kind of space.  But it’s up to you guys, you know.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you.  




DR. FISHBONE:  This is Jerry Fishbone. 

Can I make an observation and that is do we need to reinvent the wheel for each of these things?  There must be, as Ernie has suggested, you know acceptable guidelines by the NIH and I would suggest that we follow them rather than require our own set of guidelines.  




MS. HORN:  Sorry.  We are shuffling the microphone and the phone around again. It’s Marianne Horn. Any further discussion on that issue?  Has it been agreed that we would refer this matter back to CI and have them look at the NIH models and develop some guidance for the fiscal and the technical reports of the applicants or the current grantees?  




DR. WALLACK:  I would ask for a vote on that and I would be in favor of doing that.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Marianne, can we ignore what’s in the contract? I mean what’s called for in the contract? Henry read a series of requirements contractually.  




MS. HORN:  I wasn’t implying -- and thank you for correcting me if that was how it came across that we would -- no, we absolutely have to comply with what is in the contract and insure that that is part of what we send out to the grantees.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  So as a point of clarification then you’re suggesting that we refer back to CI that we require that all the contractual items are addressed, that we follow basic NIH guidance as far as length including each separate project within the group. And that perhaps we also take a look at the publications, which Dr. Jennings suggested, and if so I don’t -- I think last time we just did it by consensus. The group didn’t really vote on it.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  I think we have consensus on that issue.  




MS. HARTLEY:  All right.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you. 




MS. HARTLEY:  The next one, okay, so beyond that I wanted to find out who should be responsible for reviewing the reports once they come in. These are going to be highly technical reports.  And so, you know, I had a couple of thoughts in mind I can throw out there.  




One is to perhaps assign the reports to the two advisory committee members who took the lead in presenting each project when it was originally reviewed since they’re already familiar with the projects.  And they could just verify that milestones have been met and so on and so forth.  




Another thought might be to create a subcommittee of the advisory committee.  Another thought might be to use peer -- a peer review committee.  I don’t know if they would be willing to do more work. I know they’re overwhelmed now.  Or hire just individual peer reviews. 




So those are just some thoughts.




DR. CANALIS:  What would the consequences be?  You know, I mean what are you going to do?  I mean unless you have a plan, you know, you’re going to withdrew the funds?  Are you -- I mean what are the expectations here?  I mean if after one year of funding you have limited progress what are you going to do?  Unless you have a plan you’re really going to invest a significant amount of time in reviewing for no consequence.  So unless there is a consequence I think you’re really -- you know, you’re going to create a significant amount of work that is going to lead nowhere. That is my concern.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  These reports, they’re actually fairly important, these annual reports because along with the fiscal report both the progress and fiscal report must be accepted by the fund in order to trigger the year two installment of funding.  




DR. CANALIS:  I am cognizant of that. 




MS. HARTLEY:  All right.  




DR. CANALIS:  I mean normally you have a program director who, you know, accesses the progress. Unfortunately in this system you do not.  But unless -- unless we are prepared to make decisions with the report, I mean why are -- you’re asking a rearview of all the science. And, you know, I wouldn’t underestimate the amount of time that endeavor will take.  It has substance because if you -- by rights you need to review the original application, look at the goals, and look what has been met, and look where the grant is going.  This is not trivia. That is my only point.  




So if -- there needs -- if the -- at the end of the day the review -- the review is going to be inconsequential.  What you’re asking is an enormous effort for no reason.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Marianne, this is Bob Mandelkern.  I think Pamela’s first question has merit to share the burden. She suggested referring the progress report back to the advisory committee members who recommended them at funding time.  That would share the burden over the whole committee and it would be not onerous for any particular one.  I think -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I agree with that suggestion.  I think (inaudible) you can’t just give out 20 million dollars worth of funding and not make any attempt to look at how it’s being spent. However, I do think it would make sense to define some parameters for the review. I completely agree with Ernie that it would be a huge amount of work to go back and review the whole scientific content of each grant over again. So I think it will be useful to define some parameters -- you know what questions should those two committee members be asking if they review these progress reports and what criteria would justify referring the -- referring it to the whole committee for discussion.  




DR. CANALIS:  I really have a fundamental problem with this. There is a reason why we had a scientific peer review committee review these applications.  And the reason is because the members -- most of the members of this committee were not in a position to assess the science  now, you want us to assess the science from a progress point of view.  If we were unable to assess the original document how suddenly within a year we have become competent in assessing the progress.  You know, we’re also not in that position to make this judgment. 




DR. JENNINGS:  We weren’t -- (inaudible) -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- I understand, but -- 




DR. HUANG:  -- this is Paul Huang. I also feel that it clearly -- if the progress reports are required and they’re a good idea because there should be some accountability then they should be looked at. If they just come in and they’re not looked and they’re just filed it defeats the purpose. But I think that Cleary what Ernie is saying is very true that we would have a very high threshold in order to act on the progress report to not give the next just funding. There would have to be clear indications that there is a reason not to give the second years money. 




I think that we don’t need the scientific peer review committee to assess things that are objective, like number of publications or patents for on going collaborations. Those are things that we would be fully capable of reviewing. And I think that at this level of looking at whether there is sufficed progress or not I think that the members of this committee who originally took the should be able to do that.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I agree. And, in fact, if they feel that the matter needs to be referred to the whole committee we have plenty of scientific expertise on the committee to evaluate anything that looks like a problem case. 




DR. WAGERS:  If I could just -- if I remember correctly every pair of people who reviewed an application include one scientist and one non-scientist. And we do also have the lay summaries that they’ll be submitting from their progress. So I think we should be able to make a reasonable assessment.   




DR. JENNINGS:  I agree.  




MR. SALTON:  This is Henry Salton. I think that one thing you may want to keep in mind is that under the -- really under the contract I think you’re looking for a material failure to progress with the research project. It’s not whether they met or achieved a certain success in their research.  But, for example, if their proposal was we will secure equipment within four months of getting this money and we were going to hire people within a year and they’ve hired no one and they’ve only bought 10 percent of the equipment proposed that’s the kind of material failure and progress that should be brought back to the committee and as a whole and said, do we want to release the second half of this grant? 




It’s not -- I don’t think the intention is to monitor their progress to determine whether or not they’re in material default not for the -- under the contract it’s not whether or not they have secured a particular achievement in science. It’s more of a gate keeping function on releasing the money.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I agree with that. 




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would move, therefore, that the suggestion that the progress report be referred back to the two stem cell research advisory committee members who endorsed it in the first place last year from looking at it not in detailed science, but for material effect.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Is there a second? 




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll second. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Discussion?  Mr. Wollschlager.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner, just a couple of points. One is that it sounds like a great plan. I’ll just point out that Dr. Lensch is no longer a member of this group and he certainly, you know, had his share of workload. And it’s not something insurmountable, but it’s just a clarification that will have to be addressed. And second I would like to point out that with our contract with CI, between DPH and CI, the Department is mandated -- we have in there that we receive copies of all the annual fiscal reports and approve all -- sign off on those before we release the money. So it’s just another point between the two agencies.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A motion has been moved and seconded. I think that the sense of it appears to be that the original approvers should have a look at the progress to make sure it’s fulfilling what they had expected. Is that right, Bob?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Absolutely correct, Commissioner. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Everybody else on board understand the motion?  




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I just -- could I add two words, where possible?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  All in favor of the motion indicate by saying aye? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  The motion is carried.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay. I have a Part C.  You thought this topic was over.  The question for Part C is -- and this, again, is not detailed in the -- any of our proposal documents.  How much time should we allot for completing our reviews and accepting the reports bearing in mind that the longer we wait the more it’s going to hold up the next installment of funding. So do we want to set a time limit or not?  




DR. CANALIS:  Time limit for the applicants to provide the report or for us to review?




MS. HARTLEY:  No. Well, the applicants must provide the report within 30 days after the end of the fiscal year.  That’s their requirement.  Then the fund must review and accept the reports, but there is no time limit that is specified in the documents. So we could take six months. We could take two years.  I mean there is no time limit detailed at all.  So I think we should probably come up a reasonable timeframe. 




And then after the review and acceptance then Connecticut Innovations has 30 days in which to provide the funding. Normally that takes more like two weeks. So it does not usually take 30 days.  So you’re potentially looking at a gap time, say if we took -- well, to write the report. By the time it’s submitted it probably is 30 days out from the end of year one plus we could factor in another 30 days for a review and acceptance of those reports, plus another two weeks to get the money wired. So that’s two and a half months that’s the gap time.  




DR. CANALIS:  I’m lost.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  




DR. CANALIS:  You totally lost me. So what is the fiscal year?  




MS. HARTLEY:  What’s your question? 




DR. CANALIS:  You said at the end of the fiscal year they are supposed to -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- well, at the end of the year of the project depending on when the project -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- so at the end of the year of the project they’re supposed to do -- to provide the progress report?  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  That’s a problem. 




MS. HARTLEY:  At the end of the year -- 




DR. CANALIS:  -- that is a problem, you know, you -- that’s where you lost your leeway.  I mean it should be in three months before the end and the --you’d be all set. You’re asking for -- I mean that’s the problem you have.  And if they want the money at the beginning of the second year they’re not going to get it. So you’re going to have to change the step one which is most of us are used to provide a progress report, you know, well in advance at the end of the funding year.  So you’re going to have to change that rule otherwise they’re going to have a gap in funding. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Right.  Well, they could certainly submit it earlier. It just -- it just has to be in within, you know, at the latest it has to be in 30 days after the end of year one. 




DR. CANALIS:  After.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes.  




DR. CANALIS:  So you’re going to end with a four-month gap in funding.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Right. 




DR. CANALIS:  And you’re going to have to change that rule.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Henry, is that in the contract when they have to do the reporting?  




MR. SALTON:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  That’s detailed in the assistance agreement, Section 5B of the Assistance Agreement.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, I didn’t fully hear everything that was said, but I did hear somebody saying that we might be looking at a four month delay in funding and I can’t see why that should be the case. If they are required to submit progress reports and financial reports within 30 days I can’t imagine why it would take us more than a month to process them. I mean we’re looking at, you know, I would imagine a couple of minutes per report at most. I mean -- this is not an onerous task for the members of this Committee.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I agree with Charles. We are highly responsible Committee members.  And we will do our assessments in due time.  I don’t think any of us wants to delay the second year awards if they’re warranted.  And we certainly wouldn’t request it if they’re not.  I don’t know if we have to put a specific time except to say that we will all proceed with all due haste.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, I think we do need to put a time because the recipients need to have some expectations as to what we’re going to do.  It’s only fair to them.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, in the case if we want a specific then I would suggest that we say we have 30 days to do our review and there won’t be so many for each one of us to do, in my understanding.  




DR. GENEL:  If I may, Mr. Chair.  I -- I think to interrupt funding for a two year project is really inexcusable.  However, we got to this point I would -- I would recommend that funding be -- proceeded immediately and for the second year, but that we review the progress reports as recommended.  We can’t do that? 




MR. SALTON:  Let me respond to that, if I may. The contract requires that the report be filed within 30 days following the end of the 12-month period. They could file it on Day 1 if they wanted to.  They don’t have to wait 30 days. So they want to prepare their port in advance and then on the Day 1 after the 12-month period is done they can file the report.




The second thing is the contract does require that before the second year, let’s say it’s a two-year contract, the next year’s provision of funds has to await the receipt at acceptance and approval of the progress report.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, then it’s very simple. I think we need to send a communication out to all grantees advising them that unless they submit their progress reports within a certain period of time of the -- there will be an interruption in the funding for the second year. And then if they chose to submit a progress report earlier than they’ll do that and we -- we do the review on an ad hoc basis as they come in.  I’m not happy with that, but I see the only other alternative is really to subject everybody to a mandatory interruption of funding, which I don’t think is excusable. 




DR. CANALIS:  Realistically from what you had mentioned you need to get the report two months prior to the end of the year of funding because you’re going to give one month to the committee and you said you need between two weeks and one month.  So realistically we’re talking two months, you know. If we’re going to abide by this all the grantees need to be notified. I mean they need to know, you know, what we’re going to do because otherwise they could incur a gap in funding. That’s the way it’s structured. 




DR. LATHAM:  I have a question for Henry, a comment and then a question for Henry. The comment is I’m finding that one is at a disadvantage if one actually waits for the phone to get to one because many people are not waiting for the phone to get to one. My question for Henry is is there anything in the contract that prohibits their putting in their progress reports a month in advance of the end of year one? 




MR. SALTON:  The problem is that the progress report is supposed to detail what’s occurred in the first 12-month period. So if you file a progress report in month ten you obviously, unless you are one of those people who are very successful at certain gambling activities, are unable to report on what happened in months eleven and twelve or you’re a politician in the State of Connecticut, but that’s the problem. 




DR. GENEL:  Is that because the contract says after the first year? I mean that’s -- I mean the one year period is defined by the contract, is that correct?  




MR. SALTON:  That’s correct. The contract says that you’re supposed to provide a progress report describing the first 12 -- the prior 12-month’s activities.  




DR. GENEL:  So we’re really -- what you’re suggesting is that because of the terms of the contract we have really no recourse but to permit a two -- a minimum of two months interruption of funding in a two year grant.  






MR. SALTON:  No. I think that minimum is incorrect.  Someone -- if you have someone preparing a four page progress report certainly I don’t know if they need to do a 30 day, a full 30 days to prepare a four day progress report of which four pages -- two pages is a lay summary of what the first two pages say.  







DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




MR. SALTON:  So is there a 30 day minimum?  


DR. GENEL:  But it would be at least a 30 day minimum if I read that literally.  You can’t submit the report until after 12 months and if you have the report ready and submit it on that day, which is certainly feasible, there is still likely to be a one -- a minimum of one month interruption in funding.  




MR. SALTON:  It may be that, for example, if the Committee adopts that all reports will be reviewed and turned around within two weeks of receipt and then CI needs two weeks to issue the check that’s correct. I would only say, based on my experience in dealing with state contracts for 20 years, that this is not unusual. And I think probably both institutions in the state are used to a cycle of funding with state contracts that takes place. 




I, myself, oftentimes have contracts that come for review in our office after the date -- it’s already four months after the date that the contract started. They’ve been signed finally and approved by the various layers of state government before they get legal approval. So I think that for -- the question of how significant a problem it is I don’t know if these state institutions are going to terminate their thing if they know they’re going to get a lump sum payment within 30 days of the end of the last 12 month period.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Wollschlager. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you, Commissioner. So if I understand it, Mr. Salton, the language says we can’t get it in there before day one after the fiscal year.  So it sounded to me, just listening to the discussion, that one way to approach it would be to just put in writing to all the grantees this is the situation that the earliest we can accept your review -- well, we’ve got to remind them maybe what the review should contain anyways.  Send out a thing to the 77 grantees, tell them to get it in ASAP. It’s up to them beginning on day one. 




The good news is at this time round we heard earlier, I think it was Pamela or Chelsa that most folks haven’t spent at the rate -- they’re a little behind in their expenditures.  So these is not much we can do in year one other than put people on notice. Tell them what to do and give them a heads up that there could be a gap. And then if this body chose to do something else in the contracts for year two you’d be in a -- you know, hopefully folks will be a little more caught up. But I don’t see other options other than those. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So is it the pleasure of the group that of the 77 fund recipients be informed that is to their -- greatly to their advantage if they have their year end report in as soon as possible after the expiration of the 12 month date. And that we, as a committee, will do everything possible to get a 15 day turn around, within reason.   




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask a question?  Is it possible to -- what we’re looking for is the outlier who we’re not going to find because they haven’t met their guidelines, their milestones?  Is it possible to have a mechanism where the report that they send in is in the simplest possible form, can be reviewed by somebody in CI, for example, to see that they’re meeting their guidelines. You don’t have to be a scientist to know that, and that that would trigger the grant going out. And subsequently or in the same time they can come out to the review committee -- in other words, is there a mechanism where you could shorten the time for people to receive their funds because it would be very apparent that they have or have not met their milestones or guidelines that it wouldn’t require a scientist to establish that? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I believe that Dr. Jennings suggested just such a thing where a checklist addressing the seven or six items that are articulated in the contract would be spelled out. That at least would be some kind of -- a certain number of no’s would trigger some kind of more advanced response.  A routine yes, yes, and no publications would be enough for at least this go round for release of funds on a programmatic side, not on a fiscal side.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think it’s fair to say that we can’t change the contract language, the 12 month -- report at the end of 12 months is a report that’s due at the end of 12 months.  I think that we can rely on our very competent colleagues at CI and our group here to turn them around very expeditiously by use of checklists and any other such ancillary things we might need to do to analyze it. And I’m not sure we have to spell all that out in detail. 




But that I think that CI and the Department of Health both understand the urgency of getting the money out so there is no interruption.  Certainly the Department of Health is no stranger to having contracts be long and getting money out to the contractees.  And I think we’re sensitive to the issue and obviously Pamela is sensitive to the issue. So we should -- I don’t see where we’re going to -- I think together we can get the thing out without creating some kind of very complicated formulaic analysis. 




DR. JENNINGS:  And if I may, Mr. Chairman, I think just an important thing for the recipient institution it’s not so much when they receive the check is when they receive conformation that the check is on its way. And I’m sure that they can absorb, you know, a little bit of delay in actually receiving the funds provided that they know that the funds are coming. So the most important thing for us is to make the decision if there is a delay in cutting checks I don’t think that’s going to be too damaging to institutions like Yale and UCONN.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s very appropriate and as we always say in the Department of Health, the check is on the way.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I’d like a bit of a clarification though on -- I thought we talked about having the two advisory committee members who had taken the lead previously look at the reports.  And now you’re talking about a checklist so I’m a little confused.  Are we doing one, both?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think we need a checklist. I think we need a couple of people who can forcibly inform the reviewers and people who are handling the paper end of it that it’s got to be moved along. I’m not -- I think we could spend another couple of meetings here designing a checklist. Is it one side of one piece of paper? Is it two? Are there different size boxes?  Yes, no?  I think we understand it’s got to be moved expeditiously.  If a checklist is desired we can certainly do that. I would not want to create another piece of paper or -- I’m not a person who likes formulaic things and I’d prefer to, you know -- we’ll move the thing along that’s all.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  From what I understand what Henry read there is a requirement for a two page lay of review that the grantee has to submit.  And I just thought we also by consensus agreed that the report would be referred back to the two advisory committee members who approved it and moved it forward when we granted it. I think we have it there. We have a lay report. We have two people and we have to commit ourselves to a two-week turn around as soon as CI gets it, she hits Bob and I work with Willy. I work with Paul Huang. I work with Charles Jennings and I worked with Jerry Yang on proposals. So you hit me with them. You do it on the phone. I don’t have to go to Boston or to Storrs. And you see whether the lay language says is and that you can respect the intelligence of our committee that we’ll do it in two weeks. That would be my understanding of what we discussed. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree.  




MS. HARTLEY:  So that would include all of the other things that have to be covered in that progress report, the milestone discussion and so on and so on.  Correct?  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Not just the lay language part of it.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes. Well, we granted the money. We know what we want to accomplish and we’ll do it if it has to be done to keep it moving. And if it doesn’t want to keep moving we’ll stall it.  I don’t see that we don’t have the intelligence, the capability and the commitment not to do it.  Everybody realizes that if it’s a worthwhile project we want the marketable product out there as quickly as possible. So we’ll go onto year two as soon as we can.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I agree. It’s a time-limited step and we just have to push it along once we get the reports. We all understand that.  I don’t think we need to have an algorithm that goes from here to Broad Street to understand how to do that. 




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, could I suggest -- I think we’ve had a very worthwhile discussion on all of this.  And I think we pretty -- we’re pretty close to what we -- to what we want to see happen.  With your permission, I think if we had one person from the advisory committee involved in working with CI so that we don’t have to deal with this that much longer today. 




I, myself, would be happy with it and since Gerry Fishbone articulated pretty much the same sense that I have about how we should be proceeding and since he’s been privy to the entire discussion I would suggest for your consideration at least that maybe we have Gerry Fishbone assigned to working with CI to make sure that the mechanism that we’ve now discussed is implemented.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Thank you, Milt.  I would be happy to do that if that’s the wish of the committee. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We could certainly move that along and we have full time people in the Department who are watching it. I don’t think Dr. Fishbone has to be, you know, getting people to hurry up, hurry up.  Warren will get it done. Warren gets things done on time.  But it’s nice to have you anyway, Gerry.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay. And then just to end up this agenda Item No. 9, I wanted to mention that focus primarily on the progress reports.  The fiscal reports are also quite important at the end of the year. And what I would propose doing is to have Connecticut Innovations review the annual fiscal reports, and provide a cover letter for each report containing some of our observations. But we would assume that these would be passed along to the advisory committee or some sort of subcommittee of the advisory committee, who would then review those reports and vote on whether or not to accept them.  Does that sound reasonable?  




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry. It was very difficult to hear that on the phone.  Could somebody summarize it? 




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay. What I was saying is that with the fiscal reports what we would propose doing is to have Connecticut Innovations review the annual fiscal reports and provide a cover letter for each report containing some of our observations.  But we would assume that the -- our reports would be passed along to the advisory committee or some sort of subcommittee of the advisory committee who would review those reports and vote on whether or not to accept them.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Should they not be reviewed (inaudible) -- 




MS. HORN:  -- could you repeat that, again, please, Charles? 




DR. JENNINGS:  I would recommend that the -- that both reports should be reviewed in parallel through the same mechanism because they reinforce each other or they should reinforce each other and if there is discrepancies between what’s being claimed and what’s been spent then we’d want to know about that and we want a mechanism that would catch that.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Well, that’s a good thought. The -- and they will go on sort of in parallel.  Our though, of course, was to have the progress reports reviewed by the two advisory committee members who were familiar with those projects because those are a little bit more technical in nature.  So I’m not sure how we would meld the two.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry, it was, again, very hard to hear what was said.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  It would be hard to meld the two. 




DR. JENNINGS:  I wasn’t proposing to meld them, I was just proposing that both should be sent at the same time to the same two committee members who would examine them both in parallel and -- before making a recommendation. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Well, I guess if those committee members would like to review the fiscal reports s well that would be fine.  




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would say, Dr. Galvin, that if it’s a necessity to review them the progress report goes hand in hand with the fiscal and we’re responsible. We’ll get it back very quickly.  Why create another level of reporting and reviewing?  We review a report for both progress and finance.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, we’re in a different ballpark now. We’re talking about an audit responsibility.  And I’m not trying to -- I’m not speaking for anybody else, but I’m not sure that everybody on this panel can read financial reports and find difficulty, find audit facts are difficult facts and it takes a fair amount of training to do that.  So I think there needs to be a way of someone looking at those documents that understands audit functions and fiscal and financial language and simply sort out the ones that are outliers and call them to the attention of this group. 




You had a comment, Mr. Wollschlager? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, my recommendation would be that Connecticut Innovations should review the fiscal reports and provide the cover letter as was just suggested.  And that the cover letter plus the report should be forwarded to the committee members along with the progress report as a joint package for their review so people who don’t have the inclination or expertise to delve into the fiscal report, which probably includes most of us, would simply look at the cover letter from CI. But the point is that there will be somebody who would be accountable for looking at both reports as a package and evaluating whether the overall picture adds up to satisfactory progress.  That would be my suggestion.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, the problem with that is somebody -- somebody with auditing and financial accounting and cost accounting expertise has to look at these programs.  




DR. JENNINGS:  That would be Connecticut Innovations. 




MS. HARTLEY:  Yes, we could have our VP of Finance look at those.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a fair amount of work with 77 reports and then -- 




MS. HARTLEY:  -- well, in this case it’s 21.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, it’s 21.  




MS. HARTLEY:  I mean next year it will be whatever number. I don’t know.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think what this group needs to know or what the reviewers need to know is is this moving along in a reasonable fashion or is there an audit or financial or accounting function that does not appear to be within acceptable limits rather than sending them a bunch of financial -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- Commissioner Galvin, this is Ann Kiessling.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Isn’t that -- doesn’t -- don’t the reports come back with some kind of an assurance from the institution that the -- that they’ve reviewed it and they believe it’s within the guidelines of the award?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure about that, Dr. Kiessling. I think our problem is what do CI and ourselves need to do to assure that the money is being appropriately spent.  Mr. Wollschlager? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may, Commissioner.  I’m sure our colleagues at CI have the expertise to handle the business end of it. I mentioned earlier as well that our DPH business office has already stated in our agreement with CI that they’re not going to release the monies until they’ve done their own fiscal review as well.  So there -- certainly to share any products with the two primary reviewers, that’s great, but DPH will be -- our internal business office has it in writing that we’re going to review all of these as well.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Most institutions have within their office of sponsored programs some reasonable fiscal review of each of the projects at the end of the year.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I understand that, but we need to do something.  It’s -- once again it’s taxpayer’s, Connecticut taxpayer’s money and we need to do something to assure that we’ve looked at them and that the money is not going in the wrong direction.  And I think between our Department and our financial assets and those of CI we can do that without recreating -- without recreating a whole financial stratospheric organization.  


Okay.  




MS. HARTLEY:  Okay.  We are now on No. 10. That was the end of No. 9.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me for a second. We’re losing members at an expediential rate here. And what we need to do is set a date for completion of the -- for doing our review of the 2009 proposals.  So we need to set a date after the 1st of March ’08 to review those.  And do I have any suggestions for an appropriate date? I don’t have a March calendar. Does someone have one?  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, can we use the Tuesday and the Monday and the Tuesday or the Tuesday and the Wednesday meaning March 17th that we already have one date planned?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have no problem with that. March 17th is a Monday? 




DR. WALLACK:  No, the next meeting -- the March meeting, I think, is on Tuesday, what March 18th.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The 18th is a Tuesday, the 17th is a Monday.  




DR. WALLACK:  So what I’m suggesting is that since we already scheduled for the 18th at your pleasure either the Monday or the Wednesday add on to that would be probably something that I would be comfortable with.  Maybe you might want to consider that.  


MS. HORN:  I just want to point out that we’re expecting the peer review to be done by the end of February and we need to block out some dates because we need to get the review here done, but we need to make sure that everybody understands that we’re moving peer review along, but it’s a little bit out of our control in terms of actually having it guaranteed to be done by the end of February.  




DR. WALLACK:  But wouldn’t that still give us adequate time?  




MS. HORN:  If it’s done by then, yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MS. HORN:  If it slips then we have to -- the committee realize that this March date may have to shift. 




DR. WALLACK:  Can we then say that our goal will be the 17th and 18th.  




DR. JENNINGS:  No, we need to nail it because people may have other commitments.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let us look at the 24th and the 25th so we don’t get caught up short with grants that don’t get completely reviewed. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Should we pencil that into our calendars?  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let’s pencil it in subsequent. We’ve lost some members here, and we really have to get a full turn out. So we’ll try the 24th and the 25th.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could just ask Warren or CI or somebody to stop notify us by e-mail as soon as possible to nail this thing because we need -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- as they say in the vernacular, we’re on it.   




MR. MANDELKERN:  Question, Dr. Galvin, are we expecting to follow the procedure we did last year where the proposals would be parceled down after the peer review finishes its work with grades and ranks? If so, we have to go towards the end of March certainly.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s what we’re proposing, the 24th and 25th are the last Mondays and Tuesdays in March. Why don’t we see how many members can make that time period?  If we have to change it I think it’s a little easier for some people to come down Sunday night and work Monday and then possibly Tuesday if necessary. So let me see what we get for a return on that.  Okay.  




We have a little less than 10 minutes to conclude.  Before we go any further, I see some of the public and others and are there any public comments?  That’s great. Do you want to talk about skiing, Denise? No, okay.  All right.  Then we’ll go on. 




DR. WALLACK:  Excuse me, Bob?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  While we have a quorum. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure we do, but go ahead.  




DR. WALLACK:  If we have a quorum I know you wanted a fundraising report.  Part of the fundraising report had to do with strategic planning.  And I wonder if you would be -- some of it has been held up -- some of the fundraising has been held up because of lack of administrative structure. Charles Jennings summarized a meeting that we had relative to fundraising some months ago by indicating in an e-mail that he considers -- that we have to consider what administrative structure would be used to receive and distribute donated funds.  




We’ve been waiting for the next part of the strategic plan.  I know that Warren is going to be sort of moving in a certain direction with this. I’m wondering if you would be amendable to having a suggestion of a chair. If so I would be willing to submit a name of somebody who has, from what I understand, experience in doing some of this and who is -- I know would be willing to do it.  That name -- are you interested in the person’s name, Bob? 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not sure I understand what you’re trying to do.  




DR. WALLACK:  I’m trying to get a -- the strategic planning process moving along as rapidly as possible. I know that we need a chair since Charles is stepping down.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, Mr. Mandelkern has volunteered to be that chair.  There is some -- I think Mr. -- Kevin Rakin was not available. He may be interested.  I would certainly entertain -- I think that the group will entertain all interested parties and decide what they want to do.  So if you have someone, you know, who is an interested party who would like to chair that then bring that name forward and we’ll solicit comments.  




DR. WALLACK:  The name that I would bring forward, and unfortunately he’s had to leave, is Charles Latham. Charles is -- 




MS. HORN:  -- Stephen.  




DR. WALLACK:  Stephen, I’m sorry, Stephen. And, you know, Steve at Quinnipiac and at Yale and the various things he’s been involved with has been involved with things having to do with those items that would make him an ideal chairman, I think.  And with his, you know, well-intentioned passion I would think that it might be somebody who we could agree upon if you saw fit.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I think we need -- we can certainly approach the good professor. I’m not sure what his schedule and wishes are.  




DR. WALLACK:  He’s indicated to me, Bob, that he would be willing to do it.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, then I think we should let the membership know that we have more than a single person interested in doing this and solicit their thoughts on it so that we can vote on it rather than simply place one person or the other.  I think this is very important in terms of how do we instruct this type of person to do the kind of things he’s supposed to do.  




Some people are very good at raising funds. Some people aren’t so good at raising funds.  I’m not very good at raising funds. Phil Austin, the University of Connecticut former president, was very good at raising funds.  I’m a pretty good physician, so is Peter Deckers. But Peter Deckers could squeeze funds out of sandstone.  




So I think you have to make -- we have to make sure it’s somebody who can understand the needs and put together the type of resources that he or she will need to be able to raise the funds.  Simply asking for them, we tried that and simply asking for the funds is not going to get you anywhere. You have to have someone who is able to very clearly outline the strategic goals of the agency and most people who give fund money, their bottom line is what am I going to get out of this?  Am I going to get a product?  Am I going to get recognition for the Jones family foundation and the like?  So I will discus it with the good professor and see where he is on this matter.  




I think we have time for one more relatively short item if -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- Mr. Chairman, if I may. Is Mike Genel still there?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Mike, I wonder if you would just comment a little further on the proposal from CASE for the next phase of strategic planning. Is that something that is on hold pending the approval of this committee or can the next steps move forward already? 




DR. GENEL:  Well, Charles, I don’t think it’s been brought before the committee.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I can’t hear your response. 




DR. GENEL:  I don’t believe it’s been brought before the committee.  I think it -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I’m asking whether it can move forward.  




DR. GENEL:  Oh, it’s on hold.  




DR. JENNINGS:  I see.  




DR. GENEL:  I would assume it’s on hold and it would be one of the -- one of the things that a strategic planning committee would need to consider among other things.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Since we’re not even going to be appointing a strategic planning chairman before the next meeting is there some way that we can make sure that this is on the agenda for the next meeting so that it’s not delayed another month unnecessarily?  For example, can I as the outgoing chairman of the strategic planning committee request that you distribute it to the committee for consideration and discussion and vote as appropriate at the next meeting? 




DR. WALLACK:  I would second that if you made that motion.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, frankly, I would much prefer that we defer this until we have some sort of a strategic planning process rather than -- the report was provided to the Department not to the committee.  So I think that we need to -- absent that review I would not want to distribute it.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, well, I think that we can move with dispatch to find a new subcommittee chairperson.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Before the next meeting. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, that’s -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  -- because otherwise we’re looking at a few months delay before we can move forward with this proposal from CASE. 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Understood. And I think we can get that done in the next ten days. 




DR. JENNINGS:  Great.  And just to be clear, I am perfectly willing to continue to serve in a -- serve on that committee if that’s the wish of the subcommittee.  And I just don’t want to be chair of it, I can’t be the chair of it. 









COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Okay, it is 4:00.  We are at adjournment time. We have some items we have not covered. We’ll have to defer them to the next meeting.  So may I have a motion to adjourn? And a second?  We stand adjourned. Thank you all.  




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.) 
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