Adopted:  November 2, 2011


 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes – Regular Meeting

Tuesday, September 20, 2011
A regular meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee “Advisory Committee” was held on Tuesday, September 20, 2011, at the offices of Connecticut Innovations, 865 Brook Street, Rocky Hill, Connecticut.

Call to Order:  The meeting was called to order at 1:12 p.m.  Members present:  Richard H. Dees, Ph.D. (by phone); Gerald Fishbone, M.D; Myron Genel, M.D; David Goldhamer, Ph.D; Ronald Hart, Ph.D. (by phone); Anne Hiskes, Ph.D. (by phone); Ann Kiessling, Ph.D. (by phone); Jewel Mullen, M.D., M.P.H., M.P.A.; and Milton B. Wallack, D.D.S.  
Advisory Committee Members Absent: Treena Livingston Arinzeh, Ph.D.; and Paul Pescatello, J.D., Ph.D.
Other Attendees: Isolde Bates (UCONN); Carolyn Drazinic (UCON)Marianne Horn (DPH); Chelsey Sarnecky (CI); Marc Lalande (UCONN); Haifan Lin (Yale); Paula Wilson (Yale); and Ren-He Xu (UCONN). 
Opening Remarks:

Dr. Mullen noted the exciting work being performed in Connecticut on stem cell research and thanked everyone for attending the meeting.  

Approval of Minutes – August 16, 2011 Meeting
The Advisory Committee members were asked to consider the minutes from the August 16, 2011 meeting.  

Mr. Wallack noted that on page 7, the chairperson should be listed as Dr. Mullen.  He also suggested that a change be made on page 2, in the paragraph immediately following the bullets.  He asked that the sentence be amended as follows:  “Dr. Wallack stated that additionally, he would like the Advisory Committee members to consider whether specific amounts should be further reduced for each of the various categories.”  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Fishbone, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of adopting the minutes from the August 16, 2011 meeting as amended (Dr. Genel and Dr. Kiessling were not present for the vote).

Discussion from Haifan Lin and Marc Lalande:

On behalf of Yale and UCONN, Dr. Lin thanked the commissioner and the Advisory Committee members for their devotion and efforts to stem cell research in Connecticut.  He noted that the efforts of the Advisory Committee have played a crucial role in making Connecticut the first state to support and be a leader in stem cell research.  Dr. Lin discussed Yale’s progress with the core facility, some reasons why the Advisory Committee should continue to support cores and how much is needed to support cores in the future.  

Dr. Lin stated that over the past five years, Yale has received $4,300,000 from the Advisory Committee for core grants.  He stated that Yale has built four core laboratories to support human embryonic stem cell research.  These cores have helped 65 labs and over 400 investigators on the Yale campus plus multiple labs from UCONN and Wesleyan to conduct stem cell research.  Additionally, Dr. Lin stated that over 100 researchers have been trained on the use of embryonic stem cells for research and potential communicable translations. Dr. Lin also spoke about the important role the core has had on technology development.  He provided some examples of the developments and discoveries that have been made in the last several years.  

Dr. Lalande thanked the Advisory Committee members for their support of stem cell research.  He noted that UCONN’s stem cell research program is directed by Ren-He Xu.  Dr. Lalande stated that UCONN has received over $4,000,000 of funding from the Advisory Committee for its core.  He discussed some of the successes of the core, noting that it is a joint operation with Wesleyan.  Dr. Lalande explained that Dr. Grabel is responsible for outreach, and Dr. Xu is responsible for education, training and technology development.  He noted that at the UCONN core, four human embryonic stem cell lines were developed, deposited and accepted at the National Institutes of Health that are part of the repository.  Dr. Lalande mentioned that over 120 scientists from Connecticut, Massachusetts and California have been trained at the core.  He emphasized the importance of Yale and UCONN working together.  Dr. Lalande stated that the UCONN and Yale labs are not duplicative but are complimentary.  He noted that the UCONN core focuses some efforts on derivation of human embryonic stem cells, and the Yale core is focused on other areas in technology development.  He stated that the technologies are developed in Connecticut and shared in the community.  Dr. Lalande spoke about the companies that were started as a result of the cores and the economic development in Connecticut generated by the cores.  
Dr. Lin spoke about the need for continued support of the cores to continue technology development and remain on the cutting edge of Connecticut’s stem cell research.  Without continued support, he stated that Connecticut will fall behind.  Dr. Lin described how the Yale core was able to leverage money from other sources for its core.  He spoke about a plan to help reduce the state’s support of cores in the future.  Rather than having to write lengthy grant applications every year, Dr. Lin suggested that the Advisory Committee allocates 5 percent of the budget to support Yale’s core and 5 percent to support UCONN’s core.  He indicated that the universities could recover the rest of the funding from cost recovery.  Dr. Lin stated that the Advisory Committee could establish a formal system to annually review the progress of the cores and hold the universities accountable.  

Dr. Mullen invited the Advisory Committee members to ask questions.  In response to a question, Dr. Lalande stated that four more years of funding would allow four more years of technology development and time to transition to other funding mechanisms.  He mentioned that the litigation at the federal level reduces the ability of the universities to apply for federal funding.  Dr. Lin stated that four additional years would allow more time to look at alternative sources.  In the worst case scenario, he stated that cores would have to be shut down.  A discussion ensued on the estimated costs for running the cores.  Dr. Wallack questioned whether there is a way to leverage funding from the institutions or philanthropic giving.  Dr. Lalande stated that it would be a challenge for UCONN because the university has other priorities that it wants to fund.  He indicated that it would be very difficult for researchers to raise money.  
Dr. Mullen noted the discussions held last month about the continued funding of cores and questioned how those discussions tie in with today’s discussions.  She asked the members to consider how to proceed with the funding of cores for 2012.

Dr. Lin spoke about Yale’s contributions to stem cell research and summarized that the institution is providing support and doing its best.  He noted that if the state wants to move to the next stage of biotech industry development, the state needs to provide infrastructure.  Dr. Lin stated that providing $1,000,000 a year to the cores is an easy way to build an infrastructure for the state.  Dr. Wallack mentioned that at some point philanthropy has to play an increasing role, and he encouraged the universities through the appropriate departments, to work on this to do even more.  A suggestion was made to require the development of a funding plan as a contingency of continued funding for the cores.  
Dr. Genel stated that he doesn’t recall ever making a decision not to continue to fund cores or to phase out funding of the cores.  Several members noted previous discussions about how to make cores self-sustaining.

Dr. Kiessling discussed how philanthropic funding was used in California in terms of a physical plant.  She stated that she is open to the idea of keeping the technology at the very forefront of science, but funding every year to keep the cores going without some higher justification is not advisable.  

The Advisory Committee members discussed how to proceed with funding for cores.  After much discussion, there was general consensus to appropriate up to 10 percent of the grant funds available in 2012 for the existing cores through the normal application process.  The application should specify how the funds would be used (i.e. operating costs, the initiative, equipment, etc.).  There was also some general consensus that the universities should be encouraged to provide a long-term plan for an alternate funding source for the future.  Ms. Sarnecky will incorporate this in the draft Request for Proposals for the 2012 round of funding.  
Discussion of Progress for Grant 10SCA47, Drazinic, PI:
Ms. Sarnecky noted that at the August meeting, the Advisory Committee was presented with a request from Dr. Drazinic to change the scope of the work being performed on grant 10SCA47.  She stated that Dr. Drazinic experienced an issue with acquiring the stem cell lines, IRB approval and continuation of the Embryonic Stem Cell Research Oversight (“ESCRO”) approval.  At the August meeting, the Committee voted to table the request and invited Dr. Drazinic to discuss the progress of her project.  Dr. Drazinic thanked the Advisory Committee for the opportunity to discuss the project and for the initial funding.  She discussed an opportunity that arose with her project to use human embryonic stem cells from Sydney, Australia.  Dr. Drazinic noted some of the benefits of using those stem cells to her research.  She stated that she received the stem cell lines last month.  Dr. Drazinic explained that she is requesting an amendment to the original application so that she can use the human embryonic stem cell lines obtained from Australia.  She noted that these lines did not exist when her application was made.  In response to a question about IRB approval, Dr. Drazinic stated that the behavioral gene bank, which was the original protocol that was applied for under the grant, was approved as of September 15 with some caveats. She discussed some of the problems she encountered with obtaining IRB approval and consent for skin biopsies.  Dr. Drazinic stated that she would like to concentrate her research using the Australian cell lines from this point forward due to time constraints with the grant and to move past the IRB issues.  Dr. Drazinic stated that UCONN ESCRO provided approval of these anonymous cell lines pending approval of the Advisory Committee.  She clarified that the ESCRO wants the Advisory Committee approval to use the anonymous cell lines because these lines did not exist when the original grant application was made.  
A question arose regarding the budget for Dr. Drazinic’s grant.  Dr. Drazinic stated that no equipment has yet been purchased and no salaries have been paid.  She indicated that the institution utilized 10 percent of the grant to support her salary to get all of the approvals.  Dr. Drazinic stated that if approved, she is will also be requesting an extension of the two-year grant.  

Those members who have a conflict with UCONN were reminded not to vote on this proposal.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Hart, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the eligible Advisory Committee members voted in favor of authorizing an amendment to the scope of the project for grant 10SCA47, Dr. Drazinic, principal investigator, to authorize the utilization of the Australian stem cells.    

Review of Annual Reports:
Ms. Sarnecky suggested reviewing the annual reports as a group.  She noted that she reviewed the reports, and the reports have been institutionally endorsed.  

A question arose regarding grant 09SCBUCHC17, DR. Srivastava.  Dr. Wallack noted that it is in its third year of the grant, and it does not appear that much progress has been made.  It was noted that the principal investigator is still waiting for approval, and the problem seems to be similar to Dr. Drazinic’s problem.  The Advisory Committee requested more information about the issues with the project, the progress made to date and the funding that has been spent.  Ms. Sarnecky will try to obtain more information on this grant and send an e-mail to the Advisory Committee members.  
The Advisory Committee members discussed the need for some of the principal investigators to revise their lay summaries.

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the eligible Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of accepting the annual reports for the following, some of which are conditional and indicated below:  

· 08SCBUCON06, Dr. LoTurco, principal investigator

· *09SCAYALE11, Dr. Massaro, principal investigator, conditioned upon the receipt and acceptance of a revised lay summary
· 09SCAYALE35, Dr. Herold, principal investigator

· *09SCAYALE39, Dr. Li, principal investigator, conditioned upon the receipt and acceptance of a revised lay summary
· 09SCAYALE45, Dr. Garcia-Castro, principal investigator
· 09SCBYALE06, Dr. Kocsis, principal investigator

· 09SCBYALE13, Dr. Sutton, principal investigator

· 09SCBYALE14, Dr. Huang, principal investigator

· 09SCBYALE21, Dr. Xu, principal investigator

· 09SCBYALE27, Dr. Lu, principal investigator

· 09SCBWESL26, Dr. Naegele, principal investigator

· 09SCBUCHC21, Dr. Rosenberg, principal investigator

· *09SCBUCHC01, Dr. Bayarsaihan, principal investigator, conditioned upon the receipt and acceptance of a revised lay summary
· *09SCBUCHC20, Dr. Lichtler, principal investigator, conditioned upon the receipt and acceptance of a revised lay summary

· 09SCAUCHC14, Dr. Chamberlain, principal investigator

· 09SCAUCHC13, Dr. Antic, principal investigator

· 09SCAUCHC34, Dr. Schumacher, principal investigator

· 09SCAUCHC16, Dr. Carmichael, principal investigator

· 09SCAUCHC09, Dr. Shapiro, principal investigator

· 09SCDUCHC01, Dr. Xu/Grabel, principal investigator

· 09SCBUCON18, Dr. Rasmussen, principal investigator
Budget Reallocation for Grant 10SCA22, Dr. Rodeheffer, Principal Investigator:

Ms. Sarnecky explained the proposed budget reallocation for grant 10SCA22.  Questions arose regarding the $50,000 for the “other” category.  There was consensus that Ms. Sarnecky should ask the principal investigator to provide justification about the $50,000 before approving the budget reallocation.
Budget Reallocation for Grant 10SCB19, Dr. Qui, Principal Investigator:

Ms. Sarnecky discussed the proposed budget reallocation for grant 10SCB19.  The proposal was originally budgeted for four years.  As a result of a reduction in budget, the project was reduced to three years.  Dr. Qui is asking to move $34,000 from materials and supplies to other personnel and fringe benefits.  Additionally, Dr. Qui has asked to rebudget $2,000 from material and supplies to computer services.  
MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Hiskes, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the eligible Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of authorizing a budget reallocation for grant 10SCB19, Dr. Qui, principal investigator.  

Update on the 2011 Contracts and 2012 Request for Proposals:

Ms. Sarnecky provided an update on 2011 contracts.  She stated that all of the contracts have been written.  DPH and CI will review them again before they are sent out for execution.  Ms. Sarnecky indicated that, based on discussions held today, the draft 2012 RFP will be modified and sent to the Advisory Committee members for review and approval before releasing it to the public.

A suggestion was made to reconsider reducing the amounts in the 2012 Request for Proposals (“RFP”) for each of the categories.  Dr. Wallack suggested reducing the amounts in each of the categories in order to expand the pool of grant recipients.  As an example, Dr. Wallack suggested reducing the established investigator category from $750,000 to $650,000.  Dr. Goldhamer explained that reducing this category brings the annual level of funding just over the amount for seed grants.  He expressed concern that further reducing the established investigator category could turn an established grant into a seed-type grant and that the purpose for funding established investigator grants would no longer be satisfied.  A suggestion was made to consider fully funding the best projects and potentially reducing funding for the projects that receive lower scores.  Another suggestion was made to fund established investigator grants for three years rather than four, and have established investigators reapply for funding based on his/her accomplishments.  

There was some concern about the difficulties trying to determine whether a project could be successful with a substantially reduced amount of grant funds or what would have happened had a grant not been reduced.  Dr. Mullen suggested that this issue be discussed with potential applicants at the upcoming workshop.

Any comments on the draft RFP should be provided to Ms. Sarnecky, and Ms. Sarnecky will e-mail the document showing the changes to the members.

Update on Workshop:

Dr. Wallack stated that a subcommittee meeting was held last week to discuss the workshop.  He indicated that the workshop will most likely be held in November, and the purpose of the workshop will be to provide information to the stakeholders about the program and the Advisory Committee’s accomplishments.  The workshop will be as inclusive as possible.  Dr. Wallack discussed the proposed agenda and panel of speakers for the workshop.      
Public Comments:
In response to a question about the start date for the 2011 grants, Ms. Sarnecky indicated that the start date for the 2011 grants is October 1.  If that date does not work for the universities or committee, Ms. Sarnecky indicated that the date can be changed.  
Adjournment

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Genel, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of adjourning the meeting at 3:52 p.m. 







Respectfully submitted:




















_____________________







Dr. Jewel Mullen, Chair
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