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CHAIRPERSON ROBERT GALVIN:  Welcome to all you disembodied voices.  I still remember what you look like, so we’re all set in that respect.




Before we get into our official business, I understand that Dr. Latham has submitted his resignation.  And that’s a couple of people that just now said, oh no, which is I think a great tribute to somebody whose potential absence creates a groan rather than -- rather than subdued clapping.  But we will certainly have a very difficult time getting anywhere in the neighborhood of replacing Steve, a person of both wit, and warmth, and kindness, and understanding, who combines a whole lot of different things and represented fairness and equity, but I think we all appreciated his thoughtful comments. And it was very much in evidence that he’d spent a good deal of time thinking of both sides of the problem, as being a good attorney, as he would.




And we’re very -- we, and I are very, very appreciative of his service.  And personally I’ll miss this guy. And not only I don’t have him to confide in, I don’t have Ernie, Ernie to fight with, so I guess -- maybe Milt and I will have a couple of go arounds on some esoteric topic.  But, Steve, thank you very much and your contributions were immense.  You’ll be missed.  




DR. STEVEN LATHAM:  Well, thank you very much. Just to make it clear, I will be around for the June -- meeting, so we don’t have to worry about a quorum.  But after that, I will be around no longer.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. We have decided that since you’re leaving we’re not going to give you any lunch that day. So you’ll have to brown bag it.  We’re not going to invest anymore money into you because you’re going to leave us.  So have someone put you up with a nice box lunch or something.  I’m looking forward to seeing you and I’ll see if we can spring for something, maybe a tuna sandwich and a coffee.  




DR. LATHAM:  Well, thank you.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Moving on, funding, it is our -- to my great surprise and modest chagrin, much of what I get paid for is chagrin, we were informed about two and a half weeks ago that we had 10 million dollars since early in April to dispense for research purposes this year.  And for some reason that was put on line in our budget in a way that wasn’t obvious to any of us and finally one of my accountants became curious about what this figure was. And to the best of my knowledge, after epic struggles to get the money back and preserve the money, we now have the 10 million dollars.  Next year, who knows.  




MR. ROBERT MENDELKERN:  Here, here.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think that’s really good news.  




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Is that identified for the stem cell?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It’s in our budget.  We have it in our account, which I found out about a month after it was there.  Of course, I usually find out things that aren’t in my account that I thought were there.  This was in my account and I didn’t think it was there.  So, we got 10 million to work with again this year.  




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. Is there a specific person that it would be appropriate to write a note to and thank them for their foresight in doing this in these rough times?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You know, Ann, I don’t know how it happened.  And the Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management is now sitting on the Superior Court bench.  And I just don’t who we’d write that to thank.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  I mean it shows enormous foresight.  I think it’s wonderful.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well it had to be a conservative then if it showed enormous foresight.  But we will find out -- and I say conservative with tongue in cheek because, as you know, public health is a liberal discipline so we listen to all sides. But we will see if we can find out.  It was a -- one of the very large, pleasant surprises I’ve had.  And it just appeared in the budget, in our financial statements, so to speak.  We will find out. Marianne is right next to me and we will let you know and the Board members know so we can do the right thing.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Great, thank you.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, Bob.  Hang on.




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Can we -- can we perhaps aim for, to find out if the Appropriations Chairs, because I have a feeling that Tony, for one, may have been very helpful and her counterpart in the house side also. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We can certainly find that out bearing in mind that we work for a Republican administration or are employees of a Republican administration, at least for a few more months, or perhaps longer.  




DR. WALLACK:  There would be nothing wrong in acknowledging her role in it also.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I certainly don’t think so.  I think that the members of the Board are certainly free to express that and I -- I was very surprised when it appeared. I had been thinking we had five million and we had 10 million.  I usually think I have a hundred dollars in my checking account and I have fifty or less.  But we will find out and share that information particularly with you, and I think what you’re talking about, Milt, is a question of her management and politeness and it’s a considerable sum of money, and I’m sure there was some vicious dooking it out to free that up and put it back where it belongs.  




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Mr. Mendelkern.  




MR. ROBERT MENDELKERN:  On a personal note, I appeal to everyone to talk as loudly as they can because otherwise I’m out of most of the conversation.  Secondly, congratulations to everybody who worked, and appeared at hearings, and helped along the effort, it was a success. But I think it has to be attributed also, Bob, to the quality of the work that’s been coming out of the efforts of the stem cell initiative. I think if we didn’t have the record and the importance of the work there wouldn’t have been the chance in anywhere’s to get the money. So I think it was effort and successful work.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I think you’re entirely correct and it sort of echoes a comment that Mark Lelande made to me about why would you want to cut the funding just when this thing is really rolling and doing good work. And I think that was probably the thrust of the effort that secured the funding for us. But, you know, this is -- this is like -- this is not a discipline where we want to quit while we’re ahead. We want to get further ahead while we’re ahead. 




And with that, I’ll -- we’ll speak of approving of minutes from the March meeting.  And I’m sure that you have perused the minutes and are there any corrections, changes, additions, or deletions to those minutes?  




DR. WALLACK:  Vote on the passage.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay. I have a motion.  And a second?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Second. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  The meeting -- the minutes of the March meeting are -- have been accepted.  We are now going to do peer review update and grant review.  Are you there, Mr. Wollschlager? 




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  I am, Commissioner. How are you?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  It’s wonderful to hear your voice.  Is the sun shining where you are? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, I’m over at 450 Washington, and it’s a little dreary over here.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, well -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- but the good news is we just finished the peer review conference call. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And the real good news is that we had a legal meeting since we had a quorum.  So that was good. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And out of the 89 applications that were submitted for review the Committee has reached a full consensus on all but three of those applications, and with the anticipation that the three outstanding applicants will be resolved sometime in the course of the next several days.  So, the -- Dr. Weiner, the chair of the peer review, fully anticipates having all scores and all written narratives to Connecticut, to all of you by no later than about this time next week, certainly by next Wednesday of next week.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  That’s great.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah, it is great.  Again, they used a nine point scoring this year in sync with the -- guidelines.  I will say the one thing that Dr. Weiner did share with us is that he will not be able to serve as chair anymore. And you know, Dr. Galvin, that he’s done a great job since the first year for us.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, in fact, I -- this is Mike, Warren, as you were talking it occurred to me that even before you mentioned that he’s stepping down that there ought to be some way that some recognition, some official recognition can be given.  Is this something that you can do through your Department, or can the Governor, some sort of a -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- yes, we could certainly -- we could certainly do that and that’s the least we can do for Dr. Weiner, who has put in so much time and effort. We’ll take care of that and report back to you.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Are there any questions on that?  Otherwise, as I say, we expect having the narratives forwarded to everybody by the middle of next week.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Thank you, Warren. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  All right, thank you. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  Warren, is there somebody identified as -- to replace Dr. Weiner assuming that we have the money next year?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  The way -- again, originally we only had a five person peer review committee. Those five persons voted amongst themselves for the appointment of the chair.  




DR. GENEL:  Oh. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I imagine we’d use -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- got you.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  A similar process this year where we’ll go with the existing members of the committee and have them name a chair.  




DR. GENEL:  That makes sense. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I know that Dr. Lynch, who is currently a member of the peer review committee, has declined already to be named the chair.  So, we’ll look for them to name their own person, Mike.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  Can we send Dr. Lynch a nasty letter or something, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes, we can. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I mean if we’re going to send good letters out we’ve got to send the bad ones out too.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Absolutely.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Leaving us in our time of need, something like that.  Okay.  We’re going to go on. Anything else, Warren?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, sir, that’s it.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Okay.  




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  Do you want to talk about the meeting itself?  For those of you who don’t know me, I see a couple of unfamiliar faces, I’m Lynn Townshend. I’m the Executive Assistant to Commissioner Galvin.  I’m Lynn Townshend, Executive Assistant to Commissioner Galvin.  And it’s been my yearly duty to set up your annual grant review meeting, which was -- the actual set up of which was delayed because we were waiting to see what the Legislature was going to do. So now that the 10 million dollars is in the budget, we acknowledge and know that it’s in the budget, we have set up the grant review meeting for the 7th and 8th of June, which I believe were dates that were vetted with everyone here previously.  




It will be similar -- well, it won’t be similar.  We have secured sleeping rooms at the Marriott in Rocky Hill. We have secured a conference room, because they had no conference rooms at this late hour and late date. We believe, and this is tentative, that we will be having this meeting at the Legislative Office building in Hartford.  For those who come in and do not have transportation from Rocky Hill to Hartford we will provide that in time for you to be part of that meeting at what we believe will be the LOB.  I know they have rooms available. We’ve made the request. I’ve talked to Legislative management.  I’ve talked to our government relations. So, I’m pretty sure we’ll be at the LOB, but we still need that dotted “I” and crossed “t”.  




So if you do need a room for the Marriott, let me know. Actually, we’re arranging it so that you can make your reservations yourself.  And you will be reimbursed after the event takes place. We’re kind of past the point where we can actually do a purchase order, a blanket purchase order, and still have that meeting go on as scheduled.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I would suggest that anybody who wants to come in the night before leave their -- and do -- we could certainly provide a list of restaurants or places or -- and there is a watering hole at the hotel.  I would suggest that you leave your cars there the next morning and we will arrange transportation -- a driver and transport -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  To get you back and forth to the meeting so you don't end up fooling around trying to park in or around the Legislative building or, God forbid, at the Public Health Department.  There is a -- you’ve got to campaign for that.  But I would -- we’ll -- I would suggest that you use that service and we’ll bring you back and forth.  Last year we did not need a second day.  Will we need one this year?  I’m not sure. I want to make sure everybody’s application is carefully and -- studied and considered.  If we finish at the end of one day you won't need the rooms or you’re perfectly -- and if you don’t want to drive back and -- late or later in the day then, fine. But we will -- you’ll be compensated for the rooms. We couldn’t do it the same way as last year, but if you want to drive into downtown Hartford and look for parking, the Capitol police are quite zealous about giving out tickets and towing and stuff like that.  And we’re perfectly willing to provide a vehicle or vehicles and bring you back and forth. 




DR. GENEL:  They’re not in session, are they?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  No.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  No. 




DR. GENEL:  So the garage at the Legislative Office building should be pretty open, I would think.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, if you’ve been there, but for our out-of-town folks it would be more comfortable getting driven in rather than not finding your way around and mistakenly park in the Adjutant General’s spot or something like that.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We ask -- the rooms that we’ve arranged for are the evening of the 6th and 7th, evenings of the 6th and 7th, which is the Sunday, Monday. Your meeting is Monday, Tuesday.  




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Do you know what time we’ll be starting in the morning? 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 




DR. FISHBONE:  8:30.  




DR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  Those dates are fixed. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Commissioner, if I may, this is Warren. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  You can’t have a room. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’ll bunk in with you, Commissioner. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Oh, great, great.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Lynn, we’ll have to get the details out to everybody.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes.  I can do that tomorrow.  I can work with you to do that tomorrow.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And we just need to confirm the process here. For those of you, such as -- such as Treena, who have contacts with the Department you’re easy to reimburse.  But a number of the local folks, and I’m not sure if they’d be staying anyways, don’t have contacts. So we’ll have to take a look at who does and does not have a contact in terms of our ability to reimburse using that mechanism.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  We’ll find a way to do it.  I just -- I don’t want somebody feeling they have to leave home at 5:00 in the morning and drive up here and then drive back home, and potentially drive back and do the same thing on day two.  We wanted you rested. We want you to come up and have a good meal or a libation or whatever. And if you’re tired and sitting there all day and you don’t feel like driving to Oshkosh, or Oneko, or wherever then you’re -- we’ll find a way to pay to have you stay overnight.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Any other questions? Were you going to go over the scripting?  




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  We could maybe spend a few minutes on the scripting.  The format of the meeting is basically what we did last year and we just have a slightly different way of ranking the grants. As Warren mentioned it’s a scale of one to ten and last year it was a one to five and so we gave fairly short -- to grants that were over 2.5.  So, if you could give us some feedback on what a good cutoff point would be. Dr. Weiner’s suggestion is that one to three would likely be in the funding range, four to six would depend on funds, and six to nine would not, likely not be funded.  




So, we’re kind of dealing with three categories there.  Any feedback in terms of the amount of time that you’d like to spend on these grants? We would spend -- last year anything over 2.5, for the seeds, we spent one minute.  So we really just addressed them very quickly.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Can you give the categories again?  




MS. HORN:  Sure. And really my question is what do we do with the four to six folks. The six -- one to three will be funded likely.  Four to six would depend on available funds, the bubble group, right.  And six to nine would likely not be funded.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Your question was -- 




MS. HORN:  -- basically do they want to have three different ways of looking at these? Do they want to have -- what would the cutoff point where you just want to give a quick look at a grant to say we looked at this, we agree with the peer reviewers, it was a very poor grant. It’s not going to be funded and it goes over there.  Do you want to have three categories with the middle one where you spend a little bit more time on them?  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  I think a lot of it would depend upon how they all fall out?  In other words, if -- I mean if five percent are, say, seven, eight, nine, well, then it’s pretty easy.  I mean my assumption is that the -- that the reviews is basically independent per grant. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  In terms of the ranking. So I would think it depend upon what the distribution -- what the distribution is. It’s hard to sell until you see what the -- what we get back from the peer review committee.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Again, with -- Dr. Genel, with three grants still outstanding nine out of the -- nine out of the 47 seed grants that were reviewed are 3.0 or lower.  That is 3.0 to one, that’s nine out of 47.  And for the established seven -- I’m sorry eight of the established grants have been identified as 3.0 or lower. And that's eight out of 24.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, you’ve used up the money already, Warren.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And then there is one out of the four groups/core that came in at 3.0 or less. 




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Warren, this is Ann Kiessling. Can you remind us how many total grants there were last year?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  77. 




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, so we have 12 more this year.  Okay, that’s great.  




MS. HORN:  Okay. So we’ll take a look at the distribution and probably get back to you with a request for some feedback on how you -- how much time you want to spend on each one of the grants.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  I think it’s difficult to set time parameters when we haven’t seen -- at least I’ve not received any written copy of what the grants are, and the peer review is not even in.  I think we handled the process very successfully the last three years. And I think when we have something in hand, and we see numbers, and what the peer review has said we’ve always been able to readily come to agreement about time. I think to do it arbitrarily is a little bit -- doesn’t seem right to me without having seen, a, a grant proposal and, b, a peer review of that proposal.  




MS. HORN:  If I could just clarify, you have access to the grants, correct?  You do have access to the grant applications.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Well, I did not receive them in email.  




MS. CHELSEY SARNECKY:  We were discussing this earlier.  I had some trouble with my email a few weeks back and it seems as though some people didn’t get some of my email.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




MS. SARNECKY:  So I’m going to send out the password information and the log in information when I get back to the office.  




MS. HORN:  Okay, because we’ve had them for quite a while.  Okay, that’s fine.  I’m just aware that we have just several weeks before the grant review so we can certainly revisit that over the phone.  I guess we are meeting again.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, well, my guess is that anything over five is not going to really be competitive at all from what Warren says.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I was just going to say something similar to that that, you know, a six, seven, an eight, or a nine, I mean, you might want to make some note of it, but I certainly wouldn’t spend a lot of time discussing much over five because they have -- unless -- and usually those ones either it’s poorly presented or poorly written, or it’s not a good idea.  And it’s not much -- there is not much you can overcome for a grant that three separate people give a seven to.  You know, you can’t shine it up and make it look like it’s a two and a half.  So, I think we’ll probably spend, you know, just a minimal amount of time, maybe saying, we got a grant from A, B, and C, but they’re not really going in the right direction or they’re not presented in the right fashion so we’ll put our efforts into the other.  I agree with you.  




DR. FISHBONE:  I have a question. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. FISHBONE:  We increased the amounts for each of the levels last year. We increased the amounts for -- 




MS. HORN:  -- yes, we did.  




DR. FISHBONE:  For the seed. Could you remind us of what -- how much we were funding for a seed and for an established?  




MS. HORN:  -- the seed grants are up to 200,000 to be expended over two years. The established investigator may be up to one million over four years. Group project awards may be up to two million over four years.  And core facilities awards may be up to 2.5 million for up to four years.  




DR. WALLACK:  How many years?  




MS. HORN:  Four.  




DR. WALLACK:  Four. 




DR. FISHBONE:  So it seems like with the nine seeds, the eight established we’ve already reached nine million or more.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  I really think to just arbitrarily put dollars before we’ve seen a piece of information is really not doing what we should do.  




DR. FISHBONE:  We had already agreed on the amounts that each -- we would fund for each application that went out from 200 to 500 for the -- we approved those -- 




MR. MENDELKERN:  -- those increases. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Those increases. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes, well that I understand, but not how many seeds of up to 200.  




DR. FISHBONE:  But what I’m saying is that if you take the seeds that are from one to three and the established that are from one to -- rated from one to three you’ve almost used all of the money.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Is that according to what Warren just reported?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Oh, okay.  I couldn’t catch all of that.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Those are the number of grants between -- rated between one and three.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  I understand, but we still have the responsibility of reviewing the peer review. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Oh, no, of course.  I’m just trying to get a picture of, you know, what we’re dealing with.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  And I think Lynn has just reminded me that last year, Lynn Townshend, that last year we spent about 45 minutes the first morning discussing how much time we were going to spend on the various categories.  And I’d rather decide that now then use 45 minutes, one eighth of our day, or one seventh or whatever it comes out to of our day doing that when we have the decision making.  I would think if the grant is five or higher, between five and nine, that we might want to just mention it in passing and then move on to the meat and potatoes.  




MR. RONALD HART:   But the key element is is there any reason to disagree?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Right.  I mean -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- I think there needs to be an opportunity for somebody to make a case for an outlier.




MR. HART:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  If they feel strongly about it.  




MR. HART:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  So I mean whatever -- whatever boundary we elect on I think represent general guidelines. But I think if somebody feels very strongly about something that did not get a good peer review scientifically that they feel is very important for other reasons then they ought to be able to make -- they ought be able to make the case and we ought to be able to discuss it.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  So would we then start with the lower ranking grants and have a read through by a scribe or some such person?  And say, that, look we’re going to read through these and if at any point there is one here which you think has special merit, which is not reflective in the scores then we’ll stop and give it a longer discussion.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes, or agree that we will discuss it at some point with the rest of the grants or something like that. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  Either one, but I think in other words, just so there is an opportunity because I think -- I agree I think that is the function of the advisory committee is, in fact, to do that sort of thing. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  If I may, I’d like to remind folks on how we did do it last year.  I don't know if you recall. I didn’t remember.  You received -- and this was just for the first -- this was for seed grants. You received a description and a discussion period of one minute for each seed grant, for those that were ranked, on last year’s ranking scale, 2.5 or above. This year that would be five or above for the lower end of the scale.  




So what we did, and I think this is the intent going back to that first meeting in 2006, is to put on the record that we have actually considered each and every grant.  As I recall most of the ones that were ranked in the upper numbers, that is lower -- this confuses me -- some of the ones that were on the upper end of the scale it didn’t even take a minute.  So -- but last year we asked if there were any objections to placing the grant in one of three particular categories. That was yes, no, or maybe. And it was determined by group consensus.  Do you still wish to do that same process this year?  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Yes, I think what I’d like to see happen, and I’m certainly subject to the Board’s approval, is to take all those grants with high numbers and do a read through.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Perhaps with your wonderful voice you could read through. We’ve sorted out these grants they’re all graded five to nine or five to eight and a half, whatever.  And I’m going to read through them and if there is anybody -- if there is any reason why we should put those into our later considerations, please, indicate. Otherwise, we’ll take that -- we’ll take that bunch and put them over here and then we’ll be looking at one through -- one or zero through five.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Um, hmm.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Is that reasonable? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Well, Lynn was going through the procedure. I was going to say that procedure of yes, no, maybe worked very well because we all took our responsibility to review them and everyone was prepared. So we were able to do it. I think that was a very -- last year we were able to do it in one day, but I think we’re efficient. And I think a minute for the five pluses of seeds is correct.  How much could that be?  Well, we don’t even have the breakdown of the number of seeds and the number of this’s and that’s.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  I’ve got to leave now because I’ll get a thunderbolt if I’m late and I don't want that to happen just yet, not until after the elections.  But I’m going to propose that we have a scribe, or either one or both of these ladies, to read through those and so we don’t spend a lot of time discussing grants that three different people have given bad or scores -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- it’s almost like a consent calendar in the legislature.  




DR. PESCATELLO:  Before you leave, can I just raise one, out of the box idea.  I’m not necessarily advocating this, but just something that I think we should consider in terms of how we score, if we’re going to switch from the five to ten points.  I always thought it incredibly counterintuitive and the public certainly finds it counterintuitive. I don’t know why we -- what do people think of the idea of going to a 100 point scoring system with different categories like, obviously, for the science of the proposal, the budget/administration of the proposal, the clinical application, that often comes up in our discussions, the public always asks what was the consideration given to clinical application, economic development, even diversity.  So that some people from say some of the universities or colleges that typically are not getting grants complain, if we had 20 points to that -- to a diversity category that would address that. And then you would end up with a 100 point scale that’s very easy for people to say, if somebody has 40 points everyone understands that’s an F. That’s not going to get a -- versus this system is so complicated for -- or so counterintuitive for a lot of people. Anyway I just wanted to raise that at this juncture.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Well, that -- you know, and I think anyway you do this, if you do it one through five everybody is going to -- then people are saying, well, I can’t do that. I have to have two minus and two plus, or 2.2, or 2.1, or in one case 2.13, and so that scale always gets attenuated. But, perhaps rather than consider the scale itself we might consider ways of balancing things, which may not be apparent if you just have a five, or a five minus, or whatever you want to call it. 




DR. GENEL:  Well, that was partly why I said we need to allow for somebody to make the case for an outlier what did not get the good peer review score, which is really based on the NIHS scoring system. So basically that’s -- what you say makes sense, Paul, but I think to try and set that up at this point would be much more complex than we can. And the only thing we can go to is to have somebody say, look, this is a grant from an institution that has not submitted a grant before and it’s a little bit outside, but I think if this were -- and then in other words, we do it in a qualitative. I’m suggesting is that there is an opportunity to do that qualitatively rather than quantitatively.  And I think that meets those criteria.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Dr. Wallack, my friend and professional colleague, would you take the chair for me?  




DR. WALLACK:  Certainly. 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Are you up to it?  You know, we need a man like you of wit and warmth, of deep convictions.  There is a steady hand on the drill. 




DR. WALLACK:  There is nobody who can take your place, Robert, but I will -- 




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  -- thank God.  




MR. DAN WAGNER:  I just want to make one point, I think this is a good discussion, but I think the more important thing is how you want to divvy up the money.  The buckets of money in the past we’ve done two million per seed and X for that and X for that. And if that’s not what we want to do there is no sense of putting ten seeds that are good into the X category when we’re only going to give away, you know, a million dollars. So, that would probably be the better discussion to have here while we have another hour besides arguing over quantitative things when no one has read the actual proposals.  So if you wanted to -- because I know we talked about cores and no cores and groups and no groups, but if we’re not going to do any groups then we just -- we push all that money down and how do we want to disperse that that may be -- or at least some guidelines that might be a better conversation for the next five or six minutes. And then we can move on to the rest of the agenda. 




But, if we can -- you know, I think we’ll work it out ourselves that way. I think there is enough smart people in the room that can move this forward like we did last year in a relatively normal course of the day. So if you talk about allocation or we could reevaluate that in emails prior to the meeting and just try to have guidelines.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, let’s spend the next five or six minutes trying to do it. Robert?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Well, I’m looking at the number of grants, not the grants themselves, which I’ve never seen, there are 50 seed applications.  If you assume half of them fall too low that’s 25 minutes, if you give them a minute each.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  At a maximum.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  25 minutes, I mean you’re talking about hello. And then established goes from 50 to 85, so there are 35 established.  So, if you give two minutes for the high scoring established you’re only giving again another 20, 25 minutes. So there is enough time in an eight hour day to do this without, I think, arbitrarily eliminating.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Well, if we start to look at from last year core group proposals -- I know we’re going off track from what you wanted -- received 14 minutes each no matter their peer review score. Do you want to stay with that I guess is the question?  I’m just throwing it out there for consideration. And the established investigative grant proposals last year was 2.5 and above got one minute, 2.5 and below got five minutes.  So that cutoff now is five.  




DR. WALLACK:  Ron? 




MR. HART:  Yes, I think that setting time limits for this is really best done only for those we don’t wish to spend a lot of time on for their consideration. So, to talk about one minute quick review to see if there is a disagreement with the scientific review is great.  And if someone has a reason why they disagree with it then you discuss it.  But to try to set arbitrary limits on the high scoring one, which probably won’t get much discussion, and the medium ones is tough. 




However, we’ve already got a numeric scale. The peer reviewers have used a standard institutional numeric scale system.  This level really should incorporate the concepts that were just reviewed and they don’t really need to be numerically identified if we just say, yes, no, maybe based on this list of considerations.  I think that makes perfect sense. 




So the goal is then to hit each grant that is above a certain threshold for discussion and say, which pot do you want to put it in based upon which of these criteria are strongest for this particular project.  And if we do that now, we are taking advantage of the numeric scientific review and adding to it any other category that we think is important. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So let me just clarify what you were saying with regard to the time for the, let’s just say, better scored grants.  




MR. HART:  Um, hmmm. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  You didn’t -- you are proposing no time limit with them. 




MR. HART:  I don’t think there is a need to arbitrarily set a time limit for anything above a bad threshold.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The reason I make the face is because, with all due respect to the folks at the table, I know sometimes you can get really deep down in the weeds and sometimes can be discussing a point that is better served with a time limit, let’s just say.  




MR. HART:  Right.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So, I think that’s one of the reasons that we have had the time limits previously. But I’m not a member of the group.  




MR. HART:  That to me is the job of the chair to keep things moving and it shouldn’t be done by the clock.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  One other point, there is only three group applications in total and one core application.  So, obviously, most of the time is going to be spent on seed and established just by the nature of the applications.  




DR. WALLACK:  So can I just go back to what Ron was saying, if we, therefore, agree that we’re not going to spend much time on those that don’t have really a chance why don’t we just say right now, accept the idea that anything between six and nine will get no more than one minute.  




MR. HART:  Unless someone disagrees. 




DR. WALLACK:  Somebody can then put it on the table.  




MR. HART:  Right.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  The reporters from the Advisory Committee, if it’s six and above don’t spend more than one minute talking about it. 




DR. WALLACK:  That’s right. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Which is what we’ve always done in the past.  




MR. HART:  Right.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s what we’ll do. One minute from six to nine. What do we want to do from four to six?  




DR. FISHBONE:  Those are the ones that take the most time.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right, they’re the bubble. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Because the one to threes are almost a given.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




DR. FISHBONE:  And the six to tens are out unless somebody moves them forward. So you live and spend all your time -- what do you think would be a reasonable amount of time to allot? 




DR. WALLACK:  Mike?  




DR. GENEL:  Well, am I correct there is one -- there is one core proposal and one group proposal that’s -- 




MR. MENDELKERN:  -- there are three on the table.  There are three -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- there are a total of -- this is Warren. There were a total of three group applications none of which scored lower than 3.8. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There was one core that came in 2.0.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, my suggestion would be why don't we discuss those first.  




MR. HART:  Good idea. 




DR. GENEL:  Because that will tell us -- that will give us an idea of what the pool is for funding because if we decide that none of those are worth funding then it’s an entirely different pool that we can go to and we may then determine -- better determine how much to spend on the -- on the other two categories.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And you're talking about three to five no matter what category or just in the seed category?  




DR. GENEL:  No, no.  I’m only talking about -- I’m talking about the group grants and the -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- and the core.  




DR. GENEL:  And about the core. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay.  




DR. GENEL:  Because they’re very high cost and their peer review scores are middling relatively speaking. So if we’re not going to fund them then -- let me finish. I think we already know from what Warren has told us that there is an excellent pool of seed and investigator submitted awards. So we know that without necessarily spending the time going through each one. So I think it would make much more sense to take care of the big ones and determine if any one of them are something that we need to consider.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Well, that’s four.  




DR. GENEL:  Well, yeah, but one core and three group.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  But you can’t say a score of 2.2 on a core is a piddling.  It requires looking at carefully, I would think.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And that’s what he’s saying. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Even though we said when we send out the RFP’s that we were not looking to fund cores this time.  I thought that was in the RFP. 




MS. HORN:  Yes, it does say that, but there are some circumstances where a core would be funded and funding of existing cores could be continued. 




DR. GENEL:  Don’t misunderstand me, Bob, I’m not saying we shouldn’t fund it. I’m just saying we ought to take -- we ought to discuss it first and determine if we’re even going to consider it.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  The only point that I was making -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- Bob, one second, so we have one agreement the we’re going to give one minute to six to nine.  Your suggestion now is to do the reverse order and what you're asking us to do, which I’m hearing a consensus about, we will first consider the grant -- the group grants and the one core.  Is that okay with everybody?  




DR. GENEL:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  So that will be the second decision we made on this.  Okay?  Okay.  




DR. KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. Before that’s finalized, I think we need to get back to Dan’s question, does it say anything in the RFP about percentages that will be awarded to each category of grants?  




MS. HORN:  No.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So we have no commitment in the RFP for allocation of any particular percentage of the ten million to any grant category.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  That’s correct.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay, then I agree with what everybody else said.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so we’re on board with that. So, it goes back to the next question, is there a certain time limit that you all want to see us discuss, a goal at least, for the four to six scores?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Excuse me, if we’re going to consider the three group and the one core first. 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  And the same criteria, yes, no, maybe.  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Okay.  The same, but the time for discussion of those since they all -- the three groups will all have the same score, according to Warren. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I think that’s what they were proposing.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Approximately 3.8 for three groups.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  So how much time do we spend on -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- that’s what we’re trying to get to right now. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And in the past it has been 14 -- oh, wait, I’m sorry, for established investigator it’s been -- no, core, core and group, sorry, 14 minutes.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  And group?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The same thing. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Dr. Wallack?  




DR. WALLACK:  Milt.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No, this is Warren.  Just for a point of clarification, when you're looking at the breakdowns, the one to threes, and the fours and sixes, you’ve got to accommodate the 3.1 to the 3.9 as well. So there is plenty of scores that come in at 3.2, 3.1, so it doesn’t break down just in whole integers.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes. So right now what I have is that the first discussion that will take place at 8:05 on Monday the 7th -- 




MS. SARNECKY:  -- 8:30.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  8:30, 8:35 is the four grants under core and established investigator.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Not core and established. Core and group. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Core and group, sorry.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Three group and one core. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  That’s why -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- and Bob is asking how much time on those four grants? I would propose that we limit it to ten minutes each. So why don’t we then -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- the minutes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Agree ten minutes each on each of those four grants.  




MR. DAVID GOLDHAMMER:  For a total discussion time, as a guideline, but as a guideline. 




MR. HART:  As a goal.  




DR. WALLACK:  As a goal.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  I mean I really agree with Ron’s points before that the one minute timeframe is fine for the grants that don’t have a shot.  For the others, I guess we can have some kind of guidance for maybe how long the initial presentation can be for each person to kind of layout some of the facts. That doesn’t have -- I think we can kind of give guidance on that. But then the discussion has to be somewhat open-ended with the chair kind of moving things along.  So I mean -- so I’d rather see some guidance just so we all know, you know, you shouldn’t spend 15 minutes presenting a grant. You can do that in five minutes.  But then leave a little more open ended how long the discussion is because each grant is going to be entirely different. 




DR. WALLACK:  So, David, would you then be in agreement to say then that between presentation and discussion on the group core grants 15 minutes for each? 




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  I mean I think that’s probably plenty of time and, again, as long as we all agree this is just -- this is just to make sure we’re able to get through the day that it’s strictly just a kind of general guideline that we can chose to overrun and I’m sure we will in some cases.  




DR. WALLACK:  So why don't we then say the aim will be to have the presentation take no longer than five minutes.  And then ten minutes of discussion on those four group core grants.  There is only four that should take us an hour only.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes, well, I think they warrant an hour of consideration since they will determine the direction of the rest of the consideration.  I mean to do our work responsibly if those four are such a heavy detriment at least an hour in total should be given. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And that would be an hour. 




DR. WALLACK:  So that would be an hour. That’s fine.  Does everyone agree with that?  So we took care of that.  




MR. HART:  Especially as we’re saying, this is a goal for the chair.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right. And just to let you know, you guys have run over in past years.  So it’s always -- it’s impossible sometimes to stop the discussion at exactly that moment.  




DR. WALLACK:  I think it was Bob’s idea that at least this would give us some -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- some, yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  Guidelines.  Framework. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And I always defer to him, of course. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. All right. So, where do we then -- do we want to work our way backwards, Mike, and then do established next would that be your -- 




DR. GENEL:  -- I don’t care. I just figured that the pool of money is going to be determined by what we do with the core. You know, I think we can do -- we’ve always done seed first and I think we can still do that.  Well, the way we’ve done that is that we’ve ended up with a handful of seeds that were contingent -- that were in a maybe category that we would then go back to after we decided what to do with the rest, which would be the established investigator. So I would say that ought to be the same process. We ought to be able to go through that determine which ones clearly ought to be funded, which ones are in a maybe category, and which ones might not be.  And then -- so in other words, triage that and then go to the -- and then go to do a similar process with the established investigator. And then we’re going to have to try and figure out -- I mean in a couple of years what we did was we decreased all of the established investigators by a fixed percentage to allow us more money to fund additional seeds.  And I think we can still do that process, but I think that’s -- I think that's the fine-tuning after we do the broad brush strokes.  




DR. WALLACK:  So your suggestion is to go to seed second.  All right, Bob?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Well, I think, Milt, that we almost have to go to seed second because there are 50 of them. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  And to do justice, of course we all want to pay attention to seeds, we at least should go to those 50 and do the yes, no, maybe.  We can set number guidelines and then do the 35 established. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. So we’re in agreement with that. And then so we’ll do seed second and that will come back to Ron’s idea because we’ll have whatever the number 47 to 50 and that’s where, Ron, your idea of one minute for the six to nines comes into play.  That will help us along that way.  




We’re down to the nine that, Warren, you’ve indicated that really you’re going to get a lot of consideration.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  No, 3.1 to 3.9.  




DR. GENEL:  What?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Warren said you have to be careful not to make the category one, three, four, six because there is a lot of 3.1, 3.9’s.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right, I understand. I’m saying that nine is one to three. That’s definitely going to be in the mix.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That’s correct. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  Nine out of 47. 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  There is nine out of 49. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  That are between 1.0 and 3.0.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right. So how much time do we want to give to the -- to those?  I don’t know if we need a lot of time.  Somebody give me -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  -- they're almost a given. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right. 




DR. FISHBONE:  They're the ones -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- five minutes?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes, let’s do five minutes. 




MR. HART:  Five minutes is good. Five minutes is reasonable.  




DR. GENEL:  Remind me, the limit on the seeds is -- so that’s 1.8 million right there.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So just to clarify, just to clarify because I want to make sure I get this all right, for those that are peer reviewed between 6.0 and 9.0 -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- one minute. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  One minute.  And then five minutes for those peer reviewed scored between what?  




DR. WALLACK:  One and three.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Five minutes? 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  One and 3.9.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  For seeds?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Warren, what do you think, three or 3.9?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Actually, you’re going to have a whole bunch of them then that are between 3.1 and 5.9  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So we cut it off at three? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And I don't think you can just carve out and say, well, we’ll make these two and a half minutes.  I think you’re going to have to sort of look at all of those for up to five minutes and then actually go back and look at them again because they’re going to end up in the maybe category.  




DR. WALLACK:  Warren, if we said that we were going to give five minutes to one to four, how many grants would we be reviewing, one to four?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  You’ll pick up a lot more, one, two, three, four -- 




DR. DEES:  -- this is Richard Dees. I mean I thought the point of we’re going to take -- it isn’t going to take as much time as the ones that we’re pretty sure we’re going to fund. Those are going to be the ones -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- that’s correct.  




DR. DEES:  The ones above 3.0 might end up in the -- category so we may need more time to discuss those anyway.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would say no.  If you look at a 4.0 you’re going to pick up another eight or so. So that’d probably round out what you’re looking for anyway.  




DR. GENEL:  That’s probably where the maybes will come in.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  A point of information, I think it’s crucial if we’re setting times like this of the 50 seed applications how many are from six to nine so we’ll know how much time -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- well, he just told us that -- he just told us that there is 18 that are between one and four, eighteen between one and four.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Okay, one and four. 




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  But what about six to nine, which only get one minute, what’s the number there? 




DR. WALLACK:  Warren, how much is between six to nine?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Seeds. 




DR. WALLACK:  Do you have that quickly? 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I don’t know quickly. 




DR. WALLACK:  So you probably have like about another 20.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  That’s only 38.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I’d say it’s more like ten.  




DR. WALLACK:  Ten, okay.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Ten?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Usually most of the fall between 3.1 and 5.9.   




MR. MENDELKERN:  Most of them.  So that’s most of them are in the middle.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  You could take 4.5 even, Milt, and it would -- you’re not going to exclude too many that you think should be in the maybe category. 




DR. WALLACK:  All right, so getting back to your point, Richard, if therefore we consider the 18, the 18 seeds instead of the nine.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  One to four.  




DR. WALLACK:  One to four now.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Five minutes is an hour and a half.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  Do you want to give five minutes to each of those or what do you think?  David, you look like you’re falling asleep. 




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  I’m deep in thought.  Just for the record, I am not falling asleep.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  It’s your prerogative as chair.  So -- 




DR. DEES:  -- I mean I’ve never done this before, but how many of those that are between 3.1 and 4.0 are really going to be in the maybe category?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  He said most.  




DR. WALLACK:  He said most.  




DR. DEES:  But most of those are -- so it seems like while we want five minutes for them we want short discussions -- do we want longer discussions for those in the maybe category?  I don’t know.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  Do you all agree to that?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  No, I don’t know what he said. I can’t agree.  




DR. WALLACK:  All right. So then what about if the one to three, the nine, we give five minutes and the one -- and the three to four, the next nine, or what Mark says -- what Warren said, what about if we give ten minutes max.  Does that work?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  What happens to five? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  You know what’s going to happen here is something that is of value is going to get passed because we’ll be saying -- why are we being so arbitrary about the time?  The cores and -- the groups and the core we disposed of in one hour.  So we have to spend some time to consider and allow anything worthwhile to rise rather than have an arbitrary time limit.  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, well, that’s what we’re trying to do right now. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  I know, but don’t tighten it.  Why not say, let’s say there are 20 seeds between six and nine. That’s 20 minutes.  So you have 30 grants left.  If you give them five minutes each you’re still close to two hours.  It’s about two hours. So you’ll be doing the -- all the seeds in three hours, in two and a half to three hours.  




DR. WALLACK:  Any other comments?  All right, so we have to come to some kind of guideline proposal.  We’re talking about the seeds.  We agree the one to three we’re going to give five minutes. That’s an easy shot.  We have another ten or so, from what Warren told us, arbitrary number now, does anybody want picking up on what Bob said and what we all said, is ten minutes enough for us on those or -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- and that’s the category three to 5.9?  




DR. WALLACK:  Three to four.  Three to four.  




DR. FISHBONE:  And you’re left with the four to fives.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Three to five it doesn’t really matter.  I mean they’re the maybe group.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, from what he said three to four is the maybe because you got ten in there. You’re not going to go past that.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Right.  




DR. WALLACK:  So anything over four falls into the category of the one minute probably.  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So 4.1 to nine?  




DR. WALLACK:  4.1 to nine.  You’re unhappy, Mike.  




DR. GENEL:  No, no.  I think the important caveat is that somebody -- we need to have the freedom to make the case for going above those categories if there are compelling reasons to really consider it.  And that, I think -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so that’s the caveat on all of this.  




DR. GENEL:  Yes. 




DR. WALLACK:  That’s it.  Okay.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  Can I just say one thing? It seems like we’re trying to define this timing a little bit too precisely. Why can’t we say, for instance, everything from six to nine gets one minute.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  Everything from one to five the presenter gets up to -- up to five minutes to present it.  For those that are one to three they might only take a minute or two to present and there won't be any discussion.  When you start creeping up to the four, three, four, five range they might take closer to their five minutes. And then the discussion that follows will start to creep up to five minutes, possibly ten minutes for some.  So I don’t really think -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- one to 5.9 is five minutes.  Six to nine is one minute. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  For the presentation, okay, not for total discussion -- not including the entire discussion, which we can’t really -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- time. 




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  Time. I mean -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- okay. 




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  And then the chair will be keeping track of the pace we’re going and then speed us along when we need to and -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- is everybody happy with David’s suggestion?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes, I think that’s -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay. The seed grants that are peer reviewed scored from 6.0 to 9.0 will have one minute. Right?  Those that are peer reviewed scored between 1 and 5.9 will be presented in five minutes and open for discussion.  That’s it.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  I think that’s a wonderful compromise there because as I recall last year we funded a seed with a poorer score over one that had a higher score based upon the reviewer’s reports.  So we don’t want to say, you know, this is a very flexible -- if somebody has a 4.9 he’s not going to spend five minutes if it hasn’t got values it will be reported in a minute. 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Right. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  And the same with if somebody has a 4.6 if it doesn’t have quality it will only take a minute on the table.  




DR. WALLACK:  Good, okay.  Let’s go to established.  We have -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- in previous years. 




DR. WALLACK:  In previous years what do we have?  




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Let me just let you know in previous years it was 2.5, which would be five or above, one minute description and discussion, and those that were through 4.9, I guess, received five minutes description and discussion.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  I would say that I don’t really see why there needs to be a distinction between seeds and established in terms of how we do -- how we do this. I would recommend the same -- 




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- the same process, okay. 




DR. WALLACK:  Are we okay with that?  Okay, thank you, David.  Okay, so that’s going to be -- Dan, excuse me, Dan.  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Do you have your guidelines now that you were looking for?  




MS. HORN:  I was looking for those. 




DR. WALLACK:  I’m sorry, I apologize. 




MS. HORN:  I guess the only thing I would add to that is that if something gets put into the yes category that it doesn’t necessarily mean that it’s automatically funded.  At the end of the year last time that happened and I think the investigator was very devastated that the grant was taken out of the yes. So, we’ll make that clear also at the grant meeting that things could be flexible right up to the end and there could be shifting and changing around.  Nothing is final until that final vote is taken on all of the grants.  




DR. WALLACK:  All right, does either Lynn, Marianne, Warren, Chelsey, Dan does anybody else have any questions about the whole process that will be happening? Are we all set on this?  




MS. HORN:  We’re good.  And we’ll send out something more in writing confirming all of the details. Now, we need to rock and roll on the rest of the agenda. 




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  Wait, can I ask one question of Warren? 




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  Warren, would it be possible -- I know the scores are in, but the reviews won’t be ready until next week.  Is there any way that the Committee can receive a breakdown of the scores as they stand now, the 86 of 89 that are available?  For me personally I think I have 17 grants to look at and I know my week leading up to the meeting is very busy.  I’d like to get started on this. Is there any way those can be released ahead of time or do we have to wait until next week?  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It would have to be -- I’m willing -- we can do that. We can get something out by tomorrow, but it’s going to be with the caveat that, you know, that it’s still going to get one last review by the chair to make sure there is no errors.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  I see.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I haven’t gotten anything in writing yet.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  I see, okay. I don't want to push too hard on that then. I don’t want to push the chair to do something they’re not ready to do.  But if the scores in their final form were available, even without the narrative, it would help me to know which group I have to focus on for my -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- David, why don't you then ask for it in draft form.  




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  Yes, in draft form, but I still don’t want to push too hard.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  We could fax that number to you, again, it’s just subject to change, that’s all.  It’s not going to be --




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  -- a two is not going to go to a seven, hopefully.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If it’s a 6.5 -- 




MR. GOLDHAMMER:  -- okay, that would be very helpful for -- 




MR. MENDELKERN:  -- also some of us don’t have the content of the RFP’s. That’s going out tomorrow also.  




DR. WALLACK:  So let’s move on to the -- we need some actions on the Yale proposals. Marianne, who is going to -- 




MS. HORN:  -- this would be CI.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes. So in light of our recent discussion, we’ve got 13 things to approve in approximately 2.2 minutes for each of them.  




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




MS. SARNECKY:  So, we’ll get going.  




MS. HORN:  And just recall there are people who are not able to vote on the first two, they are Yale grants, and that would be Dr. Genel and Dr. Latham. 




MR. WAGNER:  The first item is a reduction in effort, 08-SCA-Yale-22, Dr. Bruning is looking to reduce his effort from 80 percent to 35 percent as it says in the letter.  And he’d like to reallocate the savings from the salary to the purchase of supplies. 




MS. HORN:  This is just a three month reduction. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, right.  




DR. FISHBONE:  You need a motion.  




DR. WALLACK:  We need a motion.  




MR. HART:  Second.  




DR. WALLACK:  Gerry and Ron.  Discussion? All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Second, Yale 11.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Okay. The next request is from Dr. Mazzaro, 09-SCA-Yale-11.  She wishes to reduce her effort ten percent for April and May of 2010.  And there is a rebudget of the salary and a carry over request of 14.99, which CI can approve, but why not just do it all here.  




MR. WAGNER:  The Committee has to approve the reduction.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  Motion?  




MR. HART:  Motion. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron. Second? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Second.  




CHAIRPERSON GALVIN:  Robert, discussion? All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  Health Center.  




MR. WAGNER:  The first one does not have to be taken care of we did that in the subgroup. 




DR. WALLACK:  Carmichael?  




MR. WAGNER:  Carmichael, right, so we are on to Aquila, 08-SED-Health Center-03. 




MS. SARNECKY:  This is an increase in effort from 1.8 person months, which is 15 percent, to 2.4 persons month, 20 percent effective the beginning of April, R&D UCONN Health Center core award. The funds -- the unobligated funds that are available -- it says unobligated funds are available due to the research assistant's time being remaining at 80 percent instead of 100 as anticipated.  And we just need to approve this effort increase.  




DR. WALLACK:  Motion?  




DR. LATHAM:  I move to approve that. 




DR. WALLACK:  Latham. Second?  




MR. HART:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Second Ron.  Discussion?  All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  And Dr. Goldhammer is not voting on the UCONN grants.  




DR. WALLACK:  That’s correct.  




MR. WAGNER:  The next couple are straight carryovers from first year to second year.  




DR. WALLACK:  Is that the next one, two, three, four, five, six, seven?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Um, hmm.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Can you give the names? 




MR. WAGNER:  Dr. B.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Dr. B, Dr. C. 




DR. FISHBONE:  We’re doing them in the order they are on -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- right.  




MR. WAGNER:  And he would like to request a carryover of 34,000 unobligated funds. 




MS. SARNECKY:  About 20.5 percent.  




MR. WAGNER:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  So, just a quick clarification, you guys have looked at this already. So you’re all okay with the carryover request, is that correct? 




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  All right, good. So, it can be recorded that it’s been reviewed by CI and that it meets all our criteria.  




MR. WAGNER:  Over the 20 percent threshold has to come to the Committee.  




DR. WALLACK:  Great, okay.  




MR. WAGNER:  So there are some that fell under that and we’ll take care of that. 




DR. WALLACK:  So on 01 is there a -- do we have a motion made on that?  




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll move.  




DR. WALLACK:  Gerry.  Second.  




MR. HART:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron, second.  Discussion? All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  Chen. 




MS. SARNECKY:  This is another carryover request requesting to carryover a little over 32 percent. 




MR. WAGNER:  And these funds will go for work on publications, to attend a workshop or meeting, and do additional sequencing.  




DR. WALLACK:  Motion? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Move to accept. 




DR. WALLACK:  Motion for discussion.  Motion.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Motion to accept the carryover.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, a second?  




MR. HART:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron.  Discussion. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, could you explain the explanation, “I don't need any funds due to delay of cost of living increases and furlough adjustment”, what does that all mean?  Is that just garbage?  




MR. WAGNER:  I think they were -- the researchers were furloughed at the health center for budget reasons for the state and then those dollars were not then deducted from the grant and so those dollars are left over.  Did I say that -- and no faculty increases. And you’ll see that same, that same thing on the next three or four of them.  




DR. WALLACK:  Any other discussion?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Call the question. 




DR. WALLACK:  All in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  All right, Chamberlain.  




MR. WAGNER:  Chamberlain, the same thing, carrying over just over 20 percent, 23 percent.  And she’s going to use the unobligated funds to do additional quality control analysis, buy supplies, and attend a meeting in the coming year.  




DR. WALLACK:  Motion -- 




MR. MENDELKERN:  -- accept the carryover. 




DR. FISHBONE:  Seconded.  




DR. WALLACK:  Bob and Gerry. Discussion?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes.  I think we have to give her the carryover she got such good coverage in the Courant with her beautiful pictures.  It would be a shame to lose the opportunity.  




DR. WALLACK:  Are you infatuated with her? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Not while my wife is here, Milt.  I call the question.  




MR. HART:  This is on the public record, don’t forget.  




DR. WALLACK:  All in favor?




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  Carried. Shapiro. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, again, another carryover of unused funds, 38,000 dollars. And the carryover will be used with a new post doc that will be beginning in this month, May, and then the carryover is to be used in supplies, animal care expenses, and, again, to attend a workshop or a meeting in the coming year.  




DR. PESCATELLO:  There are a lot of meetings that are on -- is this -- they’re all -- 




MR. HART:  -- they’re really worthwhile. 




DR. WALLACK:  You want that for the record, Paul?  All right, motion on Shapiro?  




DR. LATHAM:  So moved. 




DR. WALLACK:  So moved, Latham.  Second? 




DR. FISHBONE:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Gerry. Discussion on Shapiro?  Call the question, all in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  So moved. Schumacher. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, another carryover request. This one is for just under 35,000.  Again, the funds will be carried over and used for reagents, chemicals, enzymes for sequencing in the next budget period.  




DR. WALLACK:  Motion?  




DR. KIESSLING:  So moved.  




DR. WALLACK:  Ann.  Second? 




MR. HART:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron.  Discussion?  




DR. LATHAM:  Just a trivial point, what is the first name of this researcher, is it April or -- 




MS. SARNECKY:  -- I’m pretty sure it’s April.  




DR. WALLACK:  April.  It sounds like April, Steve.  




DR. LATHAM:  All right.  




DR. WALLACK:  Any other discussion?  Call the question, all in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  Carried. Chu. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay, so this is for the -- that core grant at UCONN and Wesleyan.  And they're looking to carryover 44,000 dollars.  




MS. SARNECKY:  There is a delayed start to the grant.  




DR. WALLACK:  So that was because of a late start?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  So moved.  




DR. WALLACK:  So moved, Mike.  Second? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Discussion?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes.  The core is a four year grant, is it not?  




MR. WAGNER:  This was the one that was approved in ’09, so last year.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  So it’s just a two year extension?  I don't understand because does this mean if it’s a two year grant does this mean that the core at UCONN and Wesleyan is finished?  




MR. WAGNER:  No, the core has two grants to it right now. One is an ’06 and one is an ’09. So the grant that this is for was an ’09 grant that runs -- 




MR. MENDELKERN:  -- it says here till ’10. It says right on the request. 




MR. WAGNER:  Does it?  




MS. SARNECKY:  No, this is just the period of the budget in front of you.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  So is there more left? 




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes, but -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- this is a four year grant. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  So in other words, there is two more years to the grant.  




MR. WAGNER:  Three more. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Three more. 




MR. WAGNER:  Correct. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  So they’re just trying to shift from year one to year two some of their money. 




MR. WAGNER:  Right.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Okay. But it will continue, okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Any other discussion?  Call the question, all in favor? 




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  Moved.  Lee.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I just ask a general question?  What are the indirect costs at the bottom of -- what do they include because everything else seems to be itemized.  




MR. HART:  That’s a percentage.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Indirect is always a category of  buildings, the things that never change. 




MR. HART:  Heat, light, you know. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Rent and -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- health center 17, Lee. 




MR. WAGNER:  All right, again, a carryover of 46,000.  




DR. FISHBONE:  I had an issue with Lee.  




DR. WALLACK:  All right.  Put a motion on the floor. Does anybody want to move Lee and then we’ll move it for discussion.  




MR. HART:  So moved. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron is moving it. Second? 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Which one are we talking about?  




DR. WALLACK:  Lee.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes, I’ll second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Second, all right. Discussion on Lee?  




DR. FISHBONE:  I just was a little perturbed. You know, this is the third time that there has been a change in him. The second time he introduced Steve Larson as a co-investigator, co-PI.  And then now suddenly he’s leaving to go to South Carolina.  I’m just wondering if this whole thing was a plan over the last year, you know, that he wanted a change, then he brought in a co-investigator, a co-PI, and now he’s moving. I’m just wondering if that’s stuff that we had any knowledge of if we would have approved his grant in the first place. 




DR. WALLACK:  Gerry, would you want to ask for this to be tabled for further information because that would be appropriate if you wanted it.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes, I mean it’s not going to change anything. It’s just -- it’s somehow looking like a plan all along.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well -- 




MR. HART:  -- and can I just ask?  




DR. WALLACK:  Ron.  




MR. HART:  Can we clarify the motion is to approve the carryover and the PI change or are these two separate issues?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Those are two separate issues. 




DR. WALLACK:  Two separate issues.  




MR. HART:  Okay. So we’re doing the carryover first.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Which, obviously, we can approve.  I have a general feeling of unease about the whole -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- well, so Gerry, do why be hesitant? If you have a concern I mean it’s our obligation then to really ask the question and maybe what we do then is get to Ron’s point and package that with the change of PI and ask for a description of -- information on both.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Well, we approved the PI on the last thing that came up. 




MR. HART:  The last time we approved adding -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  -- adding a co-PI. 




MR. HART:  Now, we’re going to approve changing the grant that completed that co-PI.  




DR. FISHBONE:  You have concerns with that?  




MR. HART:  Well, we haven’t gotten to that issue yet.  




DR. WALLACK:  Well, let’s open it up for both. 




MR. HART:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  So, Ron, do you want to -- 




MR. HART:  -- modify or amend the motion to include the PI change.  




DR. WALLACK:  So, up for discussion right now is the discussion on the -- on Lee’s carryover as well as Lee’s change of PI. We’re discussing both items at this particular -- is there a motion to do that? Ron, you made that motion to do that?  




MR. HART:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Is there a second to do that? 




DR. GENEL:  I second it. 




DR. WALLACK:  Mike, a second.  So further discussion on this?  




DR. LATHAM:  I don’t have any problem with either of these things.  He says in his letter that he has taken a position at the Medical University of South Carolina.  He named a co-PI earlier this year probably with the idea of an orderly transition, which is a good thing to do.  And I think that's probably a separate issue from the fact that there is money left over from the first year that's being pushed to the second year. I don't see any problem with it at all.  




DR. WALLACK:  Further discussion?  




MR. HART:  Actually, so I think it’s important to realize too that while we put our trust in the PI we’re really funding the project.  And the project stays and the project continues. So I think for that reason it’s worth approving.  




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Also, I would say that holding grants and taking new positions are not things that have not been known to happen in academic circles. So if we started to put that kind of scrutiny on every request we would have onerous job, I think.  




DR. WALLACK:  Gerry’s point, however, is a good point. I mean when he sees a repeated pattern I think he’s serving this Board and this process well by bringing that to our attention. Now, having said that, I’m getting a sense that we want to air that, but that we also want to, perhaps, move to accept both. Is that accurate?  




DR. KIESSLING:  Is this a four year project and how many years are left?  




MR. WAGNER:  Hold on one second.  It’s a three year grant.  




MR. HART:  What’s left? 




MR. WAGNER:  Two years left.  




MR. HART:  And realize too that we’re seeing one half of the changes that occur. So if someone is leaving the chances will also be that people will be attracted to Connecticut to do stem cell research and we’ll see their new grants too. So we’ll see both sides of this equation.  




DR. KIESSLING:  So, the original PI was only PI for one year and then he named his chairman as co-PI.  




DR. LATHAM:  We did that at an earlier meeting. I’m just not sure of the date, but -- and now, again, less than a year -- the grant -- he started work on the grant on June 1 of 2009.  And he’s asking for a co-PI to become PI as of May of 2010. So it’s less than a year.  




DR. WALLACK:  Other discussion?  




DR. FISHBONE:  It’s interesting that the new PI doesn’t request any funding.  He’s getting his funding as chairman of the -- 




DR. KIESSLING:  -- oh, I thought it said he was going to use 10 percent.  




DR. LATHAM:  10 percent of his -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  -- but no funding requested. 




DR. WALLACK:  All right, we’re down to making a decision to call the question.  And on this particular one I’m going to specifically ask if there is a motion to call the question as amended, the question as amended.  




DR. FISHBONE:  What’s the question?  




DR. WALLACK:  The question is, the original question, the original motion was to fund the carryover. It was amended to indicate that we also wanted to approve the change of the PI. That’s what’s on the table now as a motion.  And we -- and we’re going to consider in the vote both of these together and therefore I think that in order to be fair we have to have a motion to call this particular question. Is there a motion to call the question?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Yes.  I move to call the question. 




DR. WALLACK:  Is there a second to call the question?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  As amended, the question as amended.  




DR. WALLACK:  As amended.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  All in favor of calling the question?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  All opposed?  All in favor of the motion as amended then?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  Okay, both of those are taken care of.  




Before we move onto the last two, having gone through this discussion is there any desire for us to transmit any letter on this particular proposal or not? 




DR. GENEL:  I don’t think so. 




DR. WALLACK:  No?  




DR. GENEL:  No.  




DR. WALLACK:  Let it go as is.  




DR. GENEL:  I don’t think so.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  Fine, I just wanted to make sure you didn’t want to do that.  




All right, let’s finish carryovers and we’ll skip down to Lichter, health center 20. 




MR. WAGNER:  Okay.  He’s carrying over 25 percent, 25,000 dollars, which is just over 20 percent. It was due to just issues unobligated that he used for salary in the next year and personnel.  




DR. WALLACK:  Motion to accept?  




MR. HART:  Motion. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron.  Second?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Robert. Discussion?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  Call the question. 




DR. WALLACK:  Call the question?  All in favor of the vote?  We'll go directly to the vote. All in favor?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed?  Thank you. 




The last one is Chen, health center 16, Dan or Chelsey?  




MS. SARNECKY:  I’ll do this one.  This request is for approval to decrease Dr. Chen’s efforts on the seed grant from nine person months to 2.76 person months for Dr. -- grant.  Her effort will include assisting with critical bioinformatics analysis and finishing experiments on psydoplasmic responses.  I guess I should just read the whole thing -- to -- human embryonic stem cells.  These changes will actually not require any budgetary modifications.  And the CV is attached.  




DR. WALLACK:  Motion to accept the proposal?  




MR. MENDELKERN:  I move to accept the request from -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- a second? 




MR. HART:  Second. 




DR. WALLACK:  Ron.  Discussion on Chen, the decrease in effort?  No hands, all in favor of the motion?  




ALL VOICES:  Aye. 




DR. WALLACK:  Opposed? Thank you. 




Warren, is this you on the final report update?  




MR. WAGNER:  I think it’s us.  




DR. WALLACK:  Oh, it’s you, okay.  




DR. GENEL:  Before we go into that, may I just raise a question?  How necessary is it for the Advisory Committee to go over what I regard as sort of perfunctionary administrative changes in terms of particularly the carryovers?  Shouldn’t there be a way that this can be approved administratively?  




DR. WALLACK:  There is a subcommittee that handles that and I don’t know why it came to us, but, Gerry, you’re on that subcommittee.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Steve and -- 




MS. SARNECKY:  -- I think it was just the timing of when we received the requests. 




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Otherwise they’d go to the subcommittee.  




DR. GENEL:  Otherwise they would go to the subcommittee and then -- okay. 




MS. SARNECKY:  We were just trying to get them done as quickly as possible.  




DR. GENEL:  Got you, okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  So for the record, Mike, your question will be there and the answer will also be that there is a subcommittee which will remind us of that, so thank you. 




All right, the final report update. 




MR. WAGNER:  Yes, so we’ve received third year reports from the ‘06’s that will need to be reviewed and approved. And we actually need to assign them out to Committee members to champion, as we’ve done in the past. Most of the original Committee members are now no longer here so we need to work with DPH to assign those out.  And we need to probably schedule either a telephone call, or do it in a subcommittee, or try to squeeze it in on the large grant review meeting in the beginning of June. So we just need to do that and keep that on everybody's mind to have a timely turn around to then -- 




MS. SARNECKY:  -- the timing is terrible, but unfortunately we’ve got these PI’s who need their fourth year funding.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  What’s the date because we have the peer review coming in that’s our first obligation. What’s the date on these? 




MS. SARNECKY:  Well, that’s what we’re trying to figure out now. We’re not sure if we schedule an additional phone meeting to take care of these or if we wait until after the grant review meeting, which I think may be a little late.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  That’s the problem, if it’s late you can’t -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  -- how many grants are we talking about?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Um -- 




MR. WAGNER:  -- I want to say there is like seven.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Seven.  




MR. WAGNER:  Six or seven and then there is a couple of finals that can just -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- so if we agree to set aside, at the end of the grant review meetings, Chelsey. 




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  A period of time to do this would that work for you? 




MS. SARNECKY:  That would be perfect.  




DR. WALLACK:  So why don't we then, if it’s okay with the Committee, agree that if the development of those two days works out appropriately, meaning at the end of the first day, whatever appropriately means, then we’ll try to do it then. If not, then we can schedule a phone -- a teleconference, but our first desire, our first objective would be at the end of the -- if that's okay with all of you.  




MS. SARNECKY:  Okay. 




DR. WALLACK:  Is that all right?  




MS. SARNECKY:  My only concern is that -- and I think Marianne and I had discussed this last week -- my only concern is that these reports had come in at a time between our meetings. So they came in after our last meeting, but prior to this meeting, and with all of the items that we had I wasn’t sure how much -- and we’re cutting it very close to time now, how much could get done in such a short period of time.  So, the only concern I had was that the PI’s have been waiting to get their fourth year funding. And I just want to make sure that we can get this done as soon as possible. 




DR. WALLACK:  Chelsey, your sensitivity to this is appreciated because you’ve been in touch with them. So, are you -- would you rather -- would you rather do it by teleconference before June 7th and 8th?  




MS. SARNECKY:  If that’s possible.  




DR. WALLACK:  You would rather do that. 




MS. SARNECKY:  I would rather that. 




DR. WALLACK:  You’d rather do that.  




MS. SARNECKY:  I’m not sure if we can approve -- 




DR. WALLACK:  -- Robert. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  We’re talking about the remaining seven final reports from the ’06 grants, is that right?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Yes.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  How many of us have to review those seven?  




MS. SARNECKY:  Two.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  So I’ll volunteer, if the material gets to me between now and Friday, I will review the seven with somebody else and then our approval can go by phone to -- you need votes on it from the whole Committee?  




MS. SARNECKY:  I don't know the process. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  I’ll volunteer to review most of them, all seven of them, but you need another reviewer.  




MR. WAGNER:  We’ll follow up. 




DR. WALLACK:  Are we okay with that? If we follow that we need a second volunteer.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  That way it can get done before the peer review study.  




DR. WALLACK:  Right, but we need somebody to work with you. Does anybody want to volunteer?  I don’t want to look anybody in the eye.  




MS. SARNECKY:  If I could review them I would. 




MR. WAGNER:  I mean either way we’ll just assign them out and we’ll have the call or we can do it at the grant meeting or as soon as possible. 




MS. SARNECKY:  I can discuss the logistics with Marianne in terms of what can be approved when and we’ll work it out.  




DR. WALLACK:  That we recognize Bob’s offer and then the rest of it you guys will work out.  Is that fair enough?  




MS. SARNECKY:  That’s perfect. 




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  




MS. HORN:  One final point, if I can, Ann Hiskis is not able to make any of the grant review days, June 7th and 8th, and Steve Latham has to be off on the 8th if we don't finish. So, I would ask the people who are reviewing with Ann Hiskis to make sure that they make contact with her and that that person who is at the meeting on the 7th and 8th is able to report out a joint report because she will not be attending by phone or in person. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  I have quite a few assignments with Ann. I think as many as seven or eight. How long will she be available once we get the material? Is she still on?  




MS. HORN:  I don't know that. Ann Hiskis. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  Oh, Ann Hiskis. 




MS. HORN:  Yes. 




MR. MENDELKERN:  I thought you were talking about Ann Kiessling, excuse me. I withdraw that. 




MS. HORN:  Okay.  




MR. MENDELKERN:  But Ann Hiskis I only have two.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Have we been -- 




MS. SARNECKY:  -- we’ll send everything again this afternoon.  




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, Chelsey broke my computer.  




MS. HORN:  There was a few issues with Chelsea's email and the volume so all of it’s being sent out again.  




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  It wasn’t me. 




MS. HORN:  No.  




DR. WALLACK:  Any other business, new business or other business?  




DR. LATHAM:  Steve Latham here, I have a little bit of new business.  




DR. WALLACK:  Go ahead.  




DR. LATHAM:  (Much was inaudible -- on telephone and much background noise in the room) As part of our discussion of funding we may have to decide whether Connecticut is going to fund lines that the NIH under Obama is not willing to fund.  Now, I understand that it historically has been part of our mission to fund things that are beyond the scope of federal funding for things like -- research or -- we’ve thought of it as our bailiwick to fund that because the feds would not fund it.  But there is a slightly different question raised when the reason that NIH won’t fund it is they found -- a narrow scope of -- which, for example, is the position they're taking with regard to -- so if we have researchers whose lines are -- at NIH levels -- we’re going to have to decide whether we will fund research along those lines beyond what is mentioned in the original -- document.  




Now, I realize I’m raising this kind of at the last second of this meeting. That's because our subcommittee -- is meeting on Friday and we will have a written recommendation to the Committee as a whole that will be distributed in advance of the funding meeting, and a way to kind of check and see if it’s actually a live issue for us at all. It may not be a live issue depending on exactly what lines our researchers are proposing to use.  So, I will make sure that whatever consensus the subcommittee comes to on Friday gets sent out to the Committee promptly after our Friday morning meeting so we can think about that in our deliberations in June. 




MS. HORN:  And anybody is welcome to join that subcommittee meeting. 




DR. GENEL:  Steve, remind me does your subcommittee include the escrow chairs?  




DR. LATHAM:  Yes, it does. 




DR. GENEL:  So that whatever your recommendation would be would probably be initially brought through the escrow committees, correct?  




DR. LATHAM:  Yes.  




DR. GENEL:  If they are involved in a decision, yes. 




DR. LATHAM:  And, in fact, we, Connecticut, could decide to fund things maybe escrow could decide for various reasons that they want their researchers using lines in a way that NIH doesn’t approve.  So, the escrows will have an independent say, but they will also be represented at our subcommittee meeting and certainly will have a say in whatever we recommend to the Committee.  




DR. GENEL:  What I’m thinking about is a simplistic -- is a rather simple solution would be to -- that if -- we could decide that if this were approvable by the individual escrow committees that we could fund it.




DR. WALLACK:  We’re wrapping up here.  So that is there anything else that you -- that you want to make sure that we hear on this?  




DR. LATHAM:  No, you’ll get something in writing.  




DR. WALLACK:  Great. 




DR. LATHAM:  After the meeting on Friday morning. 




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you.  




DR. LATHAM:  Can we make sure that the information about how we vote on that meeting gets to everyone?  




MS. HORN:  Yes, absolutely. 




DR. WALLACK:  So, Marianne, you’ll make sure that we get all of those -- or somebody will make sure we get everything that happened during that meeting. 




MS. HORN:  Yes.  




DR. WALLACK:  Great.  All right.  Real quick because it’s on the agenda, any public comments?  If none. 




MS. HORN:  None.  




DR. WALLACK:  A motion to adjourn. 




ALL VOICES:  So moved. 




DR. WALLACK:  Thank you.  




MS. HORN:  Thank you everybody. Thanks for calling in. 




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 2:51 p.m.)
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