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CHAIRPERSON JEWEL MULLEN:  Good afternoon, everybody, and Happy New Year.  In the spirit of believing that every new year brings something different, I guess we’ll see what the next six months of the legislative session also brings for the Stem Cell program and what’s going on with it, as we also embark on our next opportunity to review and fund proposals for the coming year.  




I hope you all are well, and I’m glad you all are still here with us.  That’s about all I have to say.  No reports from the Department really.  Anything you would like to add?




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  I’m sure everybody is aware the Supreme Court decided not to take up the Sebelius case, and, so, that appears to be dead, so I’m just going to talk about that.




They got a lot of mileage out of a case that probably shouldn’t have gone very far, but that takes the pressure off of lack of federal funding, whether that will actually add to the amount of federal funding, but at least the legal impediments are out of the way for the most part.




Did anybody want to say anything more, or just wait?




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Well I have no inside information.




MS. HORN:  Okay.  We’re proceeding?




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  We’re proceeding as business as usual, but in terms of the actual source of funding, I don’t know what else to say.  




Has anybody had any communication with legislators independently that you would like to share with us, communications you’ve had as a member of the Advisory Committee, or just as a citizen of the State of Connecticut?




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  I did.  




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  I didn’t think you would answer that question.




DR. WALLACK:  You didn’t think?




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  No.  I’m just being facetious.  Go on.




DR. WALLACK:  I shared it with Marianne, and, as you intimated, I think that it’s business as usual, and what I think has occurred is really interesting, though, because my understanding is that, after we were taken out of the budget line item, we were put into the bonding area, Bonding Commission, and what was interesting I think about it was that, from what I understand, what I have been told, is that, originally, we were going to be part of the Governor’s Bonding Package, and I guess, at the special session on December 17th, we were taken out of the Governor’s Bond Package and put as a standalone for the 10 million dollars.




The Commission, as we know, is basically run by the Executive Branch, Chaired, I believe, by the Commissioner, by the Governor, I’m sorry, with people from OPM, the Treasury, the Treasurer of the State, the Attorney General, a few other senators and so forth.  They make up the Committee, and they meet I think the last Friday of every month.




And, supposedly, from what I gather, since we’re not going to need the money, there probably is estimated that it will be voted on at the May session, which means at the end of May, which would -- I’ve been assured that while there has to be a vote, as you intimated, we’re pretty well guaranteed that the vote will take place in our favor.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  I didn’t mean to intimate that.




DR. WALLACK:  Oh.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  I didn’t think I intimated that.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  And I hadn’t intended to.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay, so, I think that what I’ve been told is that the money is pretty much assured, because it’s the Governor’s initiative, and the Executive Branch is who is basically residing over what happens at the Commission, and the only question, then, is whether or not we would like to see if an earlier vote can be taken, if any of the stakeholders are interested in that.




My understanding is that there’s no real desire to see that happen, that the May date would probably be a fine day for us.  That’s on the one hand.  That’s the 10 million dollars.




What’s interesting about it and very important, I think, to where we’re going is that there is the possibility, if we so choose, to petition the Commission to consider a larger allocation of funds, whether that be 100 million dollars over the next 10 years, or 150 million dollars over the next 10 years, whatever amount we feel is appropriate, that we can do so, that we can approach the Executive Branch and petition that we be included not as part of that 10 million, leaving that alone, but, as a separate issue, going back to the Governor’s Bonding Package.




I understand that the Governor submits a Bonding Package literally often, once a month, and we can try to be part of that to guarantee that we all continue what we’re doing for a 10-year period.




We can do it in a fashion, from what I’ve been told, that there’s a stipulation that we only have access to X numbers of dollars on an annual basis, so that while we might ask for 100 million over 10 years or 150 million over 10 years, we would only be, then, accessing whether it be 10 million, 15 million, or whatever.




If we choose to do that, which I personally would think we should and we should pursue that, is my own personal view on it, we have to do a few things.




We have to validate why they should consider including us at that level of bonding, and the validation, from what I’ve been led to understand, has to be based upon past performance, past performance meaning did we achieve over these first six or seven years the goals that we set for ourselves going forward scientifically, as well as from the standpoint of economic development?




Based upon the achieving or the validation from going through that process, we, then, would have to be able to show validation about why we feel that we can achieve the next 10 years of accomplishment that we’re proposing as the reason for the new tranche of money.




And, third, it would certainly be in our best interest if we, in doing that, associated what we’re doing by identifying not just the scientific potential, the economic gains and so forth, but, also, how what we’re doing can be synergistic to all of the other biomedical research that’s going on or is proposed to go on in the State going forward.




So the 10 million is there.  That’s supposedly been guaranteed, although there will be a vote, but don’t forget the Governor who put it there is the Commissioner, is the Chair, and the thing that I take out of this is for us to give serious consideration going forward of how we should interact with and how we should relate to the future of the Stem Cell initiative and how we should, therefore, relate to what we should do to get in the Governor’s Bond Package as an allocation of 100 million, 150, whatever that figure is for the subsequent 10 years.




I would recommend that somehow we put that on our agenda for consideration probably at the next meeting, or whenever so, if you want to do that, so that’s what I’ve been able to find out about.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Thank you for the summary.  Questions?  Comments?




DR. DIANE KRAUSE:  I think it’s critical.




MS. SARA DONOFRIO:  Caller, can you please identify yourself?




DR. TREENA ARINZEH:  Hi.  This is Treena Arinzeh.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Hi, Treena.  How are you?




DR. ARINZEH:  Good.




DR. KRAUSE:  It’s critical that we think ahead.  We have the 10 million for the grants that were just submitted, because people just submitted a bunch of grants.  It will be nice if we can review them.




DR. WALLACK:  It’s been said that we’re guaranteed that.  It’s not been officially noticed.




DR. KRAUSE:  I understand, but that’s already a problem, and whatever guarantee one can provide we have it, but it’s not signed, sealed, delivered.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. KRAUSE:  But we’re talking about a program that we were, what is it, seven or eight years into our tenures, and hoping very much that with the success we’ve had that we would be able to at least continue it with 10 million a year, if not expanding it.




And now we’re hearing, you know, right now, you might have the 10 million, and then there’s no plan for the future.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. KRAUSE:  And I very strongly think this is a good Committee for us to figure out what the plans are going forward and how we can be proponents of continuing this program.




DR. WALLACK:  And that’s why I indicated my own personal view.  I agree with you totally.  There are supposedly other ideas that are circulating about where monies and how monies can be allocated for biomedical research, but even though there’s an awareness of these other considerations out there, I totally agree.




I think that those other considerations or proposals, if you will, are not singularly focused on the Stem Cell initiative, and we’ve gotten to a certain plateau, where, to me, the Stem Cell initiative is not what it started out to be.




It is so progressed in so many ways, because now it has a totally different orientation, vis-à-vis IPS, vis-à-vis the implications of that to drug discovery and business development and so forth.




Before the meeting, we were talking about one case, where that business development may be happening, that, yes, I think that we should.  I agree with you.




I don’t know if it would require a motion to put it on the agenda for the next meeting.  If that’s the case, I would certainly move that we put this consideration of what we are talking about, without repeating the whole discussion, on the agenda for the next meeting.




MS. HORN:  Do we have a second?




DR. KRAUSE:  I’ll second.




MS. HORN:  Diane.  Further discussion?




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  I just have a question.  What’s happening with the genomics, and how do we relate to that?




DR. WALLACK:  Well, so, I specifically indicated that for us to be successful, Gerry, we have to be able to validate the achievement of our goals and validate, based upon that, the achievability of future goals scientifically and economically.




I also said that it would behoove us, benefit us, to be able to relate to the synergistic capacity that we have, as this group, to be able to be of aid and assistance to all the other activities biomedical research-wise that are going on in the State.




And to the point that what we were just talking about, what’s interesting about this Committee is it can do that well at this point, I think, because while we were very, very specifically focused seven, eight years ago on human embryonic stem cells as a result of the Bush doctrine, which, as Marianne just pointed out, that’s gone forever since the Supreme Court thing just now, but we’ve evolved.  We’ve evolved.




As we were discussing before the meeting, so much of what we’re doing, Gerry, as we know from reading the applications, and we’ll see some of that today, so much of what we’re doing here is related to genetics and genomics, slash, however you want to define either one, as the seed or the tree, so I think that what we’re doing has overlay, if you will, to all of that.




MS. HORN:  Any further discussion?




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Yeah.  I came in late.  I’m sorry.  What do they mean by specific goals?  I don’t recall that we had explicit goals when we started the program several years ago.




DR. WALLACK:  So --




DR. GENEL:  We can create them, but I don’t know that they exist.




DR. WALLACK:  I think you’re right, that we didn’t have any written goals projecting, you know, five, 10 years down the road, but we certainly had an implication, I think, or implied that through our work that we were going to scientifically create certain breakthroughs, both in basic science, and we can define those by virtue of the applications, we can retrace that, and that we quickly, I think, and that’s why the annual reports began to include this aspect in the annual reports, they became included, that economic development became something that, when Warren Wollschlager was doing the reports and so forth, that we should relate to, and, so, a goal there was job creation.




And when Governor Rell, for example, proposed cutting out funding for us, what, three or four years ago and we lobbied against that and were successful, part of why we were successful is that we identified certain economic goals that we had, and that part of that was, at that time, the creation of I remember some hundred and 50 some odd jobs just at Yale. I forget, Isolde, how many were created at UConn.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Before we get too much into the discussion, we had a motion and a second, and then a question came up before taking a vote, therefore, before we get into the substance of what we’re voting on to have on next month’s agenda, I just want to check in and see whether or not your question was answered sufficiently, so that we don’t start another discussion as we vote on whether or not to have this discussion next month.




DR. GENEL:  I won’t belabor it.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Okay.




DR. GENEL:  The other point I would make is that there is a study underway of the program’s accomplishments that might be very timely.




DR. WALLACK:  Absolutely.  There’s no question about that.  Absolutely.  It is very cognitive.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Thanks.  




MS. HORN:  So all in favor of the motion to put this item on the agenda for discussion for our next meeting?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Anybody opposed?  Okay, very good.  The motion carries.  Thank you.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  So those were the opening remarks and discussion, and we can move to the approval of the October minutes.




DR. KRAUSE:  I’ve read the minutes.  I vote to approve them.




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Any discussion?  All in favor of the approval of the minutes?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Anybody opposed?  Anybody recused?  Okay, the minutes carry.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay.  We’re going to go onto agenda number three, the six-month Interim Financial Reports, and what I’ll do is go through each university individually, and we can vote from there.




MS. HORN:  I’ll just remind the people, who have a conflict with one of the universities, not to engage in any discussion or vote on any of these matters.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, the first item is the Wesleyan six-month financial report, 09 SCB WESL 26.  Is there any discussion on that item?  Do I have a motion for approval?




DR. WALLACK:  So moved.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Second?




DR. KRAUSE:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  Okay, now we’ll move onto Yale six-month financial reports.  The first item is 09 SCB Yale 14.  Any discussion on that item?




Next item is 09 SCB Yale 06.  Any discussion there?




The next item, 09 SCB Yale 27, any discussion?




The next item, 09 SCB Yale 21, any discussion?




DR. FISHBONE:  Could we have a slightly longer pause between?  Fine.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item is 09 SCB Yale 13.  Any discussion?




And the last Yale interim report is 10-SCA-018.  Any discussion on that item?




I’m sorry.  Did anyone have a comment on that?  Okay, do I have a motion for approval?




DR. WALLACK:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Second?




DR. FISHBONE:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  The last group, these are the University of Connecticut Health Center financial reports.  The first item is 09-SCB-UCHC-009. Any discussion on that item?




The next item, 09 SCD UCHC 01, any discussion there?




And the last Health Center item is 09 SCB UCHC 20.  Any discussion on that item?




DR. RICHARD DEES:  This is Richard Dees.  I just have a question about this health contract of 09 SCD 01.  There are these odd amounts.  It’s just odd.  $9.84?  I don’t know.




DR. WALLACK:  He’s concerned about the $9.84.




DR. DEES:  Again, I don’t think it’s a problem.  I just found it odd.  That’s all.  Does anybody have a problem?




DR. WALLACK:  We were talking about how the dollars seem to always come to the available dollars one way or another, Richard.  I don’t know.  Maybe they needed $9.




DR. DEES:  Yeah, I don’t know.  I just found it odd that there were personnel costs of $20.14.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. DEES:  Anyway.




DR. WALLACK:  No, no, no, no.  




DR. FISHBONE:  Good observation.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  We were talking about similar things in a different way earlier, Richard.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Do I have a motion for approval?




DR. KRAUSE:  I motion.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Second?




DR. FISHBONE:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  It would be fun to find out there’s several people in that.




DR. KRAUSE:  I don’t even see where you’re talking about.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, agenda item number four, Annual Reports.  We have two.  I’ll go over the Health Center’s first.  That one is 11-SCA-01.  Any discussion on that item?




DR. FISHBONE:  Did we do Lictler(phonetic)?




MS. DONOFRIO:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  That was part of the previous three grants.




DR. FISHBONE:  Oh, okay.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, the next annual report item, 11-SCB-28, any discussion on that item?




DR. DEES:  I just have one comment.  This is Richard Dees again.  Just regarding the lay summary.  Actually I thought the lay summary was kind of nice, but left me with a question.  




They’re talking about Dr. Latham (indiscernible) but for the lay summary, there’s no explanation about why that’s got (indiscernible) otherwise -- jargon what they’re talking about.  I’m just looking at the puzzle (indiscernible).




COURT REPORTER:  Your Honor, I want to make it clear I’m having trouble understanding his transmission.




DR. DEES:  Do you want me to explain something?




MS. DONOFRIO:  The phone line is a little -- not coming through as clear as it could be.




DR. DEES:  Oh, okay.  I will try to annunciate better.  That may help.  So I’m looking at the lay summary and the technical report, and it left me with a question (indiscernible) technical jargon, but it doesn’t explain what the significance of the finding was (indiscernible). 




DR. KRAUSE:  Are you requesting that the PI revise the lay language some way to make that clear?




DR. DEES:  That would be nice, yes.




MR. JOE LANDRY:  This is on the Grabel one, correct?




DR. KRAUSE:  That’s great.  So, Marianne, do we have to do anything about that, or you’ll just ask her to clarify why it matters that the cell stain the other vessels? 




MS. HORN:  I think we would need a motion to ask Sara to send a letter out to the PI, asking for clarification on that issue.




MR. LANDRY:  Because it would delay funding for this particular one.




MS. HORN:  Yeah, it will delay funding, but, hopefully, they’ll turn it around quickly, and we will meet again.




DR. FISHBONE:  We have to assume that what they’re doing is important enough to get funded in the first place, and I understand what’s being asked for, but I don’t feel we should delay funding.




MR. LANDRY:  The technical content was adequate.  It’s just the summary was a little less comprehensive.




DR. JAMES HUGHES:  Can we approve this, and then (multiple conversations).




DR. DEES:  I’m happy with that, that we can approve the five million and ask to clarify the lay summary.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  That’s good.




MS. HORN:  So we have a motion.  Diane, did you -- no motion?  Dr. Dees, are you making a motion?




DR. DEES:  I’m making a motion to approve the funding and ask for some clarification of the lay summary.




MS. HORN:  Okay, making clear that the funding should go forward.  Do we have a second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




MS. HORN:  Dr. Wallack.  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Opposed?  Okay.  Motion carries.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, so, going back to the first annual report, 11-SCA-01, do I have a motion for approval on that item?




DR. KRAUSE:  I have to keep going back and picking out which one you mean.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The first one --




DR. KRAUSE:  I have a motion to approve that one.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?




DR. DEES:  Aye.  




MS. DONOFRIO:  Agenda item number five, final reports received.  These are added as an FYI.  I’ll just go through them one-by-one.  




The first one, 08-SCB-UCHC-022, and I believe that’s pronounced Lee(phonetic).  Is there any discussion on that item?




DR. DEES:  This is Richard Dees.  I was on a kick this morning reading lay summaries.  This was the one that had, shall we say, a not very lay-friendly lay summary, so I would like to suggest that we could ask them to try to make a language that’s more preferable.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay.  Any other discussion on the first item?  The next final report is 08-SCB-UCHC-016, Morris(phonetic).  Any discussion on that item?




Next item, 08-SCB-UCHC-012, Mayer, any discussion on that item?




DR. WALLACK:  I had a hard time understanding actually what was achieved.  I guess, if the work that was proposed has been done, we don’t -- the question almost becomes irrelevant, but I don’t have a sense that anything that’s significant has come out of this as a final report after a four-year project.




I’m just making an observation.  I’m not sure how we react to that, if at all.




DR. KRAUSE:  I read this one, and I understand why you had that sense.  What they proposed to look at they did look at, and the experiments they proposed to do they at least tried to do.




Some of them, there were insurmountable unforeseen hurdles, but I don’t think that there was any wrongdoing.  Sometimes, research just doesn’t work the way you think it will.  Usually, it doesn’t work the way you think it will.




DR. WALLACK:  I understand.  Look, we’re going to be making decisions on June 10th, and I would hope those decisions lead -- we talked about validation 15 minutes ago, and, certainly, I wouldn’t use this.  I’m sorry?




MS. BATES:  I just wanted to let you know that Dr. Mize(phonetic) he retired in August.  




DR. WALLACK:  Mayer.




MS. BATES:  Oh, Mayer.  I’m sorry.




DR. FISHBONE:  I think it’s an interesting question that’s raised, because, if it’s a four-year grant and he’s having problems at every stage, isn’t there some point in the four years where you say this isn’t going very well?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  I think you’re absolutely right.  We really have a tremendous responsibility.  I mean we’re giving out huge sums of money, and we try to stay on top of it as well as we can.




I was a little uncomfortable reading this one.  We take what we do very seriously, but maybe it raises the bar even more for us to be even more serious in the future.




It made me have some other implications, I think, and that is that -- and we talked about this.  I know California, for example, correct me if I’m wrong, Marianne, they make site visits, and we’ve talked about, in passing through the years, maybe considering something like that or whatever.  I don’t know if that would uncover, if you will, any problem that we should know about.




It’s something that we just may want to think about, because, again, we have enormous responsibility, and we should be as careful as we could possibly be.




MS. ANN KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling. Milt, is that you talking?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes, it is.




MS. KIESSLING:  Can I make a comment?




DR. WALLACK:  Sure.




MS. KIESSLING:  One of the things I think that’s important to keep in mind, not that you’re not absolutely correct, but we do have an enormous responsibility, and I actually had trouble downloading these files yesterday and today from the Connecticut website, so I haven’t been able to look at all of them, but I think a comment that was made at a meeting I went to by a representative from a Pew charitable trust we need to keep in mind, and they decided that if at least 10 or 15 percent of the projects they fund don’t fail, they’re not being innovative enough.




In other words, you can’t really fund innovative and progressive research if it’s all going to work properly.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s a good point.




MS. KIESSLING:  Now I realize that it would be nice to be able to predict ahead of time that something may not be going well, but I think three or four years to kind of put that on probably realistic and probably what the PI has done has been very honest.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah, it’s a good point.




DR. FISHBONE:  If I can make a comment?  I’ve been involved in grant reviews with some other organizations, and they include milestones, and I’m not sure, if we don’t meet the milestones for the end of one year, then, you know, if we looked at maybe that you should not get funding for the subsequent year, I’m not sure that we have enough expertise on this Committee.




We obviously have very good expertise, but maybe, if that were in the process, that there were milestones that they had to achieve and that we looked at them.  Do we get reports every year that we look at?




MS. HORN:  Yes, these annual technical progress reports that we’re reviewing today on many of the grants, where that is supposed to be put in, that we can take a look at tightening that up, and, certainly, in the grant applications, the projects somewhere they put in their milestones, but we’re always open to reviewing that and taking a look at how that process can more closely correspond, so we could pick up on the yearly review.




I don’t know whether we picked up on any issues with progress on this one, and here we are, on the fourth year, saying hum.  And, so, it may have been that there was progress for the first three years.




We certainly had grants that have changed course midstream when they realized that they weren’t going anywhere, but we do give the report form out, so we could probably change that to make it clear that we’re looking for measurable milestones.




DR. WALLACK:  That would probably be a good idea.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Moving on to the next item, 09-SCB-UCHC-021, Rosenberg, any discussion on that item?




DR. WALLACK:  That one seemed, for example, on the other side of the coin, to be very, very positive.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yup.




DR. WALLACK:  And something that we should be very proud of.




DR. FISHBONE:  And he also states that he has now obtained NIH funding to further the work, which is what we always hoped for.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item, 09-SCB-UCHC 01, Viarsian(phonetic).  I apologize for the pronunciation.  Any discussion on that item?




DR. DEES:  Yeah, this is Richard Dees again.  This is another case in which the lay summary was --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  I agree.




DR. KRAUSE:  But this is a really nice example of somebody, who proposed to do something, he did that, and he published it.




DR. FISHBONE:  Right.




DR. KRAUSE:  So you got everything laid out, and it works, and it’s published.




MS. HORN:  So we’ll just ask him to submit a better lay summary.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. KRAUSE:  And he’s even given $108 back.  I don’t know who that goes to.




MS. HORN:  It goes back into a stem cell fund.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item, 10 SCA 36, Guzzo(phonetic), any discussion on that?




DR. WALLACK:  This is another one that achieved, I think, good objectives that they set out for themselves.  If I read it correctly, they’re poised to go to possibly the clinical application, certainly translational, but clinical, so it’s exactly what we hope to see happen out of all of this.




DR. FISHBONE:  And a good lay summary.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. FISHBONE:  Saying what they did.




DR. DEES:  Yes.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item, 10 SCA 21 --




DR. WALLACK:  You know, shouldn’t we somehow -- if they’ve done something like Guzzo has accomplished, should we somehow communicate that back to the researcher?




MS. HORN:  What would you say?




DR. WALLACK:  David, if he did a four-year of project, would it matter to you if a Committee responded back positively to what you’ve accomplished?




DR. DAVID GOLDHAMMER:  I wouldn’t know what to think.  It would be so unusual.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s what I mean.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Your advice is to suggest --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  -- that might be a little bit atypical for what we’re otherwise doing here?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Like the kind of thing you manage to say to somebody if you meet them, but I think what you might be asking people is whether or not we want to do something above and beyond what we’re actually charged to do in this work, and, you know, how do you differentiate, but I think it’s nice to hear your appreciation for people’s accomplishments, based on some of the earlier comments that some of the success here is going to be in the failure, you know?




We might also need to, then, figure out how to tell people (laughter) hit the mark, because, technically, we’re not just funding the outcomes.  We’re funding the process and the science.  I don’t know.  I’m looking at the scientists in the room.  The comment you wouldn’t know what to make of it.




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  That would be just unchartered territory.  




DR. WALLACK:  Would you be happy to hear that?




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  What I would be happy of is when I resubmitted another grant to the Committee, that there was some acknowledgment or implicit acknowledgement of the past successes and that that was taken into account and evaluated and the quality of the investigator, so I think we would all do that, and that’s all that any investigator would really ask to be done.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please, for a tape change.




DR. FISHBONE:  The peer reviewers tend to comment, I think, if it’s a follow-up grant from the previous one, because he certainly commented on the bad things from the previous one.




DR. WALLACK:  I always find that it’s sort of a really neat thing to say thank you to people and acknowledge their successes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Like when you go through the toll and it lights up and says thank you?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  (Laughter)




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  But how do we measure success?  Who do we send this kind of notification or letter to?  Is it one publication?  Is it five?  Is it getting future grant support from other sources?




DR. WALLACK:  I would be generous saying thank you, David.  I mean I don’t think it hurts.  




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  No, I’m not arguing.  I think it’s a very nice gesture.  Who would we send this thank you to?  




DR. GENEL:  We could use a scoring system. (Laughter)




MS. HORN:  I think maybe the people in the audience, who have heard the comments, could relay them to the PI.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, back to the last Health Center final report received.  10 SCA 21, Wang.  Is there any discussion on that report?




DR. FISHBONE:  I have -- 




DR. DEES:  Yeah.




DR. FISHBONE:  Go ahead.  It’s your job.  Go ahead.




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Is it the lay summary, Richard?




DR. DEES:  Yeah, well (indiscernible) edited both for content and for grammar --




DR. FISHBONE:  Everyone doesn’t speak English as their first language.




DR. DEES:  Well -- 




DR. FISHBONE:  I had another comment, that there were enormous changes in the expenses.  One was 555 percent change, and, yet, the budget came out exactly 200,000 at the end.  These are not important things, but --




MR. LANDRY:  Well they probably spent more.




DR. FISHBONE:  Probably what?




MR. LANDRY:  They probably spent more, but they can only report up to 200.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.




MR. LANDRY:  We never take over expenditures into account.




DR. KRAUSE:  I have something to add on this one.  They say that there have been no patents, but there is a provisional patent application, so if somebody is keeping track, that was in the text.




DR. DEES:  I find that kind of odd, because they mention some mouse trials they’re doing for MS treatment for a mouse model, but I don’t think that was part of the grant that was (indiscernible) wasn’t really fully discussed very much discussed and I felt quite peeved.




DR. KRAUSE:  What’s the point?  They did say that they did some work that they hadn’t originally proposed.




DR. DEES:  Yeah.




DR. KRAUSE:  And then they said that they were --




DR. DEES:  It sounded really good and I wanted to hear more about it, but they didn’t tell us more about it.




DR. KRAUSE:  Well they said that the mouse model of EAE it was improved with the (indiscernible) extract MSC, the same as primary MSC.




DR. DEES:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  They say they have patentable findings that could expedite future applications.




MS. DONOFRIO:  We’ll move on to Yale’s final reports.  The first item, 08 SCD Yale 004, Lin, any discussion on that item?




DR. FISHBONE:  This was the core grant, right, for Yale?  I thought it was a very nice overview of everything that they’ve done in that period, and I was very impressed with what they wrote.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item --




DR. WALLACK:  So there’s an example, to go back to Mike’s question, they had certain goals when they set up the core, as you guys had when you set up your core, and, as Gerry said, it seems as though they achieve those goals, so, when we’re looking at the validation process, that might be one area that we look at, the core performance, specifically.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item, 08 SCC YSME 005, Redmond, any discussion on that item?




DR. FISHBONE:  I thought it was very impressive what he is doing, considering the significant cutback in funds that we approved initially, if you remember, and they seem to be doing very well and plan to go on to human clinical trials, the one where they did all their work in monkeys and mostly off site.




MS. HORN:  Right.




DR. FISHBONE:  But I thought it was a very impressive overview of what they’ve achieved.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item, 08 SCB YSME 025, Nicholson, any discussion there?




DR. DEES:  This is Richard Dees again on my hobby work for the day.  The lay summary I think was kind of basic from the proposal, because it talks about what they proposed to do rather than what they did.




DR. WALLACK:  I agree with Richard.  I mean they did submit the publications as part of the accomplishments, but you’re absolutely right.  It was not part of the lay summary, per se.  You’re right.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah, I found sometimes the summary at the end is somewhat similar to the summary from the submitted draft rather from what they’ve done or they plan to do.  It looked like it has good result.




MS. HORN:  So are you asking for that to be rewritten?




DR. DEES:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can you send over his rewrites to Dr. Dees?




MS. HORN:  We’ll send them over to Dr. Dees, yes.  Thank you for your thoroughness.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Our next item, 10 SCA 35, Wang, any discussion on that item?




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  I’ll beat Richard to the (laughter).  This has the same problem as the preceding one, is that the lay summary is written in the future tense, and, so, I would recommend rewriting to incorporate what they actually did and found.




DR. DEES:  I was thinking -- we were trying to get everybody to summarize the reports that they were doing -- that they were reporting in ways that were relatively standard -- thinking about presenting to the public.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Another question, given the number of times this has come up, and it comes up messages that we might need to send, you know, we’ve talked about things being in understandable language for the consumers, and the consumers (coughing) people who decide how bond money gets spent, as well, and if there’s a need to continue to impart what this work is about, would it be helpful to resubmit these reports by saying you need to be able to make a case for your work, and people need to be able to understand it, so that they --




It’s one thing to write a proposal to those who are going to review it and speak the same language, but this is going to be competing with lots of other priorities for people, so there’s a reason to be able to communicate in regular English, for those who hold decisions about money.




Now is there a message that we can send people to remind them that they’re not just writing this to themselves or to us, not that every one of us gets it either, but that you have a lot of people on this Committee, who are getting ready to talk about how to make a case for the sustainability of the stem cell program.  There are bridges and roads and hospitals to be built in the State, and people get that more.




DR. WALLACK:  You’re absolutely right, and I think that the point could not have been made better, especially relative to what we said at the outset about the whole bonding issue now, not only this year’s bonding, but for the next 10 years.  




They’re going to want to see validation, as we said, and these people, who are submitting these, can help us enormously by giving us the material that we can use in that process, so you’re absolutely right.




I think that, for their own benefit going forward as scientists, they have to understand that.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  I’m not talking about them helping us.  I’m talking about them helping themselves.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s exactly right.  That’s exactly right.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Yes?




MS. KIESSLING:  This is Ann.  This is Ann Kiessling.  Can I make a comment?




MS. HORN:  Sure.




MS. KIESSLING:  All principal investigators understand how important this is.  The lay summary is like the very last thing on your desk to do.  I think the gatekeepers for the lay summary should be the grant’s office people, who read these and sign off on them, because if the grant’s office person can’t understand it, then it should go back to the PI.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s a good point.  So, Ann, what you’re saying is we should really communicate with the institutions?




MS. KIESSLING:  That’s right.  They need to understand that the PI, maybe it’s just because I’m very sympathetic of the time constraints on the PIs, but I also know that the grant’s office has a lot of stake to maintain the funding, and I think, if they were reminded that they need to review the lay summary, because they are in the best position to understand, especially with the things like grammar.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s a very good point.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  If you read the comments, I don’t recommend reading the comments to articles in the paper most of the time, but you do, you know, not everybody is on board with bioscience and Jackson Labs, or stem cell research, and, you know, there’s no guarantee about anything.




DR. HUGHES:  It might help if there was an appendix for the people who are writing these reports, providing a rubric of the kinds of things we’d like to see in those lay summaries and perhaps an example of one that we considered exemplary.




DR. WALLACK:  And we have some very good ones here that we can use.




DR. FISHBONE:  I have the feeling they’re all signed by the accounting supervisor, so they’re really signing off on the expenses, not so much on what they did.




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  That’s certainly true at UConn.  They sign off on the financials, and that we have the appropriate compliance in place.  At least at UConn, there will really be no one to read the abstract and feel comfortable signing off on the fact that it complies with what the agency is looking for. 




Ann, does your grant’s office do they do that kind of thing?




MS. KIESSLING:  It varies, depending on the grant and the department, but this is not a difficult request that the grant’s office do, to read a lay summary.  It tends to either be a department or the grant’s office that somebody in the institution could have taken the responsibility for reading the two-paragraph lay summary before (static on phone).




MS. HORN:  We can certainly do that, draft something up and provide a good summary as an example and disseminate it to the various different places.  We’re getting a lot of background noise from someone.  You might need to put your phone on mute.




MS. CLAIRE LEONARDI:  Is there a way we can require Universities to do that review?  You said UConn doesn’t do it, to have it come here and have all the discussion here doesn’t make sense. 




The other piece of this, to raise a profile, we’ve got to start to get stories out into the marketplace and use P.R., and it’s hard to do that for us laypeople that don’t really understand.




DR. KRAUSE:  Claire, I think you have a really good point, and I think that if each of our institutions -- I certainly can work with Paula and make sure that we communicate with our researchers and that they have us read their lay summaries if they don’t know how to write one.




MS. LEONARDI:  And they raise their hand and say I just found out something really wonderful and tell us, I mean if they want it publicized, and we can help do that here at CI.




DR. WALLACK:  That would be great.




MS. LEONARDI:  But we don’t know.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  Right.




DR. PAUL PESCATELLO:  What’s the timing of those grants, in terms of their submission?  Is it right on the deadline, or is it --




MS. LEONARDI:  The submissions that we get?  They’re on the deadline.




DR. PESCATELLO:  They’re right on the deadline.




(Multiple conversations)




DR. PESCATELLO:  Rather than just to have rules, you know a set of rules, it would be just to reject it if there were time -- the gatekeeper would read the lay summary and to have if the recipient at CI couldn’t understand what the proposal was about.  But that would be if there were time -- it would be practical.




MS. HORN:  Yeah, but having just reviewed 109 of these under pressure, we wanted to make sure that they’re all in some text that people can read, that the threshold is pretty low, and we’re really not getting into the text very much at this point, so I think that would be extremely difficult for CI and I to carry out.




DR. WALLACK:  Claire’s idea, though, I think is right to the point and put the responsibility back at the institution level, right?




MS. LEONARDI:  For giving them money.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MS. HORN:  That would be great.  We can certainly draft something up and get it up to them and encourage them to review all of these.  Certainly, it’s not a good use of a Committee’s time to have to send them back, and then there’s more paperwork and tracking.




DR. WALLACK:  And, as the Commissioner said, this is not for us.  This is for them.




COURT REPORTER:  I’m sorry.  I’m not hearing you well over there.




MS. LEONARDI:  I said I think, if the lay summaries were better, that it would make the Committee’s job easier, as well.




DR. HUGHES:  All of these documents are in the public domain after they’re submitted.




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. HUGHES:  Would it be possible to take the lay summaries and have them be linked to the SCRAC public website as a list of the things that we’ve funded, and then those lay summaries would be click throughable when you click on the to read more about this and read the lay summary.  




I don’t think the general public needs to read this entire document, but the lay summary, itself, might be, and that would put more pressure, I think, on the folks who are writing these to know that that’s going to be in the public domain, Googleable, connected to their name and their work.




MS. HORN:  When we had four people working on the program, all the lay summaries were cut and pasted and put on the website, but we don’t anymore. 




That sounds like maybe a smaller project that we could work out, so we get right to that grant and then see how it has progressed.




DR. WALLACK:  So maybe, to James’s point, that we put that as a goal for ourselves if we could possibly accomplish that.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  One of the things I’ve noticed about the grant reviews and other grant reviews I’ve been on and that is a lot of the grants that we fund are not things that the average person would be interested in or care about, and we do a lot of work on rare diseases, for example, which are important, in terms of understanding stem cell research, but I found that in the other organizations, when you go through looking at the summaries, you say why was that funded, because you don’t have the knowledge of what it is, and you have to be really careful about, you know, a lot of the stuff we fund is very esoteric.  




It doesn’t mean it’s not important and it’s not good, but, to a layperson, it’s gibberish, and why did you waste money on that?




DR. WALLACK:  So, Gerry, to your point, I think you’re right, in that a lot of those lay summaries will be meaningless to a lot of people, but, as we are now moving more into the area of translation and define diseases and so forth, disease-directed, I should say, we’re beginning to get to a point, where a growing number of those lay summaries would, in fact, be impactful.




Not all of them, to your point.  You’re right, but at least I’d rather have some of them out there than none of them, and I think what we’re talking about should be pursued, because it will help us as we go through that important process of validation and talking to the people, Commissioner, that we’re going to have to be talking to.




DR. FISHBONE:  I think one line perhaps ought to be in the summary, and that is what is the significance of this to people?




DR. WALLACK:  Good point.  That’s a very good point.




DR. FISHBONE:  I might say that can bounce back at you.  In all the ones I’ve seen in the field of diabetes, everyone says, if this works, we’ll find a cure for diabetes, which is obviously not correct, but there is an intended grant --




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Not yet.  Not yet, correct?




DR. FISHBONE:  No.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Go on.




DR. FISHBONE:  You make what you’re doing sound much grander.  I think it’s important to try to say what is the importance of what you’re doing?




DR. WALLACK:  That’s a good point.




MS. HORN:  Okay, we will draft something up.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.  Put it on your list.




MS. HORN:  When I say we, that doesn’t necessarily mean me.  The royal we.




DR. KRAUSE:  I can help you with that.




MS. HORN:  Great.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay.  Moving onto the next item, 10 SCA 30, Oron.  That’s another Yale final report. Any discussion on that item?




DR. DEES:  This is Richard again.  (indiscernible)




DR. FISHBONE:  I agree.




MS. DONOFRIO:  And the last Yale item, 10 SCA 16, any discussion on that item?




DR. FISHBONE:  I --




DR. DEES:  I --




DR. FISHBONE:  Go ahead, Richard.  I thought it was very nice.  He said what the project was supposed to do, and the status was completed about each of the projects.  I think that’s very helpful.




DR. DEES:  This is Richard Dees again.  This is a case, where the lay summary doesn’t actually do a good job, because it’s unclear in the lay summary what they were putting themselves (indiscernible). 




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay.  Agenda number six, Rebudgeting Requests.  The first item, 11 SCB 18, Wang, I believe.  Any discussion on that item?




DR. FISHBONE:  This was two things, wasn’t it?




MS. DONOFRIO:  Right.




DR. FISHBONE:  Change of PI and co-PI?




MS. DONOFRIO:  Um-hum.




DR. FISHBONE:  I had a question about this.  In discussion of the biographical sketch of the person, it says current external grants, State of Connecticut Stem Cell Research Grant Program, in which she is the co-PI, and now she is going to be the co-PI of this project, if I’m correct, and she is asking for another salary.  Is that reasonable?




DR. KRAUSE:  I can’t speak about this, because it’s a Yale grant.




DR. FISHBONE:  Yeah.  Is my question a reasonable one?




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  I’m sorry.  Can you repeat the question?




DR. FISHBONE:  She’s already receiving the grant from us, I think 200,000.  She’s a co-PI on that, and now they’re making her co-PI on this one, I think, and asking for another salary.  Is that reasonable?




DR. GOLDHAMMER:  Yeah.  I think it should be commensurate with the effort on that particular grant.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay, thank you.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any other discussion on that item?  Do I have a motion for approval?




DR. FISHBONE:  So moved.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  Okay.  The next item, 09 SCB UCHC 09, Shapiro, that was approved by CI. That fell within our percentage, so that was already approved.  That was just added on as an FYI.




And, then, continuing with 11 SCB 18, Wang, there was also a change of co-PI request.




MR. LANDRY:  That’s what they just approved.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay.  All right, then, we will move on to number eight, No-Cost Extension.  We have two of those.  The first one, 09 SCB WESL 26, Negali(phonetic).  Any discussion on that item?




DR. WALLACK:  Move.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, second?




DR. KRAUSE:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  Okay, second item, 10 SCA 22, Rodenheffer, any discussion on that item?




DR. WALLACK:  Move.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Second?




DR. HUGHES:  Second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  Agenda number six, the Grant Modifications Subcommittee Report.  The Subcommittee met on December 18th to review these three items.  All three were approved.  




Do we have any discussion for any of those items?  These were added just as an FYI.




Number 10, this is an update to 08 SCA UConn 040, Carter.  We have received a technical report. At the last meeting, there was a recommendation for further clarifications, which was received on the final technical report that we received.  Any discussion on that item?




DR. KRAUSE:  I read it, and I think it’s probably as good as we could expect, given that Dr. Carter is no longer there.  I think that Craig Nelson did a good job in summarizing what he did know about the accomplishments.




MS. HORN:  I can just say, from a sort of odd perspective, I have a concern that we have some language that states, to the best of my knowledge, most of the work was done, to the best of my knowledge, Dr. Carter was able to finish the work, and we don’t have anybody signing for this grant at this point, and I know we had some discussion last time about who would be appropriate to sign this.




I think the awardee for the grant, the institutional person who signs for that grant, has to step up to the plate here and acknowledge that the statements in here are, to the best of their knowledge, true, and if they feel that there should be some accommodation if they can’t say that Dr. Carter was truly on the grant for the entire year, that there may be some acknowledgement of that and change in the budget, but if they’re willing to sign for what the PI did, then I agree.  I think it’s about the best we’re going to get.




DR. KRAUSE:  I just want some clarification.  So, at the bottom of what’s written, Craig Nelson has his name and the date.  If that had his signature, would that be what you’re asking for, or you want something from the institution?  Do you want the signature on the cover page?




MS. HORN:  On the cover page, and I don’t think that Craig Nelson is the PI.




MR. MATT CAHILL:  He’s not the PI.




MS. HORN:  Right, so, I think, since we didn’t get any requests for a substitute PI during the course of the grant, which is probably what we should have done, then we should get the awardee to sign off, which is what the contract requires.




MR. CAHILL:  I do have a copy of -- he wrote the project.  He was able to complete, so there wasn’t a need to replace him as a PI.  




The reason the report with the notes wasn’t submitted signed was I had a discussion last time, where --




MS. HORN:  I was not clear about --




MR. CAHILL:  Right, who is to sign.  On behalf of the University, we have somebody ready to sign.




MS. HORN:  Okay.




MR. CAHILL:  But I think the main issue was, or one of the issues was PI sign or not?  Do we get Dr. Carter’s?  Do we get Dr. Nelson’s?  It’s the second signature that we’re kind of questioning.




MS. HORN:  The official signing for the organization should be the awardee, who signs the contract for the --




MR. CAHILL:  The PI.  If he’s not going to sign, would only the Associate Director of our office, who usually signs these, would that suffice?




MS. HORN:  That would be fine.  The contract only requires the awardee to sign these reports. On our annual technical progress reports, we have a spot for both the PI and the awardee to sign.  I think, typically, only the PI signs, so we’d like to see the awardee.




MR. CAHILL:  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  Marianne, was there a question that some funding that was not given?




MR. LANDRY:  Yes.  This is the one that is short 100,000.




MS. HORN:  This is the one that the annual report had been approved.  The second allocation of money, for some reason, did not go to the institution, and then there was an issue about whether the PI had actually completed the work, and we didn’t get a final report, so that’s the issue that we’re trying to sort out, and Mark Carter has stepped in to fill in, as best he can, that there was progress made, and we just need somebody to sign off on that.




DR. FISHBONE:  So, then, we will give them the money?




MS. KIESSLING:  What I’m looking at for the cover page for this grant (indiscernible).




MS. HORN:  That’s right.  




A MALE VOICE:  Who is that?




MS. HORN:  That’s Ann Kiessling.




A MALE VOICE:  Thank you.




MS. KIESSLING:  So you definitely need somebody to sign.




MS. HORN:  Correct.




MR. LANDRY:  Excuse me.  May I ask?  Would it still be Neil Breen signing on behalf of the organization?




MR. CAHILL:  No, it would be Andrea Harnesh(phonetic).




MR. LANDRY:  It would be Andrea Harnesh now?




MR. CAHILL:  Yes.




MR. LANDRY:  For the University?  Okay.




MS. HORN:  And they need to recognize that they are signing for the accuracy of the information that’s in the report.




MR. CAHILL:  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Does the University forward the money?  I mean he did the work, but we didn’t give him the money to do it, so did the University give him the money, and now we’re reimbursing the University?




MR. CAHILL:  Yes, that’s correct.  Yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay, thank you.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Okay, so, do I have a motion for approval to have the Carter technical report signed?




MS. HORN:  Returned signed.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Returned signed?




MS. KIESSLING:  I so move.  This is Ann Kiessling.




DR. FISHBONE:  I’ll second.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Any further discussion?  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. DONOFRIO:  Opposed?  Okay.  Moving on to item number 11, an update on the proposals that were received, if anyone needs, I have a summary report, if anyone needs to look at that.  Just let me know.




In total, we received 109 proposals.  Yale has submitted 39 seed proposals, we have 15 established for Yale, and one core.  The University of Connecticut has four seed and five established.




Jackson Laboratory submitted a disease-directed group.  There’s two.




DR. HUGHES:  Can I just ask for a clarification on the terminology seed, established and core?




MS. HORN:  That’s from our RFP.




DR. HUGHES:  Oh, okay.




MS. HORN:  Seed grants are intended to support the early stages of projects that are not yet ready for larger scale funding, whether from federal or non-federal sources.  My understanding is they’re like an R-1 grant.




Then the established investigators, these are intended for investigators with a track record of independent research, including prior grants and regular peer reviewed publications.




I thought there was a little bit more about established investigators.  Even though they were seasoned investigators, they were doing new -- they were new to stem cell research, or they were new to -- this was a new stem cell research project that was appropriate to be funded at the seed level, or at the established level.




Group projects, these are coordinated projects that go beyond the scope of the single laboratory.  We have two types of group projects.  The most recent one is a disease-directed collaborative group project that could be funded up to two million and be budgeted for four years.




The disease-directed are collaborative arrangements between industry, biotech and pharmaceutical companies.  For example, medical centers and academic institutions, with the intention of beginning FDA review within four years of the awarding of the grant.




The group is 1.5 and may be budgeted up to four years.  Again, just ones that go beyond one individual institution.




The core facilities we budget up to a million dollars for cores, and that’s about it.




DR. HUGHES:  Great.  Thank you.




MS. DONOFRIO:  So University of Connecticut Health Center submitted 18 seed, 19 established, two disease-directed group and one core.  We’ve received one group from Wesleyan, as well as one group from Xerion.  




DR. GENEL:  That’s Alexion(phonetic).  That’s an X, not an R.




DR. PESCATELLO:  No, no.  It’s a different company.  That’s a new company.




DR. GENEL:  Is that a new company?




DR. PESCATELLO:  Yeah.  Similar.




MS. DONOFRIO:  And then we also have one submittal from IM Stem Biotechnology for a disease-directed group.  Any discussion on the proposals?




DR. HUGHES:  Just to go back to what you said about the difference between these, the disease-directed groups, when they’re associated with these firms, those would also be collaborations with Universities?




MS. HORN:  Yes.




DR. HUGHES:  By definition.  And, presumably, with the Universities here in Connecticut?




MS. HORN:  Yes.  All the research has to be done in Connecticut. 




DR. WALLACK:  So is Xerion’s grant in excess to, I mean request in excess to what they should be requesting?  It says they’re a group.  They’re not a disease-directed group.




MS. HORN:  Yes.  If that is truly a group and not a disease-directed group, they should only be requesting 1.5.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MS. HORN:  We’ll check that.  Thank, Milt.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  That will take us down to 50 million.




MS. DONOFRIO:  The next item, number 12, an update on the scientific review, and I’ll send that over to Rick Strauss for his update.




MR. RICK STRAUSS:  Rick Strauss, Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering.  So, this year, we assisted CI in the processing of the proposals, so what we did was Sara sent us the e-mails with all the proposals.




We, then, entered the proposals into a spreadsheet, numbered them, loaded up the proposals to a cloud site, and then put links in the spreadsheet, so that the proposals are accessible through the spreadsheet, and, then, at the same time, we created our peer review process tables that include the grant number, the PI name, and the link to the proposal that’s available through the table for all reviewers.




The proposals started coming in I think right after Christmas, and they were all due by Friday, the 4th, at 4:30, and then we got the tables ready for CI for compliance review Monday morning, and we’re, at this point, pretty well set for the proposals to be assigned to the peer reviewers.




Today, this morning, we held an orientation session for the peer review process with the reviewers.  We went over the timeline.  We went over the peer review process, the instructions for scoring, the forms we’re using, had discussion, so we had I think nine of our 14 reviewers or 15, I think we had around 10 on the phone, we recorded the session, so that the presentation and the comments will be available to the peer reviewers that were not able to attend.




It lasted about an hour, and, as part of that, we expressed the results that we gleaned from the survey of the Advisory Committee and our experience in attending the review session and awarding the grants last year to try to achieve better dispersion or use the whole scoring scale, if you will, of the NIH scoring scale to determine rankings.




We also just completed biomedical research grant peer review for DPH.  That program had about 23 or 4 proposals that were considered for three million dollars or so in funding.




We had about the same number of reviewers for that, and we utilized that process to, then, further amend the peer review process for the stem cell program.




One difference deals with our reconciliation process.  Last year, for the stem cell program, if the two reviewers were unable to reconcile the proposal and went to a co-Chair for review, but in discussion with our Biomed Peer Review Committee and our Biomed Chair, the suggestion was that if a proposal is not able to be reconciled by the two reviewers, it then goes to the study section session for that type of grant.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please, sir, for a tape change.




MR. STRAUSS:  For reconciliation, so we did have a number of proposals in the biomed process that needed to be reconciled, and none of them had to go to the study section for reconciliation, so we think that the process may encourage the reviewers to resolve their differences at their level rather than raising it up to the next level and passing it along, so that worked pretty well.




We think that’s good.  We also went to quarter point scoring for the final proposal scores at any level, which would further discriminate the scoring, and then we’re using the NIH process that takes the nine-point scale and multiplies it by 10 for the score that you will see, so that kind of covers where we are with the peer review process.  Any questions on that?




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  Rick, I think this is the largest number of grants that we received by a good 20 percent.  I’m just wondering if we need more peer reviewers, because, the way I calculate it, each reviewer is going to have to review 13, 14 grants.  




That’s assuming that two reviewers.  I think it’s a significant load.  Is it too late to search for additional reviewers?




MR. STRAUSS:  I believe your legislator mandated for a maximum number of reviewers, but that’s something that they want to consider in trying to get change.




MS. HORN:  Fifteen.




MR. STRAUSS:  And I think we have 15.




MS. HORN:  Correct.




DR. KRAUSE:  Yeah.  It’s actually, you know, we have four co-Chairs, and we have a Chair, so we really have 10 reviewers that are doing, you know, about 200 reviews, and the way it breaks down is we want to try to reduce the number of reviewers that are reviewing any type of grant to get better consistency in scoring.




With that particular grant type, there are advantages and disadvantages, I guess.  And the other issue is that, for each grant type, there’s a different pay schedule, so, for the seed grants, the reviewers get $100, for established, 250, and, for group and core, 450 or 400.  I can’t remember exactly.




So what we’re looking at is actually using six of the 10 reviewer reviewers, other than co-Chairs and Chairs, to do the seed grants, so they’re going to do 60 grants.  That’s 120 reviews, so they actually have whatever that number comes out to.




DR. KRAUSE:  One hundred and 20 divided by what?




MR. STRAUSS:  Six, I guess.  I think it’s 20 or something like that.  I’m not exactly sure of the number.  It’s between 20 and 30 that they have to do, but they’re shorter than the established ones.




Anyway, that’s an issue.  The dollars that they’re paid at each level for each type of grant is one thing, and, then, getting flexibility, in terms of having the ability for the Commissioner to appoint additional reviewers, based on the number of proposals, would be something that setting the limit in legislation is probably not a good idea.




DR. KRAUSE:  So how would we go about changing that?




MR. STRAUSS:  You need an amendment to the legislation, so there you go.




MS. HORN:  It originally was, I think, six, and we had it amended to bring it up to 15.




MR. STRAUSS:  I mean it should just be at the discretion of the Commissioner --




MS. LEONARDI:  -- to put a number.




MR. STRAUSS:  As long as the Commissioner doesn’t mind having such discretion.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  I’m being like Clarence Thomas and making no comments.




MR. STRAUSS:  But you said more than he’s already said in seven years.




DR. FISHBONE:  Do we have any kind of pre-screening process, whereby grants that don’t fit the bill can be excluded?




MR. STRAUSS:  Compliance review is done by CI and DPH, not by us.




DR. FISHBONE:  They’re just looking to see if --




MS. DONOFRIO:  All the documents are there.




DR. FISHBONE:  -- the documents are there.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right.  The only thing we do, in terms of compliance, is to make sure that the proprietary information is properly highlighted.  We do need to make a note that in the RFP this year that Sara identified there was a change, that proprietary information needs to be highlighted in yellow, but, then, in another area of the RFP it said that you could do another process, but we sent e-mails to all.




There’s like four PIs that didn’t -- I think there are only five or six that actually, out of 109, or whatever it is, that have proprietary information in their proposals, and we needed to communicate with four of the ones that identified proprietary information to look at their proposals and properly highlight in yellow the importance that is, that, in some cases last year, proposers used underlining to identify proprietary information, but they underlined stuff that wasn’t proprietary, and then there was stuff that they underlined that was.




And the reason for that is that once the proposals become public, before they can become public, we have to redact all the proprietary information, so that’s blacked out.




If they’re using these different methods, we had to go back in the middle of the process and say tell us what’s proprietary and what’s not proprietary.




We had one proposer that sent something, and I have a lot of proprietary information, and asked, so, can I mark it another way, and he said, no, you’ve got to put it in yellow highlight, so we can see what it is.




It’s also important for the reviewers, because the reviewers may look at the proprietary information and then state proprietary information in their reviews, so they have to highlight their proprietary information, so that we can redact that, as well.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  So when you amended the legislation with six to 15, were there also changes to the budget and what would be allowed for peer review?




MS. HORN:  I think that pre-dated payment of peer review, so that was an additional act that we went back to make sure we could pay the peer reviewers.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Right.




MS. HORN:  Yeah.  Every time we expand it, now we have to have --




DR. FISHBONE:  Do you have any trouble getting reviewers with the current, I mean, knowing that there are 109 and that they’re each going to get 20 or whatever?




MR. STRAUSS:  We only told them there was 109 after they all signed up to do the work, but all the reviewers -- none of the reviewers had terms expiring, and they all signed up again to do it again this year.




This morning, we went over the number of reviews that needed to be completed.  We didn’t hear any gasps or anything on the phone.




DR. WALLACK:  But, to answer Gerry’s question, I mean we had many more people, who we interviewed to become peer reviewers, and we had to eliminate some of those, so I don’t think there was a problem in getting them.




We had to go through it and choose the ones that we wanted to be peer reviewers last year.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah, well, we went through a process to identify some, but, for one reason or another, people may have objected to one or two, but I think it might, you know, this is not a huge universe of people qualified to do these reviews, and, if you don’t treat your reviewers in a fair and equitable way, it may --




DR. WALLACK:  No, I agree.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- out there that this is not a place to do peer review work.




DR. FISHBONE:  But it sounds like the amount of recompense that they’re getting is adequate to make them feel comfortable with what we’re asking them to do.




MR. STRAUSS:  I don’t think that’s a fair assumption.  I don’t think the people doing it are doing it for the amount of money that’s presented them, but, rather, as a service, because they’re part of the community, and they appreciate whatever is offered, but if it’s too much work and you overuse stuff, then they may back out.




DR. KRAUSE:  Even if it’s a lot of money.




MS. LEONARDI:  Do you have a sense that this is too much with this?  Do you have a sense that this is too much what we have?




MR. STRAUSS:  We’re getting there.  That’s why you just need the flexibility.  I mean we had, what, maybe 80 or 90, 80 proposals?




DR. WALLACK:  We had 89.




MR. STRAUSS:  I mean it’s not a huge amount more, but, you know, if this goes off again next year -- we started to do this when we were receiving the proposals to see how the letters of intent compared to the proposals received, and at least initially, when I was able to -- I mean they started coming in, you know, like they were sending these every five seconds, so we kind of lost track of our ability to go back and check, but it would be worth going back and looking at the letters of intent to see how they match up against who actually submitted proposals.




Everything is a pattern, so, initially, there weren’t very many coming in that had anything to do with the letters of intent, but maybe that got back into balance as the 109 all came in.




Since we’re doing the Biomed Peer Review, there is one interesting, you know, dimension, that you’re basically dealing with the same scientific community of PIs at UConn and at Yale and at the Health Center, or mostly at the Health Center and Yale.




In the biomed process, for that RFP, about 50 percent of the proposals don’t meet the requirements of the RFP, but, in the stem cell research, most always all do.




And the proposers are basically from the same community with their little networks talking, therefore, it’s just something to think about moving forward, as to how the two programs relate and how consistent the compliance reviews are in both.




I’m not saying one is right or one is wrong.  I’m just saying they’re different.  The institutional leaders at Yale and UConn have to, well, how can this happen on side and not on the other?




The percentage of proposals that got funded through the biomed process, because it’s three million dollars, with 23 proposals, I think we funded like we were able to fund eight or nine, is much higher, so that if you get in the door, you have a much better chance of getting funded.




So, in this process, a lot of it gets weeded out, because of the scientific merit has to be pretty high for them.




MS. LEONARDI:  Are you saying, Rick, that we need to examine our compliance process to make sure that it’s appropriate?




MR. STRAUSS:  Well you could, without providing the results from our stem cell research accomplishment study and the recommendations that we would have for moving forward, you could certainly make a case that there should be a process and oversight of the scientific research programs funded by the State that are overseen in a consistent way.




MS. LEONARDI:  Okay.




MR. STRAUSS:  Whether each one has a separate different type of need, or whether there’s an overall committee.  I mean, if you get into another area, other than straight biomedical research funded on the tobacco-related illnesses and the stem cell research and you add something else to it, you know, you wouldn’t want to have that other body doing something totally different than the other two, at least you would think you would.




I mean there’s advantages to looking at these independent processes working, so that they could feed off of one another, like what we’re doing with the peer review, so both programs benefit from that experience, but there’s a common piece of that, is that we’re working the peer review process from both and benefiting from advice from others, from two different areas, but it sort of like comes up to the Department of Public Health in the end.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, well, Rick, I think the biomedical research applicants are from a different community, although they’re within the same community, that there is no one uniform community at any of our institutions.




MR. STRAUSS:  There is some crossover, though, so, in terms of the PIs that apply for both.




DR. GENEL:  There’s some crossover.  The other thing is that that program does not have a committee, such as this, on oversight.




MR. STRAUSS:  Right, but you have the same accountability issues for the use of public funds for scientific research, so it brings up the question, in order to support whatever type of scientific research, at the end of the day, somebody says tell me about the value of your program.




DR. KRAUSE:  What’s your point?  I’m hearing two different points.  One point is a lot of the people, who applied for the biomedical one, don’t end up writing grants that fit the RFP and they’re just qualified, so that you get a lot higher percentage of people who pass that filter that end up getting funded. That was one of the points you made.




MR. STRAUSS:  No.  That’s just, if there’s 23 proposals and 10 get funded, there’s a higher percentage.




DR. KRAUSE:  I got that.




MR. STRAUSS:  Okay.  That was just a point.  The point is that you have these two programs running, where one compliance process cuts out a number of grants, and the other compliance process isn’t.  There’s a difference there.




DR. KRAUSE:  I know.  Are you asking a question?




MR. STRAUSS:  I’m just stating a fact.  The question is --




DR. KRAUSE:  I think, having looked at the RFP just now for the biomedical, I’m trying to figure out why that fact existed and whether it was something we want to address.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well it’s not -- I mean, right now, it’s not your job.  This is an issue for moving forward.




DR. KRAUSE:  So what I think might be the underlying reason is that it’s a far narrower focus in the biomedical RFP, because it’s by disease groups, that it’s, you know, it’s cancer and heart disease, etcetera, etcetera.  




In stem cell biology, in contrast, is an incredibly broad field.  There are people, who work on diabetes.  Some of them might do stem cells in diabetes. We can do stem cells in anything, so I think that that might be one of the reasons why.




MR. STRAUSS:  No.  This isn’t the issue of whether the topic of the research complies with the requirements of the grants.  It deals with whether the details of the grant are all included in the proposal that’s submitted, so, in the biomed piece, there’s a number that were kicked out.




Now, for example, you know, in the stem cell research, you’re supposed to identify a PI, so, in the biomed, if there was a cover sheet with a PI on it and then the backup sheet listed two other PIs, but they’re not in the PI, that might not have been in compliance if I had just gotten kicked out.




There are several proposals that were submitted in stem cell research, where you have to try to identify who is the real PI for the proposal, and there’s a difference between the cover sheets and what the backup summary page says, in terms of who are the collaborators versus who are the PIs.




So that’s the type of thing that, in the biomed, they might have said this isn’t clear.  It’s not my job as the department to figure this out.  That was the responsibility of the people that are doing the proposing, so it could have been that the budget wasn’t in there.  They might have not put the budget on the form that was required, so it’s all a technical part.




Now maybe the stem cell researchers are great.  You have 109 guys out there.  They’re all doing it right.  I’m just saying there’s a difference.




MS. LEONARDI:  That’s why I asked the question, is there something we need to do better in the compliance process?  I mean we don’t have to settle that here.




MR. STRAUSS:  No, it’s just --




MS. LEONARDI:  We need to think.




MR. STRAUSS:  -- that’s all.




MS. LEONARDI:  No, I understand. 




DR. WALLACK:  So I think some of this goes back to the history of the DPH bioscience funding from the tobacco funds, and my sense is that the Universities don’t invest themselves the same way, with the oversight and the involvement, as they do with this program, because, traditionally, I think in the past, from what I understand at least about that fund, it’s been more of an individual scientist approaching the grantors for those grants, so I think part of it is that there’s more oversight at the institution level, and, to your point, they don’t have to go through, and they know they don’t have to go through the process that they go through here.




MR. STRAUSS:  I don’t know.  We’d have to go in and look at that in detail.  You may be making assumptions about that.  Frankly, I can’t recall whether those proposals have a signoff from their grant officers or not, or whatever office of sponsored research that the biomed has to go through.




I don’t know what the rules are at the Universities.  If that’s not a case, then maybe that’s the answer, that they have to go through the sponsored research office to make sure that, before the proposal is submitted, it’s in compliance, but, if there is that process, then you’d say, well.




The whole point is that there’s a huge difference, and we’re not prepared to sit around the table to say why that’s happening.




It’s just that’s the fact.  There’s a difference.  And if the State is interested in looking into the program to better align their two programs, in terms of this issue or any other issue, whether it deals with peer review or the grant award process, you know, you could look at how long does it take DPH, from the time that the decision is made to award the grant to issue the awards, how long does it take the stem cell research program, from the time that the award is awarded to the time that the grant can get started and it’s under contract, because, you know, that’s an issue for the Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee and for the Department.




So if you make a decision in July, I mean one of the goals of your program is to get the money out there to get the researchers working as soon as possible, so how long does it take, a month, a couple of months, six months?  




Is six months adequate?  Can we at all reduce that time period?  And I don’t know what it is.  Maybe it’s two months, and that’s great, but if it’s six months, the six months lag from the time of award until the time these people can get going.




Now if that’s acceptable and that meets your standard, then that’s great, but, if it doesn’t, then what can you do to shorten the time frame?




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Maybe the actual question is where does all this belong, as opposed to digging in the details of how it’s working?  Because there are a lot of things that, you know, you mentioned different responsible parties having to do, and maybe you shouldn’t start with the assumption that all of the work needs to rest where it resides right now in this evolving world of bioscience in the State of Connecticut, and then think about how to achieve the appropriate program administration, oversight and efficiencies within that context.




And if that were done, then perhaps we would also be able to figure out where we really need to rely on outside contractors to do some of the work for a program that was perhaps positioned in one place at one time, but needs to sit someplace else all together now.




So, as I listen to you, I keep hearing more layers added, which says it’s time to take a step back and look at all of this.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well, right, and one of the things we’ve done in our accomplishment study, which is the next topic, is to look at the review of both the accomplishments of the administrative operations of the program on an ongoing basis to continually assess how it can improve performance, all for the purpose of being able to increase the accomplishments of the program to go on and be able to secure ongoing funding if such funding is worthy of State investment, so that means looking at it strategically.




MS. KIESSLING:  This is Ann Kiessling.  I’m sorry to interrupt, but I’m not sure who is talking.




MS. LEONARDI:  It’s Rick Strauss from CASE.




MR. STRAUSS:  So, you know, earlier in the meeting, you were talking about improving the lay summary, so that it can better reflect the accomplishments of program, so one of the things that we found -- of course, our study went back and looked going back to 2007, asking PIs lots of questions many years in arrears of when they completed their work, which is not necessarily the easy thing for them to do.




And, when we started the project, there was concern around the table about what would our response rate be from the PIs, right?  So one PI didn’t respond to the survey.




DR. WALLACK:  Out of how many?




MR. STRAUSS:  Ninety-one, or whatever the number was.  There were multiple grants.  There were more than 90 grants, but one PI didn’t respond, and that person was discussed at the meeting today.  That’s the only person.  One.  Two grants, one PI.  Ninety-eight percent response.




Now, you know, there are issues with the -- and that took a great effort from the Universities, from everybody involved.  Thank you very much for helping out.  And us not just sending a survey out there and saying please complete the survey.  The deadline is X.




I mean we actually found people that nobody knew where they were, that we were told it was impossible to find them, because we wanted to get as good a response rate as we can.  




Terry did a lot of that CIA work, so we’re most grateful for her.  But it really comes down to what do you think is most important?




What are the metrics that you need to collect on an ongoing basis, and then what’s the trail around the completion of the grant, because the results that a grant completed today may not really be known for, well, you guys tell me.  Is it one year?  Two?  Three?  Four?  It could be maybe five years, right?  




It may take you five years to get a patent, and then the results of that patent that you, then, receive that produces royalties may take another three or four years, so there needs to be an understanding about, you know, this is a young program.  It’s only like six or seven years old, so you need to take that into consideration, but you’ve got to let these people know what information you need that’s important, and you need to collect it on an ongoing basis, and then continually analyze it.




That’s, you know, kind of like the background on this, plus, you know, if you said how is Connecticut doing?  You know, we had one comment in the report in the draft, and we’re still working on the draft, and I’ll get it out in a minute, that said we think Connecticut is really doing a pretty good job, and it’s a preeminent leader in stem cell research.  How do we know that?




How do we know that?  Have we benchmarked our work against other similar State programs to learn from what they’re doing and to have them learn from what we’re doing, both administratively and on an accomplishment side?




The only way you really know if you’re doing a good job is if you see what others are doing, and, then, if you examine the best practices, they may not be benchmarked areas, but maybe Singapore that are really doing a good thing, or Helsinki.  I don’t know where they are, but whatever.  That’s the point, and that takes work.  It takes a lot of work to do it the right way.




We really appreciate all the efforts, you know, from Yale, UConn and Wesleyan.  The institutional leaders at each institution met with our research team.  They answered difficult institutional surveys for information.  




We’re still trying to collect financial information, which is really important, because, if you were the Governor, would you want to know how much money the 60 million dollars that Connecticut stem cell research program invested leveraged with additional funding, and, then, what’s the scope of the stem cell research program compared to all scientific research that those Universities are undertaking over the last five to six years?




It provides scale.  I mean, if I was the Governor, I would want to see that our 60 million dollars resulted in maybe let’s say 300 million, 400 million dollars’ worth of total -- we don’t know whether it’s all related to that, but Connecticut is the seed that keeps -- is a base level of funding that keeps the program going in key areas.




So, now, for our report.  Last week, we did a briefing of the grant report for CI and for DPH with Claire and Marianne, and, at the same time, our report is being reviewed by our Study Committee, so, based on our meeting with Marianne and Claire and the comments we’re getting from the Study Committee, we’re now in the process of considering them and addressing the concerns that were raised in the draft report, and we hope to have that report ready sometime soon.  Hopefully, by the end of the month.




So it’s been a really interesting process. We’ve learned a lot about what we put in the questionnaires that were difficult for people to answer, and also learned that, you know, some of the things to perhaps ask in the future, so that the information that can be collected on an ongoing basis can then be used to really determine economic impact of the program.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask a question?




MR. STRAUSS:  Yes, sir.




DR. FISHBONE:  Do you think the results of the work you’ve done will be helpful to us in trying to sell the program to the legislature and other interested parties?




MR. STRAUSS:  I think the accomplishments of the program are, as we have been able to identify, probably are a good start.  What we’ve learned is you really need to be really, really clear on the type of information that you want to get, you’ve got to be persistent in trying to get it, and you’ve got to, then, be able to analyze the information that you get regularly, and what we’re trying to do is to play catch-up.




So, you know, it’s not -- like, for example, it would be great to know the total salaries that were paid to all the people that worked in the stem cell research program, but, you know, if we ask that upfront and you made that a requirement of the RFP, it would be easy and would be easy to identify.




Like, you know, we have numbers about staffing in the report from the surveys and don’t mention the number.  Now we don’t know whether that’s -- the number is not FTEs.  It’s just like bodies that work part of the time on stem cell research, but if we knew the number of FTEs and we knew the salaries, then, if you wanted to do a real economic impact analysis of the program, in terms of the secondary benefits that occurred in the State of Connecticut from that, you’d be able to do that, but, without that data, then you don’t have a good starting point. 




You don’t have reliable data that can be used for that type of analysis, but, moving forward, you can have it.  Just got to build it into the RFP that that’s, you know, to the assistant agreements that that’s a requirement in reporting and what trails.




You just don’t want to have a final report.  You want to know what happened year one after it ended, year two after it ended, year three after it ended.




MS. LEONARDI:  We may be too early.  My response, just coming into the program now, as opposed to at the start, I looked at the, you know, the fact that we can’t get data on what other outside federal funding these scientists got.  We only have what Connecticut put in.




It’s really hard for me to be able to walk out and say we didn’t just love them.  Everybody else loved them, and they loved them in greater percentages than you would other scientists, that we’re really funding great science.




I don’t have any doubt that we are, but the fact that we can’t get the numbers to say, you know, our scientists that we’re funding are getting NIH grants at greater, you know.




The applications are nine, and we’re getting eight out of nine.  I mean that’s not quite right, but, obviously, but that’s the kind of data we’re missing, so it’s really hard to take all this data and tell the story.




MR. STRAUSS:  We are --




DR. KRAUSE:  My understanding is you’re going to get those.  It’s just the way that the questionnaire worked.




MS. LEONARDI:  It was hard to get it?




DR. KRAUSE:  Well, yeah.  The questionnaire didn’t specifically say what’s the total funding, direct plus indirect, that you have received, that is stem cell related since, you know, receiving that grant.  That question wasn’t asked, but, now, that is the question that’s being asked.




MS. LEONARDI:  Great.




DR. KRAUSE:  And that will take a lot of sleuthing.




MS. LEONARDI:  Really?




DR. KRAUSE:  Yeah, because 70 investigators at Yale, which of your grants are stem cell related?  What’s the total direct and indirect for all years?  That’s the question you’re asking.  It’s not a metric we’re used to providing.  




MS. LEONARDI:  Okay.




DR. KRAUSE:  We think about our annual directs, because that’s what we use.  I don’t budget my total direct plus indirect over five years.




MS. LEONARDI:  Can you do an estimate?




DR. KRAUSE:  Well that’s what we’re doing, so you’ll get that information, but it’s not instantaneous.




DR. WALLACK:  So I actually -- so getting to two points, so, some of us at this table I don’t think that we question the response that the survey would get.




What we questioned was whether or not the answers that we received would do exactly, Claire, what you’re asking for, and, so, some of us we’re asking the question in the development of the survey exactly to Ann’s point.  




Are the questions appropriate to really highlight the accomplishments and, therefore, to validate the program, and I’ve used those terms consistently, and we used it, because we knew, whether we go back to the beginning discussion on the bonding or whatever it may be, that, at some point, we were going to have to get those answers, and we were hoping to be able to have those answers from the survey, so that’s one issue.




We don’t think -- some of us didn’t think originally the survey was providing that, and we wanted it to be provided.




I saw some estimates from Yale when we went before the Appropriations Committee that indicated that there was a leveraging.  For example, figures.  You’ve probably received at Yale, Paula, what, 30 million dollars or something like this during the course of this program.  What’s that?




MR. STRAUSS:  That’s not the number.




DR. WALLACK:  I didn’t say it was the number.  I’m asking an estimate.




MR. STRAUSS:  Well the point is that --




DR. WALLACK:  So let me finish.




MR. STRAUSS:  We understood what was at the bioscience forum and what was presented to the Appropriations Committee by Yale and UConn.  We can’t use that number.  We needed another number. 




And if Yale or UConn --




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just finish what I --




MR. STRAUSS:  No, no, no, wait a minute, because, you know, you got me a little upset here, because you are talking about what the questions were in the survey, and you criticized the survey.




DR. WALLACK:  I did.




MR. STRAUSS:  Yeah, you did, but you didn’t give us the answer.  You didn’t say the number you were asking for isn’t worded properly.  You just said you didn’t like it, and we were asking way too many questions, which I felt was inappropriate, because our job is to try to get it right.




And we passed that around, and we were looking for input on what was the right dollar question to ask to identify leveraging.




Now we’re still working with UConn, and we’re working with Yale, and it’s been not easy getting that number, and we’re really close to getting a number.




Now I’m not going into their records and doing an audit to determine whether that information is correct, and this is really hard for them to do, because it’s in arrears, and it would really be a good idea to make sure that moving forward any institution or any company that gets funding is required to report certain things as part of this program, so that you can determine the accountability of the public funds, because the public deserves it.




MS. LEONARDI:  I think this is a great --




MR. STRAUSS:  And the problem is that, you know, if you look at total scientific research funding at Yale over the course of this program of seven years, it’s probably in the neighborhood of four billion dollars, okay?




The total dollars that they get for stem cell research probably exceeds 200 million dollars, so this is a little piece of that, but the difference is that it’s State of Connecticut money, and you need to be clear on the information you want to get, so that as they’re doing it in real time, they can provide the right information.




That’s the lesson learned here.  You can complain about what we put in the survey, but you didn’t give us the answer to say what that question should be.  All you did was complain about what we put in it, and the Universities did a pretty good job at responding.




The interviews were great.  The PIs provided a lot of information.  We have an appendix that’s 170 pages that you can look through to get a lot of information to learn about what happened in this program.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  So --




MR. STRAUSS:  Sorry about that.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Can I just go back to what I said before and respond?  Thank you.  




MR. STRAUSS:  You’re welcome.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Thank you.  To your observations about the differences between the biomedical program and this one and reflect that maybe this is another example of change over time.




I wasn’t here when -- well, as you all know, if I had been here when people were thinking about this law, I probably would have said can we spend some more of the money on prevention of chronic disease over at the DPH, which I’m only saying that to say, you know, I’m doing my job as Commissioner to make that point.




Nevertheless, we have this program, and what was conceptualized back then occurred at a time when things were continuing to change, and everything that you’re reflecting for us charges us to think about all elements of this program, including the way in which we sit around this table, trying to do this work, and ask ourselves is this the way the stem cell research program in Connecticut should be handled, period?




And this is not me saying put the money in DPH, or send me off to do something else as Commissioner, but just to say, as invested as each of us is and has been, maybe the frame has changed, and the model is changing, and we need to be informed by everything that you’re telling us, but not think that the only thing that’s static is the way we do the work in here every second Tuesday of the month.




So the survey results are important, and once we get to the point of thinking that something is working, not working, helpful, or unhelpful, then we might be a little bit stuck in what our expectations are.




And we’re talking about scientific inquiry.  I can’t wait to hear, you know, and see what else is in your report, but I think at this point everything should be on the table, not just how the program is funded, but what happens with it, period, its future, how it evolves, how the work gets done.




We’ve had a lot of conversations about whether or not, you know, we’re going to reach our limit on peer review, and we know how important that is, so there’s a lot that needs to be looked at.




DR. KRAUSE:  I agree with you, and I also think, I mean, there’s going to be things we find that we don’t think are great, and I think there’s things that we find that we’re going to think are wonderful, but this is our opportunity to change those things and maybe identify how we might change the reporting requirements and other things, so that we can track how things are going.




And we’re, also, to your earliest point, we’re really early, and that’s not something I think I understood at the beginning of this.  Six years seems like a long time in my investment brain, but this is a short time, and I think it’s incumbent upon us to present the information in a way that we communicate it from a time frame, but I also think we just can’t ignore the things that we can do better.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  That’s all?  (Laughter)  Anybody dare to make public comment?  (Laughter)  I really am serious.  Seriously, is there anything else that people would like to contribute?




I think this is important discussion.  I think this is really, really.  I’m making public comment on this.  I think this is very important discussion for us to be able to have and continue and probably a good precursor for our discussion for next month, as we also think about -- I’m not sure you were here yet when we talked about how to go forward in making a case for this and the context of bond dollars, which maybe are certain, maybe aren’t.




MS. LEONARDI:  I think bond dollars will be easier than budget dollars.




DR. WALLACK:  Might be.




MS. LEONARDI:  I mean I am hearing from the Governor and his people a great commitment to investment, and that really comes out of bonding, and I think this is considered an investment in the future, so I think it’s going to be much tighter on, for example, your agency budget than it will be on the bonding dollars.




I mean we have to be very careful how we invest, but there is a real commitment to the biosciences.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  And, then, as Commissioner, what I would hope to see out of that is the best program that Connecticut can have out of the bonding dollars, because all these monies are precious.




MS. LEONARDI:  Yeah.  That’s exactly right.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  These aren’t projects.  These are what we want to propose as the future for science in a lot of ways in bioscience in the State, and, in our six years, we started out sort of in the bush leagues or whatever.  It’s time to act like -- if you want to be in the big time, and we’re getting proposals that are telling us how we and feedback to tell us how we should reflect a more rigorous world, then that’s what we should be looking for.




DR. WALLACK:  I think that, Claire and Commissioner, your comments are exactly on the mark.  I mean we have to become better as we go forward.  Having said that, some of us have gone to national meetings, ISCR meetings.  You’ve been there, Marianne.




MS. HORN:  Um-hum.




DR. WALLACK:  And, first of all, there are not that many programs around the country, but, certainly, in the programs that anecdotally admittedly that we’ve compared ourselves to, we come away feeling pretty good about how we handled our program not having any models.




We created the model, basically, here.  We and California basically created the model in 2004 and 2005 and 2006, and could we have done it better and written in things?  Absolutely, and that’s why we’re going to be examining that as we go forward.




So you’re absolutely right.  We’re going to get better and better, but I think none of us should feel that we, with the tools that we were given and the experience that had preceded us, none of which preceded us, that we’ve done some pretty darn good stuff, and we’re pretty darn proud about where we’ve gone, where we’ve come from, and positioned ourselves at a plateau, where we can go forward very, very, very well, and that’s what I look forward to.




CHAIRPERSON MULLEN:  Thank you.




COURT REPORTER:  One moment, please, for a tape change.




MS. HORN:  Next meeting date?  Sara?




MS. DONOFRIO:  Our next meeting is scheduled for February 19th.




MS. HORN:  At this point, we have on the agenda further discussion about the program.  It sounds like that would be a time, when we don’t have a very crowded agenda, and we could have a good discussion about that.




DR. WALLACK:  Great.




MS. HORN:  Motion to adjourn?




DR. FISHBONE:  So moved.




MS. HORN:  Second?




DR. WALLACK:  Second.




MS. HORN:  All in favor?




ALL:  Aye.




MS. HORN:  Thank you very much.  Everybody on the phone, bye, bye.




(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.)
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