

 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes – Regular Meeting

Monday – March 31, 2008
A special meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee “Advisory Committee” was held on Monday, March 31, 2008, at the Hartford Hilton, 315 Trumbull Street, Hartford, Connecticut.

Call to Order:  Noting the presence of a quorum, Robert Galvin, Chairman of the Advisory Committee, called the meeting to order at 8:10 a.m.  Members present:   Robert Galvin, M.D., M.P.H. (Chair); Treena Livingston Arinzeh, Ph.D.; Ernesto Canalis, M.D.; Gerald Fishbone, M.D; Myron Genel, M.D., Ph.D.; Paul Huang, M.D., Ph.D; Charles Jennings, Ph.D.; Ann Kiessling, Ph.D.; Julius Landwirth, M.D., J.D.; Stephen Latham, J.D., Ph.D.; Robert Mandelkern; Amy Wagers, Ph.D.; and Milton B. Wallack, D.D.S.    

	Other Attendees:  Marianne Horn (DPH), Denise Leiper (DPH), June Mandelkern (Parkinson Rep. to Stem Cell Coalition), Henry Salton (Attorney General’s Office), Chelsey Sarnecky (CI); Lynn Townshend (DPH), Dan Wagner (CI),  Paula Wilson (Yale University), Mr. Haifan-Lin (Yale Stem Cell Center), and Marc LaLande (UCONN Stem Cell Institute).


	Opening Remarks—Commissioner Galvin:
Commissioner Galvin welcomed and thanked everyone for attending the meeting.  He explained the rationale for having a two day meeting and noted the importance of the members having appropriate and sufficient time to review each of the grants.  Commissioner Galvin stated that particular attention should be paid to the grant applications from new investigators.  



	At the request of Dr. Galvin, Ms. Townshend proceeded with the roll call and reviewed the procedures for the grant review process.  She stated that the seed grant proposals will be reviewed first.  The proposals that received a Peer Review score of 2.5 or higher will be discussed first, and one minute will be allotted for description and discussion on each proposal.  Based on consensus, the proposals will preliminarily be put into “yes,” “no” or “maybe” categories.  If an Advisory Committee member objects to the placement of a proposal, the proposal automatically gets placed into the “maybe fund” category for consideration in the next phase.  Each of the proposals receiving a Peer Review score of below 2.5 will have four minutes for discussion.  After all of the seed proposals have been preliminarily considered, the “maybe” category proposals will be discussed further with a four minute time frame for each proposal.

	


A similar process will follow for the remaining categories as outlined on the agenda.  The core and group proposals each will receive 14 minutes description and discussion regardless of their peer review score.    

The established investigator proposals that received a Peer Review score of 2.5 or higher will be allotted one minute each for description and discussion.  The established investigator proposals with Peer Review scores below 2.5 will be allotted five minutes for description and discussion.

Full funding considerations will be held to the end of consideration of all grant categories.  Ms. Townshend reiterated the importance of Advisory Committee members refraining from discussion of any of the issues during the breaks, lunch or off hours.  She stated that if there is a need to go into executive session to discuss proprietary information, the audience will be asked to leave the room.  No public comments will be taken until the completion of the meeting and following the decisions on the grant proposals.  

Ms. Townshend reviewed the break and lunch schedule and noted that a decision will be made by 3:00 p.m. today as to whether there will be a need to recess and reconvene on Tuesday, April 1, 2008, to complete the process.

Dr. Galvin noted that the proceedings are public.  He stated that Attorney Salton is present and will guide the Advisory Committee in a manner that is consistent with legislative intent.  

Mr. Wollschlager mentioned that the Peer Review members were cognizant that there are fewer funds in this round than the first round and were very impressed with the quality of work that was submitted under this round.  

Review of Seed Proposals:
The Committee reviewed the seed grant proposals.  
Dr. Huang summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-012, Chandawarkar principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 4.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Dr. Genel.  Ms. Townshend mentioned that there is proprietary information identified in the proposal by the applicant.  If the Advisory Committee needs to discuss the information identified as proprietary, it may be necessary to go into executive session.  Dr. Huang discussed some of the issues raised by the Peer Reviewers with the proposal. There was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category. 
Dr. Arinzeh described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-007, Das principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Mr. Mandelkern.  Following discussion on some of the issues with the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.

Dr. Kiessling discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-038, Ma principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.75, and the Committee member of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Landwirth.  After discussion of the proposal, recommendation was made and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.
Dr. Canalis reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-Yale-026, Kocer principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.   Dr. Canalis noted that the scientific review was not favorable.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Wagers discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-050, Xue principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Latham.   Concerns with the proposal were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Canalis reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-032, Henegariu principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.40, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.   After reviewing the Peer Review summary on the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Jennings described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-018, Zou principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.13, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Genel.  Ms. Townshend mentioned noted that this proposal contains information which may be considered proprietary information.  After discussion of the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Kiessling reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-039, Lieberman principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Landwirth.   It was noted that this proposal could have been funded by the National Institute of Health, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Mr. Mandelkern discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-017, Chhabra principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 3.00, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Mr. Mandelkern.  Ms. Townshend noted that the applicant has identified information which may be proprietary; and if the proprietary information needs to be discussed, the Advisory Committee should go into executive session.  Some of the issues with the proposal were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Wagers described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-042, Maulik principal investigator.   The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.90, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Landwirth.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Genel reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-013, Furneaux principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Dr. Genel.   There was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Arinzeh discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-055, Yao principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Fishbone.  After discussion, the proposal was put into the “maybe” category.  
Dr. Arinzeh reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-004, Wang principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.75, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Fishbone and Dr. Arinzeh.  Some of the weaknesses with the proposal were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Latham discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-052, Amano principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Latham.  It was noted that there was some disconnect with the peer review discussion and score since the discussion was full of praise for the preliminary results and qualifications of people involved.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.  
Since the Committee members of cognizance were not prepared to discuss Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-041, Nelson, principal investigator, discussion on this proposal was deferred until later.  
Dr. Genel reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-020, Crocker principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.70, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Genel.   It was noted that there appears to be some disconnect with the discussions and score from the Peer Reviewers on this proposal.  The primary criticism seems to be lack of experience and specifics with details.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category. 
Dr. Fishbone discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-001, Mamoun principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.63, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Fishbone.  It was noted that this proposal is a resubmission from the last funding round.  After discussion of some of the issues mentioned by the Peer Reviewers, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Canalis reported on Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-RECO-028, Sundaram principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.60, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.   Some of the concerns expressed by the Peer Review Committee were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Jennings reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-024, Maye principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.60, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Latham.   There was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Mr. Mandelkern discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-016, Gu principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.60, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Mr. Mandelkern.   It was noted among the 50 seed grant applications, this proposal ranked 31.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

The Advisory Committee moved to the seed grant proposals ranked highest by the Peer Review Committee.  Ms. Townshend noted that time for discussion and description now moves to four minutes.  
Dr. Genel and Dr. Wagers summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-054, Srivastava principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Genel.  The Committee discussed some of the positives with the proposal as well as several concerns.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.  
Dr. Wagers reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-COGN-044, Hambor principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Latham.  Noting some concerns with the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Jennings described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHA-02, Epstein principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Genel.  After discussion of some concerns with the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Wagers discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-051, Kotha principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Latham.  Some of the concerns raised by the Peer Reviewers were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Jennings reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-030, Peczuh principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Latham.  After discussion of some of the issues raised with the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Jennings reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-029, Drazinic principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Latham.  There was a lengthy discussion about the scientific background of the proposal and consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Huang described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-014, Chamberlain principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Dr. Genel.  The Peer Review for the proposal was relatively positive even though the score was 2.50.  After discussion, the proposal was put into the “maybe” category.  
Dr. Fishbone discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-003, Wang principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Fishbone.  At least one of the Committee members expressed the desire to review this proposal further, and the proposal was put into the “maybe” category.  

Dr. Arinzeh reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-008, Hurley principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Mandelkern.  Some of the concerns of the Peer Reviewers were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Kiessling summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YSME-035, Massaro principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Wallack.  After discussion, there was consensus to put this proposal into the “maybe” category.  

Dr. Canalis described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-034, Mishra principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.40, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.  Ms. Townshend stated that the applicant has identified proprietary information in the proposal.  Some of the concerns of the Peer Reviewers were discussed, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Wagers discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-053, Amano principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.35, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Wallack.  After discussing the concerns with the proposal, there was consensus to put this proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Arinzeh described Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-006, “Heinen principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.25, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Mr. Mandelkern.  It was noted that the Peer Review for the proposal was relatively positive even though the score was 2.25.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Wagers reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-043, Gryk principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.25, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Landwirth.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.  

Dr. Kiessling discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-037, Li principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.2, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Landwirth.  Dr. Kiessling reviewed some of the criticisms of the reviewers and some of the strong points in the application. After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.
Dr. Huang reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-015, Martins-Taylor principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.2, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Mr. Mandelkern.  Dr.  Huang noted that even though the project is of significance, it is somewhat exploratory.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Kiessling summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-033, Choudhary principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.1, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Landwirth.  Dr. Kiessling noted that the Peer Reviewers were positive about the proposal, however, expressed some problems with technique.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.  

A question arose as to the number of seed grant proposals that could be funding.  It was noted that the Request for Proposal Application specifically indicates that the Advisory Committee would fund at least ten percent of the grant funds on seed grants.  However, there is no maximum amount that could be funded.  

Ms. Townshend moved on to Seed Grant Proposal, 08-SCA-YALE-031, Qiu principal investigator.  She noted that the proposal contains information identified by the applicant as proprietary.  The Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.  Dr. Canalis discussed the proposal, noting that the Peer Review score was 2.1.  He stated that scientific review was non-committal.  There was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.  
Dr. Huang reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YSME-011, Sasaki principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.1, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Mr. Mandelkern.  After discussion of the proposal, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.
Noting the number of proposals going into the “maybe” category, suggestion was made to subdivide the maybe proposals into serious and not serious contenders.  Concern was expressed with changing the process at this point, and there was consensus to continue in the same manner.

Dr. Arinzeh discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-002, Wang principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.1, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Fishbone.  Dr. Arinzeh noted that the reviewers were positive about the application but felt that it was novel work.  There was some discussion about the principal investigator having multiple applications and consensus to consider each of the applications on an individual basis.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Jennings reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-023, Witola principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.0, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Genel.  Dr. Jennings noted that it appears that the principal investigator is leaving UCONN.  Ms. Hartley confirmed that correspondence was received from the sponsor, Choukri Ben Mamoun indicated that on March 30, 2008 the principal investigator, Witola, left UCONN Health Center and that he would like to suggest a new post-doctoral fellow or that Dr. Mamoun would serve as principal investigator.  Discussion on this issue ensued.  Suggestion was made to encourage the principal investigator to apply for funding in the future, and there was consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  

Dr. Canalis summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-019, Ivanova principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.90, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Fishbone.  Dr. Canalis noted that the proposal had a very good scientific score.  There consensus to put the proposal into the “yes” category.  
Dr. Kiessling reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-040, Carter principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.85, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Landwirth.  Dr. Kiessling stated that this proposal is a really good example of a young investigator moving from the mouse to human embryonic stem cells.  There consensus to put the proposal into the “yes” category.
Dr. Wagers summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-056, Carter principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Wallack.  Dr. Wagers stated that this is the second grant application from the same principal investigator, Dr. Carter.  She expressed some concerns with the proposal, and there consensus to put the proposal into the “no” category.  
Dr. Fishbone reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-022, Breunig principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Fishbone.  Dr. Canalis expressed some issues with the proposal.  He noted that he is aware of scientific advances already being made in the area identified in the proposal.  Dr. Galvin noted that the seed grants should not be provided to fund work that’s already been done.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.
Dr. Kiessling discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-036, Wang principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Wallack.  Ms. Townshend noted that the applicant has identified proprietary information in the application.  Several concerns with the proposal were discussed.  After further discussion, there consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category. 
Dr. Huang reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-009, Lai principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Dr. Genel.  In response to a question, Dr. Huang noted that this proposal is unrelated to another proposal presented on a similar subject.  After discussion, there was consensus to put the proposal into the “maybe” category.  
Mr. Mandelkern summarized Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-005, Cantley principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.65, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Mr. Mandelkern.  Mr. Mandelkern noted that this proposal is ranked third out of 50 proposals.  There was some discussion on whether the work would be performed on mice before human embryonic cells.  It was noted that the proposal is to establish the procedure in a mouse model first.  There consensus to put the proposal into the “yes” category.  
Dr. Jennings discussed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-025, Havens and Mina co-principal investigators.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.60, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Latham.  Ms. Hartley clarified that CI received correspondence from UCONN Health Center indicating that Dr. Havens had either left or was in the process of leaving; and if the grant was approved, the award would be transferred to Dr. Mina, the co-principal investigator.  There was some discussion about who would be doing the work on the project and the proposed work being formed.  It was noted that the general public does not understand the science in the manner that experienced scientist and ethicists; and it is important to clearly communicate certain issues to the citizens of the State.  The purpose of the seed grant was once again discussed, and it was noted that the spirit behind the seed grants is to fund either a seasoned investigator doing something new or helping a young investigator to begin.  After discussion, the proposal was put into the “maybe” category. 
Dr. Galvin encouraged the Committee members to review the current list of proposals in the respective categories to determine whether any changes are necessary at this point.  

Dr. Canalis reviewed Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-YALE-010, Reinke principal investigator.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 1.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Fishbone.  Both Committee members of cognizance recommended the approval of the grant.  There was consensus to include the proposal in the “yes” category.  

Dr. Galvin asked the Committee to consider Seed Grant Proposal 08-SCA-UCON-041, Nelson principal investigator.  Dr. Kiessling reviewed the proposal.  The Peer Review score for the proposal was 2.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Landwirth.  It was noted that the University of Connecticut has two applications to develop a stem cell database, and this is one of the two proposals.  In response to a question, Mr. Wollschlager mentioned that the Interstate Alliance has been discussing this issue and how to share information and develop a separate statewide data system that will dovetail with other states.  Due to the uniqueness of the proposal, a request was made to put the proposal into the “maybe” category. 
Dr. Galvin summarized that there are four seed grant proposals in the “yes” category and again asked the Committee members to consider the proposals preliminarily in the “no” category to ensure that no changes are desired.   
With respect to Seed Grant proposal 08-SCA-UCHC-023, Witola principal investigator, (currently in the “no” category), Ms.  Ms. Hartley mentioned that an e-mail was received on March 20, 2008 from Dr. Mamoun indicating that “both ideas to generate normal and transgenic erythrocytes and hematocytes to study Malaria infection are mine and I share the concept and design with William Witola during his tenure in my laboratory.”  Dr. Galvin reiterated that this grant was preliminarily rejected because the primary investigator moved on.  In response to a question, Ms. Hartley stated that a revised budget was not included with the e-mail received from Dr. Mamoun.  She noted that originally, Dr. Mamoun was the sponsor but will now be the principal investigator since Dr. Witola left.  Ms. Hartley stated that the e-mail also indicated that Dr. Mamoun would like to suggest a new post-doctoral fellow.  Dr. Galvin expressed concern with the process of receiving amendments and trying to consider amendments to applications.  After further discussion, there was consensus to keep the proposal in the “no” category.  
The following is a summary of how each of the proposals were preliminarily broken into the three categories—“yes,” “no” and “maybe.”
 Preliminary “Yes” Seed Grant Proposals:
  

· 08-SCA-YALE-005

· 08-SCA-YALE-010

· 08-SCA-YALE-019

· 08-SCA-UCON-040

Preliminary “No” Seed Grant Proposals: 
· 08-SCA-UCHC-012

· 08-SCA-UCHC-007

· 08-SCA-UCON-038

· 08-SCA-YALE-026

· 08-SCA-UCON-050

· 08-SCA-YALE-032
· 08-SCA-UCHC-018

· 08-SCA-UCON-039

· 08-SCA-UCHC-017

· 08-SCA-UCHC-042

· 08-SCA-UCHC-013

· 08-SCA-UCON-004

· 08-SCA-UCHC-001

· 08-SCA-RECO-028

· 08-SCA-UCHC-024

· 08-SCA-UCHC-016

· 08-SCA-COGN-044

· 08-SCA-UCHC-021

· 08-SCA-UCON-051

· 08-SCA-UCON-030

· 08-SCA-UCHC-029

· 08-SCA-UCHC-008

· 08-SCA-YALE-034

· 08-SCA-UCON-053

· 08-SCA-UCHC-006

· 08-SCA-UCHC-015

· 08-SCA-UCON-002

· 08-SCA-UCHC-023

· 08-SCA-UCON-056

Preliminary “Maybe” Seed Proposals:
  

· 08-SCA-UCON-055
· 08-SCA-UCON-052

· 08-SCA-UCHC-020

· 08-SCA-UCON-054

· 08-SCA-UCHC-014

· 08-SCA-UCON-003

· 08-SCA-UCHC-043

· 08-SCA-YSME-035

· 08-SCA-UCHC-037

· 08-SCA-UCHC-033

· 08-SCA-YALE-031

· 08-SCA-YSME-011

· 08-SCA-YALE-022,

· 08-SCA-YALE-036

· 08-SCA-UCHC-009

· 08-SCA-UCHC-025

· 08-SCA-UCHC-041

Commissioner Galvin noted that he has been requested to attend a gubernatorial cabinet meeting, and Dr. Landwirth has agreed to chair in his absence.  

Following a brief break for lunch, Mr. Wollschlager reiterated the next steps in the process, as identified earlier by Ms. Townshend.  He noted that the Committee should review the grants put into the “maybe” category and make a determination as to whether they should go into the “yes” or “no” categories.  A four minute time limit will be allotted for discussion of each proposal.  Mr. Wollschlager noted that the grants in the “no” category will be eliminated, and the grants in the “yes” category will be considered later.  Funding decisions will not be made until all of the categories are considered.  The Committee members continued, discussing the highest ranked proposals in the “maybe” category first.  

Discussion of “Maybe” Seed Grant Proposals:

With respect to Seed Grant proposals 08-SCA-UCHC-043 and 08-SCA-UCHC-041, the Committee felt that the proposals were important, however, did not feel that the proposals were appropriate for the seed category because the seed grant category is not for sustainability which is required for the data base to be accessible over time.  Recommendation was made to send a letter to the University of Connecticut Health Center conveying this information. 

After discussing each of the “maybe” Seed Grant Proposals again, there was consensus to move the following proposals to the “yes” category:  

· 08-SCA-UCHC-009

· 008-SCA-YALE-022

· 08-SCA-YALE-036

· 08-SCA-YSME-011

· 08-SCA-YALE-031

· 08-SCA-UCHC-033

· 08-SCA-UCHC-014

There was consensus to move the following proposals to the “no” category:  

· 08-SCA-UCHC-025

· 08-SCA-UCHC-037

· 08-SCA-UCHC-043

· 08-SCA-UCHC-041

· 08-SCA-YSME-035

· 08-SCA-UCON-003

· 08-SCA-UCON-054

· 08-SCA-UCHC-020

· 08-SCA-UCON-052

· 08-SCA-UCON-055

Dr. Landwirth provided an opportunity for anyone to make changes to the categories for the Seed Grant Proposals.  There being no requests for changes, he stated that the “no” grants will no longer be considered.  

Review of Core Grant Proposals:

Mr. Wollschlager moved on to the core and group grant proposals, noting that each of the proposals would each receive a 14-minute description and discussion regardless of the peer review score.  

The first core proposal discussed was 08-SCD-YALE-004, Lin principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 1.45, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Canalis and Dr. Wallack.  Dr. Wallack and Dr. Canalis reviewed the proposal.  Discussion ensued on budget items.  After discussion there was consensus to include the proposal in the “yes” category.  

Dr. Jennings moved to proposal 08-SCD-UCHC-003, Aguila principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 1.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Genel and Dr. Jennings.  Dr. Jennings noted that the proposal is to provide the support of operating the core facility.  He discussed the proposal and some concerns with the requested amount.  In response to a question about whether the project is an extension of funding for a core project funded for UCONN during round one, it was noted that this proposal is a complimentary core facility that includes flow cytometry and is different from the core proposal approved during round one for UCONN.  There was consensus to include the proposal in the “yes” category and discuss the budget further tomorrow.  

Dr. Wagers reviewed proposal 08-SCD-UCHC-007, Han principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 2.25, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Wagers and Dr. Landwirth.  Dr. Wagers stated that the grant brings together six investigators.  She noted some concerns with a portion of the application.  In response to question as to whether any of the components are interesting enough to stand on their own, Dr. Wagers stated that as they are written, they really do not fit under core facilities.  Attorney Horn stated that some modifications were made to the RFP for this round that allows the Advisory Committee some flexibility to consider parts of grants.  After further discussion, there was consensus to include the proposal in “no” category.  
Dr. Latham discussed proposal 08-SCD-EVER-001, Lee principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 2.50, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Arinzeh and Dr. Latham.  Dr. Latham noted that the proposal is from Evergen, which is a private company in Storrs in partnership with UCONN.  There was discussion about the astute team and the group project proposals.  There was consensus to put this proposal in the “maybe” category. 
Dr. Mandelkern reviewed proposal 08-SCD-ZBIO-002, Cecchi principal investigator, and the institution is the Zenith Biotech.  The Peer Review score was 3.75, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Mr. Mandelkern.  Some of the concerns with the proposal were discussed, and there was consensus to put this proposal in the “no” category.

Dr. Latham reviewed proposal 08-SCC-UCON-005, Hiskes principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 4.00, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Kiessling and Dr. Latham.  Dr. Latham noted that the proposal is non-scientific requesting funding for ESCRO staff, educational services, and training by the ESCRO to researchers on ethics issues.  Discussion ensued as to whether the grant funds should be expended for bioethics research and the mandate of the committee to fund research.  After further discussion, the proposal was put in the “maybe” category.  
The following is a summary of how each of the Core Grant Proposals were preliminarily broken into the three categories—“yes,” “no” and “maybe”:
Preliminary “Yes” Core Grant Proposals:

· 08-SCD-YALE-004

· 08-SCD-UCHC-003
Preliminary “No” Core Grant Proposals:  

· 08-SCD-ZBIO-002

· 08-SCD-UCHC-007

Preliminary “Maybe” Core Grant Proposals:

· 08-SCD-EVER-001

· 08-SCD-UCON-005

Mr. Wollschlager asked the Advisory Committee members to consider the “no” proposals to ensure that they will stay in the “no” category.  Reconsideration of the two “Maybe” proposals will be done tomorrow.

Review of Group Grant Proposals:

Mr. Wollschlager stated that the next category to review is the group grants proposals.  The Advisory Committee members proceeding by reviewing the applications rated highest by the Peer Reviewers.  

The Advisory Committee members discussed proposal 08-SCC-YSME-005, Redmond principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 1.25, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Jennings and Dr. Fishbone.   Dr. Jennings stated that this is a Yale proposal, and Yale is subcontracting to Axion, which is based in Connecticut but operates a facility in St. Kitts.  Dr. Jennings stated that there is a significant cost savings subcontracting to Axion through the St. Kitts’ facility for primate resources which are essentially unavailable in the Unites States.   Some concern was expressed with a portion of the requested funding being spent outside of Connecticut.  It was noted that this proposal was ranked number one of all categories and clearly documents why it is necessary to pursue research in St. Kitts.  The project may go to clinical trials; and if successful could lead to amazing therapeutic effects and benefits to the State of Connecticut.  Attorney Salton explained that this issue was discussed at length last year, and that the statute requires that the Advisory Committee provide funding for the advancement of embryonic and human adult stem cell research in the State of Connecticut.  After further discussion, the proposal was put into the “maybe” category to discuss further tomorrow.    

Dr. Huang discussed proposal 08-SCC-UCHC-003, Aguila principal investigator.  The Peer Review score was 2.70, and the Committee members of cognizance are Dr. Huang and Dr. Genel.  Dr. Huang discussed some of the concerns with the proposal.  There was a discussion on whether to fund one of the two parts of the project.  Attorney Salton stated that changes were made to the RFP for this round to allow partial funding if desired.  There was consensus to put the proposal in the “no” category.  
Due to time constraints, the remainder of the Group Grant proposals will be reviewed tomorrow.  
MOTION:  Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee voted unanimously in favor of recessing the meeting at 4:00 p.m. and continuing the meeting on Tuesday, April 1, 2008, at 8:00 a.m.







Respectfully submitted:
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