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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  And I believe that most of the participants are known.  We have some guests here. 




Would you care to introduce yourselves?




MS. LYNN TOWNSEND:  I'm Lynn Townsend, Executive Assistant to Commissioner Galvin and Communications Manager with the Department of Public Health.




MR. PHIL HATHAWAY:  Phil Hathaway, I’m with the Hartford Courant.




MS. CATHERINE KENNELLY:  Cathy Kennelly, Department of Public Health.




Ms. DENISE LEIPER:  Denise Leiper, Department of Public Health.




DR. DIANE KRAUSE:  Diane Krause, Yale University.




DR. CAROLINE SIMON:  Caroline Simon, Yale University.




MR. PAUL VANKERN:  Paul Vankern, State Coordinator for Profits and Action Network and Parkinson’s Disease Representative of the Connecticut Stem Cell Coalition.




MR. KEVIN CROWLEY:  Kevin Crowley with the Department of Economic and Community Development.




MS. ANNETTE CHARLES:  Annette Charles, (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And do we have a -- we need five for a quorum.  We have one, two, three, four, five.  And I believe that Mike Genel is going to -- and Ernie Canalis will join us subsequently.  




And you -- you have some information about Dr. Landwirth?




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Yeah.  I had a phone call from Julie Landwirth.  Julie called at about 11:00 and indicated that, with great regrets and great chagrin actually, he had to be with his wife at the Cancer Center. As some of you know, she is doing an amazing job.  They're doing an amazing job of fighting a terrible problem.  And he is -- he sends his regrets and just -- he wanted me to also indicate -- and Julie is not one to elaborate fully.  And, Charles, he indicated that he thought that you guys had done, quote, a tremendous job.  I wrote it down.  Terrific.  Terrific.  Terrific job.




DR. JENNINGS:  Thanks.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I'm going to make a -- take advantage of my prerogative as chairperson to make a couple of remarks and the first of which is to welcome Ernie Canalis.




MR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Hi.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hi.




MR. CANALIS:  I (indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have spent some time with the ethics apparatus of the State of Connecticut and with the -- both the Ethics Committee itself and as one of the citizens group.  And we have tried to thoroughly investigate and to make certain that everybody understands the composition of this committee and the way the committee was formed and the delibera-- the way we will undertake our deliberations.




Some questions have been raised about should individuals on the committee who have any connection to any of the proposed entities who may want to be -- who may seek to be awarded or actually be awarded a grant -- there's a feeling that among some of the members in the ethics community that no one who has any connection to any institution which might be involved in any of the studies or actions that we undertake, that no one with any connection like this should be allowed to vote.  And I would like to comment on that.




And I would like to say that this is a very distinguished group of educators, scientists and ethicists.  I don't think I've ever been in a medium-sized room with such a distinguished group of individuals.  And there are certainly many of us here at table who have spent our entire lives devoted to science and ethics and the pursuit of what's appropriate and what's right and what's honest.




I have no doubt in my mind that if the occasion arises where a decision would materially advantage a university or an entity with which someone at this table had a connection, I have no doubt that the individual would recuse himself from the vote.  I find it very difficult to believe that there's anybody among this distinguished group who would deliberately vote against a proposition made by someone from a university or an entity other than the one to which he had a connection.




Some of the connections are direct and some of them are much -- are much more evanescent.  Mine is certainly relatively direct because I'm on the Board of Directors at the UConn, University of Connecticut, School of Medicine.  And I would, of course, recuse myself from any vote which would materially benefit that institution.  And I’m sure everyone else at table would -- around this table would do the same.




I would like to remind all of us and everybody in the group here that what we are doing is pursuant to legislation passed by the elected representatives of the State of Connecticut and signed into law by Her Excellency, the Chief Executive.




And so these deliberations that we're engaged in are a -- are deliberations to implement that law and to do the best we can to make sure that both the written legislation and its intent are appropriately expressed.




And, once again, we are not meeting here to make ethical decisions about whether human stem cell lines, new human stem cell lines should be advanced and new human stem cell lines should be studied, along with other types of studies.  That has already been determined by the people of the state of Connecticut through their elected representatives.  And that is not an ethical point that we are raising here.  And this is not the venue to -- for individuals to consider whether or not there should be human stem cell research.  That has been decided by the Senators and the Representatives in the General Assembly.




What we have to decide is how these funds are going to be dispersed, what type of research should be done and who should do it.  And that is a relatively -- it's quite different from having discussions about the ethical considerations of doing stem cell -- of doing stem cell research.  And so we will move on -- we'll move on in that direction.




And, once again, I have every confidence that the group assembled here will do the right thing.  And not to put too fine a point on it, but it would be hard for me to believe that men and -- men who have spent their entire lives studying these type of things or their entire lives, professional lives, studying ethics would make a decision based on some small personal prejudices.  I don't think that's going to happen.




I would like to -- I presume that all of us have had a chance to look at the Minutes.  And are there any -- are there any additions or changes to the Minutes?




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, the motion, the final version proposed -- this is on Page 9 of the Minutes and it reads -- the second sentence of that reads "These grants could be for several million dollars and the collaborations would be across departments and across institutions."  I think that should read "and the collaborations could" rather than "would" be across departments and across institutions.  In other words, it is not a specific requirement that you must involve more than one institution, for example, to be able to work on that grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Everybody clear about that?




A VOICE:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It's the last line on that page under the first caption of Motion.




DR. XIANGZHONG YANG:  I have a correction on the Minutes, also.  I have to say really what a long meeting, three and a half hours the last meeting.  It took a long time to take the notes.  And very, very controversial for the first 80 pages.  And the last -- Page 8 (indiscernible) and the types or categories of grants.  




And I think the committee knew very well that Charles Jennings made a motion for four categories of a grant, and each one was voted separately and each one will vote with a majority, I believe.  And that's really not important in these Minutes.




All the four seed grant as one.  Naturally, we essentially all voted Yes.  The individual grants, second category; voted all Yes.  The third one of (indiscernible) grants, one voted No, the rest voted Yes.  And the last one was the core facility grant.  All voted Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  How are we going to change in the notes?




DR. YANG:  Under four -- the motion really not one -- really four separate motions for each category and then voted.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. YANG:  Essentially all the four categories who are agreed voted Yes is by majority of the vote, the members.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Okay.  Does everybody understand what we're going to do?  We're going to change that portion on Page 8 which -- to indicate that there were four votes on the four individual categories.  Does that make sense to us all?  Okay?




A VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.




DR. WALLACK:  Also on Page 8, I think that in the third paragraph where it says "The utilization of cores within one or two" it says here, I think the intent was, and I think the statement was, within one of the various institutions in the state of Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  And the other thing.  I mentioned Julie couldn't be here.  But one of the questions he posed -- I had submitted the informa-- that statement to the committee.  And I think that it was -- we felt that perhaps that should be an attachment to the Minutes.  I don't know if -- how you want to handle that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We'll get to that in just a second.  If we're through with looking at the Minutes of the last meeting -- are there any other additions, changes or corrections?




If not, I'll accept a nomination to accept the Minutes as amended by the three choices that we have--




DR. WALLACK:  Move it.




DR. YANG:  Second it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?




Okay.  The Minutes are accepted.




I will remind you that the proceedings are being transcribed by Post Reporting Service.  Minutes are being taken by Connecticut Innovations.  And the proceedings are being taped by CTN.  I believe it would help our transcriptionist if we had people at the table and particularly from the audience identify themselves.  And if you have something to say and -- from around the edge of the room, you've got to make an effort to come up and get near a microphone so you can accomplish that.




Now, we're going to speak about, Milt, what you wanted to add to the table.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I had submitted the statement having to do with some of the motions that took place last week -- two weeks ago.  And there was a question, I know, raised whether or not that should be part of the Minutes.  And I think that I would agree that perhaps it should be considered as an attachment to the Minutes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As an attachment or an addendum?




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  An attachment.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  An attachment.




Yes?




MS. NANCY RION:  Nancy Rion.  Commissioner, note we also received a request from Julius that perhaps all of the E-mailed vision statements -- so there was one from Jerry, I believe one from Julius and one from Willy.  That those -- and plus yours.  So that would be four attachments to the Minutes that we would add.




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  What we would do is (indiscernible)




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  You had the one on the different states.




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  All --




MS. RION:  That's a different piece.  That was his position.




DR. JENNINGS:  That was a different statement.




MS. RION:  But the State's piece --




DR. JENNINGS:  But feel free to touch on it.




MS. RION:  All right.  So perhaps those five attachments.




DR. WALLACK:  I would move the five attachments be properly submitted --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As an attachment to the Minutes of the last meeting.




A VOICE:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?




The motion -- the five statements will be attached to the Minutes.





DR. CANALIS:  There should be an indication there with no appropriate discussion of those attachments.  No?  I mean they were superficially discussed.  Correct?




A VOICE:  (Indiscernible)




DR. CANALIS:  So there needs to be a provision.  I mean there was not a real formal discussion of each one of those attachments.  So it is okay to include them as attachments, but it also needs -- we need to make a notation that they were not discussed or voted or anything.




DR. YANG:  I agree.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  The opinion is that the --




DR. CANALIS:  If you have opinions to submit, you include them, but you include them as opinions not as far as a formal discussed and agreed upon position.  I don't want this to be misconstrued that is the position of the group.  It's the position of an individual without appropriate discussion.  Correct?




DR. JENNINGS:  I agree.  I agree.  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  If incorrect, please tell me.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think the Minutes would indicate that.  We certainly can add a statement that the following -- the following five statements represent the opinions of the -- of the individuals noted in the statements and not the opinion of the group as a whole.




DR. JENNINGS:  Sure.




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Again, the group acts on motions.  So if there's no motion regarding an adoption of those statements by the committee, then they're not to represent the committee's actions.  They remain individual statements.  They were just considered by the committee.





DR. CANALIS:  I understand what you're saying.  But they are becoming a formal part of the Minutes.  So maybe some clarification is required.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Tell me what --




MR. SALTON:  That's fine.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  How he just said it.  This represents opinions of members.  They were not voted upon and enacted.




Okay.  Do we have any public comment at the present time?




Okay.  Now, I have a question.  Does the committee in future -- for future meetings want to allow a time for public comment?  If so, we would have to allocate a certain amount of time and then have a sign-in list so that people wanting to make comment could do so.  Ordinarily in the legislative process, individuals who want to make a comment are limited to five minutes or less.




So is there --





DR. CANALIS:  Five minutes per person.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Per person.  Yeah.  So we would have to have some sort of a time allotment for -- that we -- for a certain number of people as the board would see fit to make public comments.  And should there not be any public comment, then we would simply use that time to either discuss other things or whatever we needed to do in the meeting.




MR. SALTON:  Again, the question is whether it should be a standing part of the agenda that takes place at every committee meeting whether or not there's an item that's been placed into the public domain for comment.  But the committee does not have a mandate to hold public hearings.  And it would be strictly something that you'll decide whether you want to build into your time frames a public comment period for every meeting or, on the other hand, the other way to do it is to say at the next meeting, let's plan, as opposed to an automatic public comment, an intentional period of time to allow public comment on something we feel we need to get feedback on.




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  I think -- I think it’s a good idea to have different comments. There should also be an agenda rather than for every meeting -- and we have, let's say, 50, 100 people each will have five minutes.  But I think if it was on our agenda with volunteer speakers and one that is representing organized and (Indiscernible).  I think it's a good idea.  Right?  Listener on another on agenda.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that makes -- certainly that's a logical statement.  I believe that if we are going to allow these types of comments, we need to have a specific place for them to occur, perhaps early on in the procedure, so that individuals who wish to make a comment, you know, know when -- know when they can come and if they can expect to be able to make a comment on that particular day rather than a procedure where they have to sit through the entire meeting to wait to make a comment at the end of the meeting.




And I would suggest allotting subs-- of course, subsequent to what you decide, I would suggest perhaps a 30-minute -- a 30-minute allotment of time for public statements.  It's usually done on a sign-up basis.  And it's usually done, at least within the legislative process, on a first come, first served.  Obviously, in a half an hour only six people would be able to speak.  If there were a seventh and an eighth or a tenth, they would have to defer their -- whatever they were going to say until the next meeting unless the -- unless the board should feel so strongly about a statement that might be made that they would make an exception.




But I would prefer not to have an hour of our time used for public comment.




DR. WALLACK:  I would underline what we talked about perhaps on a per-need basis rather than as a permanent part of what we're doing.  So that if the chair has -- discerns that there's a need to do it, we would certainly vote to -- I would vote to support the chair's opinion to include that particular event at the next meeting.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, that would then presuppose that we would ask people who want to say things to notify us prior, some time prior, prior to the meeting.  And I'm not sure that that satisfies what the public need, to be able to come in and speak without sort of making an appointment to do it.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We want to keep the process open and leave the ability for the general public to say what they need to say.




MR. SALTON:  Well, again, if -- there isn't a requirement to have standing public comment at every meeting.  You could do -- for example, you could say, "Well, after we get this product done or with this piece of work done, let's put it out to the public and we'll schedule a public comment period at the next meeting.  It will be on the agenda which will be published and available to people."  And the people then know.  That's one avenue.




And the other avenue is again the idea that you might have, which is more typically legislative scheme, is kind of every meeting you have a standing kind of period that you set aside and reserve for public comment without regard to what else is going on on the agenda.  And so you could have those one or two options.  There isn't a mandate that you have public comment at every meeting.  And there's no mandate that you hold public hearings at this point in the process of a committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I thank you for the advice.  In that case, I think we would be best advised to, from time to time as the situation merits it, to bring up as a group whether or not we need to have a period of public comment on what happens here.




DR. WALLACK:  Do we need a motion and a vote on that?  Or do we do that individually each time we --




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  I would move that the chair decide that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  So we will have public comment as the chair, on the advice of the committee, decides is appropriate.  That's the resolution. It's been moved.  I'll second that.




All in favor?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?




The motion is carried.




Next on our agenda is the application process, beginning with the forms.  Willy, are you going to -- are you -- or Charles?




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  I defer to  Dr. Jennings.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Thank you, Willy, for your help in putting this together.  This really has been a joint effort from both of us.  And, of course, thanks to Nancy and (Indiscernible) for creating the template for this.  




I assume all the committee members have received and looked at the draft that we produced.  I sent a cover letter which I think you've already -- you've also received, which summarizes the things that Willy and I thought were worth flagging that might require further discussion.  I think we were clear all along.  We alone are not trying to make policy here.  And so, to the extent that there are policies embedded in this document, we want to make sure that they have the full support of the committee.




And do -- how much time do we want to spend going through this?  And the simple way would be just to propose a motion to adopt this in its entirety without further discussion.  I think people -- do people want discussion?  I see -- yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It certainly is a neurosurgical approach to it.




A VOICE:  He's a doctor.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would think that there's a fair amount of material here which we may need to talk about.  But I think you could certainly propose that the grants program document be accepted and then we could have a discussion.  If that's moved and seconded --




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- then we can proceed with the discussion.




DR. JENNINGS:  I move that we accept this document for discussion.




A VOICE:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And now we'll enter into a phase of discussion.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So the -- so in that E-mail message we've highlighted some of the --




DR. WALLACK:  Point of information before we start?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah?




DR. WALLACK:  There was a second document that was passed out today.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can you point it out?  That is it.  This is the same thing.  This is --




DR. WALLACK:  So is that the same thing we got last night?




DR. JENNINGS:  It is the same, apart from one minor addition to one paragraph --




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- which I can -- I’ll mention when we get to that point.  But it is just one clarification of ambiguous wording.




Other than that, I think --  Yeah.  Thank you for that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does everybody that needs to have a copy have a copy?




DR. KRAUSE:  Could we have one more?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Are there any additional copies in the room?




DR. KRAUSE:  (Indiscernible)




A VOICE:  Can we make copies?




A VOICE:  You need a copy?




MS. TOWNSEND:  Some of you who brought the copy that were sent out yesterday?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSEND:  Okay. Perhaps those can be shared?  Can we do that?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All set?  Everybody got a copy that needs one?




A VOICE:  We need another one.




A VOICE:  Can I make a copy?




A VOICE:  Sure.




DR. JENNINGS:  I can give you that, which is the previous version -- but it’s only in one small paragraph which we’ll come to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We're all set?  Does everybody have their reading material?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And if I may?  We are going to make four or five black-and-white copies of the material for folks who aren't here as -- in the audience.


COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I'll just take -- I meant -- are they -- are those copies?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  I'm -- just a point of information for those of you who don't yet have them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Is everybody comfortable with proceeding?  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  I'm prepared to talk in black and white rather than referring to the color coding.




Okay.  So I think the first point to note is about -- is on Page 2 under the heading of General Policies, that first paragraph.  "The committee will consider funding any form of stem cell research but priority will be given to human embryonic stem cell research that is not currently eligible for federal funding.  Other types of stem cell research will also be eligible, with priority given to human studies with clear potential relevance to human health.  Animal models are not excluded from consideration but applicants will need to demonstrate a direct relevance to human stem cell biology and its therapeutic implications."




So that's a general statement of policy that I think reflects the discussion of this committee at our last meeting.  But the committee should specifically endorse this wording or -- or discuss --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now, Charles, I presume we're going to go pretty much through this document seriatim.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So -- and I don't think we need to vote on every single paragraph.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- on every paragraph.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  This was already voted.  Correct?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  The motion is -- there's a motion on the floor to accept it in its entirety.  But what we need to go through --




DR. JENNINGS:  You're assuming that we will -- let's assume that we won't accept it without some change of some sort.  People will have concerns and should raise them as we go along.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that's entirely correct.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Are we satisfied -- well this is not a full motion -- are we generally satisfied that that captures the overall intent of this program?





DR. CANALIS:  I should point out that I was opposed to that vote.




DR. JENNINGS:  Understood.





DR. CANALIS:  So I cannot endorse it formally.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




DR. LENSCH:  So should we just assume that unless someone raises their hand, we'll just plow ahead?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.




DR. LENSCH:  All right.





DR. CANALIS:  I'm just clarifying --




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.





DR. CANALIS:  -- the discussion -- separate comment should be --




DR. LENSCH:  Okay.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  We have -- let me see.  Where is -- on Page 3, we have -- okay.  Top of Page 3, Indirect Costs.  It actually comes up again later.  But that is a decision which I assume this committee needs to make.  What will be the cap on indirect costs?  And we put in 15 percent simply because that had been discussed at previous meetings.  It is fairly common, standard among philanthropic funding entities that support academic research.  It's obviously much lower than the rate that the federal government pays.




So I think there needs to be some -- there needs to be a clear limit on the indirect costs.  And this committee has to decide what that limit should be.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I presume we all know indirect versus direct costs.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I'm assuming so.





DR. CANALIS:  I think it is unrealistic at 15 percent.  It is not philanthropy and it is unrealistic.  I mean -- you know, I mean NIH across the nation is at about 50 percent in, you know, ball park numbers.  I doubt very much that a university is going to be able to afford  the other 15.  I mean you asked for comments.  Those are my comments.  It is not philanthropy and it's unrealistic.





COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let me just say parenthetically that I had not met Dr. Canalis prior to this board and this appointment.  But I'm sorry that I hadn't met him earlier.  I think he's a man of wisdom and integrity who says what he thinks is correct.  And I welcome him.  And as I spoke earlier about the integrity of people who sit around this table, he's one of the examples of the integrity and someone who says what he needs to say and believes.  And I welcome your comments.





DR. CANALIS:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, you may have a comment about this.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just by way of benchmarking other states who are in the business of stem cell research, not weighing in as to the 15 percent.  I would point out that New Jersey has delineated a 15-percent indirect in their application process.  And California, although they're really only dealing with their training grants to date, they capped their indirect at 10 percent for their training grants.  So just a little bit of benchmarking with two states who are in the business of getting money out already have done to date.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, I think, Bob, that at one of our previous meetings we discussed within the state one or two institutions that had worked with a similar kind of cap.  And I think we talked about the Donahue Foundation.  Am I correct in that?




MS. RION:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  And I think that was at 10 percent, actually, if I --





DR. CANALIS:  I did not hear --




DR. WALLACK:  10 percent.  So that I -- you know what?  I think what Ernie's talking about about the need to consider a higher, you know, indirect is something that's a valid concern.  But from my own perspective, from what Warren said and from the comments that were made at a previous meeting, I'm very comfortable with the 15 percent.  It's a challenge.  But I think that I’m comfortable with it, especially in the context of the rest of the application.  And I think that that's, you know, an aspect that we have to consider.





DR. CANALIS:  Donahue does count I believe it's 10 percent or pretty close to it.  But these are reasonably small grants.  These -- even an investigator's grant is in the ballpark of about $100,000.00 a year.  And they have a couple of those a year.  And then when you look at what they call community grants, you know, the amount of money is about $80,000.00, you know, figure,  here you're looking to create an infrastructure and it's -- it's not one and the same.  You know what I mean? I will abide by the 15 percent if that's what the group decides.  I do not know how the deans of the two schools would react to this or Wesleyan.  It may be useful when we need public funding.




(LAUGHTER)




DR. JENNINGS:  We can safely assume that they would like more.





DR. CANALIS:  No.  No.  I mean -- not 15 percent -- 




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we do have some representation from both universities involved.  But this really isn't the time for -- I heard some comments from individuals who were speaking to me privately that were very similar to what Ernie said.  But it was a very -- it was a very -- an unacceptably low figure.  One individual said to me he wasn't particularly in favor of the whole project.  So I took it with the usual grain of salt.  And -- yeah.  An individual not to be named.




However, I think this is a topic for discussion.  And I think Warren and I have looked at the -- you know, every time we do something here, it's -- we're plowing new ground.  And Warren and I have looked at other people who are involved in the same endeavor.  And this seems to be what they're doing.  But, you know, the floor's open for people to comment.




We certainly don't want qualified institutions and investigators to walk away and leave us with only those that are willing to take -- to take a figure, a lower figure, if it's unrealistically low.  If it's just being careful with our money and showing financial acumen, that's one thing.  But we certainly don't want to exclude -- you know, if it's the feeling of the board that the people who -- the types of individuals we would like to see bid on the grants are going to walk away, then we need to think that through.




DR. WALLACK:  But, Bob, would it serve all of the purposes then to add one word?  And that is that our goal is not to exceed 15 percent.  And that way we have the latitude, if we have to consider something different, we still have that latitude.




DR. JENNINGS:  My recommendation would be to avoid that because I think you open the door to, you know, potentially endless negotiations --




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- later on.  I mean I think if we -- if we define the playing field at the outset and everybody knows what's on offer -- but we don't want to be having lots of financial agreements so that, you know, Wesleyan gets one, Yale gets another, UConn gets a third rate.  I think it should -- whatever we decide should, in my view, be imposed consistently across the board.




DR. WALLACK:  Gotcha.




DR. JENNINGS:  Even though those institutions may have negotiated different rates with the federal government and we'll have slightly different rates.




DR. LENSCH:  Commissioner Galvin, in these conversations that you've had wherein it's been commented that this indirect rate is poor, was there a comment made about a rate that they would prefer to see?  We have to start somewhere on the upper end and work between these two numbers.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, the comments I heard were much closer to 50 percent than 15 percent.  I'm trying to recall the exact figure.  But the comments -- and from more than one source.  It's not just one individual's concern.  Several individuals said this is unrealistically low and you may not get the right kinds of institutions and entities to bid.  So the figures I heard were, I think -- I forget what Dr. Canalis quoted from the --





DR. CANALIS:  In general terms, you know, 50 percent, give or take, is what one would consider most universities --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  These are the figures that I have heard spoken about.  And this is a difficult -- a difficult interface because some of the entities that we deal with are privately funded and privately endowed educational institutions and some of them are publicly supported educational institutions.  And so what an institution's overhead is in some ways kind of deals with the structure and whether they're publicly supported or not.  So this is a very -- a very difficult interface.




I think to try -- I don't want to influence the vote by telling you what I think you should do.  You need to do -- I don't think I could influence any of you anyhow.  But I think that -- I don't think I dare try.  But I think that Charles has a point when he says that we should probably fix what we're going to have in the offer rather than say, "Well, we'll talk about it."  Because then we will spend an endless amount of time with multiple entities trying to understand their differing points of view.  So I think whatever figure we arrive at should be "This is -- if you want the grant, this is the indirect overhead.  And if you can't accept that, then I guess that means you don't want the grant", which is a lot more cut and dried than I'd like to be.  But --




DR. WALLACK:  Well, I alluded to in my first comments the fact that I'm sort of okay with the lower figure, the 15-percent area, mainly because as you read the application process, there are many components of the application which I think become fairly generous in helping to set up the cores and so forth.  So that we are giving that kind of institutional support.  And it's very, very clearly stated in the application.




So that in this instance, unlike another application -- I might be working at an institution and apply for a grant.  I'm already working at a core facility that I'm not asking them supposedly to set up for us, if you will.  In this instance, we're, in fact, envisioning having to do that.  This is a different approach, I think, than that individual investigator who might get 50 percent.




So I'm comfortable with the lower figure in the context of the overall approach that this application speaks to.





DR. CANALIS:  May I comment?  On the other hand, you know, let's say we establish a core facility at Yale, just out of -- for example purposes, that anybody in the state has access to.  So Yale is being burdened with the overhead to run their facility, electricity, water, whatever you need.  And the other -- the other investigators throughout the state are -- are, you know -- are receiving benefit out of that core facility.




So because the thinking the last time was that the cores were going to be accessible, accessible to anybody in the state, it may actually be working against a specific school.  It's not like the school is supporting their own investigators in their core facility.  It's supporting investigators from other schools anywhere in the state.  So I'd be a little bit cautious with all of this.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Willy?




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I was raised in the country and I take things very simply, I think.  And we're going to have to have a compromise.  You're a stem cell scientist, what you think of things --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Simply.




DR. LENSCH:  All the important questions are simple.  Okay.  All right.  And we're on a balance here.  The direct costs put things on the lab bench to work with.  But the indirect costs put the bench there to start with.  And the types of grants that you want to see in your department are those that recover indirect costs because they keep the doors open.




And I -- we shouldn't -- it may be shortsighted to try and come with as low an indirect cost rate as possible because it could be at the expense of our long-term goals to get more work done.  And, of course, the deans in the institutions are going to want every percentage they could get.  And we're -- we have kind of a hybrid here between philanthropy because the pot is low and wanting to support research in existing institutions.  And so we're going to have to compromise somewhere in the middle.




The expense is going to be in terms of actual reagents that can be purchased.  But it's going to put the institutions in a better position to partner with us and get this work done.




And so I’m going to propose, just as a starting point, that we add another 10 percent to indirect costs, consider 25 percent and talk about that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we have a couple of comments from Cathy Kennelly, who is administration from the Health Department and Finance.




MS. KENNELLY:  Thank you.  Cathy Kennelly.  One of the things that I think you should consider when you're deciding on a percentage is the definition of "modified total direct costs."  If you go to Page 10 in the draft, indirect costs are identified there.  And you'll see that there are certain things that are excluded from the calculation of indirect costs.  And those include anything beyond the first $25,000.00 of a subcontractor grant, equipment, capital expenditures, charities for patient care, which shouldn't pertain here, rental costs and then that -- in excess of $25,000.00.




What that ends up doing is giving a lower percentage rate in effect than, you know, than it would be the straight 15 or 25 or whatever you decide on the total direct costs.  So that's just something that I'd like you to consider as you're -- and it ends up -- depending on how the structure of the budget is, you will have -- I guess you'll have a lower rate, lower effective rate and you will end up with different rates for different institutions.  But that's something --




DR. JENNINGS:  And it would depend -- for any given grant, it will depend on the mix of salaries versus equipment versus subcontracts --




MS. KENNELLY:  Exactly.




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean one option that might make it simple and might level the playing field, would be to say 15 percent of total direct costs rather than adopting this, the modified total as an NIH definition.  But we don't necessarily have to adopt that.  We could say that, you know, for our purposes the direct cost base will include equipment, will include the cost of rent with subcontracts.  I'm certainly not a finance person.  I defer to the expertise of those around this table who are.  But that would be one possible way of (A) leveling the playing field a little bit and (B) making it more palatable for institutions.





DR. CANALIS:  This is not direct from NIH.




MS. KENNELLY:  No.  This is not NIH.  This is a federal -- federal circular.  So it's not just NIH.  But it's other --




DR. JENNINGS:  I'm sorry.  Health and Human Services.  Right?




MS. KENNELLY:  Yes.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I beg your pardon.  But would you run that by me one more time?




MS. KENNELLY:  Sure.  Based on the definition on page 10 --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Just the primary care physician.




MS. KENNELLY:  Okay.  I'm talking primary care.  There are certain things that they exclude from the calculation of indirect.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  "They" being --




MS. KENNELLY:  "They" being the federal government.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Gotcha.  Yeah.




MS. KENNELLY:  Things like equipment.  So if you have a grant -- let's say that is 100 percent equipment -- they're going to purchase -- take 100 percent of the money and purchase equipment from it.  None of that would be subject to indirect costs.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. KENNELLY:  So what that ends up doing is lowering the effective rate that you're actually charging.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  And we should perhaps mention that it’s likely that a lot of these grants will be for equipment.  We assume there's going to be a lot of --




DR. CANALIS:  This should be core grant.  For instance, if it's all going to be equipment and facility, it's not going to be subject to indirect costs and they're not going to be happy about that.




DR. LENSCH:  And so then may I ask a clarifying point?  So then if I understand this correctly, if we took 15 percent across the board on a grant amount, people would be more generous than 15 percent applying the rationale of a 122 because it would capture indirect returns on equipment.





DR. CANALIS:  Just the first year.  Maybe the first year.  But as things move along and you have more expenditures in supplies and salaries, it could work against you.  So it should be the program and the plans.  So --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The gentleman, you have a question?  Did you have a comment, sir?




DR. MARC LaLANDE:  Yeah.  Could I make a comment?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sure.




DR. LaLANDE:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Just identify yourself for the record.




DR. LaLANDE:  Yeah.  My name is Marc LaLande and I'm -- I live in this precarious world between science and administration at the University of Connecticut and also head of the stem cell work group.  And having been skewered yesterday by our finance subcommittee of our Board of Directors -- I mean it's very important for us to keep them as a -- well, to keep them enthusiastic about this project.  And, you know, the trouble is these are all businesspeople and they -- they are reluctant to move ahead until, you know, not only do we know more about the grant but that we're able to, you know, at least cover our costs.  

               And I -- 15 percent -- and if you take out the equipment -- and you're statement is correct.  We will have, you know -- we'll certainly have a core grant from the University of Connecticut.  It's a cross-campus initiative.  And there will be equipment in there.  So, essentially, this will really hurt our ability to transmit our enthusiasm to the Board of Directors and, in my case, to our dean.




So -- so I just want to make that comment.  So I appreciate any -- any movement in upward compromise is fine.  But, you know, it just sounds as if we -- let's say a million dollars and there's -- it sounds like there's going to be 250,000 in indirects, even though it's not going to be because when you take it away -- it's just a more palatable argument to a businessperson, which is really in the end who we have to convince, at least at the University of Connecticut.  I can't speak for anyone else.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




DR. LaLANDE:  Thank you very much.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?




Willy?




DR. LENSCH:  Willy Lensch.  So it seems like there's a threshold.  How little is not enough at the institutions?  How much is too much for this committee?  And I don't know if anyone in the room would be willing to speak to what that threshold is just to get down to nuts and bolts.  But that's what we're trying to dial in here.




DR. CANALIS:  Can I ask a question of Catherine before -- because this is going to be a critical piece.




Where did you get this language from?  And why do we have to abide by the language on Page 10?  I mean this is going to be critical because at the end of the day, how you calculate -- it is going to influence how we calculate the absolute amount of dollars.  Why -- where is this from?  And why do we need to abide by it?




MS. KENNELLY:  First of all, you do not need to abide by it.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




MS. KENNELLY:  We were looking for a standard to give you for discussion.  So --





DR. CANALIS:  And where was this derived from?




MS. KENNELLY:  This came from the Federal Office Management -- Office of Management and Budget.  This is their definition of what they call modified total direct costs.





DR. CANALIS:  And that's how they handle most NIH or HHS --




MS. KENNELLY:  Correct.





DR. CANALIS:  -- computations.




MS. KENNELLY:  Correct.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can I ask?  New Jersey has imposed a cap of 15 percent.  What is their cost basis?  Is it modified or is it total direct costs?  Does anybody know?




MS. KENNELLY:  That I don't know.




DR. JENNINGS:  Or, for that matter, California with its non-existent training grants.  Non-existent in the sense they don't actually have any money to pay them.  But --




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman?  Jerry Yang.  I think, you know, if you talk to the dean (indiscernible) would like to have a part indirect to the university.  As a center director, I'd like that, too, because I take 40 from the indirect and 20 from the center.  But if we cannot increase from this 15 percent, at least with all the equipment you purchase indirectly you get.  Just to clarify that, yes, (Indiscernible) does not allow you to get indirect for equipment.  However, USDA grant with the lower indirect return at 23 percent, you have equipment also included in that.  So for the 15 percent, if it will cover everything for indirect, including equipment.




DR. JENNINGS:  So USDA uses total rather than modified.




DR. YANG:  Yes.  




MS. KENNELLY:  And you're free to define this as you see fit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I'm sorry.  I believe we have some more comments.




DR. CAROLINE SIMON:  This is my turn?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. SIMON:  Caroline Simon.  And as Deputy Dean at Yale, I see -- we, of course, as a private university, are accustomed to working with NIH grants that carry in our case 63-1/2 percent indirect costs.  That's an actual count.  We're negotiating the rate now for the next period of time.  And there's -- it's a very detailed justification of what those facilities' costs are and what the administrative costs are connected with research.




And we recognize that that's just not going to be feasible in this case.  And we are prepared to co-invest with the State of Connecticut.  We're very eager to get our stem cell program under way.




I think we would be happier with something a little closer to what Dr. Lensch has suggested.  That is modified total direct costs, which we're accustomed to working with.  We do see a difference in the costs to us of installing a piece of equipment or hiring a staff member or purchasing reagents which carry greater costs for the institution.




So we would be delighted if it could turn out to be 25 percent of modified total direct costs.  That would be great.  That would still require a significant co-investment for us of an equal amount of money at least.  More than that, actually.  So -- more than that.




DR. YANG:  50 percent --




DR. SIMON:  63-1/2 percent, actually, does not quite total our calculated costs of administrative grants at our institution at this time.




DR. JENNINGS:  If I could?  A point of clarification.  Does everybody agree that -- with the way that indirect costs are expressed?  That is, the percentage refers to the ratio of indirect costs to the direct costs as opposed to the total cost?  So 25 percent indirect costs means $20.00 --




DR. SIMON:  $25.00 for every hundred dollars of --




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  Or to put it another way, if you have -- if we have $100.00 to spend, then $80.00 goes to direct costs, $20.00 goes to indirect costs.




DR. SIMON:  That's correct.




DR. JENNINGS:  So it's an 80/20 division.  That is equal to 25 percent.




DR. SIMON:  Yes.  Yeah.  I -- yeah.  I think it would be very wise to keep that method of calculation, which is standard for federal grants.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Using --




DR. SIMON:  It would be understood, I think, by everybody.




DR. JENNINGS:  Using the modified rather than the total costs.




DR. SIMON:  That would be our preference.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




Yes, Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  It's really a solomonic kind of decision and, yet, it's sort of arbitrary at the same time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me for a moment, since Mike has just arrived.  Since you're a very articulate young man, do you think you could maybe summarize where we are so Mike will be a part of the deliberations?




DR. WALLACK:  We're in the middle of --




MR. GENEL:  Thank you.




DR. WALLACK:  We're in the middle of reviewing a -- as Julie, who couldn't be here, indicated, a terrific document that these gentlemen provided for us.  And we are --




MR. GENEL:  I agree with that.




DR. WALLACK:  And we are on our first very significant discussion and that has to do with the subject of the indirect costs that we should be recommending.  So that's I think where we are.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we've gone from, I think, the original 15 percent and Dean Simon has just had a little discussion with us about thinking that 25 percent is a more -- is a more appropriate figure.  We -- and Dr. Canalis was good enough to inform us about some of the grants he's dealt with which had an indirect cost figure considerably higher than 25 percent.  And so we're now at -- I think Willy sort of summarized it.  It's -- you know, it's -- it's like -- it's like the porridge.  You know.  Goldilocks' porridge.  You know, we know what's too cold and we know what's too hot.  We're sort of looking for the -- some appropriate middle ground.




DR. WALLACK:  What I was just going to conclude with in this observation, is that Willy has now suggested 25 percent.  The initial idea was 15 percent, which I think the both of you somehow connected on coming into the meeting.  But certainly we're hearing powerful arguments to make us consider other than that.




Do we want to further discuss any other numbers?  For example, I mean do we want to discuss -- because I don't know.  It's arbitrary.  Do we want to discuss 20 percent, 22 percent or 25 percent after hearing, you know, what we've heard?




And you guys have been involved, certainly, at an institution that you headed and with your work, the reality of where we are -- and, Ernie, you've been involved, you know, in doing the research.  So --





DR. CANALIS:  I have a question for Dr. LaLande.  I mean Yale University has found 25 percent acceptable.  Do you believe the University of Connecticut will find that acceptable?  Or do you have -- do you prefer to decline?




DR. LaLANDE:  I think -- I think -- I think that the University of Connecticut would find that acceptable.  And if not, I don't have to be a dean any more.  I could go back to being a scientist.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think the -- I did appreciate Dean Simon's remarks.  But I think one of the remarks she made that was very telling is that at 25 percent, this means that Yale University is investing a considerable amount of its own funds into the project.  And I think that's a point that should not be lost.




DR. LENSCH:  I mean I think that what it means is that Yale will probably invest the remainder of that percentage of indirects up to what they expect from the NIH as a very actuarial view of what their investment is going to be.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  I agree.




DR. SIMON:  Well, 40 percent, actually.




DR. WALLACK:  It sounds like we're probably getting very comfortable with the 25 percent.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It does to me.  To do that, we need to amend the document, I think, to indicate the 25 percent.  If, Willy, you want to put your suggestion in the form of an amendment, I would, therefore, be willing to second that amendment.




DR. LENSCH:  Yeah.  I think --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have --




DR. JENNINGS:  There's a motion on the floor.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There's a motion on the floor.  The document is part of the motion.  Can we change the text of the document and then vote on an amended document?




MR. SALTON:  What you would do is move to amend the motion.  And the motion would be amended to say "to approve this document with the modification --




DR. JENNINGS:  All right.  So it's my motion and I will now amend it to say that --




MR. SALTON:  There has to be a motion to amend and a second.  And the motion to amend would say, "I move to amend the motion that was previously made to adopt the application with a change from 15 to 25 percent."




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So moved.




DR. JENNINGS:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor of the motion?




VOICES:  Aye.




MR. SALTON:  So now you have the amended motion to approve with this change.  It's pending before the committee.




DR. JENNINGS:  And just to be absolutely clear, the motion was 25 percent of modified total as opposed to --




MR. SALTON:  Just -- I think all that was changed was the number as it's stated in the document.




DR. JENNINGS:  That's fine.   (Indiscernible) 




DR. CANALIS:  (Indiscernible) modified.




MR. SALTON:  Just change the number in the document from one-five to two-five.





DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  On Page 3.





DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So, moving right along, we then put in a requirement for a letter of institutional support that needs to come from Vice President for Research or some equivalent official, somebody who has the authority to sign off on the application for a grant to say, "Yes, the institution is comfortable with this.  We are committed.  We're supportive.  We accept the budget as submitted."  So in my experience at Harvard is that that's important.  It's really just a procedural thing.  It makes sure that adminis-- institutional support from the outset.




And let me just -- it doesn't require discussion.  But I wanted to flag it for your attention.




And on Page 3, halfway down Page 3 --





DR. CANALIS:  I'm confused about the confirm with  the committee.  You have --




DR. JENNINGS:  I'm sorry.  





DR. CANALIS:  When you say 15 -- the 15 percent cap, when you say a grant of 100,000, if it's $100,000.00 in direct costs, it should have been 115.




DR. JENNINGS:  That's a total -- it's $100,000 from us.  So that -- supposing --





DR. CANALIS:  So, really, you're doing an 80/20 or you're doing a 100/125 ratio now.




DR. JENNINGS:  They're the same thing.





DR. CANALIS:  I realize that.  I just wanted to make sure --




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.





DR. CANALIS:  -- that we're on the same page.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.





DR. CANALIS:  So if you have 100,000 direct costs, the overhead is going to be 25,000.  If you have $80,000.00 in direct costs, your overhead is going to be $20,000.00.




DR. JENNINGS:  That is correct.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  I just wanted to make absolutely clear that I understood.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  And that certainly makes the arithmetic in C-4 less likely to have --





DR. CANALIS:  That's fine.  I'm going on record as I understood.  So I won’t be confused.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




DR. YANG:  One question for the university approval by the Vice President of Research or the equivalent.  Are you really asking a letter or signing the application form?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  There should be a signed letter.




DR. YANG:  A letter along with the signing of the application form.  Normally, you know, after you sign the cover page.  Right?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  Well --




DR. YANG:  You need to both sign the cover page along with the signing of a letter for support?




DR. JENNINGS:  No, no.  One signature would be binding.   But, you know, the intent is to make sure that the institution read the grants, looked at the budget and said, "Yes.  We are happy with this."  And, for example, "Yes.  We are happy.  We understand that this grant will pay 25 percent indirect costs.  And we are happy with that in the event that the grant is awarded.  We will accept that."




DR. YANG:  Is he just signing the application form rather than asking the President or he write another letter for the hundred applications each one writing a letter.  So signing on the cover page on the application form is all you require.  Right?




DR. JENNINGS:  I would actually appreciate the comments of Dr. Simon and Dr. LaLande here in order to ensure that the institution is comfortable with the grant as submitted.  Does it make sense from your perspective that there should be sign-off from some senior administrative official?




DR. LaLANDE:  Yes.  That's what happens through the routing process.  That's exactly who would sign is the Vice President.




DR. JENNINGS:  In my experience, it happens that that's quite an inefficient process.  But it probably works a lot more smoothly in Connecticut.




MS. RION:  I would refer you to Page -- Page 14.  That's the cover page.  And you will note that there is, about a third of the way down the page, a place for the authorized representative from the university to sign, certifying "The statements herein are true, accurate, complete and accurate to the best of our knowledge" and with reference to the applicable laws and ethical standards and so forth.




So I think the question that Jerry is asking is is that enough or do you want a letter from the university to certify that everything in this is true.




DR. LENSCH:  And -- Willy Lensch.  Just a statement.  In grants that I've seen, I mean typically the person who signs this is an administrator in the grants office, not someone at the level at university administration.  So I think that we're really asking how high do we want the authorization to come down from.




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, I think it becomes particularly an issue when one is dealing with sensitive -- you know, something like human embryonic stem call research which is going to have -- you know, that's not -- but that's not standard operating procedure for most -- most universities.  And it probably is that specifically flanking it to the higher level.




DR. LENSCH:  And the question then comes is the signature of the Vice President for Research any more binding than a signature of someone in the grants office or does it just make us feel more comfortable.  It certainly may be harder to get someone in the grants office just because of the schedule.




DR. JENNINGS:  My own opinion is that we should require it.  I mean they don't have to write it, but they have to sign it.  But -- we might want to revisit that question in light of discussion at the next session with just special considerations to human embryonic stem cell research.  




And I would like to call the committee's attention to our proposals here.




DR. LENSCH:  Charles?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah?




DR. LENSCH:  More about -- in that paragraph where it says signed by the Vice President for Research, which clearly voices our intent that this be looked at by an authorized official, giving the institutions the option to just appoint --




DR. JENNINGS:  Or equivalent official.  I mean let's say somebody with equivalent authority.  And if they're the person who is delegated by the VP for Research, then that's fine.  There is just -- we want to make sure that the institution is aware that the grant is not merely being rubber-stamped by somebody who has bypassed their contract office.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- somebody here?




MS. ILZE KRISST:  My name is Ilze Krisst.  I'm Assistant Vice Provost for Research at the University of Connecticut, Storrs campus.  And the research administration process is such it is seated in the Office of the Vice Provost for Research.  And the person who signs the grants actually reports directly to the Vice Provost for Research.  And the whole process is as delegated from the VP of Research to that person.  So --




DR. JENNINGS:  Is it your view that a single signature is enough?




MS. KRISST:  As it is on most all other grants.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that there's probably two reasons for this, the signature.  One is to validate and call attention to the significance of the document and the other one is to affix responsibility.  I'm sure that we have to call a lot of attention to the importance of the document.  That’s your call.  I think probably we're looking at an acceptable signature to affix responsibility, whether that happens to be a deputy or his assistant.  I don't think any of these grants are going to go unnoticed by the senior management.  




DR. LENSCH:  And so if we insert the word "authorized" --




DR. JENNINGS:  Or equivalent.  Right.  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Or "authorized official".  "Authorized representative".




DR. LENSCH:  Okay.  Good.




MR. SALTON:  May I suggest that what we do is we go through and get the consensus on all the modifications and then we will do one amendment of the pending motion --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.




MR. SALTON:  -- and insert all the modifications instead of going line by line every time we -- so we'll get that as a consensus.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Does that cover what you were just asking?




A VOICE:  Yes.




MS. RION:  May I clarify whether you agreed that a letter was needed or whether simply signing the cover page is enough?




DR. JENNINGS:  The cover page is sufficient to --




MS. RION:  The cover page is sufficient? 




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




MS. RION:  So that would be a change as well.  Okay.  Thank you.




MR. SALTON:  Is that the consensus of the committee?




DR. LENSCH:  So I'm hearing something that the application should be "signed by the Vice President for Research or an authorized representative" would be the language that we're adopting.  Right?




MR. SALTON:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  In view of our earlier discussion, Attorney Horn just pointed out to me that on Page 10 there's a statement about indirect costs which we should correct.




DR. JENNINGS:  And it meets the consistency of this.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.





DR. CANALIS:  The word "minor".   Yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Now, I know we have to change the 25 percent.  Do we need to change -- change anything else?




MR. SALTON:  The definition?


DR. JENNINGS:  No.  I think we agreed to adopt this definition.  Didn't we?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  It would be important to state specifically whether we're considering MDTC or total direct costs at the top of Page 3.




DR. JENNINGS:  That is a good point.  Modified --




MR. SALTON:  Okay.  Thank you.




DR. JENNINGS:  Good.  Then I would draw your attention to the middle part of Page 3 and the special considerations for human ES cell research.  So after submitting the preamble, Willy and I proposed that we would require the grantee's institution to establish an ESCRO as recommended by the National Academy of Sciences.  And, of course, as we've heard at previous meetings, that can sometimes take some time and not all institutions have a functioning ESCRO yet or that may have changed since our last discussion.




And so I -- I think if there is not already an ESCROW in place, we would propose that there should be specific plans to have one and we would like some information about the plans and the time line for doing so.




And I worry about the prospect of agreeing to fund a grant that involves human embryonic stem cells only to discover that it is stuck in administrative limbo for months or even longer because the necessary approval structure has not been created.  So I think we would like to know that that is in the works at the time that the grant is -- the application is submitted.  That is the purpose of that paragraph.





DR. CANALIS:  I guess I need -- where you said that section, it really doesn't reflect the Minutes on Page 7.  The -- what was approved in the Minutes was that an initial funding priority would be stem cell research not supported by federal grants.  And you changed the language to a high priority, which is not congruent with the Minutes and it may be conveying the wrong message and, in fact, is not congruent with the general policies.  It is a priority.  We established that.  It's not a high priority.  And it's an initial priority.  It's not a permanent priority.   Otherwise, we're going to have to re-vote on that.




DR. JENNINGS:  So we could just change it to say "a priority".  That would make it consistent with the --





DR. CANALIS:  If you want to be consistent with the Minutes on Page 7, what was voted was an initial priority.  





DR. JENNINGS:  But this is -- this is not a policy document for all time.  This is for the first cycle of --





DR. CANALIS:  But this is just telling applicants what they are going to apply for.  That's what you're telling them.  So if I'm going to apply and you tell me the high priority is this and I have a fantastic animal model, you know, I'm not going to apply.  So the word "high" definitely needs to be removed.




DR. JENNINGS:  I at least am not attached to the word "high" in this particular context.  So --





DR. CANALIS:  But it's not congruent with the Minutes.




MS. RION:  He says not attached to "high".




DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  Fine.




MS. RION:  He's --he agreed.





DR. CANALIS:  Oh.  Oh.  I'm sorry.




DR. JENNINGS:  I'm sorry.  Yeah.  I'm not attached to it.  I'm --





DR. CANALIS:  And the second -- the second comment, the ESCRO should not -- should not supercede an IRB.  I mean these are -- you know, we're dealing with --




DR. JENNINGS:  We have -- we haven't said anything about --





DR. CANALIS:  There needs to be IRB approval.




DR. JENNINGS:  And we know that.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.  And that will be addressed later on in the application.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think it is.  But even if it isn't, I mean it would be, you know -- either way, that --





DR. CANALIS:  It needs to --




DR. JENNINGS:  That's a matter of -- surely a matter of lowering of standard operating procedure --




DR. CANALIS:  It needs to be included.  It has to be.




MR. GENEL:  Well, you're not suggesting that an IRB would substitute for an ESCRO.





DR. CANALIS:  No.  I'm suggesting both.  




MR. GENEL:  Okay.





DR. CANALIS:  You need both.




MR. GENEL:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  But it's not -- it's not the -- it's not within the remit of this committee to tell anybody whether or not they need an IRB.  I mean it's well-defined when -- whether you need an IRB -- right?


MR. LaLANDE:  The Vice President won't sign off unless there's an IRB included.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  If I may?  I believe the law speaks to the need for an IRB review separate from this process.




MR. LaLANDE:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It's in the statute.





DR. CANALIS:  I would persist.  You are stating that you're not going to release funds until there is the -- until the application is reviewed by an ESCRO.  The way it's stated, you could release funds without IRB approval.  And I have objections to that.  You need both.




DR. JENNINGS:  I would --





DR. CANALIS:  I'm sorry.  But they cannot -- there's no way -- you need it.  Number one, because --




DR. JENNINGS:  But I think that's implicit.  I mean --





DR. CANALIS:  (Indiscernible, several voices.)




DR. JENNINGS:  -- (Indiscernible, several voices) certificate of occupancy to use --





DR. CANALIS:  It's not -- it's not implicit.  It's not implicit.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- (Indiscernible, several voices.)





DR. CANALIS:  Absolutely not.  Because if you have transcending models, you do not require IRB's.  Whenever you touch humans, you require IRB.  It's in every NIH application.  And I have strong objections not to have it.




DR. LENSCH:  Okay.  I have a suggestion that may be pretty simple, if I may.  So at the end of this -- this section ends --





DR. CANALIS:  This is insanity.




DR. LENSCH:  -- with -- well, let's make it sanity.  "With all applicable laws, regulations and guidelines regarding this type of research, including review by an institutional review board (IRB) as appropriate."





DR. CANALIS:  Where is that, Willy?




A VOICE:  What paragraph?





DR. CANALIS:  I'm sorry, Willy.  Where is that?




DR. LENSCH:  So under Special Considera-- on Page 3, middle of Page 3, Special Considerations for human embryonic stem cell research, the first paragraph --




DR. JENNINGS:  Oh, yes.




DR. LENSCH:  -- we just removed the word "high".  If you look at the last sentence --





DR. CANALIS:  Counting this --




DR. LENSCH:  -- "The State is committed to the highest standard of ethical oversight", blah, blah, blah, to the end of that sentence, "regulations and guidelines regarding this type of research, including review by an institutional review board (IRB) when applicable."





DR. CANALIS:  Yes.  Yes.  




DR. LENSCH:  And it's really very specific.




DR. JENNINGS:  That's great.  That takes care of it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Marianne, you had --




MS. HORN:  I think just to point out --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- the statute?




MS. HORN:  -- in the law, in Section 1(d), it does talk about anybody who is conducting embryonic research, it has to be approved.  The general protocol has to be approved by an IRB and the specific protocol has to be approved by an IRB.  So it is in the bill.  So I think it's probably a good idea --




DR. LENSCH:  Yeah.  And so it's good to add it here.  And that's -- I think that's a good place to put that.




DR. JENNINGS:  All right.  Good suggestion everybody.  Thank you.




And I didn't know whether the National Academy -- I don't remember what the National Academy recommended.  But the membership of the ESCRO should be made public.  And I can imagine there will be arguments for doing so.  And just in the interest of transparency and being seen to be transparent in the way that this sensitive perception is overseen.




And I don't know whether we want to make that a specific requirement or simply say we expect them to comply with the guidelines that have been recommended by the National Academy.




MR. GENEL:  I have the -- I have a summary of the National Academy's recommendations.  And it does not mention --




DR. JENNINGS:  So then we should -- we'll drop it then.  I think.




MR. GENEL:  Well, we could require it.  I mean --




DR. JENNINGS:  Do you have a view as to whether we should require it?  I mean --




MR. GENEL:  Well, the question -- there are two questions.  One is would we want the list of the ESCRO committee to be part of the application.  That does not limit or preclude public dissemination.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  And the problem there is that the ESCRO Comm-- if the ESCRO Committee has not yet been convened at the time of the application, then --




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- there cannot be a list.  We can't provide a list, you know, on the tight deadline that we're setting.  On the other hand, we want to be sure that there will be some such oversight committee by the time the research gets under way.




MR. GENEL:  I think one could -- well, I think if -- if we decided that we would like to have a list of the ESCRO Committee provided, that does not -- that -- we could also provide a provision that it is to be provided to us at the time it was formed.




A VOICE:  Yeah.  That one's good.




DR. LENSCH:  I would like to suggest -- this is a situation where we should defer to the discretion of the institutions.  We have stated that they have to form an ESCRO Committee in keeping with these guidelines.  And then it's their responsibility to form it in a way that they think works best.  And I don't think that any language here would preclude us from asking what that consists of and how it does its business.




MR. GENEL:  I have no -- that's fine.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




MR. GENEL:  It doesn't matter one way or another.




DR. JENNINGS:  I didn't want to make a big issue of this.  If it's important, what you suggest is fine with me.




And next point.  If -- if research of non-federal lines is to be conducted in a research environment that also receives federal funding, then the institution needs policies for segregation of funding and compliance with the federal restrictions.




And, again, I think the potential concern here is we don't want to say yes to an application to do embryonic stem cell research only to be on non-approved human lines, only to discover later on that they simply can't proceed because they haven't sorted out the internal policies for financial compliance.




So I think -- I think this committee would do well to ask for some sort of assurance that those policies are either in place or are being developed.  And if they're not yet in place and are under development, I think we would want to know what is the time line for getting those policies in place because, if they're not in place, I think this has the potential to put the research on hold.  And so my own view is that that's a wise provision to keep.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Jerry? 




DR. YANG:  Charles, you have wonderful experience at Harvard Stem Cell Institute.  In the four years that you were funding it at a federal level and also with donations for non-federal funding of stem cell research.  However, they are done in the same lab.  What are the university’s requirement to keep the separation of the federal funding and for the non-federal funding?




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, the overall principle is that no federal funds can be diverted to cover the costs of doing research on non-approved human embryonic stem cell models.




DR. YANG:  Those federal forms from you?




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s separate.  I mean there's all sorts of procedures.  They differ by institution.  But the key point is that the institutions have worked out policies that they are comfortable with, that they believe are in compliance with the federal funding restrictions and that they've communicated to their investigators to make sure that the guidelines are followed.




DR. YANG:  And time lines.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And if I may, Charles?  Assistant Attorney General Salton has said that we need to have a policy about separation of funding in place before we disburse any funds.




DR. JENNINGS:  So, in other words, we need to -- we need this paragraph.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  But I think it's important that you don't leave an open-ended timetable like "Oh, we'll have the policy done six months into the grant."  It has -- I think you need to maybe put them on notice that "The policy must be in place before the -- when the first -- before the first dollar arrives on your doorstep."




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




MR. SALTON:  As opposed to -- this suggests a timetable.  Well, the timetable will be 2008.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  So we should say the policy must be in place before we release funds?




MR. SALTON:  Right.




DR. JENNINGS:  Same language --




MR. SALTON:  Same language as the ESCRO.




A VOICE:  Do we want to see the policy?




DR. JENNINGS:  Do we want to see the policy?  Does anybody have a view on that?





DR. CANALIS:  Publishing such a policy --




DR. JENNINGS:  I said publish, in which case -- yeah.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  And just to clarify, this is something that every institution is going to do to protect their own neck.  If they don't do this, they run the risk of losing all federal funding to that institution.




And so what I think the language here suggests is that we are also aware of this is an issue and it's encumbent on us to make sure that they're aware of it as well.  But that it's already happened.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




MS. KRISST:  Moreover, it's very standard.  You’re not allowed to mix funds.  It's very standard procedure that you do not get funding until all these things are in place.  It's very consistent with every other (Indiscernible)




DR. JENNINGS:  Then the next one -- the next one was the stem cell research program wishes to avoid expensive duplication of research infrastructure whenever possible.  Therefore, any budget requests for major equipment must be carefully justified before concluding that duplicate facilities are required, institutions are expected to negotiate charge-back arrangements with federal funding agencies wherever possible in order to allow equipment, that is for equipment that was funded in whole or part by federal sources, to be used for non-federal embryonic stem cell research.




So, you know, recognizing that there may be cases where that can't be achieved, there should be reasonable efforts to achieve it.  Because I think what we don't want to do, because it could get extremely expensive very quickly, is to build entirely new duplicate research facilities for research on non-federal -- non-federal lines.  We want institutions to make serious effort to find ways to support this research without having to just rebuild everything from scratch.  And that, you know -- we -- I don't think we can legislate right now as to exactly what those efforts should be or, you know, how one can or can't comply.




But I think we need to be satisfied that an attempt has been made because it would be all too easy for somebody hypothetically to say, you know, "We don't want any risk at all of mixing the funds.  Therefore, we're going to build completely new buildings.  We're going to buy new land, build new labs, build everything new."  And there would go our hundred million very quickly.




And a number of major research universities have found ways in which to do this research in environments that also receive federal funds.  And I think we want to be sure that the institutions receiving money from us are making similar efforts.  That's the purpose of this paragraph.





DR. CANALIS:  It's going to be really difficult to monitor this, you know, because part of the charge here was we're supposed to monitor, yeah, these investigative endeavors.  And I think we're opening a huge can of worms with the federal government.  You know, how are you going to monitor that this is real?  You know, when you start with all these fee-back arrangements, like I can use the centrifuge five hours a week, but if I run into five and a half hours spin, then you know -- I don't know how you're going to --





DR. JENNINGS:  Well, I think -- I don't think they're going to monitor it.  But we would expect the institutions to establish their own policies and one of those policies I hope would address, you know, how to make sure that the centrifuge is not used for -- but the responsibility for making sure it's not used for five and a half hours when they only put in for five, that responsibility should lie in the institution.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Actually, by law it lies with us.





DR. CANALIS:  That's what I thought.  That was the initial meeting.  Yeah.  So we can't monitor this.  So let's not create a policy that cannot be monitored.  I don't want to be held responsible for how many hours this is used for.  I'm not.  There's no way.  Because you cannot monitor it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, but we -- you know, we will be ultimately responsible.  It's a problem. But we need to build in something so when we -- when we go out to the person receiving the grant, you know -- I can't operate if I get one of these, you know -- go out -- . But -- we need to be fairly clear that they have to establish -- the people getting the grant establish some form of internal accounting so we can have a -- you know, we can have some sort of a base line.




Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  I certainly hear Dr. Canalis' point and the language of the law.  So -- but -- but to go to Dr. Jennings' point, I do think it's important to notice the eligible institutions that we expect an honest effort to be made to not just burn through the, you know, the hundred million simply by taking the easy route out.  So I understand the intent of this here.  And how to get at it without throwing a burden on this body which you can't meet is our challenge, I would say.




MR. GENEL:  Well, Charles, how did you with it the Harvard Stem Cell Institute?




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, each -- unlike this committee, Harvard Stem Cell Institute was not the -- was not the body with the ultimate responsibility and authority to monitor the regulations.  We gave out funds to the institutions, each of which had and has its own responsibility for complying with the federal funding requirements.




But in many cases -- I mean certainly at the university, at Harvard University, they developed a policy whereby investigators can negotiate with NIH or with a particular institution which funded a piece of equipment and negotiate a charge-back rate of the grant.  So that if you want to use it in excess of five hours for, you know, federal, then we know how much that costs and it's accounted for.  So no -- upsets along those lines were developed and negotiations are -- .  I mean, they went through, you know for big projects --




MR. GENEL:  It sounds rather complicated.




DR. JENNINGS:  It is complicated.




MR. GENEL:  Right.




DR. JENNINGS:  That's the consequence of the Bush administration's policy.  It creates a big headache.  But, you know, unless you deal with it, you can't work on human embryonic stem cells.





DR. CANALIS:  Go -- get into real life.  You have an administrator trying to enforce this and the State of Connecticut trying to monitor this.  And you have an investigator who relinquishes to a post-doctorate then gives a project to a tech and the tech is going to keep track of how many hours she or he is using the power -- you know, this power piece of equipment.  It's just not going to happen.  You just -- and you cannot monitor unless you say, "I use this power supply from 3:30 to 4:30".  And nobody's going to do that.  It's not going to happen.




So for us to create this policy that you cannot monitor -- it's just not going to happen.  And how are you going to train the personnel?  I -- you are going to train everybody -- "This piece of equipment, guys, you can use it only two and a half hours a week."  It is just -- people don't do that in the labs.  They just don't do it.




So we are going to be burdened with trying to monitor a policy that we created and -- I don't see it. I don't want to put something in a document that you cannot enforce.




MR. SALTON:  Can I -- 




DR. WALLACK:  Mr. Chairman, I'm comfortable with the language of these first two paragraphs.  I think that I'm saying that because I think that it's important that you state what would then become something that is a statement of fiscal responsibility on our part, that we're not just going to be building facilities that aren't absolutely essential, number one.




I'm not as concerned as some about the monitoring process.  I think that the institution has an inherent interest in making sure that they're monitoring themselves because I think there's too much jeopardy that they may lose other kinds of funding for other projects if they don't adhere to it.  

               With that kind of incentive, I'm very comfortable with these first two paragraphs.  I would opt to leave them at -- exactly as they are.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Henry?




MR. SALTON:  I think that it's -- again, being even more removed than the commissioner is from this whole process and field -- under the prior paragraph you read, the researcher has two masters to respond to, the federal government and monitoring.  They have to identify that they're not using federal funding in an improper way.  They also have to respond to the State in the sense that they aren't, you know, improperly using resources of the State which would otherwise be funded by the feds.  They're going to have that obligation whether the State had -- so there's some monitoring that they have to do within themselves to report to the federal masters.




And I think I read this as being a criteria that you're going to be looking for in evaluating the application and so that they -- it's something that they are on notice that they have to put that into their justification as opposed to an absolute requirement.




I would think that perhaps the way of addressing the monitoring is to say that "You must describe how you will self-audit utilization to avoid this problem."  And that must be something so that we know -- we would go in and say, "Okay.  Let's look at your self-audits and see what you're doing."  And if they say, "Well, we're use an independent process" or "We have", you know, whatever methods they may or may not use, you say, "Well, that's part of your proposal.  Describe it to us.  And then we can evaluate whether that's legitimate or something that you're just cooking up to satisfy us on paper and it's not real."




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren, did you have another comment?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No.  I -- I appreciate Henry's perspective there.  I think that that might very well be the way to go and how to address the concerns of this body in terms of responsibility for monitoring.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think what Charles said is also very appropriate, that you're not going to risk losing all your federal funding by -- I mean I'm not sure somebody's going to have a problem with a piece of equipment being used 63 percent of the time instead of 60 percent of the time.  I think if there are obvious abuses, that they're going to -- and obvious lack of monitoring, that the institution or entity receiving the grant will be at risk.  And it's probably not worth it, no matter how big the grant we can give you, to lose everything else.  And get in trouble with us at the same time.




DR. LENSCH:  I would like to suggest that perhaps your comments may be captured if we go back to Page 3, the bottom paragraph, where we have stated and you quoted from that a research environment that also receives federal funding support, the institution must have established a policy for segregation of funding, must have established a detailed policy for segregation of funding.  I know it's one word, but it makes it even more clear that we expect this to be more than something written on a cocktail napkin and handed over with the grant.




And we've already established that those policies have to be published.  If they're not, they must be established prior to the release of funding.  And that, hopefully, we do two things; capture that requirement and we also make clear our intent that frugality be a part of this work.




MR. GENEL:  Commissioner, I'm looking to see -- I'm looking at the law trend to determine where the law specifies that this committee or your office must monitor the use of equipment.




MS. HORN:  The grants are to be -- the projects of the grants are to be monitored by this committee.  So it depends on how broadly you determine that, that wording.




DR. JENNINGS:  Does it -- it doesn't specifically say that this is committee is responsible for ensuring compliance with the --




MR. GENEL:  I'd love to find out who is monitoring the research, not the -- not the use of the equipment.





DR. CANALIS:  On the other hand, this committee is making a recommendation with a very clear statement which means this committee is embracing this position.  Yet, if he's going to monitor that this happens, then in a way we're being liable for something that is totally unnecessary.




And the second statement on Page 4 also makes no sense because you have an official already signing the application.  You do not need a separate letter.




DR. LENSCH:  If we could come back and just settle the first issue?  It may be little consolation, but it's consolation nevertheless that if funds are used inappropriately, we will have company when we're in trouble and we'll be joined by investigators from these institutions.




DR. JENNINGS:  We’ll be co-defendants.





DR. CANALIS:  That doesn't help me at all whatsoever.  To be perfectly candid, you know, my position -- and I’m responsible to this committee and to myself, not to the other -- to the universities.  You know, I think if I'm going to put a clause that I cannot monitor -- you know, you can vote for it.  But at the end of the day, you're now going to be opposed to it.




DR. LENSCH:  I think --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Krause?




DR. KRAUSE:  Can I just say listening to this, I think everybody's in agreement and with just a simple fix might be that the application must include a statement from the institution that they have policies in place to comply, and then it's us -- up to us to comply.  The application should at least state that we're going to do that.




DR. LENSCH:  And furthermore, failing to state that in this application does not divorce us from the responsibility.  It remains nevertheless.





DR. CANALIS:  It's very different than payback situations.  It's a total -- totally -- we're dealing with very two different issues.  One issue is that there be no overlap for our money and the other issue is to come with a convoluted plan to use federal equipment for these purposes.  They're totally different issues.  And when you get into the second issue, you're going to create a nightmare, of which I do not want to be a part.




DR. KRAUSE:  We have to establish a policy.





DR. CANALIS:  And you have to establish a policy and you need to abide by this policy.




DR. KRAUSE:  Right.





DR. CANALIS:  If this committee said suddenly, "Let's create all these payback situations" --




DR. KRAUSE:  No.  All we have to say is we have a policy --





DR. CANALIS:  In a way, we are making a clear situation very unclear.  And I'm opposed to that.  The rest of the committee may be in favor of that.  I'm simply opposed.




MR. GENEL:  What exactly -- what are you opposed to?





DR. CANALIS:  To create payback situations that you cannot monitor.  If you buy this centrifuge with federal funds --




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay?  And now you want to use 20 percent of time of the centrifuge for State of Connecticut sponsored research, nobody can monitor that.




MR. GENEL:  Why is this our issue?




DR. CANALIS:  What?




MR. GENEL:  Why is this our issue?




DR. CANALIS:  Why is it an issue?  Because the federal -- the federal government does not allow embryonic stem cell research.




MR. GENEL:  Yes.  That's a federal issue.  It's not our issue.





DR. CANALIS:  The centrifuge was bought with federal funds.




MR. GENEL:  But our issue wasn't if centrifuge is used 100 percent or 20 percent of the time.




DR. CANALIS:  But it is.




MR. GENEL:  That's a federal issue.  It's not our issue.





DR. CANALIS:  I don't agree.




MR. SALTON:  I think what you're saying, that the penalty won't come from us.




MR. GENEL:  Yes.




MR. SALTON:  The penalty will come from the feds.  So universities should be worrying about federal monitoring --




MR. GENEL:  Right.




MR. SALTON:  -- not the state monitoring.




MR. GENEL:  I don't -- I don't -- from a state perspective, I don't care if federal equipment is used 100 percent for state funds.  If I'm the federal official, I may very well care.





DR. CANALIS:  Frankly, I have difficulties breaking federal law.  You know.  So I have difficulties.  And these are federal government positions.  And I’m -- again, it is my obligation to abide by it.  And I will abide by it.




DR. LENSCH:  Would this paragraph be made more comfortable if we just remove the last sentence?  So it still --





DR. CANALIS:  The whole paragraph would make me comfortable if it were to be removed, frankly.




DR. LENSCH:  Well, it's the last sentence that speaks specifically to chargeback arrangements.  And if we keep the first two sentences, we're still putting our footprint down that we expect frugality to be a part of the issue without suggesting an extensive arrangement --





MR. GENEL:  That's fine.




DR. LENSCH:  -- as created in discussion here.





MR. GENEL:  That's fine.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You okay with that, Mike?




MR. GENEL:  Yes.  That's fine.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You okay with that, Dr. Krause?




DR. KRAUSE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.





DR. CANALIS:  I am not okay with that.  And I will go on record as not being okay with that.  I think it conveys the wrong message.




DR. LENSCH:  The first two sentences?





DR. CANALIS:  The first -- yeah.  When you set up way expensive duplication, you're already implying another source of funding.  And let's not kid each other.  The other source of funding, by and large from the investigators, is going to be federal funds.  And, frankly, I'm not going to go against federal law.  I'm not going to do it.  If you guys want to do it, that's fine with me.




DR. WALLACK:  Do we have to move the modification?




DR. JENNINGS:  Another modification is to delete the last -- if I understood, it's to insert the word "detailed" --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. JENNINGS:  Detailed policy.  And insert that the policy must be in place before we can release funds.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




DR. JENNINGS:  And to delete the last sentence of the paragraph that refers to chargeback within this.




DR. WALLACK:  I would move those modifications as an amendment.




A VOICE:  Second.




MS. RION:  We said we’d do that --




MR. SALTON:  Why don't we wait until we get all the modifications?




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  We have several more modifications --




DR. WALLACK:  I was just trying to move the process along.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Is somebody --




DR. YANG:  I'm keeping track.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- keeping track?  Because I am keeping notes but it would be helpful for me.  Okay.  Good.




DR. YANG:  All the modification was discussed so far.  Number one we voted.  Let’s see, signing a document and writing a letter, we never voted on that part.  And in discussion, we agreed.  Right?




DR. JENNINGS:  You're referring to the next paragraph.




DR. YANG:  I mean if we're going to put all the corrections we talked about so far.  Right?




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




A VOICE:  He’s keeping the --




DR. YANG:  Keeping the letter.




A VOICE:  Right.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  And prior to the vote, we'll --




MR. SALTON:  Well, we'll -- well, there will be a motion that will state all the changes.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Okay.  All right.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  You'll correct me if remiss.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Then we put in a paragraph here.  "Applications involving human embryonic stem cell research, whether federal or otherwise, must include a letter of support for the BT research requirements confirming institutional support for this work."  




Now, we might say that that's redundant with the signature at the end.  The purpose of this paragraph was to flag this particular research which raises a lot of new issues, I think, for these universities.  Certainly, there are very few universities that conduct this kind of research.  I mean they're still feeling their way and developing these policies.  The point of that sentence was to flag that there's something that needs specific attention.  But it may well be that it will get it anyway based on the signature.  So I -- I have no opinion on whether to keep this paragraph or not.




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I'm actually going to say that we remove it because on Page 3, we're talking about this issue --




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




DR. LENSCH:  -- in terms about an authorized representative.  We refer to the guidelines for preparation of proposals which includes as a bullet heading work on human embryonic stem cells.  So, to make this shorter rather than longer, it's appropriate.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  All right.  Making it short.  That seems like a good goal.




All right.  Then the next bit is the types of awards.  So you'll see that there are four categories which correspond to the categories that we discussed at our last meeting.  And we've amended the -- I believe we've amended the Minutes of the last meeting to reflect the fourth category, that is, core facilities.




And we have -- so last -- at the last meeting, we agreed that the seed grant awards should be capped at a total of no more than 10 percent of our total budget, which would be 100,000 per year, for the first two years.  And we have in green -- I said I was colorblind.  But in green we have put in some detail about the structure of the grant and how much -- how much space you're allowed to describe it.  I think that's relatively uncontroversial.




Willy and I were mindful of the need to keep these applications short so as not to unduly burden the reviewers.  And so they are shorter than a typical NIH grant.





DR. CANALIS:  You said 10 pages?  I mean an RO-3, which is very similar to this kind of application, would be 10 pages.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mm-hmm.  Well, this is -- this is -- the proposed five-page limit was the main text, the methods, the figures --





DR. CANALIS:  No, no.  The RO-3, the -- I mean five pages would be required.




DR. JENNINGS:  All right.





DR. CANALIS:  I would have gone for ten.





DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




DR. YANG:  I think I agree with Dr. Canalis' comments.  If we are really trying to promoting a junior faculty to learn to write a grant proposal -- to give someone a really definite form with five pages rather than ten pages for a regular RO-3.  It's not good for that -- I think I’d go with 10 pages -- better than 5. 




MR. GENEL:  I just want to remind the committee of the size of the Peer Review Committee.  And so we would automatically be doubling the burden of the reading material.  I would -- I'm in support of five.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I'm in support of five, also.




DR. LENSCH:  From -- Mike, I mean about five, we're again specifically thinking of that burden.  We are limited by statute to five reviewers, which is going to be problematic.  And though grant writing is a part of education, I think our goal is not to train young investigators to write grants but to conduct research.  And grant writing will come in other --




DR. YANG:  I would like to have clarification.  For the five reviewers, rather than use, we are not limited to the five reviewers to review proper reviewers.  Based on a CI ruling appearance in handling the grant proposals, they're going to many add public reviewers and give a ranking and score.  Finally, the committee only meets once a year to make a decision on the ranking.  Right?  I mean you make a comment on that yet.  Go ahead.




MS. RION:  Jerry, that is true for Yankee.  But the peer review process as stated in the legislation is different and it is limited to five, five individuals.  That is not to say -- I think you're suggesting that there probably could be an additional intermediate step.  But that is not in the legislation.




DR. JENNINGS:  So the legislation does not preclude the addition of that --




MR. GENEL:  It does.  It does preclude.




DR. YANG:  That's the question that I --




MR. GENEL:  It spells out the size.




MS. RION:  It is not there.




DR. YANG:  Are you allowed to have ad hoc reviewers?  The five are panel members.  Are you allowed to have ad hoc reviewers?  That's my question.  




DR. WALLACK:  Jerry, the language --




MS. RION:  (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on for a second.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I'm sorry.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  As pointed out, the language is silent.  We had planned on at least mentioning peer review in another later agenda item.  And certainly we've been spending a lot of time in there.  If you are one of the five, to what extent can you bring together folks, colleagues of yours, to, you know -- be it five or ten or fifteen, to assist in the process?




We also took as a matter of policy at the last meeting that you want a different set of reviewers and a different set of review criteria for the seed grants versus the more experienced grants, grant applicants.  We didn't want them held to the same standard.  So --




DR. JENNINGS:  That's not the same as saying they're not seen by the same reviewers.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Absolutely.  But to the extent that you may have some subcommittee working on it, it would be a different body perhaps.  So we will be talking about that a little bit later.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me.  Do we feel if we send (Indiscernible) 50 applications, he's going to personally do the initial review on all of them?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think it's a problem that is going to have to be addressed in a -- by this committee.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I mean are we saying exactly how -- you know, I’m not trying to be facetious.  But are we going to say, "We want to know how you did this"?  And they say, "Well, I got all my faculty members in a room and we each took five and looked at them."  Well --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I -- we, at a minimum, are going to look that the five-body Peer Review Committee has signed off and ranked every eligible institution's application according to science and ethical merit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




Nancy?




MS. RION:  I would suggest that the peer review discussion is a very significant one and one that you're going to have to address carefully.  But it seems to me that for each of these different awards, you need to determine exactly what you think is appropriate in terms of science, without thinking of the peer review.  So if you believe that you need five -- that a young investigator should be able to in five pages describe the scientific, technical aspects, then you should go with five.  If you believe they need more, you should need more.  And you're going to have to deal with the peer review as a separate issue.  But I think you need to decide exactly what is appropriate.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.  I --




MS. RION:  And while I have the floor --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yeah.




MS. RION:  -- if I could just mention one other piece?  I am concerned that for each of these that the mention was that the budget should be in the appendix.  And I firmly believe that the budget should be part of the body of the proposal.  It's very significant.  And letters of recommendation and descriptions of facilities and so forth can go later.  But I do believe the budget should be part of that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Agreed.  The only point there was to -- we didn't want to input the budget within the page limit because it's hard to predict how many pages the budget is going to be.




MS. RION:  That's fine.




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean if you wanted -- I don't know.  We could -- how long do you think the budget needs to be on average?  Pages?  I mean --




MS. RION:  Well, for a seed grant that's two years, you're looking at, at the most, three pages, one for each year and a cumulative grant.  So --




DR. YANG:  I don't have a problem with the five-page.  I just think (Indiscernible) I think Dr. Canalis had the same meaning.  But I think a whole review besides the five members is really the question for the committee --




DR. JENNINGS:  That's a separate question.  The key question -- a key question here is what is the appropriate page limit and will that give enough information to the reviewers?  And --




A VOICE:  So let's leave it at five and see how that works.  That's fine.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would suggest that we might want to consider a statement that says your signature, Syriana, or whoever reviews them, indicates that you've conducted a complete review on this research request for funding for this research grant, period.  And leave it up to the individuals to decide how they're going to review.  But that's a topic to be discussed later.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Another topic.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  So for now we can leave this --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As it -- Milt, did you have a comment?




DR. WALLACK:  No.  I -- the sense is right now is that we stay with the five.  And I was going to endorse that.  So I'm --




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Great.  And the 10-percent cap is what was agreed at the last minute -- the last meeting.  And, on average, we point -- Willy and I point out that that means on average we would make five awards per year.  And since they run for two years in sort of a steady state, it would be, say, ten times 100,000 per year for a million per year, which is one-tenth of our annual budget as agreed. 




And so we are proposing that we would do five this year and then another five next year.  And then if further funds become available, we would have five -- five new ones would come on board every year.




MS. RION:  May I just clarify that in this particular competition, there is 20 million dollars available?




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




MS. RION:  So it's --




DR. JENNINGS:  But it's 20 million over two years.




A VOICE:  Right.




A VOICE:  No.




MS. RION:  Over as long as you want to give it.  But we have 20 million dollars that we can commit this year.




A VOICE:  For this year.




A VOICE:  Right.




MS. RION:  Next year we'll have ten more million to commit.




DR. JENNINGS:  I'm sorry.  Next year we will have ten million?




MS. RION:  Yes.




A VOICE:  Yes.  Every year.




MS. RION:  Every year for the --




DR. JENNINGS:  So we have 20 million in the first year and 10 million in every subsequent year.




A VOICE:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The first year is the first two years because the law was passed last year in the '05 Assembly and there was no time to implement it.  So the money that was reported for '05 and '06 are combined.  So, rather than having 10 million dollars for last year and 10 million dollars for this year, because it's forming, they decided to have -- to combine them.  So the first year is 20 million.  Then each succeeding -- for the next eight, it's ten million.




DR. YANG:  So essentially for this application, two million dollars available for two different proposals.  Next year there will be only five. Following year, it will be five. (Indiscernible)




A VOICE:  Correct.




DR. JENNINGS:  But then it lasts nine years instead of ten years.




DR. YANG:  That's right.  




DR. JENNINGS:  Are we obligated --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The first is already -- is gone.




DR. JENNINGS:  I understand.  But the money has not gone.  So are we obliged to spend 20 million within one year or can we carry funds over?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we can carry -- I think we can carry funds over and, you know, maybe we can -- conceivably, we could get no grant that we would want to accept and say --




DR. JENNINGS:  Of course.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or we might want to give a grant --




DR. JENNINGS:  Sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- for two years or three years or some combination of those subsets.




Yes?





DR. CANALIS:  Again, I'm not -- I do have difficulties with the document because it is an application form and we're intermingling here policy with an application form.  And just stating how many awards we're going to be paying I think is a mistake.  We're going to pay these type of awards.  And I think there is a great risk here in starting to mix -- okay.  There was a policy there are the Minutes, they are recorded.  We know what we're doing.  Let's not mix it.  Because I think it's going to lead to a lot of headaches.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What would you suggest?





DR. CANALIS:  You say we're going to pay these type of awards.  We're not going to say we're going to pay two, three, four, five or ten.  You know?  These are the type of awards.  We have three -- this -- these are the type of applications that we are going to accept.  And these are the type, you know -- this is the size of the document.  But, you know, when we start to imply that we're going to give ten awards of this class and then we give only two or we don't have the additional money that we're supposed to get, you know, we're starting to create a headache here --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think last time --





DR. CANALIS:  -- which is unnecessary.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think last time you and I talked about not to exceed $200,000.00 or whatever, the three --





DR. CANALIS:  Yeah.  Whatever -- but we do not need to include policy statements in an application form.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.  So -- because they may not want to have any --





DR. CANALIS:  We might not want to be held to any of this.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any of them.  Yeah.


DR. CANALIS:  And I think it's a mistake.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think it's nevertheless helpful to applicants to know roughly how many such grants are likely to be given out.  I mean if it's one, is it going to be one per year, a hundred a year or a thousand a year, it sort of influences your decision as to whether it's worth your while to apply.  But I certainly take the points that we don't want it to become --





DR. CANALIS:  They can contact Nancy for that purpose.  





DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  And it's --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think what you said makes a lot of sense.  Not to exceed a certain percentage amount which -- which should not be interpreted as you have to disburse any of it or all of it or half of it.




DR. JENNINGS:  So that's -- that was -- you'll note that that's in parentheses.  That was a note to the committee and we sort of left it open as to whether it should be mentioned here.  And it seems like the consensus is that it should not.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  I have a question on these two grants.  Do we have to make any reference at all to the fact that the research, whether it be by the junior faculty for the seed grants or the established investigator, be done at an established core facility?  Is that something we should be putting in here?




DR. JENNINGS:  I don't believe it is.  I mean it should be -- it has to be done at an insti-- at an eligible institution.  And I think we've stated that somewhere out there.  And -- but, you know, if they are proposing a piece of research that doesn't require access to a core facility, we certainly don't want to exclude that from consideration.  I mean somebody who already has -- you know, for whatever reason they have all the equipment but they need -- and they have policies in place that allows them to use that equipment without violating restrictions, we don't want to -- I mean some of them might use core and some of them surely do use core facilities.  But I don't think we want to make that a requirement.  I mean --




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Does that make sense?




DR. WALLACK:  No.  It does.  And that's a good answer.  I was just concerned that I didn't want that senior investigator to have to go out and build his own core at the expense -- so you've answered that.  What you've said is that that senior investigator may already have facilities in place that he can use.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  And the grant would be explained that the applicant would have to explain what facilities are available to support the research.  So, obviously, if they said, you know, "We're proposing to, you know, do something that a --




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just ask one other question through the chair please on this?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Of course.




DR. WALLACK:  If that senior investigator worked through the core -- we talked about ESCRO and the Internal Review Board and so forth.  It's inherent that even if he did it at his own facility or she did it at their own facility, they would still have to have that same process in place and answer to those same authorities from an oversight standpoint.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. YANG:  I think Dr. (Indiscernible) may have a good example.  In Harvard Stanford Institute, right, you issued for one institute, but they were in control of eleven locations.  Although the policy the same. However, they can use different lab, different locations.  Right?




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.




So that was sequence the established investigator, one, we've given a longer page limit because these are larger grants, and we have proposed that these should not exceed 20 percent of the total budget of the program.  So, in other words -- somebody made the important point last -- at our last meeting that you don't want to put the reviewers in the position of comparing apples with oranges.  It's very hard to weigh grants that are totally different to each other and if they're all coming out of a common part -- and the way that you avoid that and the solution we adopted for the seed grants is to put a cap on it.  We also propose to put a cap on the established investigator awards.  And the cap that we have proposed is 20 percent.  So, in other words, that will be 10 percent, a maximum of 10 percent to seed grants, a maximum of 20 percent to established investigators and then the remainder, which would be at least 70 percent would be for these large program grants and/or core facilities.




And that way you ensure that the grants are not competing directly against other grants of a fundamentally different type.  And so that was our proposal.  But that's -- that goes beyond what we discussed at the last meeting.  We didn't get to that.  So it should be discussed now.




MR. GENEL:  One can assume that that would likely change over time, though.  Wouldn't it?




DR. JENNINGS:  I would -- I would certainly assume so.  I mean I think Willy and I were assuming when we drafted this that this is a document for this year's round of applications and that it will be revised on a regular basis as needed.




DR. WALLACK:  Don't you go into that later on also?




DR. JENNINGS:  Somewhere there is regulations here, yes.  Criteria.  There is -- it's on Page 6.




MR. GENEL:  And the other, can we -- can we make an implicit commitment of four years funding at this point?  I thought the first -- only the first two years were secured at this point.




DR. CANALIS:  You can distribute 20 million.




MR. GENEL:  20 million.





DR. CANALIS:  You can distribute the 10 -- the 20 million --




DR. JENNINGS:  But you can't (Indiscernible, several voices) in one year or two years or four years.




DR. CANALIS:  Up to what’s been committed.  Correct, Commissioner?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That's my understanding.  We're going to commit the first 20 million and then we come back in subsequent years --




DR. JENNINGS:  Our rationale for suggesting four years is that a seed project is a -- you know, a start-up project of lesser scope than the kinds of projects that will be conducted under these established investigator awards.  These more ambitious projects take time.  And people don't embark on them unless they know that they have the assurance or reasonable assurance of funding for the duration of the project.  And so four years seemed like a reasonable time window.  And, of course, it will be -- we don't know at this stage whether there will be more funds.  We're hoping.  But we don't know that there will be more funds after that 20 million is used up.  But we would need to decide -- and perhaps not state this.  But we would need to make some decision as to how many of these grants we were going to award.  And -- but if we assume that each of them is equivalent to one million, then that would give you four.  We could award four of them now.  And that would last for four years.  And then we could re-evaluate next year based on whatever additional funds seemed likely.




MR. GENEL:  Well, I just think we need some language or substitute for the four years since I don't think we can make a commitment beyond two years at this point.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, you can, because --




MR. GENEL:  Oh, I -- in other words, you're --




DR. JENNINGS:  The maximum of 20 percent.  That's --




MR. GENEL:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- a maximum of four million dollars.




MR. GENEL:  I see.




DR. JENNINGS:  Which could be spent over whatever time period we --




MR. GENEL:  So long as it was within that fixed limit that you --




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




MR. GENEL:  That we committed in advance.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My understanding has been that we can't sit down and say we have a hundred million dollars --




MR. GENEL:  Right.  But we can -- but the money can --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And then we'll adjourn and we won't -- we'll come back --




MR. GENEL:  Right.




MR. GENEL:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We'll come back in ten years and see what's happened with the 100 million dollars.





DR. CANALIS:  I have two objections, one of them actually serious.  So I'll go with the serious one first.  I really do not feel that the intent of this document is to create policy.  And last time, we discussed and voted on not spending more than ten percent of the funds on fellowship awards or the investigators award.  At that point, there was the opportunity to place the same limit on the independent investigator's award.  For this to be slipped into the document without appropriate separate discussion is totally inappropriate.  Because we are establishing policy in a very erratic fashion here.  And I don't find it acceptable.




The second objection, which is less serious is the ten-page limit for a $250,000.00 award is very small.  Initially we started with 15, 15 pages.  A normal RO-1 is 25 pages.  We're going to go to 10 pages which probably not have sufficient detail for the Scientific Review Committee to make a decision.




But, to be perfectly honest, for me to continue this discussion, you know, I would not find acceptable to mix policy with a document, with an application form.  I just do not.  And that is my position.  You know, we can't mix.  And I keep saying it over and over again.  You know?  I mean why 20 percent?  I mean to be perfectly candid, you know, I favor independent investigator's sponsored awards.  That is my position in life.  And I think that that has worked the best in this country.  So why to cap it at 20 percent? 




DR. YANG:  It’s not clear.  You need a ruling -- we're not assigning the percent.





DR. CANALIS:  There are several issues here.  Number one, I don't believe that this document should mix policy with an application form.  That is not the intent of this document.  The intent -- the intent of the meeting was to establish an application form.




If we are going to establish the traditional funds or priorities, that was -- that happened last time.  That was the last meeting.  So don't put it in the middle of the document unless we're going to have a separate meeting to discuss policy.  I'm sorry.  This is not appropriate.  It is not proper.




MR. GENEL:  Well, my recollection of the last meeting was that we rushed at the last half hour with trying to get all of that done and we never got it done.  We --




DR. JENNINGS:  But I still believe that this is not proper in that -- we convened the meeting.  I am going to finish my statement.  We should have convened a meeting because there was no sufficient time to determine policy.  And to put policy as part of an application form is totally unacceptable -- unacceptable.  And I will go on record as such.  I will not accept it.




MR. GENEL:  We still have (Indiscernible) to determine the policy.  Don't we?




DR. CANALIS:  In that case, let's discuss policy and let's not discuss an application form.  And let's not mix.  I get confused easy.




MR. GENEL:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  I'm very confused.




MR. GENEL:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think your points are well taken and well presented.  And I have a -- I have some feelings about parceling out things, you know, 16 percent of this and 15 percent of that, because it always seems to be a little bit artificial to me.  And I think that perhaps a good deal of where these funds go to should fall out as the applications are developed.




But if we need a separate time for discussion of policy, then we'll take the time to discuss the policy.




Willy?




DR. LENSCH:  I take a little bit of issue with the use of the term "slipping it in" because that that has a connotation of an intent that Charles and I simply don't have.  We ran out of time last time.  We only have a finite amount of time in which to get this done.  And we're simply trying to move the process forward.




It definitely requires discussion.  And we're having it now.  We don't have the luxury of an infinite number of meetings in order to get this out.  We have to hammer out policy and the application at the same time.  And that's simply what we're -- what we're trying to do.  We established a cap on seed grants as a group last time.  We didn't come to this issue.  There was the discussion of what types of projects we were going to favor.  And we inserted this simply as a point of discussion, not in trying to get something in through the back door and expect everyone to vote for it without discussion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I believe, though, at the -- excuse me, Charles.  I believe that at the last time that it was Dr. Canalis who was very concerned about -- about younger investigators and wanted to have a provision in there so that younger investigators would not get lost in the shuffle or overlooked.  And I think that we agreed by assigning a percentage value of the overall grant to young investigators we would obviate them being overlooked and lost in the process.




And I think that he does raise a valid point in that we've added on another -- another sub-set where certain amounts of the money or a limit -- a certain limited amount of the money is going to be directed towards -- towards other avenues.  And he certainly raises a very valid point, Dr. Canalis does, about this not having been discussed in open forum.  So I think we need to find an accommodation around that particular portion of the document and either discuss whether we want to parcel out percentages -- I thought, Ernie, that your efforts at the last meeting were directed towards -- more towards non-exclusion of young investigators rather than towards developing percentages for each of four groups.





DR. CANALIS:  (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I personally would be very comfortable with taking the 20 percent out. And we're all going to look at these applications and decide -- you know, maybe we have -- absent subtracting the young investigators, maybe we decide we want to give 50 percent to established investigators or nothing.  And I’m comfortable with that particular deletion.  And I think your points are well -- are thoughtfully taken.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I think Dr. Canalis' comment makes sense, also.  And your comment, also.  Excellent.  And essentially I think we agreed with the four categories of funding -- four categories for grant.  The last time we did not decide an allocating of funding to each category.




If -- I think we agree with Dr. Canalis' comment except for the seed grant (Indiscernible) the others we did not separate into different category.  We can just say the size of each grant is this.   There's a seed grant of one million dollars.  And a core facility is whatever, five million dollars.  And a group is five million dollars.  We can have a cap, but do not separate into each category.  I think it makes sense.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I would personally rather see us leave it open-ended so we could decide, you know, in consultation with people doing the research and the people, you know, on how to pay for the research, the people on how to look at the ethical portions of the research, so that we could make those decisions based on the application.  I really think that both Charles and Willy have exerted a good faith, rather Herculean effort to try to get this document together.




And I think one of our -- one of our over-reaching concerns is we really would like to move this process forward at a brisk pace but a reasonable pace so we discuss everything.  We -- reading through the law with my friends and colleagues at the table once again, there's a strong issue here about developing an economic situation for both the universities who may be involved in other business entities and the State of Connecticut and that this is a very cutting edge bit of technology.  And if we don't move fast, we will not -- but not hastily.  We need to move along or else we'll end up buying the technology from New Jersey or -- or from California or from some, you know, coalition of large universities. Duke and North Carolina State may decide they're going to do it while we're parceling out percentage points.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I -- Bob, just for my own clarification, you're okay -- are you okay with the ten percent for the seed grants?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think --





DR. CANALIS:  We voted on that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we voted on that.




DR. WALLACK:  All right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  If you'll recall -- just bear with me for a moment -- that Dr. Canalis was very concerned that the structure of the grants would exclude younger people.  And we decided we would not do that.  And I asked that it not be not more than ten percent of the total.  So we're okay with that.




DR. WALLACK:  So the only thing that we're suggesting -- and, by the way, I have to note -- and commend both Charlie personally and Willy because, as I read it, you know, there was an awareness on their part that this was something rather than forcing it upon us but that you noted yourselves that you wanted to discuss with us.  So personally I thank you for opening that up that way.




And from this discussion which you've now entertained, are we then saying that we only want to eliminate the idea of the 20 percent and then we're fine with the rest?  So if that's the -- if that's where we are with that, I'm perfectly okay with that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I'm okay with it.  Dr. Canalis --




DR. LENSCH:  I think that there are three things.  There's the percentage, which I'm fine to remove in light of this discussion.  There's the page limit, which I've heard we should go to 15.  And, also, it's not clear to me if we are putting a cap on the size of the awards in terms of an annual.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, certainly, I think that the 20 percent is easily taken out.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  I don't think there's anything really compelling about the 15 -- or the 10-page.




DR. LENSCH:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  And if you guys -- if the scientists in the room who do this feel that you can state your case, if you will, in ten pages -- and I think that's what you're saying -- then I'm fine with that, also.




DR. JENNINGS:  It should be as short as it can be but not shorter.




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  So -- and then -- and the third part is -- 




DR. LENSCH:  And just to interject a point there.  We didn't want to accept applications that were so heavy on methodology that it became a burden to the Peer Review Committee, especially considering that the committee would be small, and that we wanted people to get to the point.




DR. WALLACK:  And the third part is the limit of the award.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  An annual limit.




DR. JENNINGS:  And that I think is essential because you can't write an application without knowing what your budgetary constraints are.




DR. WALLACK:  So from that argument, it seems to me that we should leave that part in place, take out the 20 percent and also go with the recommendation, especially in light of the statement on the methodology, of the ten pages.




DR. JENNINGS:  So yes to taking out the 20-percent cap and -- I'm sorry.  I blanked.




MR. GENEL:  The rest stays the same.




DR. WALLACK:  The rest basically stays the same.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  




DR. WALLACK:  Which would be when you'd be moving on to the rest of your document.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay. And we'll certainly remove this discussion about (Indiscernible)  Okay.  Good.  And group project awards --




MS. RION:  May I just ask in terms of process?  Is everyone comfortable with that?  I mean I know Dr. Canalis is not.  But I just wanted to make sure if there was a sense --




DR. WALLACK:  I think that you’re hearing --




MS. RION:  The ten pages.  Okay.  I just wanted to make sure --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MS. RION:  -- before we moved on.  That's fine.




DR. YANG:  May I tell you, the only change really, we are not allocating how much dollars to each category -- that would depend on how many applicants and colleagues.  Right?  So  (Indiscernible) four categories we voted have not changed.  The category funding -- 




DR. JENNINGS:  The amounts of funding allocated to each category --




DR. YANG:  That's right.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- is non-specified, except for the seed grants, which we agreed previously and we agreed is capped at ten percent.




And we proposed for the group project awards, which are a bit more ambitious, would be limited to 20 pages and not counting all of the supporting material.




And, Jerry, your probably as well placed as anybody to comment on whether that seemed sufficient?  I mean --




DR. YANG:  To decide?




DR. JENNINGS:  But how long -- how much space do you need to describe a large grant?




DR. YANG:  I think 20 pages is fine.




DR. CANALIS:  May I comment?




DR. YANG:  Go ahead.





DR. CANALIS:  Normally a program project is a group of individual projects.  So usually, if you're going to limit to ten pages on an individual projects, depending on how many investigators you have in a group project, should be ten pages times the number of projects.  If you have four projects in a program project, you should have ten times four.  So, let's say we have four projects. The way you have now, each project is going to be five pages.  And you're getting to the point where nobody is going to be able to judge these applications.  So we have to take ten times -- ten pages times the number of projects.  That is the norm.  I don't know where you'll pulling the twenty pages from.




DR. LENSCH:  Because we had to start from somewhere.  So this is to say ten pages per named investigator.





A VOICE:  Per project.




DR. CANALIS:  Yeah.  I mean --




DR. YANG:  Well, if you have 15, you'll have 150 pages.  That's not possible -- I think 20, 25 pages makes sense.




DR. CANALIS:  To continue my confusion.  Last time -- my definition of a program project, the way I understood it last time and the way the it’s copied in the Minutes is a group of individual investigators are going to get together to share not only a common interest in an institution but also resources.  That, in general terms, is called a program project.  That each project should be described individually and submitted as a unit.  But each project should be described in the same number of pages as single investigator's grants.  So it should be ten times the number of projects -- ten pages the number of projects.




A VOICE:  That's the norm.





DR. CANALIS:  And I mean we can hear from the universities and see what they see normally.




DR. YANG:  I think (Indiscernible) -- sorry, that’s the confusion now with what you are saying.  Move one or individual application is not. There's really one goal.  Let’s say (Indiscernible) analysis.  Therefore, each one of the section of the group grant, not each one individually, separate grants.  It’s not.




DR. JENNINGS:  There should be some organic connection between the two components of the project.  These are not -- it's not simply a collection of unrelated projects that are unified only by appearing in the same batch of paper.  There should be some sort of reason why -- some sort of rationale for why these need to be funded jointly and why they need to collaborate with each other.




DR. WALLACK:  Charles, can we talk about it in terms of thematics?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  They would be around a specific theme.  I mean I'm -- my instinct is that we don't want to be too prescriptive about that because we don't know what specific things will come back.  But --




DR. WALLACK:  Right.  But the concept of thematics gives (Indiscernible) doesn't it?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  Recorded -- I mean what we’ve written here, these awards are intended to support coordinated approaches to ambitious strategic goals that are beyond the scope of a typical single laboratory.  So it's coordinated for strategic goals and they're collaborative.  Priority will be given to projects involving collaboration across disciplines and/or institutions.  Proposals should include explanations of the need for collaboration.  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  The key word --




DR. JENNINGS:  It's not just simply a collection of unconnected projects all under the same banner.




DR. WALLACK:  That -- this says that.




DR. JENNINGS:  It does say that.  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  So that's fine.  That cap there is the concept of the thematic approach.




DR. JENNINGS:  I believe so.  I believe so.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Whether 20 percent -- whether 20 pages is sufficient, I'm open on that.  That's just a number that we put out there as a target to shoot at.





DR. CANALIS:  If I were going to be frank, I wouldn't know what to do with this language as an investigator.  To be honest, I would be so confused, you know, because I don't know what you mean.  And to be -- you know, maybe I'm too traditional.  You know, traditionally, a program project is a group of investigators that are connected by a common theme.  And each investigator writes an application and you need to demonstrate connectivity.  The key to the 20 pages which means an investigator could write two pages, another could write the other 18 and the other one could write nothing.  It just -- it's very vague.  I mean ask for advice of the deans of the schools and see what they tell you.




MR. GENEL:  Well, I would think -- Ernie, it's been a while since I've been involved in a program project.  But my recollection was the volume was not a multiple of the number of investigators.  It was a bit smaller than that.  And I think that one should not assume that because an individual grant is limited to ten pages, that ten investigators in a program project would be a hundred pages.




DR. YANG:  Or 20.




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.  It could be a hundred.  Or needs to be a hundred.  Or needs to be a hundred pages, for that matter.  I think there's room for flexibility on the part of the institutions.  Now, 20 pages may be too small.  I don't know.  But I don't think we should be that prescriptive in terms of the -- in terms of the numbers.  I think this says it very well.  If you want to make it 30 pages, that's fine with me.  But I don't see that it has to be --





DR. CANALIS:  I'm not saying a page limit.  What I'm saying is very different.  What I'm saying is ten pages times the number of the projects.  That's what I'm saying.  So to me --




MR. GENEL:  Well, that's what I’m --





DR. CANALIS:  -- going from 20 to 30 makes no difference.  To me from 20 to 2,000 makes no difference.  Conceptually is where I have a problem.




MR. GENEL:  Where is it -- where is it written that program projects are a multiple -- are multiples of some standard number?  I've never --





DR. CANALIS:  I would have to go back to the guidelines if I want to be precise in my answer.  And I do not recall it discussed so I would rather decline answering the question.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we have some research -- we have some research vice presidents who can help us answer that.




DR. YANG:  I think (Indiscernible) applicants and why we need five.  And we really -- when it's a larger (Indiscernible) different University with a separate proposal, that’s different.  (Indiscernible)




DR. JENNINGS:  Dr. LaLande?




DR. LaLANDE:  I mean the sort of standard program project has about four investigators.  So they're often about 40 pages.  You know, it's rare you see a program project that has a very large number.  In this case, I don't know what -- what's going to be the case.  We could have -- we could have some projects that have more, have many more investigators.  So -- but I mean the NIH sort of averages about four investigators.  So it's usually 40 pages.  But that just --




DR. YANG:  Well, if you have two or three in that -- do you reduce to 30 or 20 pages -- or still 40 pages regardless of the number of the (Indiscernible) there. 40 pages overall?




DR. LaLANDE:  I can't -- I can't answer that.  I mean I -- most of the ones that appear in four are -- because one got, you know, got taken out of the process.  So they'll have the three.  But usually after they apply -- usually applications are -- it just averages about four projects.  So that gives you forty pages.  But the number here could exceed four, clearly.




DR. JENNINGS:  My sense is that 20 -- I mean I think we want to be a little more concise than NIH. I'm very aware of the danger of burdening our reviewers.  On the other hand, you know, I'm hearing that 20 pages be a lower limit than what's feasible.  I'm certainly comfortable with raising that, for example, to 30 if people feel it's more appropriate.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  But I think what I hear Dr. Canalis saying is that you need to have a numerical limit per -- per some investigator in separate parts of the project.




DR. JENNINGS:  Understood.  Although, I don't think we want to endorse the idea -- we don't want to suggest that a program project is simply a collection of unconnected individual projects.  So if there is coordination, there is presumably some sort of shared over-arching rationale which doesn't need to be repeated ten times.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, let me ask Dean LaLande about what -- how do you know -- when you have a brainstorm, which you frequently have, I'm told, how do you know how many sub-sets to submit in your application?  Or does that -- does that fall out as you look at it?  Or do you have a rate --




DR. LaLANDE:  No.  It falls out as you look at it.  But I mean it's -- it's hard to coordinate thematically much more than four or five people.  That's just the way it works.  And that's why the average program project has about four projects.  It's just a question of if you want to write it and -- there's always some things that overlap and some things that don't.  So there's no -- I don't think there's a formula.  It just sort of -- that's what falls out.  So that the average group would be four to five people.  So --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we would need some language to describe so people know automatically that we would (Indiscernible, several voices).




DR. JENNINGS:  I don't think we’re going to see so many of these.




DR. LaLANDE:  Well, that's true.  You're not going to see very many.  So --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Why don't we just put the limit on pages?




DR. JENNINGS:  I think it's a mistake to leave that open-ended because what if we get a 300 -- you know --




DR. WALLACK:  Can we just --




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean we're not reviewing them.




DR. WALLACK:  I think that what we're hearing is that there's an easy resolution at this point, after some very, very good and sensitive discussion.  And maybe we just raise this to 30 pages.  And I think that that would probably do it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I -- with respect, I'm getting to feel that we're starting to rush.  And we have roughly 35 or 40 minutes left, I think, now in this meeting.  And I think that maybe some of the -- it's my opinion that maybe some of the things that happened to try to finish up things last time contributed to a bit of the confusion and some extra work on the part of Charles and Willy.




And I want to make sure that we address this, this particular item about projects in such a way that we have -- we have a consensus rather than a quick fix on it.  And so I think, unfortunately, dealing with regulations all the time, the more things that you spell out, the more in terms of the exact size, you know -- I mean everybody on a team has to be at least six -- can't be any shorter than 5'11-3/4".  Then you've got a guy that's 5'11.6 or something.  So I'm concerned that we need a cogent understanding so that individuals aren't disadvantaged and can't present their case properly.  And if we have to come back and do it on another occasion, we have to -- then we'll have to come back.  So I think we need to finish this option and look at what's an appropriate fix rather than a quick fix.




Yes, Diane?




DR. KRAUSE:  Diane Krause.  If I may?  For a program project, what would work really well is to have a five to ten-page introduction that describes how the different projects interact and what the overall theme is.  And then you can have a lower page limit for a  project that may be seven or eight pages per project.  You might -- up to seven or eight pages per project, because that's how you do a program project grant.  There has to be the introduction that's going to define how they're linked and then each individual investigator describes their project.  




A VOICE:  Per individual?




DR. KRAUSE:  It's per investigator.  I would say seven or eight per investigator, plus the introduction.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, that makes sense.  And it does have sort of a self-correcting system in it because we said here that there needs to be one person identified as the central program.  Nobody's going to want to do that if there are 15 investigators.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I think Diane's suggestion, Dr. Krause's suggestion, was excellent.  Can we build that in?  Is that -- is that the sentiment of the board?





DR. CANALIS:  I mean if you look at simple calculations, if you allow me, she's talking about eight times four, which is the number that was thrown before, it's 32 pages, plus 8-page introduction.  We're talking about 40 pages.




DR. LaLANDE:  What if we just went with introduction length variable?





DR. CANALIS:  Up to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can make our case in two pages?  Is that okay with --





DR. CANALIS:  No.  This is taking away the page limit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we want to limit the whole document, introduction plus sub-sets, to 50, no more than 50 pages?





DR. CANALIS:  We could limit it --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Because somebody might want to -- just want to do two pages.




DR. WALLACK:  That's good.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And you heard the rationale?




DR. JENNINGS:  My calculation came up with 40 pages for a typical --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.




DR. JENNINGS:  Let's see.  Four or five times seven or eight, plus five to ten pages.  




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So I think the entire document would not exceed 60, 50, 40.




DR. JENNINGS:  40.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  50.




DR. YANG: You putting resumes? Two-page CV also, right?




DR. JENNINGS:  No.  That's not what we're doing at all.  




DR. LaLANDE:  We're talking about the main task --




DR. JENNINGS:  We're talking about the stuff that you actually have to read as a reviewer to decide whether you want --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  People will feel compelled to -- if I do 48 and Willy does 50, he'll get the grant and I won't.




DR. JENNINGS:  Did we decide 40 or did we decide 50?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think 50 seemed to be the number.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think that figure is fine.




DR. YANG:  I think before hour three and hour one, they all about half the size  -- and this was not a half.  (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Going once at 50.  Going twice?  Everybody's okay with 50?




DR. YANG:  I think (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sold at 50.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Great.




Then you will see in the following paragraph, "In its 30 years of operation the Connecticut Stem Cell Program expects to spend at least 70 percent of its overall budget on a limited number of group projects and/or core facilities.  See below."  Now -- so the way we have written -- the reason we wrote this the way we did -- and I think it may need a little bit of revision.  We feel people need -- applicants need some sort of guidance as to how big these projects -- how big these grants can be.  The 70 percent was determined by the proposed 10 percent plus 20 percent.  We have now dropped that, the 20 percent.  So, theoretically, we could spend as much as 90 percent if we decided that we didn't see any individual investigator applications that will have funding.  And -- but I’m not sure whether -- what -- how we want to handle this now.




I still think it will be -- I'm not -- I think a question for the committee is do we want to put any limit on the size of an individual project?  Obviously, the total cannot exceed -- no.  I'm sorry.  The total is unlikely to exceed 90 percent because we're allocating about 10 percent for seed grants.  Do we want to make it any more granular than that?  I don't -- I mean I think it -- it's hard to predict exactly how much these things are going to cost because we don't know what the institutions are going to or what the investigators are going to come back at us for.





DR. CANALIS:  It would be difficult to give different amounts of money to an established investigator award that comes singly as -- to a project that comes as part of a program project.  So if you establish a ceiling as to $150,000.00 for an individual, just, you know, an established investigator, you probably should establish the same ceiling for each project which is going to come.  Otherwise, you're going to just be competing against each other.




So my -- my recommendation would be to establish the same limit, $250,000.00, for each project. And then we just need to decide whether --




A VOICE:  Per year.





DR. CANALIS:  Per year.  Yes.  The same.  The same.  And then you just need to establish -- you need to determine whether or not you want to establish a ceiling for the entire proposal, the entire program project.




DR. JENNINGS:  I see a danger in that which is that it encourages applicants to just tack on more investigators who are not organically connected to the collaborative process simply in order to raise the maximum amount that they can claim.





DR. CANALIS:  I’m not raising it.  Actually, I’m establishing it at the same level.  250 --




DR. JENNINGS:  No.  But I'm saying that if it's done on a per-investigator basis -- and you might say, "Well, we have five people who are really motivated to collaborate together.  But, oh, let's add a sixth name in order to add up -- in other to get another 250 --





DR. CANALIS:  You can disqualify one of the projects.  You know.  This happens all the time, that you find four out of the six.




DR. JENNINGS:  We could -- but I think that we very much like to see things sort of organically integrated and that there's been some actual --





DR. CANALIS:  But we're talking two different things.  We're simply talking a ceiling on monies.  We're not talking about an activity.  We're talking that each grant is going to get the same ceiling in the amount of funds it can receive.




DR. JENNINGS:  I can also see -- I can also see making a case for giving an individual, you know, a small number of people more than 250k per year.  I mean what if they come back to us with a compelling case for buying a piece of equipment that costs two million dollars?





DR. CANALIS:  But that's core grant.  That's part of the core of a program project.  It has nothing to do with each project.  We're mixing here again.  Each project has a ceiling.  And then you're allowing core money.  And then you're allowing "X" number of projects as part of the program.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Or do we want to sit, as we review these, and say "I think this is worthwhile and we'll pick this one, this one and that one" and without -- without saying, well, we're going to pick certain -- certain categories of grants that are worth multiples of 250,000 and certain projects that are worth only a single 250,000.  I think there's some room for deliberation about what we think is -- what we think is a reasonable -- and we do -- I don't think that we should allocate the funds so as to grossly disadvantage any of the major players.  In other words, not give it all to one and all to the other and not -- and I don't -- split the money into some -- I'm personally a little bit against establishing ceilings.  And so if we wanted to give somebody 300,000 instead of 250, would that be possible?




Mike?




MR. GENEL:  May I suggest a very simple change and just substitute "spend a substantial portion of its overall budget in the initial years" or 70 percent, which is I think what we discussed.  And that is the expectation that we would -- that we would provide initially the major funding in this sort of category.  Right now, it's a little bit -- this is for group projects and/or core facilities, not just -- not just to group projects.




DR. JENNINGS:  That's right.




MR. GENEL:  So I would just substitute "spend a substantial portion of its overall budget or 75 percent" without --




DR. JENNINGS:  I would simply --




MR. GENEL:  Without fixing any sort of percentage on --




DR. JENNINGS:  I would be comfortable with that.  And then we would delete or reword the second sentence that says "Plus the combined total application would be approximately seven million per year."  We would change that to --




A VOICE:  That would probably be deleted.




DR. JENNINGS:  Delete that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Just strike it.




DR. JENNINGS:  Delete it.  And say "within this general -- within the general constraints of our overall budget" there are no specific limits to the size of the group.  That's fine.  I'm very comfortable with that.




DR. YANG:  I think that's a good point.  But I think we need to indicate the size of the grant.  And that accommodation is really not going to individual senior investigators at 250k.  You can include a junior in a team also.  That's why I would say 250k each.  Plus it is regular size for the individual or one-million dollar total for four years.  And for this one you will go maximum, you know, like four million dollars for the group grant.  We can have a size.  You can put in four, five, ten or twenty in a team, and now you have allocated the funding -- some will be more -- some will be less.  Not 250k each.  It’s really within the team grant budget -- each one how much you need -- how much you need -- for all equipment to buy.




DR. JENNINGS:  So your argument would be to limit any individual grant --




DR. YANG:  The size.




DR. JENNINGS:  The total size of the grant irrespective of the number of investigators.




DR. YANG:  That's right.  No limit on the size of the group --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What would you propose as the limit?




DR. YANG:  I would say four million dollars for the group grant.




A VOICE:  Not total.




DR. YANG:  One grant.




A VOICE:  One grant per year; four years in duration.




DR. JENNINGS:  And it -- presumably, it could be front-loaded -- if the cost of the equipment is purchased in year one.  Four million over four years per grant.




DR. YANG:  To fund two million dollars (Indiscernible).  The other two years would be more -- 




MR. GENEL:  I don’t know why we should need to put limits on it.




DR. YANG:  No, no, I’m saying the size of the grant.  Not limited for that category.  Otherwise, when you’re the applicant, you need to know how much you allowed to budget.




MR. GENEL:  Well, we've said we have 20 million dollars and we expect to spend a substantial portion of that.  Why -- why be more specific?




DR. YANG:  Well, I think you need to tell the applicant what is the size of your grant.



DR. CANALIS:  I think he makes a valid point.  You know, applicants like to know a general ball park of what they're applying for.  So you need some -- some guidance.  You know?  I mean otherwise they are going to be in the dark and they might not even apply because they don't --




MS. RION:  A million dollar grant?





DR. CANALIS:  You know, they do not know what they're applying for and they don't want to over-shoot because they're afraid that, you know, they're going to be penalized.  So you need to give some sort of guidance and just say 250 times four is one million.  You want to put a ceiling of one million and it gets distributed in any way.  At least you give some sort of a guideline.  People know that you expect, give or take, three, four projects.  I mean you just need to give some parameters, not type.  But people need to know something.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That's reasonable.





DR. CANALIS:  All right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wollschlager?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I'm just -- I was just -- it sounds like Dr. Yang's proposal would be at least somewhat consistent with your earlier position, Dr. Canalis --




DR. CANALIS:  Yeah.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- and probably meet the needs of this body in terms of guidance.




DR. JENNINGS:  So -- I'm sorry.  What were you saying now?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  I believe we're talking about the ceiling.




DR. YANG:  One million per year for four years.




MS. RION:  For four years.




DR. YANG:  And for the regular R1 -- 




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  25 -- 250k.




DR. YANG:  250K per year --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  In keeping what Dr. Yang said about four investigators, typically.




A VOICE:  So then --




DR. JENNINGS:  And there is nothing to -- I mean there's no reason why -- you know, that there cannot be more than one application, one collaborative project application from any given institution.  I mean if one institution wants collaboration to do human embryonic stem cells and somebody else --




DR. YANG:  Or two or three.




DR. JENNINGS:  Two or three.  They can send ten.  I mean we can't fund all ten.  But they can certainly send them.




DR. LENSCH:  So just to insert some specific language, are we saying that we're going to insert a sentence that would read "The total amount of a group project award, including indirect costs, is not to exceed one million per year for four years?




A VOICE:  Certainly.




MR. GENEL:  Why are we setting a limit of 20 million dollars.




DR. YANG:  We can have three grants.  We can have four grants, five grants.  One grant size, you have --




MR. GENEL:  Why not one large one?




DR. YANG:  The larger one you go (indiscernible) years you get it (Indiscernible).





DR. CANALIS:  Because of the comment that Dr. LaLande made was it's difficult to fund more than four or five group of individuals that have a common theme to make a program project that is pretty well-connected.  So in sort of reality, I mean you could have two program projects.  You know, it's difficult.  I mean in reality it's difficult to find more than four investigators in a cohesive --




DR. JENNINGS:  It becomes artificial to cast them together on such a large scale.





DR. CANALIS:  I mean this is life.  You know?  I mean --




MR. GENEL:  Well, but is this true in terms of what we're doing?  Which is the advancement of stem cell research. I would argue that that alone is a significant central theme.





DR. CANALIS:  Have in place two program projects.  And we're not saying that the same institution cannot submit more than one program project.




MR. GENEL:  Oh, no.  I understand that.  But what's to preclude them from sending in one large one?




DR. CANALIS:  In that case, it would be -- people need some -- it's okay to ask for a large one.  People need some guidance.  People need to know some parameters of what to submit.




MR. GENEL:  Well, I agree.  I agree.  And that's why I'm saying I mean why set the limit at four times 250 or one million.




DR. YANG:  Dr. Canalis, I think (Indiscernible). She is saying one grant for ten million dollars.  You only have one grant from one university.  If you (Indiscernible)




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  If we get an application for ten million dollars, it's then -- we're being asked to make a take-it-or-leave-it decision.  And what we would more likely to want to do is to break it down into components that we want to fund and not to fund. Rather than us slicing the pie arbitrarily, we would rather that that happens at the level of the collaborating investigators, that they identify themselves as natural groups of collaborators.  Is that -- Is that --




DR. YANG:  That's it.  So now the university is selecting a (Indiscernible)




MR. GENEL:  I follow what you're saying.  Just -- but later on in the document, you talk about hybrid proposals.  And how would you -- how would you imagine that that would fit into this?  Would you -- are you suggesting that a hybrid would then --




A VOICE:  That's next discussion.




MR. GENEL:  That's left to them?  Well, no.  Yeah.  But, you know -- but it's a very much a linked discussion because we can't --




DR. YANG:  (Indiscernible) discuss that (Indiscernible)




DR. JENNINGS:  It does seem to me that there is -- and I know some of the investigators at some of the institutions feel this way as well; that there is a case for having grants that combine elements of group project and of core facilities included in the particular shared core facility that have agreement to be widely available, not just to the people within that core group.  And we don't want to preclude those kinds -- you know, if that's the kind of grant that, you know, institutions feel will advance our overall goals, I think we want to be able to do that.  And that's why we put that, the hybrid provision, in there.




MR. GENEL:  Which could conceivably then combine all of those four different types within itself.




DR. JENNINGS:  The way -- the way we worded it was that it could combine -- so that the individual investigator awards would be separate.  So we don't want them all bundled in.  We want a mechanism, a channel by which individual investigators can apply directly to this committee for funds.  But we also want a channel whereby sort of large, ambitious, highly coordinated proposals in a perhaps coordinator, department-wide or institution-wide or even statewide level, a mechanism by which those can come to us and we can consider them and they are not too much straight-jacketed into the categories that we described here.  Is  that making any sense?




MR. GENEL:  Well, it does.  It helps.




DR. JENNINGS:  Sort of partly -- yes or no?




MR. GENEL:  Well, it does.  It does.  Except I'm not sure how that relates to what we're discussing now in terms of program projects.




DR. JENNINGS:  Well, then the question would arise what's the budget -- if we set the limits on a program, the size of a program, is four million over four years -- and we haven't yet discussed what the limit on the core facilities should be.  But suppose for the sake of argument it's the same.  What's the limit on a hybrid?  Is it four million or is it eight million?




MR. GENEL:  Well, I don't know.




DR. JENNINGS:  It's a budgetary question.




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I think we only have 15 minutes now.  Why -- we have discussed three of the four categories we -- committee approved the last time.  Only one more to discuss and then we discuss the new issue on the hybrid.  I think we covered two items discussed now -- I think --




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.  Now would you like a motion to extend?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, let me see what Dr. Canalis -- I think we got into some difficulty by extending and trying to cram a lot of stuff that required a lot of discussion into an extended -- an extended session.  So I think that if we could -- my personal preference would be -- what I don't want -- let me -- I did it backwards.  What I don't want to have happen is for somebody to feel that they were rushed into it, particularly with our criteria and these two -- although the paragraphs are short, there's a lot of substance here.  And I would not want anybody to go home and think about it and say, "I wish I'd had more of an opportunity to think this through or more of an opportunity to consider what some of the other people said during the discussion."  So I -- my -- I will stay if that's the sense of the group.  I would prefer that we -- if we have to come back -- I mean we've got to live with this stuff for a long time.  And, granted, spending over three hours -- I'm very cognizant of the fact that everybody here has a whole lot of other things that they could be doing, except one.  But every -- but I'm very cognizant of the fact that Willy has to come a distance.  Charles has to come some way.  And Jerry has a lot -- we all have things to do.




I just -- I think that we really kind of need to polish this.  And I wish Ernie were back in the room.  But I don't want Ernie or anybody else to go away and figure, "Gee, you know, I thought about this over -- you know, last night and this is really not the way I want it".  Because if this is -- if we're flawed here, the flaws will show up when we're trying to make awards.  And then we'll have to somehow backtrack and fix something that we did in a hurry.




MR. GENEL:  I think -- I totally agree with you.  And I think that I'll ask the question of you, only in the sense of getting through this section.  And certainly I wouldn't think that you could get through the whole document today.  So I totally agree with that.




But there's a certain sense of continuity in this section.




DR. JENNINGS:  We would come to some thing if we wrapped up this section by the end of today's meeting.




MR. GENEL:  Right.




DR. LENSCH:  Could we come back to the point of whether we're going to set a limit on this category, which I think is still the one we're taking up?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We're going to work down to where it says Selection Criteria.  Is that reasonable?




A VOICE:  That would be great.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All right.




A VOICE:  That would be great.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And we'll take the time we need to do it.  So we're not going to put a time limit.




MR. GENEL:  Well, I think we were talking about a limit of a million per year on the group project awards.  And I just wanted to have some discussion about what your concepts were of the hybrid to understand what we were going to do here.




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I have one point that I hope to make.  When I'm thinking of limits, it boils down to one thing to me.  And that is if we set limits, we'll have more applications and program fund a greater variety of projects.  And variety is going to be key on both of our accounts to bring research to the clinic as well as to improve the positioning of Connecticut in biomedical research.  So variety is good.




And thinking of the hybrid projects, a group project should stand-alone.  But it could reasonably anticipate needing the services of a core that would then become available to other people around the state. And to be able to tie them together in a related application rather then floating them separately I think would allow you to make that distinction that, you know, it would be important for us to have this core above and beyond --




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean I think at a minimum we've got to know -- even if they're procedurally two separate applications, we've got to know that they are interconnected and that this proposed program project is predicated on the assumption that this core will also be funded and that the program can make use of the core facilities.  And we might -- I mean I suppose we might look at one and say, "Well, we like the idea of the core, but the program is -- we don't want to fund" and we do something else with the core.  I mean in theory we may want to be able to separate them.  But at least we want to know, understand the linkages that are envisaged by the applicants and their institutions.




DR. YANG:  -- go for the core facilities and then -- when we talk about the hybrid -- really everything together.  So I think we talk about all the different four categories, we should not start a new issue at this time.  Let’s finish the last of four categories, right?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie, we've decided that we're going to stay and discuss the options under hybrid applications and link and then adjourn and not get into selection criteria until a subsequent meeting.





DR. CANALIS:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think very -- maybe could you make your statement again about the numbers of grants and the length.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  So my feeling is that by limiting the number -- by limiting the -- by putting a ceiling on a group project award is that it will stimulate a variety of applications, will put our eggs into more baskets rather than one big basket.  And that's the bottom line in my mind.  And so one million a year for four years, for the four years.




DR. JENNINGS:  That works for me.




DR. LENSCH:  And so I would like to insert a direct statement.  "The total amount of group project awards, including direct costs, is not to exceed one million per year for four years."




DR. JENNINGS:  But at a minimum, I think we should say four million over years as opposed to one million per year.




DR. LENSCH:  Well --




DR. JENNINGS:  Because we want to leave open the possibility of spending more of it up front on equipment.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.




DR. YANG:  Donated for grant.




DR. JENNINGS:  And I'm guessing -- I just would wonder whether -- is there any kind of project that would be excluded by that four million limit?  I want to make sure that we've really thought through that.  Is there a -- we appreciate individual institutions may well have ambitions that will cost more than four million over four years.  They can submit separate applications and note the linkage between them.  But is -- are we in any way excluding any kind of single ambitious proposal that is going to cost more than four years?  I just want to make sure we're really thought through that.




I would actually appreciate the comments of the research -- of the institutional representatives who are here on that point.




DR. LaLANDE:  I'll start.  I think that's a very good.  But you haven't discussed the core yet.  If the core has -- is really -- has, you know, essentially no -- you don't foresee a limit.  Because that's -- if we -- we can build a lot of this into the core.  So if you're telling us we -- you know, certain projects can only have a limit of four million dollars, if we know that ahead of time, then if we need -- if we need additional info-- you know, if we need additional resources, we'll build them into the core, which, of course, would service more than one individual program project.  But it also depends on what your vision of the core is.  If that's going to be a potentially much larger grant -- for example, if it's a core that's going to serve people throughout the state, then that obviously has an impact on how much --




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.




DR. LaLANDE:  I don't -- I don't -- for the groups at UConn, I don't foresee that four million dollar limit being an impediment, assuming the cores are going to be able to exist.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. SIMON:  We, too, are going to be curious about the cores.  And it would be helpful to hear the discussion of that before making a final comment.




I do have one question.  That is in the four million dollar limit that's been proposed for a group project, would the entire four million be committed at a time and to spent over four years?  Because we were starting with two years worth of funding.  So would only two million be committed with the obligation to do a million dollar a year?  How is this going to work?




A VOICE:  The four million.




DR. SIMON:  The four million would be committed at one time out of the first twenty?  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  But it would be expected to last four years --




DR. SIMON:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- as opposed to two years.




DR. SIMON:  I understand that.




DR. JENNINGS:  And, also, I guess we need to discuss how much -- what do we want to set the cap on the size of core facilities?  And I think in the draft that Willy and I created here, we've emphasized that core facilities -- let me restate.




Although a group project award can contain some shared equipment, we distinguish between that equipment which would be shared between the collaborators on that particular project -- we distinguish between that versus a core facility which is intended to be accessible not only to one particular group of collaborators but to anybody conducting stem cell research in the state of Connecticut or anybody appropriately qualified.  I don't know how we make that determination.  But both the distinctions between something that is intended only for a narrow group of investigators versus something that is more a service to the Connecticut stem cell community as a whole.




And we envisage the core facility awards as being intended for that latter purpose.  So it's very much designed to encourage collaboration, sharing, economies of scale, community building, as well as enabling infrastructure that would be beyond the means of any individual institution.




DR. LENSCH:  And there's also a key component that cores may charge a fee for service.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. LENSCH:  They should be allowed to recover that fee to offset their operating costs.  Which is something that we did not discuss at the last meeting.




DR. JENNINGS:  They might or might not choose to do so. But -- 




DR. LENSCH:  Certainly.  But that --




DR. JENNINGS:  But it would give them that option; additional financial flexibility.




DR. YANG:  I think that's a good point.  I think we discussed core facilities last meeting.  Very, very briefly, cores in different facilities, some already are existing at the universities -- some are not. And some need to be super upgrading.  But I think the focus we discussed last time is go with one single core in the whole state for generating embryonic stem cells through an (Indiscernible) approach.  To be available for the whole state, not just for one university.  Maybe even go beyond, you know, the state.  In that case, you have a charge. We suggest, you know, within a state so it will be either free or low-cost.  Outside the state, it’s going to cost a  higher charge for the (indiscernible) to survive. Core facility, I think from the environment standpoint, not only for generation, people can use our line but also for banking and for cell culture (Indiscernible) and also for training.  Not everyone (Indiscernible) also goes through (Indiscernible) training and education.




So you now categorizing the size of the core facility can really vary.  If you're talking about only a core facility for equipment -- half million dollars, your including (Indiscernible) cost you at least five or six million dollars, hire outstanding staff scientists, your equipment and technicians, and medical doctors, it is certainly more expensive.






DR. CANALIS:  You include scientists as part of the core facility?




DR. YANG:  (Indiscernible) nowhere in Connecticut, normally (Indiscernible) stem cells in the whole state of Connecticut.




DR. JENNINGS:  But I think Ernesto's question is do you meet full-time salaries for, yes, for those people as part of the core.  I mean presumably the people who come there to be trained, they're not going to be paid through the core budget.  They will be paid from whatever other sources.




DR. YANG:  I think that’s a good question.  I think Willy also mentioned, if the core really can charge for services, you can only cover the costs for two years.  Two years later, the core facility (Indiscernible) you know, pay your salary from the charges.  It's a good idea.





DR. CANALIS:  Why two years?  I mean you can distribute the funds up to four years, or whatever you want.  I don't understand --




DR. YANG:  Or four years.  I’m just giving rough --




DR. JENNINGS:  I mean for something like the facility that you're talking about, I mean you're saying five or six million, of which what percentage would be the up-front costs of construction and what percentage of the unpaid operating costs.




DR. YANG:  I think it would cost at least, you know, two to two and a half million dollars because (Indiscernible) core equipment hiring star scientists and technicians and medical doctor (indiscernible) recognition (indiscernible).  That’s really simple costs.  Then the annual (indiscernible) cost at least one and a half million dollars, two million dollars.  Really think that the first two years that you are running okay then you are collecting fees from services, then you don't need our funding next year. That's really discussing it to the year, discussed at this meeting. This sort of grant only for two years.  Can the core still apply next year, the following year --




DR. JENNINGS:  We don’t know at this point how much money will be available (Indiscernible) process.  Right now we have twenty million.




DR. YANG:  I think (Indiscernible) if we're talking about human embryonic stem cells (Indiscernible) state, one (Indiscernible) concentration on stem cell research.  The first priority is really generating those years at full research, but actually (Indiscernible) the major funding (Indiscernible).  I would say at least five or six million dollars needed to --





DR. CANALIS:  I’m sorry?




DR. YANG:  Five or six million dollars needed by the core. 




DR. CANALIS:  A year?




DR. YANG:  No, no.  For two years.




A VOICE:  Total?




DR. CANALIS:  Don't put time limits.  Just five million total.




DR. YANG:  I would say that.  Yeah.  If you really you could allow that in charge for services.  Five million would make sense, yeah.




DR. JENNINGS:  Could I ask a question of Dr. LaLande and -- whichever of you wants to answer it -- I mean, can you envisage any kind of core facility that you want to construct either at UCONN or at Yale that would cost more than five or six million?  Not the most expensive thing --




DR. LaLANDE:  We can envisage any price you come up with.




(LAUGHTER)




DR. CANALIS:  That's why we need to set a limit.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s the whole point -- for people like him --




DR. LaLANDE:  I think Dr. Yang made the point.  I mean we -- you know, we have recruited a scientist, senior scientist, from Rysell, whose job will be to oversee human embryonic stem cell core culture facility.  And he's just sure this week he'll be starting in April.  And he's going to put a budget together.  But I mean there is a certain operation cost to -- we need -- you know, we need to provide training.  We need to do the facility.  But I think that those numbers are -- are going to, you know -- we're thinking about maintaining the facility in terms of perhaps four or five FTE's to keep the whole thing going and then some up-front equipment costs, which, you know, I -- I think the biggest piece would be a fluorescence-activated cell sorter because we don't have access to one for human cells.  And then there is some other equipment and confocal microscope.  But that -- so that's kind of just to give you an idea.  That's -- I can't say that in detail.  But those are the big, the big ticket items.




DR. CANALIS:  It's unlikely to be more than five million.  It's not unreasonable (Indiscernible). Unreasonable program projects are for four million dollars.  You know, you're still talking the same ball park.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we comfortable with that?




DR. LENSCH:  Could you please restate what "that" is?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I'll let Dr. Canalis --





DR. CANALIS:  That is you would put a limit a five million dollars on core grant applications.  And you're not going to state --




DR. LENSCH:  Over four years?




DR. CANALIS:  That's what I was -- my next statement.  I mean, you know, it could be up to four years.  But it doesn't -- up to four years.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Same as the one --




DR. CANALIS:  Same as the others.  You could spend it --




DR. JENNINGS:  -- leave it open to be more enthusiastic about something that is going to operate for four years than something that’s only operating for two --


DR. CANALIS:  There is also a limit on the amount of funds that we have.  You know.  It's 20 million dollars.




DR. LaLANDE:  Could -- I'm sorry. One last question.  Could the budget be modified, let's say, two years down the road where it would -- because it's hard to -- it's hard to predict the exact costs for a core.  If everyone in the state is going to use the core, then it may be -- so I assume we could come back in and update what's going on in the core?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




DR. LaLANDE:  I mean that's what --




DR. JENNINGS:  It certainly makes sense to me that people, you know, grantees, could come back to us with applications for changes to the budget and presumably we'd have to reviewed.




MS. RION:  That is in the application, that modifications are --





DR. CANALIS:  So we would allow supplements later on.




DR. JENNINGS:  But I mean it's one thing to -- we can shift money within your original overall budget, to shift money from one category to another, with our approval.  It's another thing to say, well, you know, the usage is twice what we thought, so we'd like the same amount again please because it's been such a success."  And, actually, we shouldn't preclude consideration of that down the road.  But I don’t think we can see to it right now -- is my understanding--




DR. CANALIS:  You're alluding to supplements down the road.  Right?




DR. LaLANDE:  Well, I'm just not sure that -- this process is going to open up again in two years for the next cycle.  Then I assume the core could --




MS. RION:  One year.




DR. LaLANDE:  For one cycle.  The core could come back in and say, "Well, we have a four-year grant.  But we're --




DR. LaLANDE:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  I would assume -- I would assume you would want to allow that.




DR. YANG:  The other point I'd like to make.  In addition to the human embryonic stem cell core, there are other cores needed also, which at a lower cost, I think, that is what you say is a core facility grant ranging from a half million dollars to five million dollars depending what size core you’re talking about.  Yes, our core is certainly really high cost.  You talk about (indiscernible) at a lower cost.




DR. JENNINGS:  I wouldn't want to put a limit on it because if somebody comes and says, you know, "A hundred thousand is really going to tip the balance for us", so we should listen --




DR. LENSCH:  And certainly the Peer Review Committee can separate the wheat from the chaff in terms of, you know, (Indiscernible) key facility, that costs ten million dollars.  And so there's the question of page limits, which is come up from the other categories, and should be brought up here as well.




DR. JENNINGS:  20 pages.




DR. LENSCH:  Charlie, you’re following me up one.




A VOICE:  About time.




DR. JENNINGS: So (Indiscernible) approach.  So, we said four million, just to make sure that I'm clear, four million for a group project over four years and five million for a core facilities.




A VOICE:  Not to exceed four years.




DR. YANG:  Up to four years.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. YANG:  You can really say two years, though you just said one year.




DR. JENNINGS:  You're right.  Okay.  Good. And it seems like we're reaching some consensus on this.  And we do need some discussion then of the concept of linked or hybrid applications.




DR. LENSCH:  Before we go on, we just have to modify the final application years of its operation where again we put a percentage on there and then you can modify that paragraph.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  This is at the top of Page 6.




A VOICE:  Bottom of Page 5.




MR. GENEL:  It's on the reprinted version.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.  "In the early years".  




A VOICE:  It's the same paragraph you have already.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yeah.




MR. SALTON:  Total amount of the core facility award, including indirect costs, is not to exceed five million dollars over a period of four years.




DR. YANG:  Up to four years.




MR. SALTON:  Over a period not to exceed four years.




DR. YANG:  Same.




DR. LENSCH:  And then this paragraph that starts "In early years of its operation" -- it's being modified to --




A VOICE:  Substantial.




DR. LENSCH:  -- to be in keeping with the wording that we have on Number 3.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.




DR. LENSCH:  "Spend a substantial portion."




MR. SALTON:  Okay.




MR. GENEL:  The second sentence.




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  And it is redundant.  But it makes each section independent of the others.  And it has both group projects and core facilities in that sentence.




MR. GENEL:  Maybe the thing to do is to leave it there and delete the one up above.




A VOICE:  Delete the first one.




MR. GENEL:  Delete the first one because this --




DR. LENSCH:  It is redundant.   It says exactly the same thing.




MR. GENEL:  Yeah.  So just leave the second one.




A VOICE:  Where are we now?




DR. LENSCH:  Okay.  So we're saying that under group project awards, the sentence that reads “In the early years of its operation, we are going to” --




DR. JENNINGS:  We've agreed to change 70 percent to 80 percent?




DR. LENSCH:  We're cutting that out and we're putting it in the place of that identical paragraph under Core Facilities because the paragraph there speaks to group projects and/or core facilities.  So that one paragraph captures the category of core facilities as well as group projects.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Yeah.  I repeated it just because --




DR. LENSCH:  But they're two separate --




DR. JENNINGS:  -- they're two separate sections for two different types of grants.  But this is redundant, okay.




So we have hybrid applications and linked applications.  And it seems to me that we could capture everything that we've discussed just by --




Such that, you know, when we're looking at a program we know that it's predicated on the assumption that there will also be a core, vice versa, or that the justification for this core is that it will be used for the programs that are proposed and the accompanying, or a linked program budget, but that they would come as separate budgets and would be separate applications and be reviewed independently but with an awareness of their linkage.




DR. LENSCH:  So there I prefer the use of the term "linked" instead of "hybrid" because "hybrid" is a little bit more ambiguous as apart from the language that you’re discussing -- where reference is made to the other application.




(SEVERAL VOICES)




MR. GENEL:  Right.  Did we discuss the difference between a hybrid and a linked?  I mean did we discuss that we would encourage separate applications with linkage rather than a separate hybrid application?  I --




DR. JENNINGS:  That was my sense of the discussion.  But I’m not sure that we formally agreed.  We started to discuss it and then realized that we needed to nail the decision on the core facilities before finishing the discussion.




MR. GENEL:  Is there any -- is there any reason why we would not accept a, quote, a hybrid application that included all of the components?




DR. LENSCH:  I think it gives a lot of flexibility --




MR. GENEL:  I mean that's not our -- I mean because the option would be there.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  So what would -- if we were to have a program for hybrid, would the budget be capped at the four million or would it be nine million?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




A VOICE:  It would be nine million, I would think, --




DR. YANG:  Mr. Chairman, I'd like to go with this item for some clarification.  And number one, this is a new category.  We did not really get a folder from the last meeting.  However, I think after the last meeting we talked with numerous leaders and faculty members.  We usually have different, you know, opinions and leaders and some would like to see the -- we call it hybrid or linked.  Only the institution, Dr. Willard, Dr. sorry -- what I mentioned last time also Willy mentioned the last time, too.  The more we talked about individual ones or team ones, versus the choosing the one.  This one   really, the university make decision to submit one, too.  I guess the discussion was whether we should include this one or not, I would say sure, let's think to include this category to have the university involved and the university support.




Secondly, I think there is a size limit. I think Dr. Wallack the last time -- (Indiscernible) two million.  One would encourage individual applications, secondly it would also encourage university applications.  You would think to really kind of offer a fair share to each one and encouragement to individual competition for fair applications.  At the same time, we're also encourage universities to form cores, or core teams through the university as recruitment.  Recruiting outstanding star scientists, leaders and directors.  Those are really important, too.




But I think we would have to have a limit on the size.  Otherwise, you will say 20 million dollars for the institution one, only one credit for UCONN, one credit for Yale for sure.  I would suggest we work it out like a (Indiscernible).  Seven million dollars that’s all.  One university can only have one such grant.  All those who have individual faculty applications rather than university ones.  So really 50 percent of the funding goes to the institutional applications. The other 50 percent share in competitions.  That’s my suggestion.




MR. GENEL:  Well, let me think that through, Jerry, because we've already set a cap, I believe, of five million on the core and four million on the program project.  If you want to set a cap of seven million on an institutional hybrid --




DR. YANG;  Okay.




MR. GENEL:  So you're providing an incentive to uncouple because there's going to be more -- there would be more return.  So I would argue that if we're going to have a category of a hybrid, it ought to be the sum of what we're allowing for the program project and for the core.  Otherwise -- otherwise, there's not going to be any application for this because -- because there's a financial penalty.




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  Good point.  Thank you.  I’m really basically leaving that for the university's decision whether they want to establish an embryonic stem cell core or (Indiscernible) the director. You know, hiring a director -- defending where the category go.  That’s what I don’t call a hybrid any more.  Only institutional one.  Depending on the university’s   decision what direction they would like to focus, not repeating each other, you’re talking about two years of core.  No, that’s no really a good idea.  Really defending their focus, so forth, if we really get just one ten million dollars -- you know for sure will be only one grant.  Yes, (Indiscernible) any job to do that no more.  One grant for UCONN, one grant for Yale.  Twenty million dollars will be gone that way.  And I think that’s really fair.  You have a good point, that if all the values are done internally, hearing committee have no job to do.  Because two grant only - what do you do?  You cannot really do a high reading or (Indiscernible) you have to be funded anyway.  So I think it’s a good way.


DR. CANALIS:  I’m getting really confused again.  I mean I have a low threshold for confusion.  I see the hybrid application perhaps is putting constraints on individuals.  You know, maybe it's not a good idea.  Maybe when we make funding -- and we're trying to make funding decisions way too soon.  You know, maybe when we get them, we'll have a better sentiment for applications that are linked.  But, you know, I mean let -- let the four categories flow.  See what we get.  And then we decide.




I also don't think that we should try to -- I think -- we shouldn't give the perception that we're favoring one type of individual or one type of university.  Let them submit.  We have four established categories.  These are the categories.  Let them submit.  And let the scientific committee and this committee make funding decisions.  




So then the more we're putting into it, the more constraints we're putting and we're tying ourselves without need for something we haven't even seen.  Let's see what we get --




DR. LENSCH:  And so --





DR. CANALIS:  -- and then we decide.  You know what I mean?




DR. LENSCH:  And so you're saying that --


DR. CANALIS:  The hybrid doesn't appeal to me because --




DR. LENSCH:  -- the budget link does?




DR. CANALIS:  You know, in the end we can --




DR. LENSCH:  Is that where we're going to?


DR. CANALIS:  You know, we see what we get.  You know?  I mean I don't -- I don't see the advantage of having the statement on the hybrid and the linked.  I think it’s -- I don't see the advantage.




DR. LENSCH:  Okay.





DR. CANALIS:  I don't have any problems with it.  I just think it's creating confusion.




MR. GENEL:  No.  I think there is a distinct advantage in encouraging linkage because, you know, we have a finite amount of money.  And this is not a large -- there's not a large research infrastructure in the state.  By encouraging linkage, what we are doing is really fulfilling what I think was the basic premise of the legislation.  And that was to stimulate and encourage the development of infrastructure for stem cell research and --





DR. CANALIS:  If you will allow me -- there is explicit linkage.  We're just talking one area of research -- it's already linked.  Okay?  We're not talking multiple disciplines here.  It's just one area.  It's linked.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.  But it gets to the possibility of specific proposals that are in some sense interdependent or interrelated.





DR. CANALIS:  You do not need it.  But --




DR. LENSCH:  And so a point has just been made that I think is a good one; that instead of setting this out as another type of award, that it could simply become a bullet under Selection Criteria.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.





DR. CANALIS:  And we'd discuss it.




DR. JENNINGS:  And then we could simply say that applications can cross reference.




(SEVERAL VOICES)




DR. LENSCH:  Well, the size limits are built into the fact that if they are linked, they are linked as a group project and a core facility award, which may be around 10 million dollars in total.  But over four years, it's only two and a half million per year, not ten million per year.




DR. YANG:  No.  You use a little internal selection -- internal review -- what the committee do.  What the Review Committee do.  I think that’s the size of the limitations.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I see that Dr. Canalis has got to depart.  So we need to continue the linked and hybrid discussion at our next meeting.  We will stop the discussion with that.  And with the -- go ahead, Mike.




MR. GENEL:  Can I just ask a question?  First of all, I'm coming from the perspective in asking the question that I think there is a place for this because I think what it does is it gives clarification to the institutions that we would, in fact, entertain that type of application, number one.




And, number two, it substantiates the idea that we want linkage to me that, also you know, talks about the need for collaboration.




Having said that, while we have representatives of the two institutions here -- we've done this before during the meeting.  Can we get an opinion -- would you allow an opinion from the two --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don't want to do this when Dr. Canalis is not going to be here.  And he's got to -- he has an appointment, I believe.  And I -- and we got into problems last time --




MR. GENEL:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- because we rushed.  And I think some of us went away with some incomplete understanding of what we had talked about and what we hadn't talked about.  So --




DR. JENNINGS:  Are we going to make a motion to stay or are we going to take a motion on the floor?




MR. SALTON:  I would suggest that you table the motion and, in fact, we can then have these changes incorporated in a new draft to be presented at the next meeting and there can be then a substitution --




MR. GENEL:  Is that going to take additional discussion on them because it seems to me that if we're concluding the meeting and we've had those --




DR. JENNINGS:  We'd kind of like to crystallize --




MR. GENEL:  Right.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- what we've discussed and agreed today.




MR. GENEL:  Exactly.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I can't do that without having the document typed up and so I --




MR. SALTON:  I mean all we're doing at this point --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I need to look at it.




MR. SALTON:  -- is tabling the motion until the next time you meet.  Everything's on the record.  We have it all transcribed.  We have notes.  And you'll have a draft to review  to compare.




DR. JENNINGS:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I just don't -- I just don't want to do something that we get into session and look at these things and -- or we make an award and we get a challenge on it.




Gentlemen and ladies, if we're going to be challenged on things that happened in this committee, we're going to be challenged on process and not on content.  Nobody's going to argue that Marianne doesn't know what -- or Dr. LaLande or Dr. Krause don't know what they're doing.  But we have to make sure that the process stays intact and proceeds at a pace which is appropriate, although, you know, I think we'd all love to vote on this and start looking at applications.  But we need -- we need to get the changes typed up and we need to have an adequate amount of time to discuss this so all the voting members are comfortable with the process.




And once again, I -- we don't want to do something now and then try to undo it six or eight or ten months down the line.




MR. SALTON:  So I think that the way to proceed at this point, if you're going to re-- if the committee is going to recess, is have a motion to table the pending motion and then there be a second and a vote on that and then a motion to recess, a second and a vote on that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  So somebody needs to move to table.




MR. GENEL:  Move to table.




DR. LENSCH:  Second.




MR. SALTON:  Call a vote.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?




Okay.  Second motion will be a motion to adjourn.




MS. RION:  You need (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, that motion is passed.  




MS. RION:  (Indiscernible)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. RION:  For sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I thought we had a second.  I thought we had a date.




MR. GENEL:  Don't we have the 21st down?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That was my impression.  But maybe I'm --




MS. RION:  Proposed -- it was proposed at March 21st.  And I do know that Dr. Canalis cannot make it then.  And I'm not sure whether there are others.  So I just wanted to make sure.




DR. LENSCH:  I will have to attend by telephone.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would prefer to wait until we could have our members here.  This is very important stuff.  And I don't want to move forward without -- I think all of your contributions are very, very valuable.  And I don't want to move forward without these two gentlemen.




DR. JENNINGS:  Should we then ask Nancy to E-mail us to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  We need -- we need a date.  And I think it's important.  There's a relatively small number of us and we need to have a consensus or at least the majority of us understand where we're going and how we're going to get there.




MS. RION:  Well, I will -- how about if I E-mail you for dates the week of the 20th of March?  Maybe the 21st doesn't work.  But we'll work on that.  Is that all right?




A VOICE:  That's all right.




MS. RION:  All right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We need virtually complete attendance at this.  This -- down the line in the future, if we do it by telephone or one or two of us can't make it -- but this -- this is the seminal, very important work.  We've got to live with this for a long time, guys.




DR. CANALIS:  I'll see if I can change my flight back.  If I can, I'll let Nancy know.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we're -- you know, we just want to get a date.





DR. CANALIS:  The date?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  We want to make it so that we can get all the opinions -- the May 19 date may not hold.  That's not --




DR. SIMON:  (Indiscernible) in this draft, the letters of intent of March 31?




MS. RION:  That will not happen.




DR. SIMON:  (Indiscernible)




MS. RION:  No.




MR. GENEL:  Well, would it be helpful just to move the process to see if we can -- at least we have six of us here -- indicate a consensus that we -- that the people who are here -- that might aid the process.  Can we do that at least?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don't want to do -- Dr. Canalis has -- and Willy have very excellent suggestions, although they're not always the same suggestion.  And -- which is okay.





DR. CANALIS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And I think we need -- we need both of their inputs.  They both have some very --




MR. GENEL:  I'm trying to say that.  That's exactly what I'm saying.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




MR. GENEL:  Can -- if we looked at our calendar and these gentlemen agreed some time that week that they could do it, that would be at least a jumping off place for Nancy to try to get, you know, the furtherance of that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think we need virtually everybody.




MR. GENEL:  I'm --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If we miss one, okay.




MR. GENEL:  I think I'm saying that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Yeah.  I'm --




DR. CANALIS:  I'll try to see if I can change my flight back from Europe.  If I can change it to Monday --




MS. RION:  And probably Willy as well.





DR. CANALIS:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




MS. RION:  The week of the 20th.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We don't want to -- I don't want to do it unless they can both be here.
  And I don't want them --




DR. CANALIS: -- Wednesday or Thursday or Friday would be good for folks.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.





DR. CANALIS:  But I --




MS. RION:  Okay.  I will focus on the 22nd and the 23rd.  I will E-mail you all --




MR. GENEL:  Great.




MS. RION:  -- in the morning and we'll figure it out.




MR. GENEL:  That's great.  That's perfect.




DR. LENSCH:  And I also absolutely cannot be here on Friday the 24th.  I have a lecture.




MS. RION:  He said that as well.





DR. CANALIS:  Friday is difficult for me, also.




MS. RION:  So the 22nd and 23rd.




MR. GENEL:  Perfect.  Great.  Thank you.




Motion to adjourn.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I have a motion to recess.  Would you like to vote (indiscernible)




(LAUGHTER)





DR. CANALIS:  I’m the excuse for  everything.




A VOICE:  Motion to dismiss.




A VOICE:  I'll second that motion.




A VOICE:  I'll second it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor?




VOICES:  Yes.




(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 4:23 P.M.)
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