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COMMISSIONER ROBERT GALVIN:  Welcome to today’s meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee.  The members of this panel will be making funding decisions on 70 applications for up to $20,000,000 in grants in aid from the State’s Stem Cell Research Fund.  We have two new members here this morning to our great good fortunate and to my left if Dr. Gerald Fishbone, he is an attending radiologist at the hospital of St. Raphael’s in New Haven.  He spent a great deal of time and effort over the last 48 hours to get himself up to speed.  We hear very fine things about him and he is an appointee of the Honorable Jim Amen (phonetic), who is the speaker of the Connecticut House of Representatives.




We are missing one member -- we were missing one member and we’ll take a moment for Dr. Stephen Latham who is a professor of Law and Director for the Center of Health Policy of Quinnipiac University School of Law.  He is an appointment of our esteemed Governor Rell.  We’ll give him a moment to settle.  While we’re getting settled there, Marianne, would you -- should we do a roll call of who’s here just so we have a formal record of exactly how many members are present?




MS. MARIANNE HORN:  Yes, we should.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Can you do that for us?




MS. HORN:  Absolutely.  Good morning.  For the record my name is Marianne Horn, I work with the Department of Public Health and I seem to have lost my nametag so -- Dr. Robert Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Ernesto Canalis?




DR. ERNESTO CANALIS:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Gerald Fishbone?




DR. GERALD FISHBONE:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Myron Genel?




DR. MYRON GENEL:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Paul Huang?




DR. PAUL HUANG:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Charles Jennings?




DR. CHARLES JENNINGS:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Ann Kiessling?




DR. ANN KIESSLING:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Julius Landwirth?




DR. JULIUS LANDWIRTH:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Stephen Latham?




MR. LATHAM:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Willie Lensch?




DR. WILLIAM LENSCH:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Robert Mandelkern?




MR. ROBERT MANDELKERN:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Kevin Rakin?




MR. KEVIN RAKIN:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Amy Wagers?




DR. AMY WAGERS:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Milton Wallack?




DR. MILTON WALLACK:  Here.




MS. HORN:  Jerry Yang?




DR. XIANGZHONG YANG:  Here.




MS. HORN:  And that’s it, we are all here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And that is a total of?




MS. HORN:  That is a total of 15.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  15 and a -- so we have a quorum and to a positive vote would require what?




MS. HORN:  We need to have eight people present to vote on each of the grants to make a quorum out of 15.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much.  I would -- I’ll make just a couple of remarks.  I -- we very much appreciate Dr. Fishbone and Mr. Latham bringing themselves up to speed and joining us with their expertise at this time.  Our duty is to decide how to disperse $20,000,000 in State funding for which we’ll further the aims of the State Legislature and of the Governor for human embryonic stem cell research.  As we all know the original effort behind this legislative achievement was based on the fact that there were difficulties and prohibitions against using existing -- not against using existing, but against using any stem cell line which postdated the Presidential dictum that only the established stem cell lines could be used and there had been considerable discussion about this option in the Legislature.




It has been determined that it is the will of the people, their elected representatives and the Chief Executive of the State to move forward on options that will further the aims of human embryonic human stem cell research.  It is very clearly outlined in the Legislative proposal on the law which has provisions that affect and prohibit cloning of human beings and some other activities such as buying of stem cell materials of individuals and that is clearly outlined in the Legislation.  If any of our members would like a copy of that I’m sure that Lynn can arrange to have a copy of the Legislation.




It’s my understanding that Dr. Huang will be leaving for China around noon tomorrow and we need to accomplish as much as we can in today’s session and in tomorrow’s session.  Tomorrow being a couple of days before a national holiday, I imagine that there are others who will want to leave very promptly.  So we have -- we do have a timer that you can see reflected on the ceiling so we will attempt to stay as closely as possible on time.  We do not want anyone to feel that their grant was simply put aside, but we will spend whatever time the group thinks is necessary to address the grant.




Lynn will go over some of the ground rules, however, basically from time to time if we need to go into Executive Session that we will ask any members who are not committee members or our counsel to leave the room while we go into Executive Session.  I would remind the members that this is being -- this is being recorded and that you should make sure that your name tag is clearly visible to the transcriptionist and if there is not a microphone in front of you please avail yourself of one of the several microphones that are on the table so that the transcriptionist will be able to accurately record your remarks.  We will have some breaks during the day and a buffet luncheon.  I would plead with you not to leave the building or wander, particularly during the lunch hour because we will need to -- this is a very safe neighborhood, there’s not an awful lot to see down here, so we would prefer if you wander you wander back into this room so we can get started on time.




If you need to take a break from time to time that’s fine.  I would urge you not to discuss any of the matters that the Committee is deliberating on with individuals who are not Committee members or people from the press or the visual media who may -- you may encounter in your trips to and from the room.  I’ll now ask Lynn to read several pages of dialogue and sing the National Anthem.  No.




(Laughter)




MS. LYNN TOWNSHEND:  I could.  Thank you. My name is Lynn Townshend, I’m executive assistant to Commissioner Galvin, I work for the Department of Public Health.  And basically what Dr. Galvin just said is formalized in my remarks that were written out ahead of time, so let me go ahead and read those and I believe after that work can begin.




First of all to the Committee, thank you. This is very arduous work and you have served the State well, no matter how long you’ve been on the Committee.  Your time and efforts are appreciated over the last days and months that have led to this meeting and thank you in advance for your work today and possibly tomorrow as well.  The Committee will consider first the seed grant category where those grant applications peer school reviewed at 2.5 or above on the five point scale will receive a description and discussion of a one minute period after which Dr. Galvin will ask if there are any objections of placing the grant in a particular category. It’s been stated the categories are up on the wall as no, maybe and fund, and that is determined by group consensus.




If you have an objection and wish to see any grants placed in a category other than that of the consensus of the group, please make your objections known immediately.  That objection automatically places the grant under the maybe category so that your objection can be considered during the second phase of the grant consideration.




Seed grant applications peer review scored below 2.5 will receive four minutes description and discussion after which they will be categorized based on group consensus, again, fund, no or maybe.  After all of the seed grants have been considered the maybe and fund category grants will again be discussed, again, with a four-minute time frame.  The no grants will be eliminated.




The remaining categories will similarly be considered as outlined on today’s agenda with the following time limits.  Core, hybrid and project proposals will each receive 14 minutes’ description and discussion no matter their peer review score.  Investigative grants scoring 2.5 or above will receive a one-minute description and discussion and investigator grants scoring below 2.5 will receive five minutes’ description and discussion.




Please respect the time limits agreed to by the Committee and again, please express your objections and opinions according to the process in place.  Full funding considerations will be held until the end of consideration of all grant categories.




Because this is a public meeting where most deliberations are to be heard by all it is imperative that Committee members refrain from discussing grant applications among themselves, with others such as audience members, potential grantees and particularly the media during break, lunch of off hours tonight or tomorrow should a second day become necessary.  There may be a need for this Committee to adjourn to Executive Session as Dr. Galvin mentioned earlier to consider a grant or proprietary information contained in the grant is pertinent to the decision making.  During that time the audience will be asked to leave the room.




Two 10-minute breaks and a 45-minute lunch have been planned during the course of this meeting.  Lunch will be provided to all Committee members and designated support staff in a separate room at approximately 12:00 noon.  Your adherence to time limits is definitely appreciated.




Finally, the possibility exists that as we talked about for a second day for this meeting to consider all of the grants in full.  Arrangements have been made for those Committee members who stayed over last evening to remain in their rooms this evening as well with additional rooms set aside for those members who previously expressed the need to stay should this meeting run into the two-day period.  A decision on that will be made prior to 3:00 p.m. today.




To the audience, thank you for being here today.  As you’ve heard there are 70 grant applications to be considered today and a great deal of work to be completed by our Committee and we respectfully ask that your conversation within the audience be kept to a minimum.  You are welcome to continue any conversation in the foyer and return when you are finished.




We thank you in advance for not addressing questions about grants and the consideration to Committee members on break, during lunch or between days of this meeting.  Should it become necessary for this Committee to move into Executive Session we’ll give you a period of two minutes to head out to the foyer way.  You’ll be notified when Executive Session has ended and audience members will be welcomed back into the room at that time.




A period of public comment will take place at the end of this meeting after all grant funding decisions have been made.  We ask that you refrain from comment until that time when we will gladly recognize you to speak to the group and we ask for your patience as we move through the process today.




A couple of small housekeeping items, the bathrooms, if you need them, out the door to the left and another hard left just after the elevators.  And at this time we ask that you silence your cell phones, Blackberries, pagers and laptops.  And that’s it.  Thank you very much.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, may I say something?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Um-hmm.




MR. MANDELKERN:  As the senior member of the Committee I would ask your indulgence to please talk into the microphone and as clearly and loudly as possible because I am terribly hard of hearing and according to Murphy’s Law I lost my left hearing aid over the weekend.  So I would appreciate that.  And there are other members who don’t want to confess as publicly as I am that I’m hard of hearing.  Thanks for your cooperation.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes Mike?




DR. GENEL:  May I -- may I ask for some description of the procedure for those of us who are judged to have a conflict of interest?  I -- obviously we need to recuse ourselves from the vote, I presume we can remain in the room?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  We’ve decided that if you have a conflict of interest that you should not vote and recuse yourself, but you don’t have to physically leave the premises, although you should not be -- even though you’re still seated you should not engage in comments on the proceedings.  I will not -- I will not be voting on most of the proposals because of my position and my connections with both of the Universities and the like.  There are a couple of them that my vote will be necessary for a quorum and I think I can do that without a fear of compromise.  Any other questions?  And incidentally, Ms. Townshend sings beautifully and sings ecclesiastical music, so she could actually do the Stars Spangled Banner at some other --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Not at this hour.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, you’re supposed to do it at sunrise.




DR. KIESSLING:  Chairman Galvin, I would actually like before we start this review today to just make the comment that this is an extraordinary group of applications and that Connecticut should be proud of both it’s effort in the field and the group of scientists that it’s assembled to give us this group.  This is an extraordinary group of 70 applications and everybody should be very proud of them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you very much for making that comment Ann.  I would also say this is an extraordinary group of Committee members who have donated time which no one could put a reasonable value on the time that this extraordinary group of scientists and ethicists have put in on this project.  They have my heart-felt thanks and I think that the citizens of the state of Connecticut are very grateful and should be very grateful for having such a fine group of individuals available to review the grants.




DR. WALLACK:  In the same regard I’d just like to specifically reference the Peer Review group also.  I think that they did an absolutely extraordinary job as well in preparing us for today.  Their description as well as their ranking was well thought out and I think that they put in a tremendous amount of time and they should be extended a gracious thanks I believe from us for all that they’ve done in order to make today possible.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We will certainly be doing just that for those individuals.  I also have to thank Mr. Wollschlager, whose diligent research and whose conversations with that group of outstanding international scientists resulted in their coming onboard and working through all these grants for the benefit of the citizens of Connecticut and for no remuneration.  We hope to be able to change and add to the Legislation so that there will be some way -- some way to compensate them for some of their time, effort and materials.  But without Warren Wollschlager’s help I don’t think we would have engaged people of this caliber, nor kept them onboard.  Thank you Warren.




MR. WARREN WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you.




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner?  May I express a concern?  I’m a little concerned about the sequence of the review because the independent investigator awards will be reviewed after we review program projects and core grants.  And as I indicated in the past we never established the number of individual investigator grants that we would fund.  Consequently it’s conceivable that individuals will become overly enthusiastic about program projects and core grants and by the time we get to the independent investigator grants there will not be funds available.  So at the very least if we’re going to follow the sequence that has been proposed we need to keep that in mind and as a final reminder, you know, it is the independent investigator, the one that usually contributes the most to science so, you know, I don’t want the sequence of grant reviews to affect in a negative fashion these individuals.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your comments Dr. Canalis.  We will not make our final -- our decisions on where all the funds are going to be displaced until we consider all grants.  What you’re -- the group you’re concerned about should receive full and fair treatment.  But that certainly is a very valid concern.  Any other questions?  Yes Kevin?




MR. RAKIN:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COURT REPORTER:  You need to grab a microphone.




MR. RAKIN:  Can you hear me?  I appreciate from a logistic perspective that people have a conflict before people have to leave the room and could be -- to stop the proceedings.




COURT REPORTER:  I’m not hearing you.  Stop.  You need to get it right in front of you when you speak.




MR. RAKIN:  Okay.  Can you hear me now?  Can you hear me?  But it’s easy when somebody is an applicant on a grant perhaps it’s appropriate that they leave the room for when we’re giving comments on someone’s grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s reasonable.  Jerry?




DR. YANG:  I will leave the room, you know, when the time comes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Just very quickly a remainder.  These are not amplification microphones, these are microphones for the transcriptionist.  So we will need to speak up loudly particularly for those who are hard of hearing.  So thank you very much.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  Two comments.  Firstly, I will also leave the room during discussion of Jerry Yang’s grant because I’ve been closely involved in preparing that one and I would also like to reacquaint and amplify on a point that was made earlier, this is a public meeting.  On average about two thirds of the applicants are going to go away disappointed, not just people in this room, but people who have access to our transcripts later on and I think I would like to reiterate our expectation that applicants should not contact or lobby or harangue Committee members individually.  If think if anybody has a concern, if any applicant has a concern over the way their grant was -- their application was handled that should be referred to the Committee to decide how to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would agree with that and I’m not sure how this is handled at the NIH and other scientific institutions, but I would think that attempts to contact or change the mind of a Committee member while we’re in session today and tomorrow would basically disqualify the grant.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- but even after -- even after, even subsequent.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Subsequently, yes.  I think you’re entirely correct Charles that should there be any subsequent inquiries about the grants and the fairness or the verification or whatever process the individual is concerned about those complaints should go to the Committee as a whole rather than to an individual who may have been somebody’s lab mate, you know, 20 years ago or with whom they’re acquainted.  So I would urge you all not to field any direct questions about what may have happened within the confines of the meetings and rather refer them back to the Committee as a whole.  Yes Mike?




DR. GENEL:  May I ask what the mechanism for that would be?  Referring back to the Committee as a whole does not provide any sort of mechanism that can be provided.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, if someone has a complaint just refer them back to myself and -- or Nancy or Mr. Wollschlager.  We will get -- we will get the complaint and discuss it at the next available time frame in a formal meeting.  And I think what we’re all -- I think what Charles and the others of us are getting at is we -- if someone calls you up and says, why didn’t my grant get funded, then just refer them back to us rather than get yourself in a bind of saying exactly why.  And that sometimes is subtle.  I sat on a committee to pick a person for another agency and the person who thought he was 4.1 came out as four and he sent me a cryptic phone call basically saying if I could give him any advice for future encounters of the like, I think what he was asking for is, why didn’t I get the job?  And I didn’t confer with him on it.  And seeing no other questions we will move forward with --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Grant A-11.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- grant 11 --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-11.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- A-11 and --




DR. CANALIS:  The minutes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I’m sorry?




DR. CANALIS:  The minutes from the previous meeting.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Oh.  These are the minutes from October 2006.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Please take a moment and review the minutes of the October 26th -- October 2006 meeting?




DR. HUANG:  Commissioner Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes Paul?




DR. HUANG:  In the minutes could I suggest a correction?  In the introduction I’m Associate Director of the Cardiovascular Research Center at Mass. General Hospital, not of my own lab.  I would hope that I’d be director of my own lab.




(Laughter)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Of the Cardiovascular Research Laboratory at MGH?




DR. HUANG:  Cardiovascular Research Center.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Research Center.




DR. HUANG:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sure another several years it’ll be named after you, Paul Huang Center.  But we will make that change on page one.  Are there any other?




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I actually have three if you’d indulge me.  I’m not sure if this is accurate -- Milt Wallack.  On page two there’s a reference to the I.P. discussion, Kevin Rakin’s, I think that we might have gotten into a discussion after that that could be pertinent and that is that we discussed the possibility of creating additional Legislation having to do with I.P. and the motive behind that was to ensure access to therapies to all citizens of the state of Connecticut who can otherwise not afford those therapies that could accrue for many of the -- therapies derived from stem cell research, number one.  And number two, those I.P. funds could also help to ensure additional dollars for further research as we go forward.  And I think that that might be a pertinent addition to the minutes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s quite long.  Do you think you could condense that just a bit?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  Real briefly, the I.P. there was going to be additional I.P. Legislation for two purposes, to ensure access to therapy, stem cell therapy and additional research.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  And then on page three I’m not sure on Stem Conn ’07, the third sentence, top paragraph, what Mr. Wollschlager’s comment was relative to the $30,000 for stem cell research.  I don’t recall that Warren -- I would just probably recommend that we just take out that sentence.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Which paragraph are you on Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Top paragraph, which is an extension of the previous page, end of line two, Mr. Wollschlager stated that $30,000 was garnered from Stem Conn ’07 for stem cell research.




MR. HENRY SALTON:  Milt, are you saying that that comment wasn’t made or --




DR. WALLACK:  I think that it was probably a comment having to do with the fact that we’ve raised funds for Stem Conn ’07, but not specifically for stem cell research.  I think that’s what was probably meant Henry.




MR. SALTON:  Well, then it should be changed to --




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  Just grab that mic.




MR. SALTON:  -- so is it your clarification that it should read that the 30,000 was garnered for Stem Conn ’07 and then delete the last four words --




DR. WALLACK:  Exactly.  Right.




MR. SALTON:  -- for stem cell research?




DR. WALLACK:  Right.




MR. SALTON:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  And then the last comment on page four where we passed the motion to have the fundraising group developed consistent with the previous motion of the strategic planning group I think that there were a couple of people that were noted that would join the fundraising group, one of which is my colleague to the left, Charles Jennings, and that’s consistent with the next paragraph about the working together of the two groups.  There were a few other people that commented after that would like to join that group, but specifically Charles was mentioned in the meeting.  And Nancy, I’m not sure if you were mentioned in the meeting.  If so we can -- you were, right?  So that would be Nancy Rion and Charles Jennings as part of the fundraising group.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  There are several deletions -- several deletions and additions to the minutes.  I think I can entertain a single motion to adopt those changes?




VOICE:  So moved.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do I have a second?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  All in favor of adopting the changes and deletions in the October 2006 minutes indicate by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  Carried.  Minutes are corrected as per Dr. Wallack’s instructions and guidance.  Are there any other comments, deletions or additions to the minutes?  Now I’ll entertain a motion to adopt the minutes as amended?




VOICE:  Moved.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Seconded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All in favor -- we’re voting whether to adopt the minutes as changed, please indicate by saying aye?




VOICES:  Aye.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Opposed?  None.  The amended minutes are adopted.  Thank you.  Alright.  We will now get to the first of our grants.  This is grant indicated as A-11 and I believe Kevin or Amy, would one of you like to do the description of grant A-11?




DR. WAGERS:  I can do it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to do it?




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.  So this -- I’ll make sure you can hear me.  So this is a grant from a post-doc. in Danki Liu’s (phonetic) lab at Yale.  It proposes to study self-renewal of embryonic stem cells as well as their differentiation to bone and blood lineages.  It’s scored at a 5.0 and the major flaws are pretty much twofold.  One is that it’s redundant with existing studies that have been done by other investigators in the field including Ykai Granoba (phonetic) and Hugh Hiromiska (phonetic), and also it has indications of a lack of experience with human embryonic stem cells in that it has a major flaw in indicating that lith is necessary the self-renewal factor for human embryonic stem cells when it’s only required for mouse embryonic stem cells.




And so this is basically a description of what the grant -- and the major flaws in the grant that led I think to the score of a 5.0.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Comments?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Consensus of the group is?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Group?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Consensus of the group is?




VOICE:  Do not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




VOICE:  But encourage her.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, we have -- next year we have another $10,000,000 available so we certainly encourage individuals who are unsuccessful this iteration to try again.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do we know the deadline for that for application?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think Warren we have to have it finished by the end of the calendar year?




DR. KIESSLING:  The next deadline for application?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  For next year.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  The earliest the funds would be available next year would be July 1, ’07.  We’d be looking at an RFP several months before that.




DR. KIESSLING:  So what would -- do we know for these investigators when would be their deadline to reapply?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  It would be in the late spring of ’07.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Assuming the funds are appropriated.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The $20,000,000 is appropriate, the follow on $80,000,000 is not yet appropriated.  We have no reason to believe that it will not be appropriated, but it has to be appropriated first before we can go ahead with that.  Okay.  The next grant is A-15 and do you want to do that one Kev or Paul?




DR. HUANG:  I can do it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay Paul.




DR. HUANG:  So this is a proposal to develop new human embryonic stem cell lines from not -- that involves using non-human primates in somatic cell nuclear transfer.  While the science is important and the topic is important both reviewers agreed that the proposal had too many aims for a proposal of this size, it was too broad and diffused.  And there was also concern that there was significant overlap with other core and other grants that we’ll see today.




And there was also the feeling that the proposal was not well organized or thought out.  So because of that it was scored at a 4.0 and I would recommend that it not be -- not be considered for further funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And the consensus?




VOICE:  Agreed.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Agreed?  Okay.  Next, A-20.




DR. WALLACK:  This is a grant to develop and deploy money, help, group technology towards establishing a dynamic and collaborative network to bio-chromatics research involved in human stem cell projects and from my perspective I question the relevancy, the importance at this time of going forward with this project and I would recommend personally not funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that the feeling of the group?  Thank you.  Okay.  A-24, discusser?




DR. LENSCH:  A-24, the P.I. is Ma, University of Connecticut.  The goal of this proposal was to study --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on for a second.  You’ve got to get the mic. a little closer to you Dr. Lensch.




DR. LENSCH:  -- I have to move my coffee cup.  A-24 a seed grant, the principal investigator is Ma from the University of Connecticut.  The goal of the study is to look at the epigenetic DNA modifications that are important for reprogramming a donor’s somatic nucleus.  Epigenetic modifications are not changes in the DNA sequence but rather chemical modifications of DNA are associated proteins that alter gene expression.  The proposal does not include human embryonic stem cells, rather mouse nuclear transfer cells and what the investigator refers to as human-like cells, which are primate cells.




The Peer Review Committee scored the proposal at a 4.0.  Of particular note is the observation that the creation of human/animal hybrid E.S. cells has only been reported once or twice.  The difficulties of assuming that such lines might be available for this study are thus somewhat dubious.  Some of the studies were of interest to the PRC but the proposal was scored low overall, including that the budget was too low.  And I would move to not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Concur.  Second reviewer concurs on it.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you Bob.




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner, I’m assuming that I’m abstaining on all these grants that say University of Connecticut, correct?  I mean, I’m automatically abstaining whenever we have the Health Center, correct?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.  If you refer back to the back to the --




DR. CANALIS:  The first four grants basically have University of Connecticut Health Center.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- right.  If you refer back to this list provided by Nancy Rion, if your name is not there then you have recused yourself.




DR. CANALIS:  I understand, but I’m going on record as abstaining.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. SALTON:  Commissioner, I would recommend that the list in it’s original form be made part of the minutes of today’s discussion and incorporate it as part of the record so that the record of recusals and those who have not recused themselves is established in the minutes.




DR. CANALIS:  And we need to ensure that we’re keeping quorum when we do that.




MR. SALTON:  Well quorum will apply when a vote takes place on the actual dispensation of funds.  At this time it’s merely a consensus determination of a general categorization, so there’s no -- you don’t need to have a motion made or a vote on these general consensus determinations.  This is more in the nature of generic discussions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Those -- we will ensure that the written material is in and the list of the grants and the voters will be incorporated as part of the minutes of this meeting.  I think perhaps, Henry can correct me, but I think that a recusal means that you’re not going to -- that you’re not going to discuss your vote on the problem whereas an abstention just means you’re not going to vote.  Robert's rules of order say that an abstention is counted as a majority vote.  So if you have four -- eight people and you get a four to three vote and one abstention it becomes a five -- automatically a five to three vote.  So I think recusal --




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think -- I think we -- if we get to the abstention issue we’ll address it at that time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- okay.




MR. SALTON:  You’re correct that a recusal means you should not participate in the discussion at this time or at anytime about anything you’ve recused yourself from nor may you vote on the matter that you’ve recused yourself from.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Continue please?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-7.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-7, discussers are?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Bob Mandelkern and Willie Lensch.




DR. LENSCH:  A-7, the principle investigator is Lai from UCHC.  The goal here is to screen for key elements that will allow human embryonic stem cells to be grown in the laboratory in an animal product free manner.  This will be an important advance for clinical use of E.S. cells.  Their previous work has identified a small group of mouse feeder cells, some of which support mouse E.S. cell growth and others that do not.  The investigator believes that these same feeder cells may have a similar affect on human embryonic stem cells and they wish to investigate that.  The project involves human embryonic stem cells but does not list the use of non-NIH approved embryonic stem cells.




The budget may be too low as these assays are expensive and no other supporting funding is indicated under section five.  The Peer Review Committee scored this at a 3.5.  They indicated that the work is not novel, that little preliminary data is given and that the primary assays may prove less effective than suggested by the authors.  I also make the observation that this project is currently NIH fundable in my opinion and it would be my suggestion not to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second reviewer concurs.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-14.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you want me to do -- this is an interesting grant from a young investigator.  As a point of interest, a number of these applications talk about the fact that Yale Stem Cell Center is going to begin operation in September 1.  Has that happened?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t know that as Committee Chair.




DR. KIESSLING:  Maybe we can find that out during the course of the day.  Anyway, this is an interesting application from a young investigator who basically uses yeast as a model system and he wants to apply some of his experiments that he’s developed in yeast to stem cells.  As the reviewers noted he has no preliminary data on stem cells.  We have no idea whether this investigator has ever even looked at a stem cell, so we encouraged this investigator to take this very useful system and adapt it to stem cells.  But this application as it now stands should not be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?  The next is?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-16.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Discusser is?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Landwirth/Wagers.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This is a (indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COURT REPORTER:  You need to use that microphone.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  One moment while I reset the timer.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Can’t hear me?




COURT REPORTER:  I can, but I don’t like that microphone.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Do we have anymore microphones?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Is this better?  Okay.  This is a proposal by a P.I. by the name of Maulik at UConn for the $200,000.  It’s purpose -- the title of it is Stem Cell Therapy Leads to Energy Genesis and Repair in Diseased Myocardium.  The point of the project is to try to improve the local environment in the Myocardium to more readily accept and effectuate the healing that might occur from bone marrow stem cells that are differentiated in the cardiac direction.  It received a score of 3.5 and of particular concern was the comments of one of the reviewers who pointed out that there was no justification or explanation of expected results, no discussion of pitfalls and alternatives and that seemed that the methods were pasted together from previous proposals suggested that he get some consultation with people who know how to put together grants.  So I would recommend that -- and it received a score of 3.5 and it’s not fundable.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concurrence?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-8, Yang/Wallack.




DR. WALLACK:  This grant is a project that it’s purpose is to identify genes to differentiate human embryonic stem cells into blood cells.  It’s a project that has good collaboration from an institution that seems to be backing the work in general, however, it seems as though work of this sort is being found in some of the other applications and it had a 3.4 from the Peer Review Committee and I would recommend personally that we not fund this project.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-22, Canalis and Rakin.




MS. HORN:  I would note for the record that this grant has made a claim of proprietary information.  If there’s going to be any discussion about the science involved in this grant we will need to go into Executive Session.




DR. CANALIS:  I need a mic.  Basically this is a method grant to develop quality control for human stem cells and they plan to use a series of self-surface markers for that purpose.  Even though the method could be used by many this scientific review found the method somewhat flawed and the markers to be used are not appropriate.  Consequently the score was 3.3 and I would tend to agree with that and not to have this grant funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




MR. RAKIN:  I would like to (indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COURT REPORTER:  You need to be on a microphone.




MR. RAKIN:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.) the only company that has submitted a grant and for that reason alone I would tend to want to fund at least part of it (indiscernible, too far from mic.).  The other point I’d make is that the principles behind this company have been very successful company from within Connecticut, both Purigen (phonetic) and (indiscernible, too far from mic.) Corporation.  So I feel the scientific concerns are from the perspective of encouraging companies to come into the stem cell consortium and it’s only that I contend to suggest funding a portion of it.  But I may be in the minority.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.




MR. SALTON:  Based on your remarks Kevin that should be categorized as a maybe.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Fine.  In concur with Kevin’s point.  I’m sort of agnostic about whether to fund it, but I would -- I think this is potentially very promising.  As Kevin said, these people have a very strong -- the founders of the company have a very strong track record.  If we end up not funding this I would particularly like to see this company come back to us with further ideas for how this -- as I understand, radically new technology could be applied to stem cells.  Thank you.




MR. SALTON:  And again, I just want to remind members that --




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.




MR. SALTON:  -- once something’s placed in a maybe category there will be opportunity to discuss further when we go back to the maybe funded.  So that as soon as somebody gets put on the maybe list you can hold your remarks until we revisit it at that time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-4, Landwirth/Kiessling.




MS. HORN:  And again -- may I have the mic.?  A claim of proprietary information has been made on this grant.  If there’s any discussion about the science involved in the grant we will have to go into Executive Session.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you want me to do this one?  This is an interesting application, although it’s basic flaw is that there seems to be a lack of information that there’s a difference in the gross factors between mouse embryonic stem cells and human embryonic stem cells.  It was a major criticism of this application by the reviewers.  This applicant is encouraged to revisit this application at the next deadline with correction for the differences between mouse and human embryonic stem cells.  I recommend that it not be funded in its present form.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?  Done.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-19, Genel/Kiessling.




DR. GENEL:  This is the grant by Xue.  Yeah.  This is a study proposed by a young post-doc. who is -- Dr. Xue is a young post-doc. who is working in the lab of Dr. David Kneck (phonetic) at UConn.  It’s a project to determine whether or not human embryonic stem cells respond to chemicals that direct movement in response to infection and inflammation.  The -- it scored a 3.0 by the Peer Review Committee, the major criticism being that it was unlikely that embryonic stem cells would first of all be introduced into bodies -- into humans because they would have the capacity to produce tumors and that the measurements proposed should be made not on native embryonic stem cells, but on differentiated cells.  I would recommend not funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-25, Landwirth/Kiessling.




MS. HORN:  And again, this grant has claims to proprietary information, any discussion of the science involved should be done in Executive Session.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The P.I. for this proposal is --




DR. KIESSLING:  How do we do that?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- I’m sorry?




DR. KIESSLING:  We have to discuss the science.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Oh, okay.  Right.




MS. HORN:  Their claim is their preliminary results and unpublished results are what they are concerned about.  Obviously in each proposal there was a description of the proposal, which is a public document.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.




MS. HORN:  So if you’re staying with that that’s fine.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I think we can talk about it without going into their previous -- without jeopardizing that.  The P.I.’s name is Tian at UConn.  The title of the project is, A Novel Approach of Generating Human Stem Cells Without Destroying Human Embryos and the thrust of the project is to use mouse -- to try to recapitulate in human embryos what they claim to have done in mouse fibroblasts and that is to reprogram fibroblasts that have been programmed to differentiate in the direction of repatisites toward -- into other directions and that’s what they’re trying to accomplish here with a score of 3.0 with generally supportive comments by the reviewers except that they question the premise that the investigators were in fact able to do what they said they were able to do with respect to reprogramming fibroblasts.  Ann, is that the way pretty much --




DR. KIESSLING:  This is an excellent example of a very interesting application that could be funded by NIH.  So this investigator -- this young investigator could be encouraged to actually take this idea and this application to NIH.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’ve heard from two of our members.  Does the rest of the group concur?  Dr. Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Dr. Wallack.  I would on this one recommend that we consider it in the maybe category.  It is an excellent application.  It does have promise, it does have the potential to create a new platform as we go forward with embryonic stem cell research.  And while yes, it could be funded from NIH, as we know, the NIH funds are not as fluid as they had been in the past and I would put it as a maybe so that at least we have some reconsideration at a later time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m going to inject a generic comment if I might --




COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me.  You need a microphone.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- okay.  Please do not consider my remarks directed toward anybody or pejorative.  I think we have to keep focus on developing embryonic stem cell research for the state of Connecticut and I’ve heard several very worthy comments from several very worthy people about the potential of individuals who’ve selected grants which scored relatively low by our international scientists and my direction is that we’re really supposed to get this moving forward to develop stem cell and stem cell as a business in Connecticut.  If we can do that and in the wake of this aircraft bring along some worthy researchers I think that’s fine.  I am not however primarily concerned about developing researchers.  I think that’s -- and my I’m sure will generate some discussion and perhaps more heat than light, but I am not -- I don’t think our purpose primarily is to help people along who are developing in their science.




I think that’s a secondary -- a secondary out fall of what we’re doing.  So I am myself in favor of a relatively narrow focus and this remark is not directed towards anyone in particular, it’s just -- this is a very unusual initiative the state has taken and we need to keep rolling towards results and focus.  Thank you.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-33, Mandelkern/Lensch.




MS. HORN:  Again, a proprietary claim has been made on this grant.




DR. LENSCH:  The principal investigator here is Klueh, he’s from UCHC, and a note that every single page was indicated as proprietary in the copy I had including the summary and the budget, which is something we should make certain doesn’t happen in the future as it allows us no public record on this grant at all.  It does not involve human embryonic stem cells.  It is presently NIH fundable as written.  The Peer Review Committee ranked the application at 3.0.  Its shortcomings noted by them included a suspected lack of durability of their methodology and a lack of preliminary data.  I would suggest not to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Concur.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Concur for the second reviewer.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-21, Rakin/Lensch.




MR. RAKIN:  I will defer to you.




DR. LENSCH:  Oh, thank you sir.  The principal investigator here is Ali, the institution is UConn as well as Yale.  This observational application seeks to define electro-physiological states in mouse and human embryonic stem cells by characterizing their ion channel properties.  Ion channels will be interrogated in human ELS’s as they differentiate in culture.  A collective approach of electro-physiology pharmacology and trans-spanics is described.  Their proposal includes human embryonic stem cells.  It mentions non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cells but it didn’t really seem to be an inherent part of the application in my opinion.




The PRC scored this application as a 2.9.  A major criticism was that the applicant had a certain lack of familiarity with human embryonic stem cell biology.  It also noted that the application was severely under funded.  The use of non-NIH cells appeared almost to be an afterthought to me and not a key element of the proposal only indicating that they be used in a confirmatory role late in the work.  I would move to not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Concur.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-6, Wallack/Kiessling.




MS. HORN:  Again, a proprietary claim has been made on this grant.




DR. KIESSLING:  This is an interesting application applying proteomics to embryonic stem cell research and I would like to place this in the maybe fund category for the moment partly because there are only a few applications that are dealing with proteomics in this group and I think this is an area in Connecticut that needs to be considered.  This could be NIH-funded, but for the moment I think that this grant should be placed in the maybe category because of it’s uniqueness.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thanks.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-17, Canalis/Jennings.




DR. CANALIS:  This is an application to examine enzymes involving DNA repair, they are called Topoisomerases and basically the investigator has a mouse model to do this work and is going to examine the role of these enzymes on hematopoietic stem cell behavior.  The scientific review considered the application ambitious and there were concerns regarding failure to provide alternate plans for what appeared to be fairly complex experiments.  Consequently it scored 2.6 and I would favor not funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concurrence?




VOICE:  Concur.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?  Excuse me.  I don’t think we have any problem if anybody wants to get up and get some coffee or a snack or glass of juice.  You can certainly bring it back to your place.  Next grant?  We have a comment?




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry, yes.  I concur with Ernie.  I don’t think this one should be funded.  I also note that it is perfectly fundable in principal by NIH.  I can’t see this as a priority.




DR. KIESSLING:  Are we talking about A-17?




DR. JENNINGS:  Talking about Shaw.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah, okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-1, Genel/Jennings.




DR. GENEL:  This is a -- this is an interesting application because it comes from primarily a young investigator at Central Connecticut State who has -- did his post-doc. with Laurel Grabel at Wesleyan and has continued collaboration with Dr. Grabel.  The project calls for study of using human -- using the human embryonic stem cells to study embryonic differentiation.  It has a relatively modest budget.  Peer Review Committee scored it at a 2.5, but there was some divergence in the -- in the two reviews.  The second review is much more positive in terms of describing this as a promising young investigator with high enthusiasm for the general approach. So I -- my recommendation would be that it be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It goes into maybe if we don’t have unanimity about it and none of -- that’s a maybe.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  At this time my understanding is that we go to the top of the list, to the top Peer Review ranking of 1.5 and these get consideration of four minutes, Warren, is that correct?  I just need to reset my timer here.




VOICE:  We’re jumping to the top?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We are jumping to the top.  We are ready now.  We are considering grant A-30, which is Wallack and Lensch.




DR. WALLACK:  This is a grant that was rated by Peer Review at 1.15.  It’s a project whose purpose is to establish connectives for efficient genetic manipulation of human embryonic stem cells.  It seems to be a very relevant project, good collaboration and I would personally recommend funding it.




DR. LENSCH:  And so the investigator here is Li, it’s from UCHC, it’s a technology generating proposal in my opinion to create modified human embryonic stem cell lines that are more amenable to genetic analysis than what is currently available.  It would be -- the availability of such materials would be an incredible benefit to many types of experimentation seeking to understand E.S. cell biology and would be a boon to the field as a whole.  The application includes human embryonic stem cells.  I do not see the inclusion of non-NIH fundable lines, I see only the H-1 line mentioned, which is NIH fundable.




I would consider this grant a great benefit to the state of Connecticut, valued for money. I feel the budget is commensurate with the proposed work.  I do feel that there’s a clear plan for how the award is divided and accounted, although the budget is not very detailed and I feel that it has a very nice specific milestones for the project and clear responsibilities.  This was the best-ranked grant of any of the grants submitted and I would suggest funding this grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comments?  I believe that’s a -- goes in the fund column.  I would once again advise you all not to -- if you happen to know anybody or the investigators themselves please don’t leak early information to the press or anyone else about which grants appear to be funded.  None of them will be funded until the close of the meeting.  The next grant is?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-34, Landwirth/Huang.




MS. HORN:  And this grant has a proprietary claim.




DR. HUANG:  So this is a proposal that looks at using a novel technique called nuclesomelisa (phonetic) to see which embryonic stem cell lines can maintain pluripotency.  It is high impact and part of the goals are to evaluate known lines of embryonic stem cells and has a very high potential to advance our knowledge on how stem cells remain pluripotent and received an excellent rating of 1.5 and I would recommend that it be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second comment?  Any other comments?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Just that I would concur strongly with Doctor that it has the potential of developing useful information that can be shared with other researchers in Connecticut increasing the efficiency of the work done with the embryonic stem cells.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-9, Genel/Lensch.




MS. HORN:  And there is a proprietary claim on this application.




DR. LENSCH:  I guess I’ll start.  The investigator here -- well, if we’re going to discuss this longer and there’s a proprietary claim I guess I’ll discuss everything but the one point relating to the proprietary claim.




MS. HORN:  That relates to project objective two, task three.




DR. LENSCH:  Alright.  So I’ll do my best here.  The investigator is Krueger from UCHC.  This is a hypothesis-driven proposal seeking to understand how the cell cycle stage of a donor cell impacts reprogramming, which is the re-instruction of it’s gene to become more embryonic following fusion to an embryonic stem cell.  This has a great potential impact on our understanding of how such programming is best accomplished.  If we look to the internal parts of the grant it does include human embryonic stem cells.  It does not immediately use non-NIH approved lines, but does specific specifically that the investigator will acquire HS-181, which is a non-NIH fundable human embryonic stem cell line derived on human feeder cells thus it’s animal product free.  I was very pleased to see the inclusion of that line.




It’s a seed grant and so I don’t think it needs to meet the standard of being highly collaborative, but it is.  I believe it’s a great benefit to the state of Connecticut, it’s valued for money.  I was concerned that no other financial commitment is indicated.  There’s a very clear plan for how the award is to be divided and accounted, there are specific milestones and clear responsibilities in place with a Peer Review Committee score of 1.5 and enthusiastic support for the project I would concur with them and move to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?




VOICE:  This is A-30?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sir?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-9.




DR. LENSCH:  A-09.




VOICE:  A-09, I concur.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-13, Canalis and Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  So this one comes from Anthony Bordey at Yale and they are proposing to look at slices of mouse brain from the standard relationship between blood vessels and stem cells using bracket imaging methods and bracket molecular analysis.  This is scientifically a good application.  I have two reservations about this.  One is it’s clearly fundable with NIH, it does not involve human embryonic or any kind of embryonic stem cells.  This is also a well-established investigator and she’s an assistant for an associate professor at Yale with a good track record and I see no reason why we rather than NIH or some other funding source should fund this proposal.  That said, it’s scientifically strong, it is potentially interesting so Ernie, you may have a different view.




DR. CANALIS:  No, I tend to concur.  I mean, this is an established investigator with two NIH R-1 type of grants.  It’s difficult to justify a seed grant on an established investigator.  The technology does nothing, you know, can be funded by NIH as it has been indicated.  I also found it a little bit difficult to read, but I think the main issue is he’s a well-established investigator.




DR. KIESSLING:  I think in the spirit of what Chairman Galvin said the idea is to promote stem cell science in Connecticut.  If this grant is really going to move stem cell science in Connecticut forward maybe it should go in the maybe category?




DR. CANALIS:  I do not agree.  I think that basically it’s using a confocal technology to localize cell -- to study cell interactions.  I do not know how this is going to promote stem cell research in Connecticut, you know, I mean, my fear is that we’re going to end with every grant in the maybe category and then we’re going to be here until Thanksgiving.  You know, I think it’s time to make decisions.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Charles, excuse me.  What was your recommendation?




DR. JENNINGS:  My recommendation is that we should not fund it on the grounds that --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Thank you.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ann, would you like to --




MR. SALTON:  Dr. Canalis, I just would make sure it’s clear on the record, your recommendation is the same as Mr. Jennings?




DR. CANALIS:  I agree with Mr. Jennings review for the reasons stated.




MR. SALTON:  Not fund.  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And Ann, you would like to put it in the maybe?




DR. KIESSLING:  I think that we have an obligation as I remember to fund $2,000,000 worth of seed grants.  I think the goal -- do we have to meet that goal?




VOICE:  No.




DR. KIESSLING:  No, we just can’t exceed that goal?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  I understand.




DR. WALLACK:  Wallack.  I would --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Excuse me.  Do you want it as a maybe?




DR. KIESSLING:  Not necessarily.  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  -- Wallack.  I would recommend that we keep it as a maybe for the time being.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-2, Yang/Rakin.




MR. RAKIN:  This is a grant from Dr. Huang, an assistant professor at the Yale School of Medicine --




COURT REPORTER:  Could someone give that microphone -- yeah.




MR. RAKIN:  -- okay.  So this is a proposal from Dr. Huang, an assistant professor at the Yale School of Medicine.  It ties into the Yale Stem Cell Center.  It’s a grant to study Fragile X Syndrome and specifically the molecular underpinning if you like of the loss of Fragile X mental retardation protein.  What I find interesting about this is the specific disease that we’re studying and using unregistered cell lines to really look at what is really going on from the gene expression and gene function perspective.  Both reviewers gave this an outstanding proposal review with a score of 1.7 and so I would recommend it does get funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Concur?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-5, Mandelkern/Huang.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to do it Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  I’m ready.  A-5, UConn application for $200,000, received a score of 1.9, giving it a rank of number six.  It’s an interesting proposal to design a miniaturized system to look at the growth and physiology of the pluripotent stem cells.  The idea is to investigate and identify the proteins that are secreted and other issues regarding developing stem cells into differentiated ones.  Reviewers one and two both agreed on the value of the research and I believe it’s in keeping with our principle of encouraging human research and across disciplines and both I and my fellow reviewer agree that it should be put in the fund category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does the group concur or are there further comments?  If not, put it in the funded category please.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-31, Mandelkern/Kiessling.




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you want me to do this Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think we decided you would do that one.




DR. KIESSLING:  This is an interesting application from a young actually cancer biologist who’s a post-doc. at the University of Connecticut.  This is a really interesting application to see if you can use -- develop stem cell cancer immuno-therapy and the only caveat about this -- it received a good score and got a good review by the scientific review.  It’s also a very interesting idea.  The only caveat is that it could be NIH funded.  But if that’s not a big concern it was certainly -- if this works out it’s a high-risk grant, they may find nothing.  On the other hand, if they do find something it would actually be a real benefit to stem cell science in Connecticut.  So from that standpoint I recommend that it be funded.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I second you in concurring that the subject can be researched is so widespread that we should even bend over backwards to fund it because of it’s importance to the general population and to the state of Connecticut.  I also agree that it should be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Other comments?  So Ann, place that in the funded batch.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-28 -- oh.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  One second.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I’m sorry.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We now have one, two, three, four, five, six -- a million two that we’re going to fund.  Okay?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-28, Genel/Huang.




DR. HUANG:  So this is A-28.  This is a grant whose goal is to efficiently introduce large areas of chromosomal DNA into different cell types, including human embryonic stem cells.  This is very, very important because with the ability to put in huge amounts of DNA then we can genetically modify human embryonic stem cells if necessary to obtain disease or specific kinds of stem cells.  So the technology is very important, it’s very wide ranging and will probably have a large impact.  It will have an impact not only for stem cells, but for different kinds of cells in general, but the work on the human embryonic stem cells may be unique and there may be technology that may not be applicable to other kinds of cells.




There’s good preliminary data.  There’s good justification for the work so I would suggest that it be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second reviewer?




DR. GENEL:  Yeah, I concur with that.  I would point out that Dr. Maye is also requesting funding as part of a group project that’s been submitted by Dr. Rowe and it -- his project is I think the first project in that group project and I would suggest that perhaps for the time being that we put this in the maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Feeling of the group?




VOICE:  That’s fine.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A maybe?




VOICE:  Yep.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your comments.  Next?




DR. FISHBONE:  Could I ask a question about that?  Many of the people with individual grants also are involved in group projects and hybrid projects.  Has any effort been made to see what degree of overlap exists?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ann, it looks like you had a comment on that?




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s our job.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Well -- next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-26, Mandelkern/Huang.




DR. HUANG:  Okay.  This is a grant by Xu and the topic is to generate insulin-producing cells from human embryonic stem cells by either over expressing transcription factors of manipulating the GLP-1, which is the gluocophen-like type one system.  Clearly this is a very important area of research.  The ability to generate insulin-producing cells would have huge impact on the treatment and prevention of diabetes, so therefore the clinical significance is very high.  The proposal is well written and there was some very minor concerns among the reviewers about the C.V. of the investigators, but -- and their background, but the investigator -- the principle investigator was trained at the Joslin (phonetic) Clinic and has done diabetes research and is well versed in the field.  So for that reason and because of the importance of the science I would propose that it be funded.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I also agree with my fellow reviewer that this is a very important proposal of the high scoring seed grant proposal.  This is the only one that deals with a very important disease, diabetes, and this is an objective to provide therapies that will help people in the state of Connecticut and the country and the reviewers -- the peer reviewers split a little bit on it, but the objections from the first peer reviewer by a careful reading of the entire grant were answered and I don’t know why he went to them and I would agree with Dr. Huang that this is definitely a fundable proposal that we should consider.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that the consensus of the group or are there other comments?  If not that goes into the funding category.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-12, Yang/Wallack.




DR. WALLACK:  This is an interesting proposal that got a relatively good review of 2.10.  It’s a project that it’s purpose is to use magnetic resonance imaging to assess the affect of combining the delivery of various chemicals into the brain to steer the migration of neural progenitor cells in areas of potential need.  I think that it’s a relevant project.  It’s a focus project.  My only question is whether or not the project could be funded by NIH?  If it could be funded by NIH it’s possible that we might not have to fund it.  I could be wrong on that, but Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Yeah, I agree with you.  (Indiscernible, too far form mic.) --




COURT REPORTER:  I need to get him on a microphone.




DR. YANG:  -- yes, I agree with you.  The proposal is really well written.  Part of study endogenous neural of progenitor cells about another 20 years out and it’s really well written for this category.  So I guess it’s for the maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I see we’re now -- I see that we’re now in a -- getting into a situation where we’re looking at grants which may or may not be funded by the NIH, which are -- which appear to be very, very good grants and I think that we will need some discussion about where does that fit in with our charter to move ahead in areas where it would not be possible to move ahead with stem cell research because of the executive department of the United States prohibition against using new stem cell lines.  So I think we’re going to have to come up with some fine distinctions about projects which may be of equal weight, but ones which we are reasonably certain will be inhibited by the Presidential proscription against new stem cell lines versus ones which may simply be non-funded because of NIH constrictions in funding various projects.  Will this -- is there any further comment on this particular project?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  I would like to consider this one further.  I think I voted against -- or I will vote against the one from Bordey, which some of the same issues apply.  I think the difference here is that this is a young investigator at the beginning of his independent career, he does not as far we could judge yet have NIH funding.  So I think that there is a career development aspect to this one which doesn’t apply in the case of a more senior investigator who already has a track record of NIH funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that is an excellent comment and I think it refers back to several comments that my esteemed colleague Dr. Canalis made about encouraging new investors -- investigators and investors, to enter the field.  So I think we need to do some thinking about the philosophy, and we have some philosophers and some people here who can help us with that, but I think we need to do some thinking about what is our philosophy?  Is it just to give deserving people grants or is it -- or can we move it ahead in some ways by giving deserving individuals grants but then by finding new talent?  It’s sort of like with a baseball team if you want to go down to the double A or triple A league and find an excellent person and bring him along.  So I think we need to do a little more discussion about that, but thank you for bringing that up Charles.  Next?




VOICE:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, make that a maybe.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-3, Genel/Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  I can start?  So this is a grant that focuses on the sequence of deriving human neural stem cells from human embryonic stem cells and differentiating those into mature motor neurons or delpha-manergic neurons.  The investigator asked two questions, whether this progression can be accomplished in culture and whether each stage can be defined?  The Peer Review Committee noted two difficulties with this grant.  One is that it was not particularly innovative in that it would recapitulate published technologies and compare Federally fundable versus non-Federally fundable embryonic stem cell lines in this -- in this differentiation capacity.  They also noted that it was a rather descriptive approach in understanding this process.  The advantages of the grant are that this investigator is extremely accomplished, a very accomplished neuroscientist -- I’m sorry, this is Joann Conover, and will be collaborating with someone who has worked with human embryonic stem cells, but has not previously worked with these cells and so it’s an opportunity to bring a new person into the field.




I actually though because of the difficulty -- I’m sorry, the fact that this does recapitulate some work that’s already been done and the fact that it’s widely a descriptive study would recommend not funding it.




DR. GENEL:  I agree.




DR. KIESSLING:  I wanted -- I want to dissent slightly and we may run out of money, we may not be able to.  But this is essentially a training grant.  This established investigator is looking for money for post-docs. and graduate students, she’s not looking for any of her own support.  She’s basically trying I think to develop stem cell technology in her lab and she’s an established neurobiologist.  I think this is exactly the kind of project that would really boost Connecticut’s impact on stem cell science.  So I’d like to leave this in the maybe category if we can.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a valid point.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would add as a lay person on the Committee that the development of neurons would apply to so many different disease entities that are being looked at that it would be important to certainly keep it in the maybe if we can possibly reach for it.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-27, Canalis/Jennings.




DR. CANALIS:  Markakis is a new assistant professor in the Department of Psychiatry at Yale University and that’s probably her main asset.  She’s young and new to the field.  She has some experience in neuronal stem cell biology and in the current application she proposes a new method of isolation and propagation of these cells.  The review is a little bit split.  The second reviewer has concerns about the ability of the methodology to be employed to be successful and casts doubts on the entire project and the first reviewer was a little bit more enthusiastic, but felt that it was a method project and it was -- and the budget was excessive.




So there are some questions about this applicant being able to carry this proposal to a successful application.  So I have some doubts about this.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ernie, did you say that this was a psychiatrist?  I didn’t hear you.




DR. CANALIS:  Department of Psychiatry, yeah.  She’s a new -- as of 2005 she’s an assistant professor in the Department of Psychiatry.  She just completed post-doctoral of her fellowship so she’s a new investigator in the field.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But she’s not a psychiatrist?




DR. CANALIS:  She is not.  She is a biologist.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  But the issues seem to be scientific.  I mean, that scientific doubts about whether or not she will be successful to conduct the research.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comments?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  I’m slightly more positive about this one than Ernie.  It does involve human embryonic stem cells, the applicant does have a strong track record as a post-doc.  Both reviewers have said that this is somewhat high-risk, but it seems to me that that’s part of the function of seed grants.  The impact will be significant if it were successful.  I think it’s unlikely that this person will be -- will waste their time if we go to fund her.  I didn’t think that the budget was excessive, it is largely salaries, and this kind of work the salary must be paid for by non-NIH funds and I would at least like to put this in the maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?  Did you have another comment Jerry?




DR. YANG:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.) this person is the only one I found in the resume who had experience in generating, not just using, a human embryonic stem cell line from a human embryo while he/she was in California.  He/she is the only ONE professor in Connecticut with such expertise. So I think this experience is what we need for Connecticut and I recommend funding this proposal.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  It’s in the maybes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-10, Canalis/Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So this one is from Dardik at Yale.  They are testing a hypothesis that elderly patients with Ischemia have a deficiency of endofetal stem cells and they’re planning to test this in various ways so this is a study of human patients.  It’s a very clinically oriented study and the -- it got a reasonably strong recommendation from the Peer Review Committee.  I would note again though that it does not involve human embryonic stem cells and I question whether -- whether it’s within our core area of focus.  The other criticism from the review committee is that this is something that’s being tested by a number of different groups.  So there’s some question as to whether this is joining a bandwagon that’s already rolling.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second reviewer?




DR. JENNINGS:  Just -- my recommendation is no.




DR. CANALIS:  I tend to agree.  I mean, it’s fairly descriptive and I don’t have any disagreement.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a no.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does the group concur?




DR. KIESSLING:  No, it doesn’t concur, no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You don’t?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  No, that’s a no.  Yes, it’s a no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-32, Landwirth/Huang.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  His name is Das, University of Connecticut and the project is entirely in the mouse model attempting to study and influence the efficiency of migration of bone marrow cardiac corrected stem cells toward cardiac or injured cardiac muscle in mice as a direct regenerative medicine kind of projected.  The -- it received a score of 2.3.  The comments again were that it could be NIH funded.  I’m not sure exactly what our threshold is for established investigators, but this person has had several NIH-RO-1 grants but I think not directly on -- he’s new to stem cells, but not new to ischemia reprofusion genetics.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second reviewer?




DR. HUANG:  I would agree.  I think there are several weaknesses with this grant.  One is that it’s purely in mouse and second is even separate from that issue that the scientifically both reviewers were concerned about the scientific aspects of the regeneration of the heart and how well thought out the proposal was.  So I would not recommend funding for this.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Group concurrence?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-18, Genel/Huang.




DR. GENEL:  Dr. Nelson is a new investigator who has just come to the University of Connecticut from Wisconsin and proposes a study using human embryonic stem cells to determine and study differentiation into various lineages using micro-ready techniques.  There are a couple of interesting things about the application.  One is that this is a new investigator, two is that the department at the University of Connecticut, the molecular and cell biology, has made a commitment to match an award from the state.  So in the budget it requests partial salary and laboratory support.  I would -- I would recommend funding because I believe it meets -- I think it meets all of our criteria.  The Scientific Peer Review Committee was generally supportive with some caveats and the peer review was 2.3 -- 2.3 -- 2.1, I’m sorry.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And it’s our understanding --




DR. GENEL:  I’m sorry, 2.3.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- that they’re going to match whatever funds --




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- on this one --




DR. GENEL:  The Department has committed to matching whatever funds.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- okay.  Did you have a comment Dr. Canalis?




DR. HUANG:  No, but I do.  I was the other reviewer.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Oh, okay.




DR. HUANG:  I agree that the -- scientifically that the topic is important, but there was some concerns from the reviewers in the sense that they were going to look at 700 specific cells and that this doesn’t even come close to being comprehensive and that it’s not well throughout which particular genes that they will look at, which cell types, and how many cells will be sampled from each time point.  So scientifically there’s some concerns, so this is not one of the top grants.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It sounds like a maybe.




DR. HUANG:  I would put it in the maybe category myself.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-29, Genel/Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  Okay.  So this is a grant from Dr. Rasband with a goal of studying how human embryonic stem cells might be used to enable demyelination, it will use transplantation of differentiated human embryonic stem cells that they will direct to develop into oligodendrocytes into a mouse model or a Shiverer model which is under-myelinated.  It’s an application from a very accomplished neuroscientist who has not previously worked with human embryonic stem cells and so this will be a new area for the lab.  The Peer Review Committee noted some concerns in that they are particularly concerned whether or not the differentiation to oligodendrocytes would be efficient or would give them high purity cells and so this might complicate the analysis.  It received a score of 2.4 and because of these reservations I would recommend not to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?




DR. GENEL:  It’s an attractive area, but the investigator is relatively established and I think that given the competition that we have already achieved in our maybe category I would agree with no funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-23, Yang/Mandelkern.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Bob?




(Discussion off the record.)




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  This proposal is using human E.S. cells and has human E.S. cell experience and the study E.S. cell differentiation in culture.  The wonderful part is that it’s tissue engineering and that’s one of the few proposals studying tissue engineering of all of the seed grant proposals.  So particularly also the researcher very productive and, you know, the reviewers have comment for more pertinent data.  I would definitely suggest put this one in the maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  That’s a maybe.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would agree as the second reviewer.  I think this is one of the few grants looking to the issue of tissue engineering which of course can be vital when we hopefully get to the therapies and vascular disease is such a common problem that there are so many patient groups that would be heartened to see a study there.  I think it definitely has to be kept in the maybe group and looked at further from the science point of view.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have selected one, two, three, four, seven grants for potential funding and we have --




VOICE:  We can pick three out of the maybes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s that?




DR. JENNINGS:  Up to three.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can pick up to three out of the maybes.  I did make some notes as we went along.  We had some philosophical expressions and feelings about A-12, A-03, A-1, A-27 and A-18 and some of those thoughts seem to revolve around do we want to encourage, A, a new individual who is doing research at an educational institution other than Yale and the University of Connecticut, and when I say that I include both medical schools.  One of the other discussions was about a commercial firm and whether or not we should select a commercial firm with an eye on development of remunerative efforts which may return some of the investment monies to the state of Connecticut as is generally expected.




We were discussing on some occasions -- a couple of occasions good grants but they were done by an experienced grant person.  Someone who’s held other relatively large grants and we also looked at some things which had to do with whether or not these grants would be funded eventually by the National Institute of Health and so I think we have some philosophic decisions.  Are we going to put any weight on the fact that we have very, very few grants that are not from the University of Connecticut in the broad sense and Yale University and that’s inescapable in a small state with two fine educational institutions.  We’re also looking at do we encourage commercial ventures, is there a place for that in our deliberations or not.  That’s for you to decide and then we come down to if we’re actually trying to move the project along and develop new researchers what weight would that have as we go through a process to pick three or less grants from the maybes.  So with that I’ll leave the floor to Mike.




DR. GENEL:  May I ask, are we -- are we committed to full funding all of these grants?  Now mind you, within $200,000 there isn’t much leeway, but I would point out that one of the applications only calls for $112,000, so there is an opportunity that we might be able to partially fund another application with that or within the limit that we’ve established.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I think we did some discussion on that and we can -- I think for us to partially fund we would have to have a mechanism to do that which ensured that we did not materially change the grant by what we funded or didn’t fund and I would like to tell you I know just exactly how to do that, but I don’t, not at all.




DR. GENEL:  Well, many of the grants call for salary support that the institutions might very well pick up if we were to -- if we were to -- now I don’t think we have to determine that.  What I’m saying is -- what I’m saying is that if we were to provide partial funding that would allow the institution and the investigator to determine how to use it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But not -- my understanding Mike is then we would say you asked for 200, we’re giving you 100 --




DR. GENEL:  Exactly.  Right, no, exactly.  That’s exactly my point.




MR. SALTON:  And if I might just add to that, in that example the Commissioner provides let’s say that you take a $200,000 grant and you say, we’re going to provide 100,000, the applicant will then in the contract process have to come back and say, okay, in order to do this project you’re giving me 100 and here is where I’m getting the other 100, if they came back and said well, we’re reconfiguring the whole project to a new $100,000 project that would not be acceptable.  So that the applicant realizes that this is not a -- they can’t change the material grounds because they got a lower amount of funds, they have to find the money somewhere else.




DR. KIESSLING:  Henry?  Would --




MR. SALTON:  Unless they reduce some budget items, for example, someone is willing to take a cut in salary or whatever.  It would constitute basically a funding (indiscernible, coughing)




DR. KIESSLING:  -- Henry, is it possible to fund it for one year instead of two?




MR. SALTON:  I don’t think so.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I don’t think so.




MR. SALTON:  That would be a material change in the contract.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  See what we’re trying to get at is under these circumstances if I can paraphrase my legal colleague that we don’t want to say well, you asked us for this and we gave you that, or they come back and say well, you only gave us partially funding so we decided to discard a mouse model and do something else.  That changes the contract.




DR. KIESSLING:  A good example of this would be Dr. Conover’s grant, which I was defending, because then she would simply be able to hire one post-doc. and one graduate student instead of the two or three she’s requested.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We wouldn’t specify that Ann.




DR. KIESSLING:  No, no, I know.  But I mean, that would be -- that would be a logical response.  She could simply -- and she would still get some funding for her project.




DR. WAGERS:  Can I make one comment regarding that?  My understanding when you put together a budget you claim that this is exactly what you need to support that project and so if you change the budget you’re materially changing the grant and so -- and it’s difficult to expect people to be able to come up with funds from other sources immediately to bolster this if you’re not going to allow editing of the aims of the proposal commensurate with the budget that you’re supply so I think this is a very difficult position to put investigators in to partially fund and then require that they accomplish exactly what they were going to accomplish with twice as much money.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a very potent and insightful comment.




DR. KIESSLING:  I mean, I think that is the expectation, you don’t expect them to accomplish, but you don’t want to leave them without funding at all.




MR. SALTON:  Well, I think I want to make sure it’s clear what I said before, which is the example -- if someone said, I’m going to use this set of staff with these different expertise for my $200,000 project and we offered them 100 and they said, alright, I’m going to drop two staff members and I’ll just, you know -- you know, have someone else later look at this stuff and give me the consultation when the grant’s done.  That’s a material change.  In the Conover grant if they said, we’re going to staff it with three people whether they’re residents or research graduate students and they’re going to go now to one then I also think that’s pretty much on the material change side.




Because again, we have to think about this in the sense that this is a competitive application and we’re not really -- we can’t make -- you know, we said put in your application, we’ve evaluated on the merits.  The fact that we reduced money the Peer Review Committee reviewed it on the way it was submitted with this particular staffing, this particular set of aims and goals and so if you now because we reduced it by 100,000 they’re going to come back and say, we’re dropping some aims that may have produced a different score with Peer Review.




So the materials -- at least in the process we have right now for this year we really can’t be looking at -- we can offer 100 for a $200,000 application and say if you want to go forward with our 100, you know, you have to come up with the --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The other 100.




MR. SALTON:  -- the other 100.  Or you’re going to have someone for example at the eligible institution say, you know what?  We’re going to kick in the money or we’re going to absorb that cost or we’re going, you know, some other way instead of actual cash in hand.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.  Just for a point of information, I concur with what Mike is trying to drive here as far as the partial funding and as I read the applications I noted myself that certain of the applications could possibly go forward with a reduced amount, but with some funding.  And the point of information is that to the scientists here I would imagine I think that that’s exactly what NIH is often -- will be doing also so that if we were to be doing that we would not be inconsistent at all and that’s why I felt comfortable coming into the room this morning with the thought that that could possibly happen.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  We can change as I understand Henry, and correct me, we can change how we will fund your grant.  If you ask us for X we’ll give you X -- 50 percent of X, but we will expect you to go out and get the other 50 percent.  You can’t change your grant.  In other words, you can’t tailor your grant to fit our funding.




MR. SALTON:  Or you could say, I’m going to still do the work with this amount and don’t, you know, and I’m committed to getting the work done at 50 percent because the application was padded by 50 percent.  I mean, whatever it is, but the actual proposal has to be done in the way it was submitted.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You can’t change the body of your proposal and say, I’m only going to do this and that, I’m not going to do that and this as well.  Charles?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, this discussion is obviously significant for the seed grants, but much more so for the larger grants that we’re going to be discussing later in the day where we’re talking about at least in order of magnitude of more money.  I would also point out that with the core grants many of them have requested funding for three or four years, there may even be a five years one, I’m not sure, and those budgets are generated simply by extrapolating salaries and costs forward, so I would like to propose that we may be able to fund for less than four years without materially changing the content of the proposal, it’s simply that the core lasts for the less time and assuming more money is appropriated we have the option of continuing to fund it down the road if it’s doing well, if it’s achieving our goals.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Understood.  Now I think what we want to avoid is next time around somebody saying, well, I’m sending you a proposal.  What I’d really like is proposal A, which will cost $500,000, but if you don’t want to fund that I have proposal B encapsulated for $250,000 and if you really don’t want to fund that I have proposal C for $100,000 and that’s going to get -- because if everyone had a chance to do that it would be chaos.  And so we have to make sure we stick to whatever you required respondents in the request for proposal we have to hold you to that and if you come up $100,000 short then the dean will have to give you 100,000 bucks, which should not be an impossibility for either of those two institutions.  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  I do not see --




COURT REPORTER:  You need a mic.




DR. CANALIS:  -- if we had been told in the past and this has been -- we’ve been told again today that this is not congruent with Connecticut law.  It’s as simple as that.  And we’ve been instructed about this so I think it’s wasteful of our time to continue discussing something that is not congruent with the law.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would agree with Dr. Canalis and would like to move ahead.  We are coming up to our break time.  I don’t know whether the group -- do you want further discussion on these?




DR. GENEL:  I think we need further discussion not so much because of what we do with the seed grants, but because of what we do the rest of the day.  I think we need to get this sorted out.  May I clarify something?  It was my understanding that there would -- if we were to award less than the requested amount there would be a negotiating process with C.I. in which this would be worked out, am I correct in that matter?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There will be a contract subsequent --




DR. GENEL:  Right.  But the --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- subsequently.




DR. GENEL:  -- but there would be a negotiating process that would take place regarding how the investigator would conduct and perform the research with less money than was requested.  I presume that would be the process.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That will -- I don’t think that will be a negotiation.  I think that will be meeting language in the contract, which satisfies the legality since we -- of what we’re proposing since we are using public funds.  So it would -- it would encompass looking at what the contract is and the individual agreeing to do what they originally proposed either within the bounds of the funds that they get or with additional funds from other areas, but you can’t change your proposal.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, does this Committee have -- once C.I. has drafted the contract does this Committee then need to approve the language before money can be dispersed?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. JENNINGS:  So if an investigator comes back and we -- if we -- let’s take a hypothetical case in which somebody asks for 5,000,000 and we vote to give them only 2,000,000 they then come back with something is, you know, goes outside of the scope of their original application or in other ways we’re not comfortable with we do have the authority to vote not to fund it at that point, is that correct?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  Professor Latham?




MR. LATHAM:  I think our applicant pool is nothing if not very intelligent, so I’m a little worried about the affect on them of seeing partial funding come out of the Committee.  Future applications might well be altered or tailored to the knowledge that we are able to do partial funding.  I think it’s better to let applicants set out their applications exactly the way they want them and let us give them thumbs up or thumbs down without complicating things about their relationships with their home institutions and so on.




DR. KIESSLING:  Dr. Latham, one point of clarity.  This is common practice in NIH study sections.  The budget discussion is a big part of that award discussion and if you -- if there’s somebody in the room that says, no, no, no, this is not what this costs, then the budget for that grant application can be changed or you can eliminate a year or you can eliminate an aim.  So it’s not unknown to scientists in the field to have their budget of their project scrutinized and because the effort is always to spread the money as far as you can.  So nobody would be insulted or in any way upset.  The problem is the contract obligation with the state of Connecticut, so most of these investigators would understand that Federal grants can be fiddled with, the budget can be fiddled with, but we’re trying to comply with the regulations that are in place in Connecticut with respect to contractors if I understand it.




DR. WAGERS:  If I can just add to that?  The distinction is that with the NIH you can then alter the proposal in order to fit the revised budget and so you can change your aims, you can change your investigators, and we can’t do that here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Warren?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just a process point Mr. Chair.  Obviously by the amount of discussion here this is going to be where a lot of time and effort is spent by the Committee when we really get to the discussion of allocation of funds.  That’s partly why we had anticipated holding funding allocation decisions until discussion about the fundability of all of the categories, all of the grants, because we’re going to have the same discussion after each category and one suggestion and one thought that we had at the administrative support level with C.I. and ourselves is that we should hold off on that, just look at these things right now.  Should they or should they not be fundable?  We may not have enough funds to fund half of them, but -- so for instance, we would not just limit ourselves to saying there’s 10 fundable A seeds, there might be 15, all those maybes might go in there.  We won’t really see the availability of funds and how that funding is going to work until we have the whole picture laid out in front of you.  I would suggest that you may want to consider holding off more discussions on funding until you complete the review process.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would like to put forward a position of kind of negotiation on this.  On the seed grants, which are the most modest grant proposals reaching only to 200,000 and some in the maybe category of only 100,000 that we do not think of shrinking the amount of money for these proposals, but we should try to move forward.  I think when I read the group hybrid and cause it seemed to me that there was almost an overstatement of the amount asked for in the expectation that they might be funded in lesser amount.  So I think on this grant area we’ve made good progress.  We can go forward with agreement not to shrink, but to fund as many as we can within the mandate that we put out on the application of 10 percent or $2,000,000 covering as wide a range as we can without squeezing down any of the grants in dollar amount.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob --




MR. MANDELKERN:  If the Chair would entertain it I would put it as a motion, if not, it’s for discussion.




DR. WALLACK:  -- Bob, picking up on what Warren was commenting on, perhaps what we can do is go back to the maybes and see where there’s a comfort zone in just beginning to pare down some of that category.  I think there’s also a sense here at the table if I’m reading it right that to some degree we could have some partial funding.  So if we can perhaps at this point or at your leisure, depending upon how you want to program your meeting do that.  It may well be that we’ll be coming in at the figure of -- under the cap of $2,000,000.  So I’d make that recommendation of seeing exactly where -- who we can eliminate from the maybe group and then keep in mind the idea that there could be conceivably partial funding with the rest.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think Attorney Salton has a statement.




MR. SALTON:  I was just going to say that I think that’s -- I don’t know about the timing within the meeting today, but I think that one of the things that I wanted to bring out -- I went back and looked at the request for proposal that is obviously that’s the kind of the entry, the gateway for all these proposals, and one of the -- on the second page -- the third page of the proposal it does state and it’s actually one of the few places where we set fort a priority for grants which is that the priority for support research on human embryonic stem cells that are not currently eligible for Federal funding.  So to the extent that you want to go back to the maybe category and separate -- kind of empty the glass a little bit, again, I heard a lot of discussion about that factor and it is a factor that’s expressed in our request for proposals and, you know, you have -- again, it’s not -- it’s not an absolute obstacle, but it certainly is much -- it gets some significant weight because of the way you’ve expressed it in the proposal.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re going to take a break, 10 minute break in a minute or two and I would ask you to return promptly.  I would also ask you not to discuss any matters with people outside the room.  I would also ask you to consider very carefully Professor Latham’s remarks about partial funding and I have to tell you all, this is not the NIH.  This is -- I want you to think of that very carefully with all due respect for all those great scientists, this is not the NIH.  This is not a scientific disbursement from the state of Connecticut, it’s a disbursement from the Legislative -- Legislative body.  I think if we start doing a lot of second-guessing I would have to agree with Dr. Latham that we’re going to get into -- and with Mr. Mandelkern we’re going to get into problems either this time or subsequently with grants that have a grant within a grant within a grant and to try to sort these things out it’s going to be very difficult and very time consuming.  We will reconvene at 10 minutes after the hour.




(Off the record)




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, we do still have 11 in the maybe category and we have only seven in the fund category, there’s quite a lot of unresolved business from this session, so if we’re going to break now I would at least propose that we come back and try and triage at least to some extent those 11 while they’re still fresh in our minds.  Because if you think you’re starting to get tired now wait until the end of the day, it’s going to be easier to do that sorting while we still remember the discussion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That was my anticipation.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But you need to be thinking about it.  They don’t -- if they’re going to be NIH funded and they don’t advance human stem cell -- embryonic stem cell research they’re not fitting in with our Legislative mandate.




(Off the record)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Mr. Wollschlager, could I impose on you to verify that everyone is back, that all the voting members have returned for the record?




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Well, for the record -




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Count the number of legs and divide by two.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  -- they’re not all back yet.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  They’re not all back yet.  Okay.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  No sir.  We’re still missing members of the panel.  However, for purposes of this discussion since we’re not really voting on anything we have an adequate quorum.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Let’s go.  We’re now going to go -- maybe -- we’re going to go back to maybe?  Are we going to go back to maybe?  Yes Dr. Yang?




DR. YANG:  Now this one working, right?  I’m glad to hear that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is it working?




DR. YANG:  She said it working.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Go ahead Dr. Yang.




DR. YANG:  Thank you.  I want to clarify two points.  I’d like to comment on Dr. Rakin and Dr. Wallack made for the size of the grant for the maybe category.  The category of funding allocated for the seed grant at 10 percent, i.e., $2,000,000 already decided, so meaning a 10 grant total if 200,000 K/seed grant. Now we have seven in the funding category and for the remaining seed grant funding, we can divide that into 100,000 K each so that it would be six more rather than three more for funding consideration.  And I like that idea, I support your comment on that one.  Number two I’d like to say two special, very, very special cases I like that we’re presenting to the community.  When I went over this again, among the 70 proposals, only one from a company, and this one -- I don’t know them.  This one is a seed grant by Dr. Link, L-I-N-K, out of the maybe category CA-22.  That’s the only one representing a company.  And I have to say that I am representing Connecticut technology transfer and commercialization in this committee.  In our last meeting, the U.K. delegation came here to visit.  They were shocked too that not many applications from the industries among our 70 proposals. And I think this one should have special consideration for this reason.




Also, when I went over their proposal they have full team of scientists with engineering, chemistry and also bio-medical science.  So I do see the future for this proposal. I think I recommend this one for funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Jerry, who was the original discusser on that?




DR. YANG:  You know what -- oh, you --




DR. RAKIN:  I was.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Kevin.  Okay.  Would you -- I think we have two issues here.  One is are we going to decide now to give 50 percent grants to six people or what they asked for to three people?




DR. YANG:  -- can I finish the second one?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, go ahead.




DR. YANG:  The second one special case is one from Yale.  This person I don’t know either, Markakis.




VOICE:  Markakis.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s the number Jerry?




DR. YANG:  The number is CA-10.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-10, okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think it’s A-27.  This is Markakis?




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  And I haven’t said -- he’s really an assistant new faculty, really new faculty and to me the proposal is really well written.  It’s the only one in the state of Connecticut with experience in developing human embryonic stem cells while he/she was in California.  His/her experience involves developing a new human E.S. cell line, not just using human ES cell line for differentiation.  So for whatever reason, her/his experience in California in developing one human E.S. cell line and that experience offers a good opportunity for Connecticut.  I think that’s really important to support this expertise in Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s A-27 Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Yeah, yeah, yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes it is.  Yes, okay.




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner?  I do --




DR. YANG:  That’s --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Wait a moment.




DR. CANALIS:  -- I cannot agree with --




DR. YANG:  -- the one in psychology.




DR. CANALIS:  -- I do not agree with the process.  We’re selecting grants at random and you cannot do that.  You know, every grant that has ended in the maybe category needs to be rediscussed.  You know, we cannot start picking and choosing one or two grants.  That is not fair.  We can’t do that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you’re correct Dr. Canalis.




DR. CANALIS:  You know, this is not right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But I think we have to decide are we going to suddenly decide that we’re giving six $100,000 grants or are we going to stick to what they ask -- these folks asked for?




DR. CANALIS:  We were informed that is not lawful.




MR. SALTON:  Well, Commissioner what I would suggest is perhaps instead of promoting a particular maybe grant we try to go through them and see if there’s some we’d like to move to the no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.




MR. SALTON:  Let’s see what we can take out of the pool instead of arguing or discussing what we want to keep in the pool at this point.  And what I would -- perhaps the suggestion I would make is to look at these grants and go back to the original assigned Committee members and ask them, do you feel that there should be a further discussion on moving them back to no on your particular grant, so we could just pick numeric order.  Let’s say we start with A-12 being the first in numeric order, or is it A-1?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-1.




MR. SALTON:  A-1 and say to those two presenters, do you feel that there should be consideration at this time to moving them to no and then why and have an open discussion on that basis and then move through all of them in that manner.  That would be my recommendation as a process.




VOICE:  Any time limit on that?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I just have a question about --




MR. MANDELKERN:  I have the rank -- attached is much easier to find them on the peer review sheets with the rank rather than the number.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  There’s another sheet.  If you leave it as the number up there I’ll find it and announce where the -- in the peer review score book.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would agree with Attorney Salton that we should review them.  I would agree with Ernie.  We will take -- let’s do the first time around three minutes to review each of them and then we may be here for a considerable time period, but let’s start with them numerically.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Commissioner, may I just ask a question before we start?  Can I just get a further clarification about a comment that the Commissioner made earlier about tracking the Legislative language about those two major criteria, about human cells that are not registered?  Is that -- are those --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  -- I was just wondering what the force of that is.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- it’s right in front of me, but the intent is to move forward human embryonic stem cell -- I’ll let Attorney Salton comment on that.




MR. SALTON:  Well, I made reference to the RFP and the RFP under the caption, special considerations for human embryonic stem cell research, this is the first sentence, the first paragraph says, “A priority for the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Grants Program is to support research on human embryonic stem cells that are not currently eligible for Federal funding.”




DR. LANDWIRTH:  That doesn’t by itself preclude non-human embryonic stem, but if they’re going to be human then they should be non-registered, right?




MR. SALTON:  Again, it doesn’t actually preclude.  And I wanted to make sure there wasn’t an absolute door, but it sets the priority so it give us the focus and the weight to those two factors.  It again, but without being preclusive in a sense.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  It says, a priority, it does not say the priority, and I think we should keep those things distinct.




DR. WALLACK:  In order to move the process if you’d like consistent I think with what we’re talking about there were two that I was one of the reviewers on that had to do with a question of -- with the maybe group.  The two that I’m referring to one of the thoughts was that there could possibly be NIH funding for these grants, that it wouldn’t have to necessarily come from here and the Connecticut Initiative could go ahead without being adversely affected.  If you’d like I could, you know, reference those two and maybe make a recommendation that we at least start emptying the glass at this particular point and making it a little bit easier and that would be 06 and 12 and personally I can see that -- those two coming off if you saw fit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We can’t consider one without considering them all.  That’s fair.




DR. WALLACK:  But this is a first step.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As a first step.  So we will take three minutes to review them.  Once again, I’m trying to be as impartial as a referee as possible, but the things for you to consider in light of the generation of the law and the interpretation of the request for proposals is that our -- how much consideration do we give to our estimation that some of these grants may be funded by the National Institute of Health, they may not, and how much weight do we want to put on the fact that someone may be a promising new investigator who needs to be encouraged or not, and how much weight do you want to put on one of our very few entries that come from the private sector or not?  So we will start and we will go over them beginning at the lowest number, working up to the highest number and we’ll have three minutes each.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-1 from Central/Wesleyan, Mulrooney.  The Peer Review ranking is 2.5.  The main reviewer is Genel/Jennings.




DR. GENEL:  I would -- I think in the context of all we’ve been discussing about, about priorities, about the need to encourage stem cell research in Connecticut, the fact that this comes from an institution that’s not heavily represented within the proposals, in fact as a collaboration between two institutions, Connecticut -- Central Connecticut and Wesleyan, uses human embryonic stem cells and is really relatively modest compared to the rest of the budgets.  We don’t have to cut this one very much to fit into that.  I would --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Keep it as a maybe.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-3 from UConn, Conover, $200,000, Peer Review ranking is 2.10, Genel and Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  So I think I talked about this before, but my objection to this proposal is --




COURT REPORTER:  You need to speak up please.




DR. WAGERS:  -- sorry.  My objection to this proposal -- I guess the Peer Review Committee’s objection to this proposal is that it would largely recapitulate studies that have already been completed in comparing Federally funded and non-Federally funded stem cell lines derivation to neural-stem cells and that’s very descriptive.  And then as Dr. Kiessling pointed out this is a training vehicle to bring an established and very accomplished neuroscientist into using human embryonic stem cells in her lab.  My question I guess that I have for the Committee is that you kind of -- and I don’t know if this is an appropriate thing to consider so you can tell me, but both of these institutions have put in also proposals for training in human embryonic stem cells to support faculty at those institutions and maybe the seed grant is not the mechanism for providing training to new investigators in this area.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to move that to a no category?




DR. WAGERS:  I would move it to no, but you know, are there comments from other members of the Committee?




DR. GENEL:  I think Dr. Wagers’ last point is very well taken and I mean, that’s the whole purpose of the core grants that I think we have in mind.  I agree, it should be moved to the no category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a no.




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m the one that put it in the maybe.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to leave it as a maybe?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.  In the spirit of getting this going Dr. Conover will apply again I’m sure.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are you okay with that?




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-6 from the University of Connecticut, Yao, $200,000, Peer Review score rank of 2.8, Wallack and Kiessling.




DR. KIESSLING:  Where are we?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-6.




DR. KIESSLING:  What was this one about?  I can’t find my notes on this one.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  UConn.




DR. WALLACK:  This one had to do with the --




DR. KIESSLING:  The proteomics?




DR. WALLACK:  Yeah.




DR. KIESSLING:  This is another human embryonic stem cell grant looking at proteomics, which has not been very often, you know, requested.  I’d like to leave that in the maybes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  But I would like to point out if I may Dr. Galvin, it is a rank of 20 out of 34, which puts it in a rather high ranked area to keep in the maybes since we are trying to be discriminating at this point and we just put into a no category one that was ranked much lower.  So I think we should be aware of where we’re standing proportionately among the 34 grants -- seed grant proposals that we’re dealing with.




DR. KIESSLING:  Bob, one of the major criticisms of the reviewers was that they didn’t think they could get all this work done with this small amount of money.




MR. MANDELKERN:  They what?




DR. KIESSLING:  They thought that they were not asking for enough money for the amount of work that they wanted to do.




DR. CANALIS:  Am I allowed to comment on UConn’s grants or not?




VOICE:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




DR. CANALIS:  Oh.  I asked the question.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s the sense of the group?




DR. KIESSLING:  Leave it as a maybe till the end.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I say put it into no because it’s too high.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, alright.  One maybe is enough to make it a maybe.  A-12?




DR. WALLACK:  I’m really torn by this.  I think that the --




VOICE:  I’m sorry, which grant are we back to?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-12.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-12 if I could announce that Yale Med., Shapiro, 199,975, 2.1 Peer Review, Yang and Wallack.




DR. WALLACK:  -- I’m torn by this grant because I think that it has -- it definitely has relevancy.  There’s a clear objective.  It’s well thought out.  I think it’s on a subject as I understand it having to do with migration of cells.  I think that it’s an important aspect that will create a platform going forward.  It however deals with as I understand it adult stem cells and there may -- this may again fit the category of NIH, but it may not.  So I’m torn by it, but I would probably leave it for maybe myself until later on.




DR. JENNINGS:  May I comment Mr. Chairman?  I think the most important aspect of this grant is that it’s pioneering -- or it’s one of very few groups using a novel method to analyze stem cells in vitro, so they’re using magnetic resonance imaging to track the migration of stem cells in live animals and although this particular study is related to adult stem cells in mice -- it’s mice or rats, I can’t remember -- mice, it’s a method that is going to be broadly applicable and will ultimately need to be used on any animal model of any kind of stem cell therapy.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Well, we have some very -- we’ll leave it as a maybe.  We have some -- we’re going to have some very difficult distinctions to make.  A-13.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-13, Yale Med., Bordey, 199,180, Peer Review rank at 1.6, Canalis and Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  So if I stand my -- stand by my original views that this is a scientifically strong, but not a priority for us because personally it doesn’t involve embryonic stem cells, secondly this is a well established investigator who has a track record of NIH funding in contrast for example, to Shapiro that I’m advocating for because that is a new investigator.  This is a well-established person and I don’t think there’s parity for us.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to move it to no?




DR. JENNINGS:  Unless there’s dissent that would be my vote.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I agree.




DR. CANALIS:  We had concurred on this review.  Somebody else must have raised objections.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  All set?  Do you know which one -- does everybody understand which one we’re talking about?




VOICE:  A-13.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  A-18?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-18, UConn, Nelson, $200,000, Peer Review ranked at 2.3, Genel and Huang.




DR. GENEL:  Well, I make the point as I made before.  This is a new investigator that proposes to study differentiation of human embryonic stem cells.  I mean, it meets a number of our priorities.  There are some concerns regarding the -- whether this can all be accomplished, but I would like to keep this certainly in the maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  A-22.  Whoops, go ahead.




DR. HUANG:  Before we go on, I’m the reason that it’s a maybe instead of yes because I think you had recommended yes and I was reading into the reviewers’ comments that there was some weaknesses.  But overall the weaknesses are relatively minor and in comparison with a lot of the other maybes that we’re looking at I think this is a very strong grant and was ranked highly and I would recommend that be in the yes category.  I’m the reason that it’s maybe instead of a yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




VOICE:  Thank you.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now do we -- does everybody understand which grant we’re talking about?




VOICE:  A-18.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Can we just rank -- can we prioritize the maybes, can we have some maybes --




VOICE:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re talking about moving this grant, A-18, from maybe to fund.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I don’t think we should do that until we’ve been through them all.  We don’t know yet what it’s up against.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can we have a maybe no and a maybe yes?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes, that’s what I would like.




(Laughter)




DR. HUANG:  But I want to point out that I’m the reason that it’s a maybe instead of yes.  I was concerned because the reviewers did not give it a top ranking, they had minor concerns.  But those minor concerns are extremely minor and there could easily have been many more concerns about any of the other grants at the same level.  So I’m saying that there was nobody else who was dissenting saying it should be a no.  I said that it’s not the strongest grant and that’s why it’s a maybe.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s a maybe.




VOICE:  Stays at maybe.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Stays maybe.  Okay.  A-22?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-22, Raindance, Link, $200,000, Peer Review ranked at 3.25, Canalis and Rakin.




DR. CANALIS:  Do you want to go first this time or do you want me to go first?




MR. RAKIN:  I’ll go first.  I mean, I -- this grant I think you could throw out on the basis it could be funded elsewhere.  It’s not if you will pure human embryonic stem cell research, but I still go back to it’s a practical micro -- well, it’s micro -- but it’s a practical approach to how we’re going to think about how you could put controls for cells down the road, it is a company, and I think this is one where absolutely could go back the company and say we’ll pay 100,000 but you come up with 100,000 of your own because it’s a company and not an institution.  So really it’s not on it’s scientific merit, it’s on the merit of encouraging companies and starting to think about practical applications of stem cell research downstream for therapeutic and other uses.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would we fund this grant however if it were not a corporation?  It’s got a 3.25.




DR. CANALIS:  Can I read one -- a couple of excerpts from the scientific review?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go right ahead sir.




DR. CANALIS:  It’s basically it is not clear that this application will ultimately have anything to do with stem cells and the other one is a little bit more extensive which eludes to misinterpretation of data and basically the scientific review indicates they have it all wrong.  Frankly, at a score of 3.3 it’s very difficult to be supportive, you know?  I understand it comes from a company, but we have a very narrow scientific review here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re supposed to make judgements on the basis of ethics and science Dr. Canalis and --




DR. CANALIS:  It is what it is, you know, that is the unfortunate --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- Dr. Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  Those are valid points.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Charles?




DR. JENNINGS:  I think one could highlight another sentence from the reviewer.  It says, “On the bright side this is a very powerful technology and could doubtless be used for some interesting worthy stem cell related applications.”  And to be honest, seeing the competition I’m not sure that I can make a strong case for keeping it on this list, but I would just like to state for the record I am one who would very much welcome another application from this company that is more fully focused on stem cell application.  I think this is very promising.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s reasonable.  Is there a sense of the group that we --




VOICE:  Willie has a --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you Commissioner.  As a matter of basic principle here not looking specifically at this grant, but raising the question about how we’re going to handle grants from companies, of course we’ve encouraged grants from companies but the foundation for our decision here must be the scientific merit of this grant.  This grant in my opinion is not meritorious based on the score that it’s received and I think that by promoting it in light of that score, or despite that score, we really run the risk of saying that our program is a cash cow for industry.  And I would worry that industry could feel that they might slip a grant through that is perhaps not as meritorious as other grants if we move to fund this application and I -- that’s my major concern.  I would move not to fund this because it lacks the scientific merit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any further comments?  If not is it the sense of the group to move it to a no or leave it as a maybe?




VOICES:  No.




VOICE:  We should move it to no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Everybody understands which grant it is?  Okay.  A-23?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-23, Yale Med., Shepherd, $200,000, Peer Review scored at 2.4, Yang and Mandelkern.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’ll speak to it.  Jerry spoke to it originally.  I would say at this point in view of the necessity to be parsimonious about some of these grants with a rank of 17, which is just the mid-point of 34 it has excellent potential and it has great appeal, but I don’t see any other option than to put it into the no if we are to proceed with the rest of our granting.  It deals with an important subject of tissue engineering and I suppose it could warrant some further debate.  But my feeling is in the process of being pragmatic and moving forward with a score of 2.4 right at the mid-point of the 34 grants I would say put it to the no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further discussion?  Any of the other members want to speak or are you comfortable with Bob’s recommendation to put it into the no?  Okay.  Now everybody knows which grant we’re talking about?




VOICE:  A-25 -- A-23, sorry.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-23, okay.  A-25 is next.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-25, UConn, Tian, $200,000, Peer Review ranked at 3.0, Landwirth/Kiessling.




DR. KIESSLING:  I originally recommended that this grant go in the no category I believe.  This is Tian?




VOICE:  Yes.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  This is an interesting application, but it doesn’t have anything to do with embryonic stem cells at this point.  It has to do with remodeling a nucleus and it could be NIH funded and I think it should -- considering what we’re trying to do should go in the no category.  I think it was somebody else who put it back in the --




VOICE:  I did.  I can concur.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- oh, I think you put it back in.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I would have to agree with that at this point because of the priority we’re placing on embryonic stem -- human embryonic stem cell research.  This relationship of this project, the proposal to human embryonic stem cell research is important in the sense that it holds the promise of not having to use human embryonic stem cells theoretically, but it directly does not deal with that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does anyone else have a comment?  Okay.  Is it the sense of the group to move this from maybe to no?  Does everybody understand which grant we’re talking about?  Okay.  A-27.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-27, Yale Med., Markakis -- Markakis, 184,407, Peer Review ranked at 2.0, Canalis and Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  I continue to think that this is a strong contender.  This is an investigator with a strong track record.  It is using human embryonic stem cells.  Jerry has mentioned this is one of the few people who actually have a track record of making them.  I think that this line from Cyclara (phonetic) is not on the registry list, although somebody else may be able to confirm whether it is not on the registry list, therefore it absolutely meets our criteria for Federal funding.  I think this one is very promising.  I at least would like to see it move up there alongside Nelson at the top of the maybe list.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Anybody else in the group like to speak about this grant?  Everybody knows which one it is?




DR. KIESSLING:  Is this the buoyant density grant?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  They’re trying to purify neural-stem cells derived from human embryonic stem cells.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And A-28?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-28, UCHC, Maye, 200,000, 2.0 Peer Review ranking, Genel and Mandelkern.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  This is a proposal to develop vectors that would insert large chunks of DNA into human embryonic stem cells.  The investigator is also part of a large program project that we’ll consider later on.  The other caveat is that at least according to the application he’s currently funded on an NIH grant and therefore he will not be able to work with the human embryonic stem cells while he is NIH funded.  At least that’s -- I’m not sure about that, but that’s at least what the application claims.  I would move this to the no category for a number of reasons, primarily because I believe that this investigator will -- is part of another program grant that was well received by Peer Review.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  I just wanted to say regarding his funding from NIH, as long as he has some percent effort that’s not funded by NIH he’s able to work on this project.  But the other points are well taken I think.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would any of the other members like to comment?




DR. FISHBONE:  I have one question about the concept of being able to use NIH funded equipment for doing work on non-funded stem cell lines.  On page 44 one of the reviewers in another grant says it’s incorrect that equipment purchased with NIH funds cannot be used on non-Federally approved lines.  So --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  My understanding is that if you use -- that if you do mix the two projects you have to have a very careful accounting procedure so that if you use the facility or whatever it is, the machine 60 percent of the time on an NIH grant and 40 percent of the time for a prohibited stem cell lines you have to reimburse the Feds. for the 40 percent.  But it requires very careful accounting procedures.  It’s not that you can’t, it’s just that it’s not very easy to do.




DR. FISHBONE:  But sometimes you have the implication that they have to buy the same equipment --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Twice, yes.




DR. FISHBONE:  -- on some of the grants twice, which I gather is not necessarily the case?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We prefer not to, but I think sometimes you can get into the intricacies of, you know, who used it on Saturday morning and is it being used 61.3 or 59.2 and the like and I think some people, Dr. Fishbone, may want to make it easier for themselves by having duplicative equipment, which we’d like to avoid.




DR. KIESSLING:  It seems to be institution by institution.  I mean, several Harvard institutions are represented here that have put in place these accounting procedures.  My NIH grant goes through the Beth Israel Deaconess, they have not -- so it’s very difficult for us to do any kind of non-presidential line work at our institution.  So it really depends on the institution.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  I’m not sure where we are with this, keep it in the maybes, put it in the no’s?  No?  Yes Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  Just add one additional point because this is going to come up later in the context of the review that’s being mentioned here.  It’s one thing to say that you can have these charge back procedures, but I think that what we have to remember is that it -- as the Commissioner has stated it’s not just a difficulty in accounting, but that’s an additional cost because someone has to do that accounting.  And some institutions also feel that it opens them to the possibility of not surviving an audit because of the duty that they would be required to maintain accurate log books and that those may be challenged and so it’s not simply I think a question of is there a piece of equipment available and as long as you do this charge back it’s fine, it’s actually a much, much more onerous task than that.  And I find that a grant that seeks to buy a new piece of equipment that’s specifically for non-NIH approved work is actually better thought out in my opinion than one that would propose an extensive buy back scheme for that time.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you’re correct.  It would not only be buying back the machine, but trying to amortize how much of the machine has already been used and what it’s resale value is --




VOICE:  And depreciation.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- and the depreciation at the time, what it’s end value would be would require a team of accountants and a lot of these are judgmental matters about -- I wrote it off on a four-year basis instead of five, so it’s not worth anything.




DR. LENSCH:  I think we’d certainly rather pay for a machine than accounting time so that someone can use --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you would be better off.  Now that goes to --




DR. CANALIS:  I didn’t hear from Amy, what is the bottom line, do we have a resolution here?




DR. LENSCH:  I had recommended moving to no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s a no.  Does everybody understand which grant we’re talking about?  A-28, okay.  Now there are a series of grants which have moved from maybes to no’s and if you don’t understand which grants they are or if something you thought was going to be very promising is over in the no category now to the left of the dividing line between the two panels then now is the time to speak up because I don’t think we want to reconvene because someone said, I thought it was A-22 and it was really A-23.  So we all understand that that group of six to the left of the divider are not going to be funded?  Everybody okay with that?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would just like to ask the group I think for opinion on grant A-23, Yale, Shepherd for 200,000, I recommended putting into no and I’m just wondering if the group thinks that I might have been precipitous.  Upon looking at it further I think maybe it should stay in the maybe and I would like to hear some other comment because nobody commented after my statement on it.  It came out of the maybe on Jerry -- Dr. Yang’s original review.  So I’m asking for some further consideration for a moment?  A-23 had a score of 2.4, rank of 17, exactly mid-point of the 34 grants, to do with tissue engineering and focusing on developing cells for vascular diseases.  I may have been precipitous in saying it should go into the no.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  Perhaps what we might do at this stage I would recommend that we transfer Nelson and Markakis to the fund category and we are then left with either a three-way or per Bob, a four-way decision and we have one more to pick out of Mulrooney, Yao, Shapiro and possibly Shepherd.  But I think at this point we can really narrow our decision if -- is there a consensus at this point?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, let’s -- if I may, let’s deal with Mr. Mandelkern’s problem with A-23.




DR. JENNINGS:  I thought Jerry you concurred?




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  I think, you know, in the first three grants we agreed for maybe and then later Bob mentioned not, now he listed it maybe.  I think we should discuss about that.  I agree with Bob.




MR. SALTON:  So Dr. Yang, you’re saying it should stay in the maybe or I mean, what’s your position, where should it go?




DR. YANG:  Right now I would consider it in the maybe for this cut because this is one of the few tissue engineering grants using human E.S. cells.




MR. SALTON:  Keep this in the maybe.  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  Regarding Dr. Jennings’ comments --




MR. MANDELKERN:  I could not hear Dr. Jennings.




DR. CANALIS:  -- I tend to agree, you know, I mean there is sort of almost a consensus and just to move the process along again --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on.  We don’t want to just move the process along because then we’ll have the process reversed.  We want to give each grant it’s individual attention and I agree that there’s some very strong feelings about those two grants but we would consider them originally out of a group of -- out of a group of 11.  Now we’re considering them out of a group of six.  So -- and I need to finish up one bit of business.  Is everybody happy with those grants?  A-03, A-13, A-28, A-22 and A-25, which has been put over in the no area because I’m not going to go back over these this afternoon.




DR. WALLACK:  I -- similar to Bob’s comments and concerns I only have concern about one that we’ve taken from the maybes and put over to the no’s and that has to do with A-13 and it has to do with the discussion that was at the table relative to the seniority of the researcher.  And to me, and I could be wrong, but the expertise of the seniority of the researcher in this instance is in fact a plus and I went back and reread the Peer Review people as well as looking at the grant myself and they seem also to confirm the fact that there’s some validity here that they did make the reference that we discussed before that there could be possible funding from NIH.  That well could be the case.  But again --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, is it the sense of the group that we want to move that back over and go over it again?  Because everybody agreed it was going into the no.




VOICE:  Is this the brain imaging grant?




VOICE:  No.  Bordey.




DR. CANALIS:  What’s the score of this grant?




(Discussion off the record.)




DR. CANALIS:  The only issue, I mean, Mr. Jennings and I reviewed it, the only issue it is not the science it is not the validity of the study, but simply the fact that he is not a seed investigator.  He’s an established investigator and frankly, you know, that was the only negative comment about this application.  If the group feels that we should consider seed grants from well established investigators then, you know, it’s one of the better scores.  This is a judgement call, it’s not a scientific call.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  However Dr. Canalis, with respect, I believe that you had some excellent conversations back some months ago about the seed grant were to be used if possible to encourage new individuals.  And now I’m seeing some change in the sense here that it’s shifted from the individuals to the project.




DR. CANALIS:  No, no, no.  That’s not what I meant.  What I meant was scientifically it’s sound, it scored very well and the only negative comment was it didn’t appear to come from a new investigator, consequently we were not considering it as a seed grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Were these solicited for new investigators?




MR. SALTON:  Well, the description and the request for proposal is these awards are intended to support the early stages of projects that are not yet ready for large scale funding whether from Federal or non-Federal sources.  Priority will be given to junior faculty members at the start of their independent careers, post-doctoral fellows or equivalent may apply with the support of a faculty sponsor equivalent.  And that is in contrast to established investigators, which are awards intended for investigators with a track record of independent research including prior grant support and regular publications.  So --




DR. CANALIS:  This individual is senior faculty, is currently an associate professor at Yale University, is not a junior and that is the only reason why it moved to the maybe, possibly no, category.  It’s -- that is the fundamental reason, but, you know, it’s up to the group.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I have some -- I have some misgivings about the fairness of this when it was designed for what Attorney Salton just said.  I think --




MR. SALTON:  It’s sort of bringing a heavy hitter into the junior leagues here.




DR. CANALIS:  Yeah, it’s lopsided.  I mean, it’s --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, I’m not sure --




DR. CANALIS:  -- I would favor to leave it in the no category unless there are strong sentiments among the group that we should fund senior investigator for seed grants.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  I would agree to leave it in the no category.  It’s an established investigator.  It’s not an incredible divergence from the previous experimentation that they’ve done and they are not a junior faculty member starting their career and I think that it’s very much the case that we should stick to our original thoughts about what this category is for and I think that this falls outside of that category.




VOICE:  Agree.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I concur.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  The pleasure of the group is?




VOICES:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  Okay.  We now have six grants to reconsider.  And could someone perhaps -- I think it might be easier Nancy if we could just numerically arrange them from A-1 to --




DR. CANALIS:  By score or by --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- just by number.  Just by number so I can track them in my own head.




DR. CANALIS:  -- could you give us the scores again?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And then let’s maybe --




(Discussion off the record.)




MS. NANCY RION:  (Indiscernible, talking over each other) 2.5, 2.8, 2.1, 2.4 and these two are 2.3 and 2.2.




DR. CANALIS:  Say the numbers again?




MS. RION:  2.5, 2.8, 2.1, 2.4, 2.3, 2.2.




VOICE:  What was the last one?




DR. JENNINGS:  2.2.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  2.5, 2.8, 2.5, 2.4, 2.3, 2.2, is that how it goes?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  How would you like to reevaluate these, by the original score or by the number on the left corner?  What’s your pleasure?




DR. YANG:  May I make a suggestion?  I think those six proposals really the question, you know, whether they can -- it’s not a question exactly for funding, this is really a question about whether they indeed can do it or not.  I mean, it will take a long time to discuss the six.  I would recommend, you know, for those six at, you know, 50 percent funding like 100K each without further discussion they are funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that materially changes the whole application process.




MR. SALTON:  I agree.  I think you have to evaluate the process on merit as far as whether they move to the fund category or not and then when you get to the back end of this process where you’ve gone through all of them and you’re going to make your fund allocation if you wanted to say, well you know what?  Let’s drop 100 here or 200 here, at that point in time, but right now it’s a matter of -- we’re still in kind of a ranking process as opposed to a funding determination process.




DR. YANG:  Okay.  I was trying to save time.




MR. SALTON:  I know, but that’s --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I would suggest that we take them by score in reverse order beginning with grant A-06, which got a 2.8 score.




DR. CANALIS:  You need to include the score for the A-18 and A-27.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  She’s doing it.




VOICE:  I’m getting to it.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The 2.8 is the A-6.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-6 is the lowest peer review score.  Three minutes per part.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  University of Connecticut, Yao, $200,000, Peer Review ranked at 2.8, that’s Wallack and Kiessling.




DR. KIESSLING:  I mean, I actually think -- this is the one I can’t find my notes on.  Oh, no.  This is the one that I keep putting in the maybe category because it’s proteomics.




VOICE:  Right.




DR. KIESSLING:  Is this investigator on any other core projects?




VOICE:  I believe so.  I believe so.




DR. KIESSLING:  Is he on any -- this is a junior investigator using embryonic -- human embryonic stem cells and it’s a proteomics approach, which has not been well represented in this set of grants.  Those are the only caveats to this.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ann, I have to ask you some questions since this is not my bag.  What does that mean?




DR. KIESSLING:  It means that this investigator is going to use some pretty state of the art protein sensing systems to try to understand not just gene expression, but protein synthesis and they’ve chosen a couple of pathways.  They have a background for doing this.  This needs to be done more often than it is in human embryonic stem cells.  The concerns of the reviewers was that it was a great deal of work for a short project so they weren’t sure that this young investigator was going to be able to get it all done.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What do you think?




DR. KIESSLING:  I’m not an expert in proteomics.  I thought this was a really good application.  I enjoyed reading it.  It also could be NIH funded if they chose to try this out on a presidential cell line instead of a non-presidential cell line.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you think that’s a reasonable alternative?




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s iffy.  I mean, this is, you know, this would actually put UConn ahead in this particular field if this goes forward unless this work is also covered on another one of the core grants or the multi-person grants.  And I’m not -- I don’t know that.  I haven’t checked that out.




DR. GENEL:  I haven’t seen it.  I’m looking and I don’t see it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  Let’s move on to the next one while Mike is looking up this particular one.




DR. WALLACK:  Can I just make a comment as a second reviewer?  And that is that one of -- a couple of things that we’ve been looking at is whether or not the work can be done and Ann commented on that.  The only thing that I would try to add to that is that she has identified -- the researcher has identified some collaboration of work that she’ll be doing.  It brings in Sydney Tian (phonetic), who we discussed before as well --




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




DR. WALLACK:  -- and it has the backing of the University of Connecticut at Storrs, so it has the institutional backing as well.  Because of the platform that it would create for us and because the researcher understands the need to have collaboration and the kind of support that we’re talking about some of the concerns about being able to get it done or not we may be able to assume that the researcher can do it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  I’m concerned about -- we have to make a fair number of assumptions, extrapolations and what we might term educated guesses and I’m concerned when I hear a renowned researcher say they may not be able to finish it and that some others have thought that this work may not be able to be finished and that may in fact be the sticking point and I think we’d have to get some -- first the work is not going to be done apparently, Mike, it’s not going to be done elsewhere in another --




DR. GENEL:  I don’t see it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- okay.  So that problem is out of the way and I guess I’ll have to ask Dr. Kiessling, you know, based on her knowledge and experience is this doable leaving aside some things about perhaps they’ll get, you know, they’ll get help elsewhere and perhaps --




DR. KIESSLING:  I mean, even if this investigator can’t get it all done it would certainly establish the technology at UConn.  But I think it’s certainly the first parts of it are doable, this person knows how to do this, and there aren’t very many people who do which may have been one of the reasons this person was recruited.  The other -- but let’s go ahead and discuss all the others and then we’ll come back to this because we would be funding this out of order on what I consider is a need, you know, a techniques need to move the science forward because to dip down into 2.8 there’s got to be a really good reason to do that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  So you want to go back and discuss this later on?




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I would like to add a point of information Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  The score of 2.8 puts it above the mid-rank and it ranks at number 20 out of 34.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




MR. MANDELKERN:  And we are considering in the remaining maybes scores that are much lower than 2.8.  I just wanted to make that point of information.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




MR. MANDELKERN:  There are scores of 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 that we are considering in the maybe maybes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  2.5, A-01.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Central/Wesleyan, Mulrooney, 112,272, 2.5, Genel/Jennings.




DR. GENEL:  Well, I won’t repeat myself.  I think the same points that I made before are valid.  This is a -- one, a young investigator; two, poses to use human embryonic stem cells; three, is a collaboration between two institutions that are not very well represented and I think in terms of the goals and the objectives of the state grant this is eminently suitable.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Let’s have a few comments on A-13, is that A-13?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, am I permitted to comment on this one?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-13?




DR. JENNINGS:  No, on A-1.  We’re on A-1.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-1, okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  Are we still on Mulrooney or are we --




VOICE:  You’re a co-reviewer?




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m a co-reviewer on Mulrooney.  So I remain unenthusiastic about this one although it does involve human embryonic stem cells.  I think it’s one of the weaker human E.S. cell applications.  I think we are fully discharging our mandate to support that kind of work through the other ones that we’re funding.  In my view, the fact that they come from a different university than Yale or UConn is irrelevant, I don’t think it’s part of our mandate to spread the wealth generally so that doesn’t weigh in my mind at least.  And the reviewers characterize it as a descriptive study and I think that was consistent with my own impression.  I’m also -- one thing that does weigh on my mind is the relatively weak publication of record of the principal investigator which was also commented on by the reviewer and he’s been I think a faculty member for five years and hasn’t yet published and not many -- hasn’t got grants, but hasn’t published anything in dependent of his former supervisor, Laura Grabel, at Wesleyan.  So if we, you know, if we have some tough choices to make here and I continue to think that this doesn’t make the cut given the competition it’s up against.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  We’ll now go on to A, is that 13?




VOICE:  23.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  23.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  It’s 23.  Yang and Mandelkern.  That is Shepherd at 2.4 from Yale Med.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment on that grant?  Jerry?




DR. YANG:  Yeah.  I think we went over that several times --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yep.




DR. YANG:  -- and it certainly needs discussion because it’s really one of the few proposals from Yale using human E.S. cells and I think that if we are suggesting it really needs a little clarity -- clarification on what human E.S. cells to be used for this study.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. YANG:  So I think it needs more discussion and I would still put that in a question, maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Let’s go on to A-12.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-12, Yale Med., Shapiro, 199,975, 2.1, Yang and Wallack.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead Jerry.




DR. YANG:  Which one was the number again?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  12.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  12.




DR. YANG:  This one this is really a very junior assistant professor in the physiology department and the proposal I think it really well written and doable.  The only concern of working on rat only and fitting into the human E.S. category and no human E.S. cell.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  How about A-18, is that Nelson?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Nelson, 2.3, Genel and Huang.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion on that?




DR. GENEL:  This is pretty close to the funding range isn’t it now?  We -- again, a young investigator recently recruited from Wysel (phonetic) from the University of Wisconsin, and the proposes research using embryonic stem cells.  So I think it fulfills all of our priorities and should be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-27.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yale Med., Markakis, 184,407, 2.2 Peer Review, Canalis/Jennings.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?




DR. JENNINGS:  I continue to think we should fund this one.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Well, we have -- we now have six maybes and we need to have a process to move maybes from maybe to fund.  Assuming that we don’t want to change the dollar amounts and try to portion out $300,000 among six grants rather than $100,000 each for three grants.  I think to do that in my opinion and I think perhaps Attorney Salton will substantiate that that it materially changes the rules of the game.




DR. KIESSLING:  I would like to suggest that we go ahead and move Yao, the 2.8 score into the no and just really encourage this young investigator to resubmit.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that the sentiment of the group?  Are there any dissenting comments?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Just a question about the scoring system Ann, because we could theoretically do that and finish our discussion by just working our way up the scores if that’s all there were.  But is this the time when we’re in the maybes and we’re dealing of a range from 2.2 to 2.8 where even though we’ve had so much discussion about the selection criteria and what our role is over the last several months where this is where the other factors, other than scientific merit come into play and carry greater weight almost as though those were equivalent scores for the purposes of that discussion?




DR. KIESSLING:  This is always the hardest range.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I understand, but we have some criteria we have to satisfy.




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s true.  I mean, it is human embryonic stem cells and it is a unique technique.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And we can talk about a collaboration and benefits to Connecticut, etcetera.  Maybe this is where this comes into play I would think.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We then as a group want to twist grant number A-06 in the no’s or as a group do you want to have a vote of the members allowed to vote on the particular proposal with a simple majority moving it from maybe to fund if the vote is positive or from maybe to no if the vote is negative?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, just to accelerate our decision making I suggest that a provisional vote at this point would be a useful way to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A what?  I missed that.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- a vote on moving them around --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. LENSCH:  I would agree Commission.  I really see only two ways to proceed.  Either we take a vote of those capable and we move based on the majority of those who can weigh in or considering that this is an impasse we simply result to ranking them based on the evaluations of the Peer Review Committee who evaluated their scientific and ethical merit and used that to make the decision, one of two ways to go.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s a fair delineation of the choices available.  Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I would concur with Ann to move 2.8 to the no’s also because of something else that we discussed before and we should come back to perhaps and that is that that grant could possibly get funding from NIH.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that the sentiment of the group?  Okay.  So we will move grant number -- we all know which one we’re talking about, A-06, 2.8, will be moved over as a no.




DR. KIESSLING:  How are these investigators going to get feedback?




DR. JENNINGS:  They all have access to the transcript.




DR. KIESSLING:  The transcript?  Okay.  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  That leaves us now with a remaining five grants and there are two proposals.  We can have members able to vote, vote on each one of them whether to move it yes or no, or we can rank order them by peer review scores and which would mean 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 get funded.  What’s the pleasure of the group?




MR. SALTON:  Well, if I may just offer again a comment?  Again, the request for proposal process sets out that the Committee will look at the whole set of factors so to the extent that we’ve applied factors that get this into this small group of six I don’t think that you want to default now and let the Peer Review Committee by it’s ranking alone, where they didn’t consider these factors, move people to fund or no fund.  It would be my recommendation, and of course it’s the Committee’s decision, that you poll the Committee members who are capable of voting on each application and see what’s there because obviously if the majority is going to say no when we get to the funding decision ultimately we might as well get that resolved now.  And again, this is emptying the glass.  You could leave a couple of maybes up there if you wanted to, but I think a vote method would be more consistent with the request for proposal.




DR. CANALIS:  Commission, if I may?  I think we might be making life a little bit more complicated than necessary here.  I mean, there are being very warm sentiments toward A-18 and A-27 and actually they are within the top ranking numbers and, you know, the group has expressed almost consensus on the wish to see those funded and that will leave three grants, a 2.1, a 2.4 and a 2.5 score and when you really cannot decide, I mean, you need to go by science.  So there is not that much clustering when you compare 2.1 to 2.4 and 2.5 if you were to accept the initial sentiments of the group for the first two grants.  Which actually has been discussed by other members that, you know, some of them actually have ventured themselves into indicating they would like to see those two grants moved towards the funding range.




VOICE:  Which ones are those again?




DR. CANALIS:  A-18 and A-27, which are between maybe and fund and, you know, they meet the criteria, they are in the top, you know, they are within the top three as far as scientific merit is concerned and, you know, the only thing that we have heard is positive comments.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Then let us vote on the members who are allowed to vote on those issues.  Okay.  Eight?  Yes?




MS. RION:  Just as your administrative person here may I remind you that you do not have to choose 10 proposals at this point, you -- it could be that you would get over to your other side and want to spend more money over there, so be very sure that whatever you vote yes on over here that that’s a strong yes.  It’s okay to leave some maybes up here now and then come back to it later and say, oh, we’ve got $200,000 more.  We can fund that one.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sorry Nancy, I’m not in favor of that.  We need to make some decisions about which ones are yes and which ones are not.  We need to vote whether we’re going to move them from maybe to fund or from maybe to no and we need to get on with the process.




MR. SALTON:  If you’re going to call a vote I think you should roll call the vote so we make sure that we don’t have any accidental votes by or miscounting on any individual application.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I’ve got the list.




MR. SALTON:  A-18 then.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-18 is what we want to start with.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-18.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  This is A-18.




MR. SALTON:  And again, a vote yes would be to move it to the fund category.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I was going to suggest we vote fund or not fund to be very specific?  A-18 is UConn, Nelson, $200,000, Peer Review ranked at 2.3, 11 members of the Committee are eligible to vote here.  Please say fund or not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Fund or not fund after your name is called.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Genel?




DR. JENNINGS:  Excuse me.  Would it be faster Mr. Chairman to just raise hands?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.  We want a voice vote on the record.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We want verbal.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So someone doesn’t mistakenly vote against something that they want.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Genel, fund or not fund?




DR. GENEL:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Landwirth, fund or not fund?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Latham?




MR. LATHAM:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The final vote is 10 fund, one no fund on A-18.  So that now moves to the fund category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That moves over into the fund.  Okay.  How about A-27?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-27, this is Yale Med., Markakis, $184,407, 2.0, 11 members of the Committee are eligible to vote.  The roll call, Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yang?




DR. YANG:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I’m sorry?




DR. YANG:  Yes, fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fund?  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Unanimous on A-27 to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Everybody understand that’s what we’re doing?  Alrighty.  How about A-23?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-23, Yale Med., Shepherd, $200,000, it’s a Peer Review raking of 2.4, 11 members eligible to vote.  Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yang?




DR. YANG:  That one fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  That is nine votes in the not fund, two in the fund for A-23.  That goes into no.  A-12, that is Yale Med., Shapiro for 199,975, Peer Review raking of 2.1, 11 members eligible to vote.  Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yang?




DR. YANG:  That’s A-12?




VOICE:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-12.




DR. YANG:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Six fund, five not fund.  Simple majority?




MR. SALTON:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-12 goes in the yes category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  A-1.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A-1, Central/Wesleyan, Mulrooney, $112,272, 2.5, 13 members of the Committee eligible to vote.  Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Landwirth?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Not fund sir?




MR. SALTON:  Not fund.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Latham?




MR. LATHAM:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Seven not fund, six fund on A-1, that goes in the no category.




VOICE:  That’s just right.




(Laughter)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Alright.  Moving onto our next topic.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Our next topic, oh.  Our next category is the project, Category C.  This is a 14 minute discussion.  I need to change the timer here.  This will be Category C, Group Project Grant Proposals.  And we start with C-3, is that correct?  Nancy, is that correct, C-3?




MS. RION:  I believe so, yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We’re starting with --




MS. RION:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- C-3 is from Yale, Sakkas, 3,839,572, Peer Review score of 2.7 and it’s Yang and Wallack, 14 minutes.  C-3.




DR. JENNINGS:  Just to be clear, we’re doing group, cores and hybrids all in a single discussion now, right?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I think there may be a lunch break in there, but yes.  So when you’re ready.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, can I get a point of information Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly.




MR. MANDELKERN:  This would be addressed to Henry.  In view of these larger grants could -- is it possible if someone requests 4,000,000 to give 2,000,000 without saying take this out or that out, just in general to grant half of the requested amount and let them go ahead with their research in view of the bigger amounts here?




MR. SALTON:  They would have to demonstrate at the time of contracting the ability to complete the project as described and that means generally that they would have to find funding to cover the shortfall or they’d have to be able to demonstrate they could do it for less money plus some additional funds.




MR. MANDELKERN:  But it legally could be done?




MR. SALTON:  You could say, we’re willing to give -- let’s just say Smith applied to do some kind of group project for 4,000,000 and you could say we’re willing to provide you a grant of $2,000,000 to do the group project, but when -- in order for you to get that $2,000,000 when you sit down to complete the contract with C.I. you have to come in and show how you’re going to address the shortfall because you still have to complete the project.  We’re not paying $2,000,000 to do a half a project.  We’re basically sort of under -- we’re subsidizing only 2,000,000 of the $4,000,000 cost.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, my point is this.  If they put in for a $4,000,000 proposal with several pieces and you fund 2,000,000 could they not themselves extract the most worthwhile pieces to do the research on those and voluntarily put the others until further granting in future years?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, no.  That changes the contract.




MR. SALTON:  No.




MR. MANDELKERN:  They could not themselves do that?




MR. SALTON:  No.  They cannot do that because this is a -- it’s an open field contracting process where you must submit, you know, the project is the one submitted at the time of the RFP and they’re all evaluated against the actual project submitted not what you might, you know, you can’t trim, you know, a leg here and wings there and then offer it and say this is the same turkey I bid originally.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So we’re on --




DR. FISHBONE:  May I just ask one question about that?  If the reviewer said that project number four was not worthy of funding do we still have to fund it?  You know, project four in the eight --




MR. SALTON:  If you vote you’re voting for the full project.  It’s all or nothing.  As far as the content of the project goes, maybe this is the easiest way to understand it, as far as the content of the proposal it’s an all or nothing type of vote.  But you can say, I’m going to fund less than all for that all or nothing project.  It’s like when I bought my first -- when I got my first car my dad only gave me -- he said, what car do you want?  I said, I wanted to get the Plymouth Duster, it’s a ’72 --




VOICE:  Great car.




MR. SALTON:  -- it’s a great car, before the catalytic converter was put on it and he said, great, you can get that car.  I agree that’s a good car for you, but I’m only going to give you $2,000.  You have to earn the rest of the money yourself.  I did not get to go back and say, well look, for $2,000 I can buy this beat up old Triumph and maybe retool it myself and -- no.




DR. FISHBONE:  But just to pursue that one moment further, if a grant in there is not one that you would have necessarily funded in open competition do you still have to fund it because it’s part of the project?




MR. SALTON:  If you feel it’s a component that’s not worthy then it may -- that’s the component that you should either decide you’re willing to live with it or you should sink the project if it’s not worthy.  I don’t think you can pick and choose certain components of the project.  And that’s just the way the process is, you may want to change it next year if we can find methodology to do that, but that’s the current contract.




DR. KIESSLING:  So Henry, what if the scientific reviewers commented that the budget was inflated?




MR. SALTON:  You can reduce the budget.  As again, I said you can always reduce the award money and then have them come forward and maybe if you believe that the proposal has a 15 percent amount of fat in it that’s inflated --




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.




MR. SALTON:  -- cut -- and you wanted -- the Committee wanted to cut it, cut the award by 15 percent then the applicant may be able to come in and say, I can do this and I will sign a contract to do it for 15 percent less.  But the applicant cannot come in and say, I’m going to do 15 percent less work because you cut me by 15 percent.  I’m not going to do whatever.




DR. KIESSLING:  So we can’t take a four-year project and only fund three years of it?




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t see why not.




MR. SALTON:  I think there’s a -- that’s an issue that I’m going want to reserve until we get to that kind of project.  The question there depends on the nature of the project.  If someone -- for example, if you were really talking about a non-variable type of operation on four years, let’s say someone says I’m going to -- I want to buy an electron microscope and I want you to fund it the -- I’m going to lease it and that’s my whole project and the costs are going to be fixed every year, it’s going to be $150,000 and you decide well, we’ll only give you -- we’ll only cover two years, there’s no real change other than the duration in the project, other than it’s duration.  But if you had something where someone said, you know, it’s more of a phase in over time and we’re going to cut you then it’s different.




DR. JENNINGS:  But they still have the option, the institution could say if we offer to fund them half the amount they can still say, fine, we’ll use that amount to fund the first years and then we will look for alternative funding for years three and four.




MR. SALTON:  But at the time they sign the contract they have to come up -- they have to be able to -- they have to demonstrate that otherwise in year three --




DR. JENNINGS:  They’ve got to undertake to succeed in finding those funds.




MR. SALTON:  -- right.  You can’t have them come in and say, I only got year one and two and, you know, they have to demonstrate at the time when they meet with C.I. that they have the ability to get three and four funded.




DR. JENNINGS:  Right.




DR. YANG:  Henry, I have a question, you know, for your clarification and question how different category items budged of the larger grant either $4,000,000 or $5,000,000 proceeded if they only receive partial funding.  If you give (indiscernible) while they apply for $5,000,000 to support some aims, but not all aims proposed if you may get less than $5,000,000.  That’s okay for the Committee decision and for the application based on the federal funding guidelines.  How do they proceed if they only receive partial funding and you request them to achieve all their proposed aims?  It’s not really like the one, you know, seed grant you have your 200,000K you cannot be 100,000K.  So how can we cut the core facility grant from $5,000,000 to $2,500,000 and expect them to finish all they proposed such as equipment and hiring?   Clarification please.




MR. SALTON:  I’m not sure I understand.  I mean, as I said, you can change the gross amount, you can’t change the performance or the process --




DR. YANG:  -- that’s for clarification.




MR. SALTON:  -- right.




DR. YANG:  You can cut the size of the grant how the funding is used is a C.I. decision.




MR. SALTON:  No.  How the funding is used is reflected in the application.




DR. YANG:  That’s right.  If you have $5,000,000 the C.I. will decide how they conduct if you give them three rather than five, the C.I. make decision how to assign the project.  No?




MR. SALTON:  I don’t know how --




DR. YANG:  Okay.  I think that question is the answer.  Clearly if you are applying for $5,000,000 you don’t get the five who will really make the decision --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  C.I. will make the decision.  If you don’t get the five you come in and say, I got three but I went to President Austin and he gave me two and now I’ve got five and I can move forward.  I think if you couldn’t satisfy C.I. that you could get the rest of the financing you wouldn’t get your three.




DR. YANG:  You got -- yeah.  Number two -- I think now I’ve got a clarification.  I think it’s a thing to think about.  Number two, if the reviewers recommend some grant -- some projects funded, others not funded, and you were saying the Committee cannot really discuss about that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Right.




DR. YANG:  So it has to be fully totally funded -- no, not totally funded, has to be really reduced the amount of funding for really it’s a decision by C.I. how to use the funding.




MR. SALTON:  No.  You can’t -- I don’t know how -- if I’ve not been clear about this I’m sorry.  Maybe the description of the job to be done, okay, as submitted in the application, if you decide to fund that and the applicant agrees to perform the entire project you cannot come in and say, we want to take the -- we’re looking within all those tasks and we think these three are all we want you to do.  Because then what happens is it’s not -- in the competition people have made the decision and that’s -- it’s an even playing field concept, you put your whole project forward, you don’t get to -- you don’t have to guess whether your competitor is going to get part one and part two done and not part three and how does that change what I want to put forward?  No, it’s an all or nothing performance obligation.  The only question the flexibility that the Committee has is to say not the performance, you can’t choose among what components will be performed, but you can say the amount of money we’re willing to contribute to the overall project is either 100 percent funding or less -- between 100 and zero percent funding.  That’s your flexibility.  You cannot choose for example, only do tasks one through seven, skip tasks three through 10, six through 10, or whatever.  You have -- you’re basically buying the whole car but you can decide whether -- like my dad did, I’m willing to contribute only so much to getting the car into your hands.




DR. CANALIS:  On the part of clarity, I mean, you need to look at this as a contract.  I mean, that’s the bottom line.  These are not grants, these are contracts.  And you could say that the bid is too high.  Consequently you could say, I like the contract, but I do not like the money, but the contract stays unchanged.  Did I interpret you correctly?




MR. SALTON:  That’s correct.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s exactly right.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s the bottom line.




MR. RAKIN:  And just so I’m perfectly clear, because I think this question keeps coming up, your definition of a complete contract is -- so let’s take a hybrid grant, it’s the full grant with all the components, you’re not going to say that component number one is a separate contract to use in these terms?  I just want to be clear on that.




MR. SALTON:  That’s correct.  And you see the unfairness in that because let’s say that you were an established -- if we were going to do that we would have to tell people in advance that there’s a possibility that we would pick and choose among the hybrids certain components because then what happens is the established applicants -- investigators think they’re only competing among established investigators.  They don’t know that their thing may go against a hybrid and if they knew that they might say, let’s collectively put together a hybrid then we have two shots at getting funded.




MR. RAKIN:  Right.  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Let me see if I can -- Henry will correct me, but let’s see if we can settle this once and for all.  You apply for a grant, either do get the grant or you don’t get the grant.  If you do get the grant the group may decide that you don’t get all the money that you asked for.  That doesn’t mean that you can delete, change or rearrange your grant.  Your grant is your grant.  And so you come in and say, I wanted $2,000,000 and you only gave me a million dollars.  You’ve still got to do the same amount of work but you’ve got to satisfy the contracting agent, C.I., that you’re going to get the other million bucks for your $2,000,000 grant.  If -- and you’ve got to have something other than, you know, I think I can get that.  So we can’t change the body of the grant.  We can change the money, the dollar input, assuming that you find another source to make up the total amount.




DR. KIESSLING:  But Dr. Galvin, what if the investigator decides, alright, I can really do this for 3,000,000 instead of five?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You can’t do that.  You can’t change your bid.




MR. SALTON:  Well, I mean, to the extent that we’ve cut them back to $3,000,000 and they’re willing to sign a contract to do it for 3,000,000 then that’s okay, but of course if they don’t perform we’ll be going back to them and saying, where’s our money?  So they still have the obligation to perform.  It is a contract.  But if they wanted to -- if they were willing to accept our award and say, we can do it at 3,000,000 instead of 4,000,000 then fine.




MR. LATHAM:  As might happen in the cases where the Peer Reviewers for example think the budget is a little inflated so that C.I. might say instead of -- you’re responsible to go find the rest of the money somewhere else, they might accept someone’s statement that, well in fact, it turns out there was something that we could trim out of the budget without changing the project at all and we can go forward with this slight reduction you’ve given us.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s right.  But you can’t say, well, we won’t do part three, we’ll do one, two, four and five.  Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  I’m hearing a very dower side to this that I want to see if it’s valid or not.  I’m hearing that if you have a grant funded on the specific games, whether the amount of money is reduced or not, what if you are not capable of accomplishing those specific games are you in default on your contract with the state by the end of your grant term?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




VOICE:  Yes.




DR. CANALIS:  You just don’t take your money.  I mean, basically they say, you sign, you build the house, you don’t sign you don’t build it.  You don’t build it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  But this is not building a house.  But this is not the NIH.




MR. SALTON:  Again, I want to make sure I understand what you mean by aims.  I mean, if the -- the idea is that you want to prove something and you’re unable to prove it that’s different than saying I’m going to --




DR. LENSCH:  That’s what I’m clarifying.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, no.




MR. SALTON:  -- well, that’s not -- no.  What we’re talking about is someone who says, I’m going to assemble a team, I’m going to get certain equipment, I’m going to start a project, I’m going to buy supplies and then start my research project.  If you never assemble the team, you never buy -- then you’re in breach.




DR. LENSCH:  Okay.  This is an important distinction.




DR. JENNINGS:  Whose job is it to make that determination?  Is it up to this Committee to determine whether somebody is in breach of contract?




MR. SALTON:  We’re not buying a result.  Let’s --




DR. JENNINGS:  You can’t buy -- that’s not how science works.




MR. SALTON:  -- right.  No, no one’s saying that.  But we are expecting you --




DR. JENNINGS:  But the question is who has the responsibility for making that determination, let’s say a university says fine, but you go and get us 1,000,000 instead of 5,000,000, we’ll do it anyway, whose job is it and at what stage to determine whether they actually did it anyway, is that C.I.’s, is it this Committee, is it DCH?




MR. SALTON:  -- C.I. will be monitoring performance and making a determine whether someone’s in breach.  If someone’s in breach of contract then there’s going to be a process and I’m not going to -- I think we have to kind of talk about that a little but, but --




DR. JENNINGS:  But does it come through this Committee?




MR. SALTON:  -- the Committee will be advised of it, but there’s also going to be the Office of the Attorney General who’s responsible for enforcing contracts or bringing lawsuits against people who don’t comply with State contracts.  So it’s a -- it’s not a sole exclusive pejorative of the Committee.




DR. LENSCH:  But this is a very important point because especially considering ambitious research it most often fails, that’s the nature of science, and at what stage or in what way that failure will be evaluated as a breach of contract is a very, very important issue here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, let me just say I’ve worked with our distinguished Attorney General for three years now and he is not a person who would move forward on an issue without appropriate consultation and without -- he himself is not a scientist, he’s an attorney and when he moves forward on scientific issues he gets scientific input.  So Mr. Blumenthal would not move forward unless he had consulted with folks like us, and probably us, and determined that the individual had -- or the entity had breached their contract not by finding -- not by finding the rosette set stone of human -- not finding the rosette stone of human biology but by simply not doing what they said they would do in the contract.




MR. SALTON:  And again, and the idea is as I said, it’s the concept of we funded certain steps you are going to take, you’re going to buy the equipment, hire the people, house it, we’re paying for leases -- those are the things that would be -- the failure to do those things, it’s not the failure to marry certain cells with other cells and produce this outcome, that is not -- it’s never been -- and this is not the first research contract that the State’s ever funded.  So it’s not -- we’re not starting on fresh ground here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And you don’t need to worry about the Attorney General not having copious information before he moves forward in any direction.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, I’d like to express my concern and I think the concern that’s expressed by some of the other members of the Committee.  In the hybrid, core and group there are 10 proposals only.  If we don’t find some way legally of reducing the amount and keeping the process going we are only going to be able to fund very few of those 10 because we are committed in the grant application to devote a, quote, “a substantial amount of our funds to group, hybrid and core.”  I think that’s why some of us are struggling to find a way of reducing the amounts and spreading the wealth so to speak and I think that’s a concern that we have and if there is a way around it I think it would be of benefit to the stem cell research program in Connecticut to do that to allow more rather than less research among more qualified researchers all of whom have submitted pretty much high-ranking cores of 1.6, 1.8, hybrids of 1.5, groups of 1.9, 2.1, 2.7, 1.7, those are all very commendable scores, but if we have an ability to reduce the amounts of some of them we’re going to be very limited in what we can do in moving forward.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We, you know, we’ve discussed the contractual arrangements and the fact that a grant can be reduced several different times and I think -- I don’t know how Attorney Salton could be anymore clear about what we can do.  We’re really not here to portion out grants and make sure everybody -- that everybody should get a little bit.  We’re here to pick the best of what we have.  We have $20,000,000 and $63,000,000 plus worth of requests.  So we’re here to pick the best ones we can.  If somebody -- and let’s face it now, we’re talking about $20,000,000 and we’re talking about two major league financial institutions who are not going to slide down the slope into downtown Mansfield or into the bay in New Haven if they don’t get funded on one project or another.  We are also going to be dispersing an additional $10,000,000 a year for the next eight years.  So we need to decide which -- where this money is supposed to go.




We’re not here in my estimation to decide how to structure the integral parts of stem cell research and sort of become the deans of the stem cell world.  We’re here to move the projects forward.  This is -- once again, it’s not the NIH folks, this is different.  So if we could start?




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes?




DR. GENEL:  What are we discussing next?  Is it the group projects?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yes.  Group project grant proposals.




DR. GENEL:  May I suggest that we review the core grants before we -- before we do this?  Because I think that -- I think the group has decided to do it this way and voted on it if I’m --




MS. RION:  I believe Marianne --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I don’t know.




MS. RION:  -- I believe the decision was that they could all be done as a group.  Of the 10 I think if you want to start --




DR. GENEL:  -- oh, in other words, we’re going to review all -- this three as one group?  Then I have no problem with that.




MR. SALTON:  As you can see on the wall they’re all -- will be under no, maybe, fund, above so there’s one -- no, maybe, fund for all three groups.




DR. GENEL:  Okay.  Alright.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We’re starting with group project grant proposals, again, C-3, Yale, Sakkas, $3,839,572 with a Peer Review rank of 2.7, Yang and Wallack.  14 minutes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And lunch is at 12:00?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lunch is at 12:00.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  12:00 to 12:45 so you have a chance to do one.




DR. JENNINGS:  That’s 14 minutes for all of us, not just for Yang and Wallack.




(Laughter)




DR. WALLACK:  I’ll be quick.  This project’s purpose is to establish a world class multi-investigative center for the study of stem cell function, a normal assisted human reproduction to serve the state of Connecticut and the greater community at large.  It has a 2.7 ranking.  It’s a multi-faceted study and one of the questions that I have about it is whether or not there’s in fact duplication with some of the other core grants that we’ll be looking at in a few moments and also whether or not as the Peer Review has indicated this might be an example getting to the discussion that we’ve had in great detail just a few moments ago where there really could be a reduction significantly in amount of cost that we could recommend.  So it may well have a great value, there may be a great platform here to be going forward with for all of us and fit the original idea Bob that you put forward, is it good for Connecticut and for stem cell research?  And it may also be a grant that we can significantly reduce relative to how much we recommend.  I would put it in the maybe category.




DR. YANG:  I agree with Milton’s comment. This proposal, let me explain first to you, aims to fund a Connecticut center for stem cells and reproduction.  Their aim one is providing leftover discarded human embryos.  So far embryos resource is a number one issue. Number two, to developing human E.S. cell lines using PGD positive embryos.  Such embryos are diagnosed positive for diseases and they’re wasting discarding embryos.  So it is good to use such embryos to develop new human ES cell lines.  Number three, to do the studies that lead to therapy in human reproduction.  This is the only proposal providing the special resource -- resource of embryos are very, very critical and very, very important.  And this is one of the states -- center for human fertility clinics willing to donate embryos through the Yale Stem Cell Center.  And the obvious contribution is very, very important.  This center requires four -- almost to a $3.89 million.  The reviewer is recommending one to $1.5 million for their proposal.  This proposal are involved with the Yale Center for Stem Cells -- Stem Cell Center and their contribution really making the embryos available.  The difficulty is whether this will be funded individually or part of the stem cell core or if the Yale E.S. cell core center is now funded are they providing embryos to the UConn stem cell core, or vice versa?  Remember, we have the understanding we must have a core at this stage.  That’s why we need a discussion for funding for their collaboration or team work.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could comment?  One thing that was missing from this proposal as I understood it was any description of who would actually make the embryonic stem cell lines.  There’s a lot of information about characterization, pre-implantation, genetic diagnosis to analyze the embryos from which the stem cells will be made and also analysis of the cell lines that will be made.  It wasn’t clear to me that -- nowhere did I find in the specific gains or methods the actual details of who, where, will these lines be made.  My understanding of this is that this is a support service for the Yale Center facility and that the lines will be made there and this is providing supplies for them and characterization for them, but they’re just not actually making the lines.




And so other people hopefully have also read this carefully and may make -- tell me what I missed.  Willie I think is going to comment, but one question in my mind is can this exist in isolation if we do not provide funds for the Yale Stem Cell core grant?




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I have some reservations about this grant.  The first is that I fail to understand how the grant is --




COURT REPORTER:  Can you speak up please?




DR. LENSCH:  -- the first is that I fail to understand how the grant is categorized as a research proposal instead of a core.  It seems obviously to be a core facility.  There are some other things that I’d like to bring up for discussion in the group.  I have some concerns about the separation in this grant between the clinical arms of the fertility center and who’s conducting the research.  I think that it’s something that needs to be very carefully looked at in terms of the people that are involved with clinical care in deciding which embryos go where should not be the same people that are then using those embryos for research and those distinctions are not clear to me in reading this proposal.




Now several of the named investigators are clinical faculty members in the fertility service.  I also have a question about the statistics that the investigators propose to collect and match with those sites and embryos that they may violate patient confidentiality under the National Academy of Sciences Guidelines, that that information should most likely not be passed along to researchers.




I feel that there are some interesting research projects here.  One of them is to derive human germ cell equivalents from human E.S. cells and I feel that there was an incredible over simplification of how difficult a process that is and that that is really an active area of research worldwide that is progressing very difficultly, it’s not an easy task whatsoever.  And that I feel that at the end of the day that this is a grant to establish human embryonic stem cell lines with genetic anomaly, something that’s very important but that it is not a research proposal.  It has a few experiments tacked on, but mainly serves as a core.  I feel it’s miscategorized.  It has some shortcomings in my opinion again, about the separation of the clinical and the research arms of the facility and I would move to not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You know Dr. Lensch, I’m glad you said that you couldn’t see where -- why it wasn’t a core grant and I’m not sure that we’re considering these things in the right order.  I don’t -- I don’t -- you know that this is not my science, my science is about decompression and things of that type.  I’m not sure that -- I’m not sure that you could do these things if you didn’t have a core facility.




DR. LENSCH:  That’s true Commissioner.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does it make sense to look at these things in the absence of a core facility or link them to a core facility and I would say, since I’m not going to vote on most of these things, that how many things like this do you need in a very small state?




DR. LENSCH:  I think that’s a very fair question Commissioner.  I also think that it’s not incumbent upon us to make sure that the applicants correctly categorize their grant and that if I was asked to evaluate this grant as a research proposal I’d find that it has very little research built into it and a great degree of important characterization of resources as a core facility.  The question about how many cores you need is going to come up in just a minute.  I think very acutely, but at the end of the day I would feel that this should not be one of them.




DR. CANALIS:  I tend to agree with Willie and actually the reviewers, the scientific review makes the same point.  No specific gains are, you know, listed in this proposal except for the identification of RNA and various markers, you know, they’re conveying the message that this is not, you know, a research proposal and it is if the applicant miscategorized this it was the applicant’s fault, not of this Committee’s to reverse that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, the applicants are obviously individuals who are very experienced in writing grants.




DR. CANALIS:  It doesn’t appear like a research proposal I agree.  It heeds cause, but --




DR. KIESSLING:  What were the guidelines for this category?




MR. SALTON:  Well, “These awards are intended to support coordinated approaches to ambitious strategic goals that are beyond the scope of a typical single laboratory.  Priority will be given to projects involving collaboration across disciplines and/or institutions and proposals should include explanations of the need of the full collaboration along with plans for managing the collaborative process including division of responsibilities among collaborators and time lengths for achieving expected project milestones.  If more than one institution is involved the proposed budget must specify how funding is to be distributed between collaborating institutions.  As with other grants, eligibility for funding is restricted to researchers at Connecticut institutions.  Group projects may have multiple co-principle investigators, but one individual must be identified as the lead investigator and primary contact with the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Program.”  And then again, it’s the cap was $4,000,000 including indirect costs, budgeted up to four years and that’s the basic guidelines.  I won’t go into the other paperwork details.




DR. YANG:  Can I do a clarification for the reviewers comments?  Both reviewers have recommended very, very strongly for funding their contribution for the embryos out of part of the E.S. core facilities and that’s why they’re recommending, as Willie mentioned, the core part rather than the research part added $1.5 million not $4,000,000 and that’s really the question we discussed already.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  Is there a sense among the group about whether you want to put this in a maybe, a no or fund?  It’s in maybe right now.  What’s your pleasure?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, could I have a point of information?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Um-hmm.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would just like to ask the scientists present is there only one such thing as a general core or are there individual cores for reproductive work, general work and say somatic cell nuclear transfer?  As those distinct cores or are they all incorporated in one?




DR. JENNINGS:  You could have multiple cores.  There are cores to provide different types of services, that would be perfectly reasonable.  It is fine at least in my view to have multiple cores for different -- to provide different types of services.  There is no requirement to one core.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Lensch seemed to indicate that you would have to have an appropriate core to link to this proposal -- maybe -- did I misunderstand you?




DR. KIESSLING:  I mean, what Willie said is that this proposal is essentially a core, there’s no real science being asked here.  There’s a lot of description and they’re going to do some support.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So approval of this would then be tantamount to approving a core?  Or am I misstating that?




MR. SALTON:  There would be a recharacterization by this Committee in my opinion.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.  And we don’t know if we -- I mean, we don’t know -- that’s why I asked what the guidelines were.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I don’t know, but I think listening to Dr. Canalis if you submitted a core grant as a project then you’re out of luck as they say.




(Laughter)




DR. YANG:  Let me clarify the three aims.  The first one really providing embryos.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. YANG:  The second one is working with a E.S. cell core facility, a core center, for generating any human E.S. cell lines from PGD pre-implantation diagnosis, diseased embryos.




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m sorry Jerry, which method is that?




DR. YANG:  One through three, this is the three aims.  One is for providing embryos, left over embryos.  Number two is generating E.S. cell lines from diseased embryos, PGD.  Number three in the research the reviewers, and Willie suggests ruined the research, it’s not recommended within this proposal, the core part is where they needed actually as the reviewers recommended.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now I’ve had two distinguished scientists inform me and educate me to the fact that this grant appears to be, at least to Dr. Canalis and Dr. -- Willie, that it appears to be miscategorized.  And what are we going to do?  Are we going to say, well, it sort of is and it isn’t?  If it is in fact in our opinion a core grant then it should be considered with the core grants.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, I think it’s a hybrid.  I think it would have been correctly categorized as a hybrid.  It includes some core facilities, it also includes some specific research aims, although it is -- the largest component is a core.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Well, I think then maybe most of us can agree that whatever it is, it’s not categorized properly.  Is that the feeling of the group?




DR. CANALIS:  There are also scientific issues that we do not need to overlook.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  That means shut Ernie?




VOICE:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, no.




DR. CANALIS:  Just tell me and I’ll --




(Laughter)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go ahead.




DR. CANALIS:  -- you know, I mean, there is -- you know, I mean, Willie has made his points pretty clearly and I mean, this is not a hypothesis-driven program project, you know, and the Scientific Review Committee has made the point very clearly.  You know, I think even if you were to look at it from the point of view of science, you know, it doesn’t seem -- and this core reflects this, doesn’t seem to be at the level of other program projects that we have to consider.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now what’s the feeling of the group, what would you like to do?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I would just weigh in -- I would just weigh in to support what’s just been said, but I’d be very leery of our recategorizing or reclassifying projects here.  This simply does not meet the requirements of the classification for which it was submitted and if that’s the case that’s the end of the story as far as I can tell.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are you comfortable with that?




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?




VOICE:  Lunch.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Lunch.




VOICE:  Maybe.




(Laughter)




(Whereupon, a 45 minute lunch break was taken.)




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Roll call.  Galvin?




DR. GALVIN:  Yo.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Genel?




DR. GENEL:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Landwirth?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mr. Latham?




MR. LATHAM:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mr. Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mr. Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Wagers?  Dr. Wallack?  Dr. Wallack?  Yea.




DR. WALLACK:  Here.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Dr. Yang?  And we are waiting for Amy Wagers.




VOICE:  It was because of Dr. Yang that I’m late, he was telling me how he was going to vote.




VOICE:  Oh, now, now.




(Laughter)




VOICE:  That’s as funny as a bomb threat at the airport.




(Laughter)




DR. JENNINGS:  We don’t need a quorum to start this.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We are back under group project grant proposal C-2, UConn, Hla, $4,000,000, Peer Review ranking of 2.1.  Again, it’s a 14 minute discussion, Landwirth and Kiessling.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I’ll start off.  This is a $4,000,000 project titled Human Embryonic Stem Cell Biology for Cardiovascular Health.  The P.I. is Dr. Hla who is the Director of the Center for Vascular Biology and a professor of cell biology and genetics in developmental biology.  It consists of eight inter-related projects and there’s comments by the reviewers concerning about five of them.  I’ll probably leave to Ann to elaborate on a little bit in more detail because it deals mostly with the science of it.




The individual scores for the eight projects range from 1.5 to 2.7.  The -- what interested me a little bit was again referencing our discussion before the lunch break was one substantial section of the proposal involves the creation of a core and I just would be interested to know how that core relates to the core project proposal that was submitted, if at all.  So that’s just a question.  The total amount for that -- the core related to this large project is about $600,000 over the four years.  Do you want to take a lick there Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.  And what was that?  That was their stem cell core, right?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Right.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s been about a week since I read this.




VOICE:  There are two cores I believe aren’t there?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No, I think there’s one.  There’s one core in that.




DR. KIESSLING:  No.  There’s one -- I mean --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  It is an embryonic stem cell and animal model core.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- right.  There’s -- it’s the core that’s going to do their -- push their cell transplantation experiments.  This is -- I actually liked this project when I read it better than the reviewers did.  I thought this was -- it is indeed a focused, it’s hypothesis driven and they’ve brought together a bunch of investigators.  I mean, they really did, you know, respond to the spirit of it.  The reviewers didn’t like the one on Mesenchymal induction or something like that, but that seemed to me to be sort of a trivia critique of this application.




What I don’t know -- what I have not done is compared all the investigators in this group project with all the investigators in the core grant to see how much overlap there is.  So I am remiss in doing that.  If anybody knows that, that would be very helpful.  Other than that I thought these experiments were -- I thought all of the investigators that contributed to this did a very thoughtful and reasonable job and I actually thought it warranted a higher score than it got from the reviewers.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  And any contrast with the one we just -- we reviewed earlier is I hypothesis driven and is a series of research projects.




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s right.  Yep.  So this is a group of investigators that are actually trying now to apply stem cell biology into some of their models that they’ve used in the past.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Julius?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yep?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Did you compare this grant request to the core grant request from UConn, the 02 and how much overlap there was between the two?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I did not do that.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Did not do that.  It seems to me in my recollection of having read them that there’s a great deal of overlap between this one and the $5,000,000 core grant (indiscernible, coughing).




DR. KIESSLING:  Bob, do you have which investigators there’s overlap with?




MR. MANDELKERN:  No I didn’t go into that.




DR. GENEL:  I didn’t see -- I didn’t see any overlap.  The core grant is a joint grant with Wesleyan to create a central facility for human embryonic stem cells and this is an entirely different concept, a different core.  So I don’t see that there’s any overlap.




DR. KIESSLING:  And none of the investigators are on the other core?




DR. GENEL:  Not that I recall.  I can look at it more closely, but --




MR. LATHAM:  I looked it up -- I’ve just looked it up and there’s no overlap on the listed collaborators on the cover page and page two of the overall applications.  The names are all different.




DR. KIESSLING:  Different, okay.  I mean, this should certainly go in the maybe fund category.  I mean, we may want to look at all of the other group projects before we make a decision, but this is certainly a hypothesis driven multi-investigator application of stem cell biology to look at this problem.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So is it the sense of the group to look at them again?  Should we put it over in the maybe and look at it again?




DR. KIESSLING:  These reviewers actually were a little concerned that they weren’t asking for enough money.  So they seem to have no concerns about the budget.




DR. LENSCH:  Take a few more time before we do that.  It seems from the last example that once we got over to rehashing the maybes the conversation tone was a little bit different.  So I’d just like to make a few specific points if I may, so I felt that this was a very interesting grant.  I think it’s important to note that though it uses human embryonic stem cells it does not contain in my reading the use of non-NIH approved human embryonic stem cells and so thus it is capable of being NIH funded.  It wasn’t clear to me how the potential I.P. benefits would be distributed, but that’s most likely an institutional issue, not one that the investigators need to address.




I agree with the reading of the Peer Review Committee that overall the project is well integrated, though one project seemed to be a bit of an out layer.  The budget did seem to be insufficient.  It does not appear that any of the applicants have previous experience with human embryonic stem cells and instead will rely upon the expertise of Dr. Xu (phonetic) to aid them in establishing their own human E.S. cell core.  And for those in the room that are not familiar with NIH-style program project grants they often contain their own core facilities that are then used by the collaborative investigators on that grant, so it’s a mini-core.  And what they intend to do here in my reading is to have their own resource so that each person listed on the grant as an investigator doesn’t have to do human embryonic stem cell culture and maintenance within their own lab.  They will have a shared resource for their group not serving as a core for the state in general in my reading.




I did find a little bit of the budget to be arbitrary.  As an example, the publication costs range from $0 per year to $8,000 per year depending upon the investigator and the year.  And so I thought the budget could have been tidied up a bit more.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  Is the sentiment of the group to leave it in the maybe?  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The next is C-1, Yale, Vaccarino, $1,637,418, Peer Review ranked at 1.9, Rakin and Jennings.




MS. HORN:  And I would note this does contain proprietary information.




DR. JENNINGS:  I notice Kevin is not -- is Kevin in the room, Kevin Rakin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  He’s making a phone call.  I think he’ll be back in shortly.  Why don’t we go down to --




DR. JENNINGS:  Do the next one.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- number four?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Number four, UConn, Rowe, $4,000,000, Peer Review ranked at 1.7, Genel and Wagers.




DR. GENEL:  This is a highly integrated grant, group project grant that will be conducted actually at the dental school at the University of Connecticut.  I point that out also for reasons of diversity, which proposes a whole series interrelated tightly linked to projects that would seek to develop through use of human embryonic stem cell lines, cells that would serve as a vehicle for regenerative medicine for replacement of muscular skeletal tissue and various -- and the various sub-proposals are various different specific cell lines with different -- not cell lines so much as different end points for this.  The Peer Review of this is laudatory, it’s among the most laudatory comments of any of the materials in our -- of the grants that have been submitted.  The only one comment says the projects are unusually integrated by way of using a common technology and commentary that it was -- the reviewer had a great deal of pleasure in reading it.




So the enthusiasm is very high for this program, the application is well written overall, a pleasure to read, highly integrated and highly likely to generate interesting and useful data.  And the -- I think 1.7 is a pretty damned good score for a group project.  So I would -- I would think this needs to be on our fund list.  Whether 4,000,000 would take a large bite out of the amount of money we have available and I think perhaps one consideration is we’re going to have to give is do we have the money that we can afford this and one perhaps opportunity might be to fund it for two years with a request that they renew.




DR. KIESSLING:  Is this a four-year request?




DR. GENEL:  I think so.




DR. WAGERS:  Yes it is.  Yes.  So I would concur completely.  It was -- it’s a very nice, highly integrated project that’s proposed.  I think it has strength in that it builds core technology and then takes that core technology out to different groups for different specific applications and this is a group of investigators that already have a track record of working together.  They have video conferencing linking campuses so it connects people in different parts of Connecticut.




They’re not yet -- they don’t yet have extensive experience with human embryonic stem cells, but they have recruited appropriate collaborators and I think this really will bring them into this area and they bring with them a lot of expertise in muscular skeletal development and so it’s a good group of people to bring into this.  As far as the budget is concerned we can’t really cherry pick projects, so I don’t know what we can do so much about that, because these are very inter-dependent, inter-related projects.




One point that this also brings up is that this will generate not only technology that’s useful for these investigators, but also some cell lines that will be broadly useful to other investigators in Connecticut and probably other investigators throughout the stem cell community and so they’re generating reagents that really are going to be important.




DR. GENEL:  Yeah.  One comment that actually I would like to read from the application I think is relevant is, “In reality the funds provided from this grant are insufficient to be the sole funding source in developing treatment strategies and pre-clinical models of regenerative medicine and that Federal -- financial support will have to come from Federal sources, NIH, or Department of Defense or private philanthropy.”  I think this is a right up front acknowledgement.




In terms of what I think the stem cell program is trying to do, which is to try and provide if not seed grants, seed funding to get these things underway, I think this is a perfect model of it.  So I would -- I would encourage support.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes.  Is there not a large emphasis on the use of animal model here with the mice?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  It is?




DR. GENEL:  Yes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Then I would say for that reason we should keep it in the maybe because we’re still looking for stronger emphasis on human embryonic and if we put this in the funding for 4,000,000 we really are binding our hands on the rest of the work.  So I would like to see this kept myself because of that fact in the maybe category.




DR. KIESSLING:  They’re using human E.S. cells.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yes, there’s a lot of mice involved in these experiments.




DR. WAGERS:  If I could address that?




DR. GENEL:  Well, mice is the model in which the cells would be implanted as a test system, I mean, I think that -- not mice as a source of embryonic stem cells, but mice as an end point in which you would implant the stem cells.  So I think there’s a big, you know, so that’s a critical difference.




DR. WAGERS:  Yeah.  These are pre-clinical models so you need to test those out.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, this might be -- while the budget is what it is, $4,000,000, it may well be one of those opportunities where they might be able to obtain funding elsewhere and there’s a plus here and that is that they’ve reached out from what I gather at the Jackson Lab in Maine for some collaborative work.  Perhaps we could look for that as a model where Jackson Lab could help to fund some of the aspects that maybe we could not fund if we had to fund the entire project.  So I totally endorse, you know, the scientific merits of it, the practicality of it and I would keep it on the board with the idea that as we come back and if we have to shift around funding this might be one that we could do that with because of what I mentioned.




DR. GENEL:  Well, are we agreed on funding it?  Then it’s only a matter of determining at what level.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, our decision now is are we going to put it in the fund column or in the maybe column and do we need to poll the group or do we have consensus?




DR. GENEL:  It should be in the fund column.




DR. WAGERS:  I think it should be funded.




DR. KIESSLING:  I agree.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Fund, okay.




VOICE:  It’s a beautiful grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yep.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Do you want to go back to C-1?  C-1, Yale, Vaccarino, $1,637,418, Peer Review scored at 1.9, Rakin and Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  I think Kevin is still not back.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  He’s still not here?  Okay.  Are we going on to core facility grant proposals now?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  D-2, UConn, Xu, 5,000,000, Peer Review ranked at 1.8, Genel and Kiessling.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re working on D-2 Nancy.




DR. GENEL:  Well, this is a -- I mean, this is the basic core facility grant for the University of Connecticut.  It’s in collaboration I should point out with Wesleyan so that it is -- while the P.I. is identified as at the UConn Health Center it is and in fact in it’s title it’s the center core for both the University of Connecticut and Wesleyan.  The P.I. is -- I guess it’s Xu, it was recruited by UConn from Wysel to set up this -- the core facility.  Interesting -- I found it interesting that considering his background and his age he had a fairly limited C.V., but I take on face value his scientific credentials.




The Peer Review was generally positive with -- I don’t have it in front of me exactly, but some commentary as to whether or not it required -- whether the total funds requested were necessary.  There’s a statement here, and I can’t judge it, that two to two and a half million dollars could cover the three major aims of the study and I can’t comment on that, but I pass it on for what it’s worth.




DR. KIESSLING:  I think it’s going -- I’m sorry, I think it’s going to be difficult to discuss these cores.  These cores I think have to be discussed together because there’s some geography on this thing.  For instance, I don’t know how far apart Connecticut and Wesleyan are in miles.  I mean, can they actually share a core and how easy is it going to be for UConn and Yale to share core facilities?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we talking about the distance from the medical school to Wesleyan?




DR. KIESSLING:  Right, right.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Under 15 miles.  And --




DR. KIESSLING:  So that’s a 15 or 20 minute drive, right?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- yeah.  And from UConn to Yale is --




VOICE:  It’s about 40 minutes.  It’s about 40, 45 minutes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- 45 minutes.  It’s not that much.  The routing isn’t so hot, it’s about 30 -- less than 35 miles.




DR. KIESSLING:  Okay.  Because the budget requests for core facilities is one year of funding, I mean, it’s $5,000,000 each and I think this is going to require some real head scratching as to what we want to do at each of these institutions.  This core does not have associated with it the mycroscopy (phonetic) types of cores that the -- I mean, the full sytometry core that Yale had.  I don’t think, does it?  Or the microscopy core, so it’s a more limited core.  It has more people.  I think they plan to derive more -- perhaps derive more cell lines and do more qualification of the cell lines for the investigators.  They have a bigger core group that they’re looking at but, you know, I think we’re going to actually have to compare these two core facilities side by side and make some decisions.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think you are correct Doctor and I --




DR. KIESSLING:  Everybody -- excuse me.  Everybody involved in this seems to be quite capable of doing their part of the work.  There isn’t any issue in my mind with the quality of the work that’s going to be done, it’s just a matter of how are we going to deploy resources?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- well, I will add some of my own comments, or put some of my own comments on your excellent remarks and I’d like to remind people that, you know, I like to tell them a little story about my son-in-law who lived in western Nebraska where the nearest airport was in Cheyenne, Wyoming.  And it’s a long haul from western Nebraska to Omaha, it’s probably a better part of 600 miles.  It’s not a long haul from Hartford to New Haven and it’s not a long haul from Farmington to Middletown and, you know, we’re not living -- although we all are discomforted if we have to drive more than five miles for anything, you know, we’re really not living in Maine where to go from Portland to Bangor is a three and a half hour or more drive.  We’re in a small state and I think that Ann is exactly right when we have to consider what are we going to do and are we going to have facilities that may be -- that may duplicate one another rather than augmenting one another.  And I would agree with you, I don’t think we can look at one without looking at the other.  That’s my take.




MR. LATHAM:  What then happens to those of us who are conflicted out?  I mean, I’m a tenured law professor at Quinnipiac, but on the strength of my part time employment at the Yale School of Management I am conflicted out of considering the Yale applications.  So if we’re going to consider them side by side and compare them one to another should those of us who have conflicts with either UConn or Yale stay out or stay out of the vote or what do you think is the right course?




DR. KIESSLING:  What I would like to propose is that this not -- is that these not be pitted against each other so much as we discuss how we’re going to provide the cores that Connecticut needs to move forward?  And there are some core facilities within some of the group projects and within some of the multi-investigator grants that are going to provide some resources for those people.  So I mean, both of these cores could stand on their own and the people are awesome and it’s just too bad there isn’t enough money to do both.




But I -- rather than pit these against each other I think it would somehow within our funding restraints behoove us to try to figure out how we can come up with the cores that Connecticut needs in -- for instance in the next year before the next funding round to move forward as quickly as Connecticut can.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And I think that you’re entirely correct and I believe I can paraphrase reasonably correctly.  What you’re saying is that how do we -- how do we not develop two parallel and relatively equal systems with our relatively limited amount of finances?  But also I think what you’re talking about Ann is this -- what we do if we do what you’re proposing and what I think is very worthwhile then we’re really shaping how research is going to occur in this state and a way where people have done this before that if you could go out and get some money for yourself you got some money for yourself and the other guy got some, you know, mazel tov, if he didn’t, too bad for him.  But we’re really looking -- excuse me, we’re really looking at something about -- about which really fits in with the overall view about, you know, we’re using 17 or 18 percent of our gross Democratic product for medical things.  There’s not an unlimited amount of funds.  The NIH and the CDC and all those other funds are drying up so we have to be prudent and have foresight in our use of resources.




DR. KIESSLING:  I didn’t notice it in either of the cores, but maybe I missed it, is that you also want to make these cores available to the private industry that you also would like to, you know, support and promote in the state.  So you want them -- you want those people to not have to develop their own cores either, so I don’t know which of these core structures or which of these institutions will open their doors more readily to some of the private companies.  But I think that needs to be part of this thought.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  And I think that in regards to Professor Latham’s question I think if we’re going to have an open discussion about both sides I don’t think that that discussion we may not feel comfortable in voting, but I don’t think the discussion process should really -- should exclude anyone.  Yes Bob?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I think these two core proposals in my understanding as a lay person ranked 1.6 and 1.8 have been ranked almost equally by the Peer Review Committee.  I don’t see much of a difference in that ranking and I think we have a fundamental decision to make because we are starting a fundamental program in it’s first two years.  I feel that we should fund in what way we can both cores to spread the opportunity for fundamental research from Farmington to New Haven to Middletown, which is where Wesleyan is located.  I think limiting it will inhibit the start of our program, which we want to be as widespread and constructive as we can.  And I therefore I would speak to thinking in terms of funding both cores to get our embryonic human stem cell research going in Connecticut on the best possible footing.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you Commissioner.  I agree with Bob’s appraisal that we should fund both cores and I’d like to add one more reason to that.  The indirect cost recovery rate between Yale and the University of Connecticut are very different, 48 percent at UConn from what I read, 65 percent at Yale.  I’m not saying that we’re moving toward considering funding one or the other but there would be a big difference in terms of the institutional commitment there.  I think depending upon which direction you had to go, if you were going from Yale to UConn or having to go from UConn to Yale in terms of how the institutions felt about whether they were losing money and how much they were losing money to support these individual cores and I think that that would be a very difficult issue to resolve in terms of a fully collaborative single core for the state.  I don’t know, it’s just a guess.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With great risk to my faculty appointment at the University of Connecticut, they’re already subsidized 25 percent from the get go, yet they’re a State university so the cops, the snow removal and all that stuff is built into the way they operate.  And so when you say the guys down south have a larger subsidy it’s probably pretty much the same, 48 and 25, so that where do you go, 63 on that?




VOICE:  65.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  So they’re ballpark.  It’s just that the University of Connecticut being a public institution is subsidized in a different fashion.




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner, we had already agreed on the amount of indirect cost and my understanding was the two schools had accepted that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re not talking about -- I think we’re talking about their opportunities to move their -- move their scientific investments forward.  Unless I misconstrued?




DR. LENSCH:  No, I think that that’s a part of it and your comments that there are indirect costs covered at UConn that are not reflected in their NIH subsidies so to speak is --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  As far as indirect costs they’re basically -- yes Amy?




DR. WAGERS:  I just -- I wanted to say that I think there are scientific reasons to fund to both cores in that there’s sort of intangible affect of having these cores at these institutions in people passing in the halls and taking away that expertise, and so localizing it at one institution or the other really would be potentially detrimental to science at the other institution that might get jumpstarted and I think this is Bob’s point, that we really need them at both places to jumpstart.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I certainly appreciate your comments.  I think at one time at least it was expressed to me that there was a Legislative intent of cooperation between institutions and I’m not sure having two parallel $4,000,000 facilities would satisfy most people’s definition of cooperation.  But that’s just my opinion, I’m not going to vote on the matter.




MR. SALTON:  If I could just interrupt for one second, and it’s because you’re going to speak up Mike, and nothing personal.  One of the things we have to be careful about because we have recusals on both of these applications that we’ve kind of entered into a little period of time when you kind of combined discussion on both discussions -- both applications at the same time.  Now I’ve been keeping track and until now Mike, everyone who’s spoken about the idea of funding both are qualified, have not recused themselves in other words, from both applications.  We had eight people who can -- who can vote on both applications at this point.




DR. GENEL:  I’m happy to -- I’m happy to keep quiet.




MR. SALTON:  And I think the Committee has an opportunity to either -- you can either continue a discussion or now go back to separating and looking at one and the other if you want to do it that way.  But at this point because of the rules that govern recusal if you’re going to have the Committee sort of diverted from it’s process by discussing both at the same time I would say that up until now we’re okay because those people who discussed this are qualified to vote on both.  And if you want me to I’ll give you very quickly the names of those people that are qualified to vote on both and can continue in a joint application discussion.  Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers and Huang and Fishbone.  So --




DR. KIESSLING:  I just want to make one more comment and then I’ll be quiet and we can figure out how we’re going to do this.  I think that for any institution doing stem cell research the three types of core facilities that are described in both of the applications are going to be necessary.  I’m not sure that it’s necessary to have this kind of duplication of effort in 2006 versus -- and 2007.  The numbers of people involved in stem cell research at each of these institutions is going to be limited for the first year or two.  So to kind of make some kind -- and I don’t know what the answer to this is, but to make some decision now about how to spread core facilities as best that can be done for each institution doesn’t mean that in two years from now each institution can’t have a fully equipped core of it’s own.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, what’s your pleasure?  I’m not sure if we said -- I personally will register something.  I don’t know you’re going to discuss the one without discussing the other, but that’s just me.




MR. MANDELKERN:  From the outset it was the hope of everyone involved in the efforts to launch a stem cell research program in Connecticut that there would be a more collaborative effort between our two research institutions, UConn and Yale.  Unfortunately as we look at the applications this collaboration did not resolve itself, did not form itself, did not come to be and we have to deal with that reality.  I think it’s rather naive to say if we funded one core at one research institute and left the other one out that the other one would be coming back strong in two years.  I think to launch the proper effort in Connecticut requires us to find a mechanism, a means of funding the two cores.




If it’s legally possible to drop them both down to 2,000,000, 3,000,000 and charge them to do the work they describe with that amount of money that is a course I see that we could take and still leave us some money for hybrid and group.  But I feel strongly that if one institution were funded with the core and the other not after they’ve both made strong commitments, UConn/Farmington has purchased a building, Yale has described floors in it’s new building for the purpose and they both recruited leading stem cell researchers in the country to head the program I think it would be a slap in the face to either institutions that we did not fund with the core and I again would reiterate that we have to find a mechanism to do this to get off to a positive healthy start to embryonic stem cell research in Connecticut.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I will comment that no one asked them to go out and hire new staff in advance of funding and no one asked them to go out and add buildings and the like and if these two institutions anticipated, you know, splitting the $20,000,000 between the two of them then the Legislature should have sent them $10,000,000 each.  But I think that -- and my opinion is that as we continue deliberations the fact that someone has gone out or both entities have gone out and recruited very expensive staff and spent a lot of money doing that and done -- committed to refurbishing or enlarging or adding new structures to their -- to their facilities that was not done with a promise that they would get a certain dollar amount to buffer their expenses.  I think we need to look at these as, what are they going to do to advance human embryonic stem cell research in Connecticut?




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, I’d like to comment from the standpoint of the science that would hopefully come out of both institutions -- well, three institutions actually and I think that the science is sufficiently different, sufficiently important.  I think that the ability to work interconnectivity as Amy’s already eluded to, is a model that science institutions all over the country are beginning to realize is critical.  You’ve got to be able to have the ability to relate to the people that you’re working with in the field.  This will give us that opportunity I think, but more to the point I believe and that is that the science itself is important enough that it will be happening in both institutions that I would be in favor of funding both cores.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  This is a question for Henry, and I’m sorry, I don’t want to beat a dead horse here, but the core grants seem to me to differ from the other grants in one major area, that they don’t propose projects as much as they propose service.  And if a person brings a bid to the State for service is it possible to limit the term of the proposed service because it seems like it would not alter the substance of that service, simply the duration of that service.  Do you see what I’m getting at?




MR. SALTON:  I don’t.




DR. LENSCH:  You don’t?




MR. SALTON:  I don’t see what you’re -- no, I don’t see what you’re saying.  As far as the difference between a project and service.




DR. LENSCH:  So if a person says they’re going to clean your park for five years and they’re going to charge $5,000,000 to do that and you offer them four, they’re still going to clean the park, they’re just now going to do it for four years instead of five years.  That seems to be a bit of a difference to me than they’re not -- we’re not arguing that they’re going to stop cleaning the park so to speak, simply the term of service in which they will enter to do that in a contractual way with the State, is there a difference there at all?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  However, they may not clean the park as thoroughly if you cut the funding 20 percent.




DR. GENEL:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  I think that in terms of having the core at more than one institution it seems to me that because the cores are not exactly duplicative and there are components of one that are not in the other that just because we’re considering the possibility of funding them in two institutions does not mean that there can’t be interactions or that they’re fully redundant.  That is if there are some things that are done at one core and not the other investigators at other universities can certainly still use that and should use that core because that’s where the facilities are available.




DR. FISHBONE:  Correct me if I’m wrong here, but it seems to me we’re trying to take four years’ worth of research and services out of a two year allocation of funds.  We have the 20,000,000, which at 10,000,000 a year is two years’ worth of money, but we’re funding things for four years out of it which limits what we can do and maybe we should only be funding two years out of the two years’ money that we have and then in the third year, you know, fund additionally at that time.  But the mathematics don’t seem to add up if you’re funding everything for four years and we only have two years’ worth of money.




MR. SALTON:  Well again, the RFP allowed applicants to submit a project with a pay out period basically of four years from the allocation that we have.  This really is the Legislation allocation for two years, so it’s not that the Legislature didn’t sit down and go, we want to buy $10,000,000 worth of service every year -- or research every year, they said, we’re willing to fund grants.  That’s what we’re willing to put in the purse.  And we don’t have as Commissioner noted, there isn’t an appropriation for year three at this point.




DR. FISHBONE:  There is not?




MR. SALTON:  There is not.  There is not.  We -- the only money we have in the bank right now are the first -- is the 20,000,000 that we’re dealing with today.




DR. FISHBONE:  But isn’t that adding to the crunch that we’re trying to give out for four years and we don’t have the money?




MR. SALTON:  No, you have the money to give out, you just don’t have -- I mean, even if -- again, I mean, I don’t think it’s really my position to speak to this --




MR. MANDELKERN:  Henry, into the mic. please?




MR. SALTON:  -- I beg your pardon?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Speak into the mic.




MR. SALTON:  I am.




VOICE:  It won’t help you.




MR. SALTON:  It doesn’t amplify Bob.  It’s not really my place as counsel, but I mean it’s clear in the documents you have $65,000,000 worth of applications so even if, you know, you’re way beyond, you know, that’s not a function of the 20,000,000 you’ve got, that’s a function of the interest in the Committee’s work.




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I just throw out kind of a wild thought about this?  For -- we’re talking about stem cell research in Connecticut for the next two years.  Would it be of value to go through the grants and see which of these projects that we want to fund could not go forward without a core?




DR. CANALIS:  I’m confused.  We’re not talking research over the next two years.  We have money available -- we have been guaranteed $20,000,000, $10,000,000 in the first and $10,000,000 in the second, but many months ago we decided to allow for a four-year grant.  That is already decided.  We already have four-year grant applications.  That’s what we have.  Maybe we created something we are not happy with, but all this is what we have.  So to start going back and trying to make a four-year grant a two-year grant at this point, you know, it’s almost out of the question.  You know, these decisions were made six months ago with your guidance, Commissioner guidance, everybody agreed, this is what we have.  I mean, this is what is on the table.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would just like to make one other point and that is the application says clearly that the Committee intends to spend a substantial portion of the funds for the first two years on core grants, hybrids and so on.  So we have to keep that in mind.  Substantial, I would interpret meaning somewhat more than a majority but not to stop every other granting.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could comment?  I think there is a distinction between a core facility -- a distinction in terms of the impact of funding for less than the period requested.  I think for a project with specific aims it is often simply not possible to achieve those aims in less than the estimated period and so I think by shortening the funding period one is compromising their ability to achieve the stated aims.  I think that’s fundamentally different from a core, the aim of which is to provide ongoing service for a variety of projects as yet to be identified and I think you can -- you can shorten the funding period for a core without doing fundamental damage to it’s aim.  And you cannot initiate a four-year project without, I mean, an investigator will be ill advised to initiate an ambitious four-year project without some assurance that they’re going to get funding for the necessary time to complete the project.  So I think that’s the difference between a core and a project and I will be reasonably comfortable with shortening the duration of funding for core facilities, much less so for shortening it for projects.




MR. SALTON:  I think that there’s -- I think there’s -- some of this is because I just don’t -- I don’t think I -- I haven’t read the core facility applications themselves, although I’ve read a lot of other material, but there are a couple of things.  First of all, of course if you’re really proposing let’s say that we pick these -- we’re only going to give you half the money.  We’re going to give you 2.5 million, and the question is do we have flexibility to say, and we’re only going to ask you to respond to that 2.5 million by performing only two years instead of four years, which is not something that we’ve allowed, nor could we allow, it’s not within our discretion on any one of the other projects based on the way they’re presented and described.  The one thing I’m not certain I understand is, is the performance of the contract each year identical every year over the four years, so for example, what they do year one and two is the same as year three and four?




For example, if you were leasing warehouse space and you’re saying, okay, one year I’m going to pay $50,000, what the landlord provides you each year is exactly the same.  It’s the building, you’ve agreed to utilities and access and parking, you get the same thing every month throughout the entire life of the lease.  You could say after year two you can’t tell the difference so there’s really no change in performance by the landlord.  It’s not clear to me and this is just my ignorance, and it’s an important factor advising you whether or not a core facility -- what happens over these four years is there’s a change of performance at any point in time, is year two and year four exactly identical, is year one and year three exactly identical?




DR. JENNINGS:  I don’t think they’re identical because there is a scale up period in which people have to be hired, equipment has to be purchased and set up, people have to be trained to use it.  But after that ramp up period is over then I think essentially yes it is the same.




MR. SALTON:  And then does the ability of access and utilization change?  Because in a four-year grant you’re going to have three years worth of access and utilization as opposed to a two-year grant where you might have only one year of access and application and, you know, can we divvy up the money in that way?  And these are the kind of things that you have to be concerned with.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m going to take -- first, I would like to add on to Ernie’s remarks about we all agreed that -- all of us agreed after several hours’ worth of discussion that we will allow people to submit multi-year grants.  Now what I’m hearing is well, maybe we should change that, and I think I would have to agree with my distinguished colleague that we agreed to let them submit four-year grants.  Now if we decide now that we’re not going to fund their four-year grant I think that we’re stuck with our decision and they’re stuck with their grant rather than have us somehow -- I keep hearing this all morning -- all morning and into the after, let’s change the grant -- or the proposal a little bit so we can give people some money.  Well, that’s not what we’re here for.  And we had a long, long discussion, an hour’s worth of discussion about that and agreed that people would allow -- be allowed to submit multi-year grants.




Now if there doesn’t seem to be enough money in the coffers to pay for their multi-year grants then I think we’ve got to think of something else other than say, well, let’s modify the grant and cut it off at the end of two years.  I would remind you all that we anticipate getting the additional 80,000,000 and $100,000,000 but we have no financial commitment beyond the 20,000,000.  We have no financial commitment.  And I have no doubt that we’ll get the money, but there are lots of other things happening and budgetary caps and the like.  So we may get something less than $10,000,000 so I don’t think we can afford to tell people, well, we’ll make it up next year or somehow we’ll truncate your grant and then come back and make you whole sometime in the future.  Professor?




MR. LATHAM:  As I mentioned before, I’m recused with regard to Yale proposals, but I’ll try to say something that I think is perfectly general and doesn’t matter which core project or both you might be talking about.  It seems to me that having a funded core at one’s university, whether it’s one, or two, or both, funded for four years rather than two years would be better -- would make it easier to use the existence of that core as a recruitment tool, as a tool for enhancing the way your grant proposals look when you write to third parties for grants and so on, so it would seem to me to be ill advised no matter who you decide to give the core facility to to cut it’s duration to less than four years because what you want a core for is to build from in your grant writing and to build from in your recruiting and in your graduate student retention and so on and I think four year funding just makes a lot more sense than two years for those goals without regard to who gets it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s I think a correct summary of some of -- many of the things we discussed during the winter months.  Yes Paul?




DR. HUANG:  I just want to make the comment that if we say that the core services for, for instance hypothetically, 80 grants are necessary, if it’s all in one place then that one place has to support those 80 grants.  If it’s in two places then each core then has to support only part of the 80.  So therefore to me it sounds like the only reason we’re thinking about making things two years instead of four is to justify cutting back the budget from 4,000,000 to 2,000,000.  But I think we can keep the budget -- keep the timeline the same and justify it in the sense that each core will have to be responsible for providing services to fewer projects if there also exists a core at another institution.  In other words, can we keep everything as four years and say we as a Committee will vote to fund it for less than 4,000,000 because there’s another core somewhere else?  In other words, can we fund for less than the full amount because there is another core at another institution?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I’ll tell you, that’s a fundamental question.  Are we going to consider them as free-standing request for funding and decide whether we’re going to fund them or not or do we need to consider them as more than a single program and take it under consideration to try to make them dovetail so that they do enough different things so it moves the whole project forward?  And I don’t know what the sense of the group is on that.  Yes Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  There’s some practical considerations.  It would be really impractical for an investigator to use a core an hour away.  You’re not going to be able to transport cells either reseni-transgenics (phonetic) or knockouts from place to place, in fact, it wouldn’t be accepted by the other institutions or the exiting institution.  You know, your cells are going to get infected, you’re not going to be able to interact with anybody.  You know, cores are institutional cores and, you know, the reality is that the two major universities, and again, I am in conflict with the University of Connecticut, but in general terms the core is going to be used by people who work there and it’s -- this is reality.  I mean, any investigator who has used cores has used a core at his own institution.  I mean, you can’t expect that half the town would be a core at Yale and half the town will be a core at UConn.  I mean, it’s just not going to happen.  This is unrealistic.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think what you’re saying then is that there should be consideration of more than a single core?  I think originally when we began to discuss these things there was some sort of an idea that someone would draw a line from Yale to UConn and figure out where the midway point was and construct a combined core with a Husky dog picture on one end and a Bulldog on the other and I think as time has transpired that physical portions of that collaboration may have proved to be unfeasible if I’m paraphrasing it correctly.




DR. CANALIS:  That’s correct Commissioner.  I don’t see how that --




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Just a follow up to that.  It may be that the kind of collaboration that was envisioned when we put together the application conceptually may not be realistic at this early stage of development, but it’s also possible that speaking as a non-scientist, but as the science expands and develops that there will be future opportunities for collaboration and I don’t think that you’re going to get real meaningful collaboration between the two major institutions until that process starts at the application process itself with a really a joint application for something that they commit to doing together.  This is a passive approach to collaboration.  It’s just not going to go.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It would seem like -- oh, go ahead.  Dr. Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  So I have something I’d like to remind the Committee that’s in one of the applications, but I’m unsure as how to proceed because of the recusal.  There were some specific comments in the Yale application that the group needs to hear.  May I cast them out to the group?




MR. SALTON:  You’re comments are on both applications?




DR. LENSCH:  Yes, they do comment on both applications.  So I may proceed?




MR. SALTON:  Yes.




DR. LENSCH:  Alright.  So in Yale core there is a roadmap for how this collaboration is envisioned and I think it’s very important and my apologies for those who have a Yale recusal and have not seen this, but it’s spelled out here in the Yale application on page 27.  “The Directors of the Yale and UConn core laboratories will work together to build a shared knowledge base regarding all aspects of human embryonic stem cell research including new approaches, growing differentiation and keeping up to date with one another, rapidly changing policies and regulation.”  That’s number one.




Number two, “The two laboratories will hold joint research and progress meetings, training sessions and discussions of ethical issues in human E.S. cell research.  In general, these meetings will alternate between Yale and UConn, in other cases teleconferencing will be an alternative.”  And the third and final point, “The two laboratories will communicate regularly in order to avoid duplication of effort in producing new cell lines.  For example, if a Yale investigator working in collaboration with the IVF laboratory produces a cell line harboring a particular mutation for Cystic Fibrosis the UConn core will be notified and UConn scientists will have full access to the line.  Similarly, Yale scientists will have full access to lines produced at UConn.”




I think that this speaks very well to two cores being required by geography and also because of different focuses of effort in their institutions, but really striving to complement one another as much as possible.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I still have some personal problems with realizing that it’s not 800 miles from one to the other, but I can live with that.  Where would you all like to proceed now, to discuss this as two separate --




VOICE:  Commissioner, could I have --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- one moment please, let me finish.  Where are we going now?  Are we going to discuss these as two separate grants?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, I think we should --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that the consensus of the Board?




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I believe we should have an explicit discussion of each grant on it’s own before we come back to this --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  On it’s own rather than put it in with the other --




DR. JENNINGS:  -- and come back to the issues of overlap funds.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Bob, you had a comment?




MR. MANDLEKERN:  Yes.  I just wanted a point of information from our counsel.  I’m reading from the -- I’m confused because the issue of future funding has come up and I’m reading from the law, section three on the last page, for each of the fiscal years ending June 30th, 2008 to June 30th, 2015 inclusive, the sum of $10,000,000 shall be dispersed from the Tobacco Settlement Fund to the Stem Cell Research Fund established by Section 2 of this Act for grants and aid to eligible institutions for the purpose of conducting embryonic or human adult stem cell research.  Now I think an answer to that would help some of the people in terms of the funding of these heavier grants.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s got to be appropriated first by the Legislative body.  The fact that there is language saying that you’re going to get the money or you’re entitled to the money or that your program is worthy does not mean that the Appropriations Committee will appropriate it or it’s like bonding money.  You may have something like $90,000,000 in bonding money to build a new medical laboratory, but that money -- I can’t just go in and say, give me my bond money.  It’s got to be appropriated and it’s got to move through appropriate financial circles before it gets out where it can be spent.  So we have little doubt that this effort will move forward, but we never -- we try never to spend our money before we have it.  So we are now going to proceed with discussing which one, D-02?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  D-02 would be the one we would be on.  D-02.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And who are the discussers?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The discussers would be -- and this is UConn, Xu, 5,000,000, and 1.8 Peer Review ranking, Genel and Kiessling.




DR. GENEL:  Well, I gave my comments before we engaged in this last half hour discussion.  I have no more to say.




DR. KIESSLING:  I guess the summary here is that this application should be moved in the maybe fund department.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Is that the will of the group?  We’ll move on then to D-1, Yale, Lin, 5,000,000, 1.6 Peer Review ranking, Jennings and Huang.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So this is the what looks like a flagship core application from Yale.  I found that the P.I. is a well-known stem cell researcher who was recently recruited from Duke University to Yale to lead the Yale effort.  Diane Krause, who may still be in the room, is co-P.I. on this and their aims -- so -- I’m sorry.  So this is -- the budget is for $5,000,000 over the four years and it includes I think 1.8 million for equipment in the first year and the rest is -- it’s mainly salaries for the start.




So the core -- the aims of the core are to provide a shared facility to work on human embryonic stem cells so they will be setting up state of the art equipment and hiring technicians to operate the equipment and train and supervise users in particular searches who want to use this equipment and there’ll still be facilities for culturing, for deriving embryonic stem cells for quality control.  There’s also a self-sorter, which is a piece of equipment that is very widely used for all sorts of stem cell research, both embryonic and adult.  There’s also a microscopy core.




So it got a strong endorsement from the Peer Review Committee.  I’m just looking for my note here.  Well established investigators, extensive expertise in the field.  It says the only comment they have is about the budget.  The request for the fax machine not well supported.  I actually found a discrepancy in the budget, I mean, the overall equipment request as I said I think was one -- I’m juggling my notes here, but I think it’s 1.8 million, whereas I could only add up about 584,000 in terms of pieces of equipment itemized on their budget justification.




But I think my bottom line on this is this is going to be one of the key centers for stem cell research in the state of Connecticut.  This is going to be an excellent group of individuals.  I think it’s going to get a lot of use and I would consider it a strong priority for funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comments?




DR. HUANG:  I’m the other reviewer on this or tried to have done -- and I agree completely with Charles that this is a very well written (indiscernible, interference on mic.) key role in the --




COURT REPORTER:  Grab a microphone please?




DR. HUANG:  -- I’m the other reviewer and I concur with Dr. Jennings that this is a very well written core grant and that it will be very important for the carrying out of the proposals that depend on it.




DR. JENNINGS:  And I would like to thank Willie for pointing out the language that emphasizes the Statewide contribution, although it will be -- almost certain will be primarily used by people at Yale they’re quite explicit about their intent to collaborate closely with people at UConn.  So I think that’s another point in it’s favor.  I thought it was well organized through there were clear developmental milestones for setting it up so overall I strongly support it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Would anybody else like to speak?




DR. KIESSLING:  I want to make sure the Committee is aware that Yale has committed, or promised, whatever, $30,000,000 to this core and I did not see a comparable commitment to support the core at UConn.  I don’t know if UConn has actually committed money above and beyond what this group will give it.




DR. YANG:  I think that the offer -- yes, UConn has made a commitment to --




DR. KIESSLING:  Do you know how much it is Jerry?




DR. YANG:  -- it’s --




MR. SALTON:  Well, let’s just wait right here, okay?  Jerry, I don’t think you --




DR. YANG:  -- yeah, okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s fine.




DR. YANG:  I cannot answer your question.




(Laughter)




DR. KIESSLING:  Can anybody else answer the question?  I didn’t see it in there.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, there’s been the purchase of a building close to $9,000,000 for the purpose of establishing the Stem Cell Research Institute at the UConn Health Center in Farmington.




DR. KIESSLING:  But according to -- according to Yale’s application the institution has committed $30,000,000 to support of the core, specifically to support of the core facility.




DR. CANALIS:  Commissioner?  Are we allowed to hear from an official of the University of Connecticut?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




DR. CANALIS:  No, okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I don’t think Ann the comparison between a heavily endowed private institution like Yale to a State school like Connecticut is comparing apples to apples because there’s entirely different enrollment policies and endowment policies.




DR. WALLACK:  I think what’s relevant right now though is the application we’re considering and in one of the considerations that we have set for ourselves is in fact, and I’ll read from the page, and that is the commitment at the host institution and certainly what Ann brings up identifies exactly what we’re talking about about this specific application.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are there any further comments?




DR. LENSCH:  I’m sorry.  I had to step out.  Way too much coffee this morning.  Was the comment brought up in the context of this grant the reviewers words that the budget was excessive because they sought to purchase equipment?  Alright.  So this is one that we referred to earlier where the reviewers said that they thought the budget was excessive because they want to buy a new fax RA and a new confocal microscope, that those resources that are available now are covered by NIH funds.  The member of the Peer Review Committee said it was excessive to request those things, that it was a duplication, but I would just bring up again based on the earlier conversation that it can be much more expensive to have to do the accounting so that you can share a piece of NIH equipment than to have one that you know is free and clear on which you can rely and be aware of where it’s purchased and I would suggest that the reviewer is off base here and that it’s not unreasonable to bring a new fax RA and a confocal microscope specifically into this facility for non-presidential human E.S. work.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comments?  And if not --




DR. JENNINGS:  One more comment.  The reviewers did raise a question about possible overlap of the grant from Mike Snyder which includes some core facilities and I’m a reviewer on both and I don’t see any issue of overlap between them.  So I don’t think that’s a major concern.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we ready to make a decision as to whether you want to fund this grant or put it as a maybe or move it to no?




VOICE:  I move to fund it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Now who can vote?




MR. SALTON:  Well, the question here is are we doing consensus or are we taking a vote?  The last one we just did a consensus.




DR. KIESSLING:  I want to express concern about making decisions about the cores until we’ve reviewed the science grants.  I’m very concerned about this unless --




DR. JENNINGS:  (Indiscernible, talking over each other) these as provisional decisions all subject to gratification once we’ve gone down the entire list.




DR. KIESSLING:  Alright.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Is it our consensus opinion to fund?  Yes, yes.  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  So now we move on to the hybrid grant proposals?  Oh, no.  He’s not here.




DR. JENNINGS:  If Kevin doesn’t show up, I mean, at what point do we decide to do Vaccarino without him?




DR. CANALIS:  Are you the reviewer?




DR. JENNINGS:  I’m the other one.  Kevin and myself.




VOICE:  You just can discuss it --




DR. JENNINGS:  Discuss it yes, you’re all --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Hang on.  Go ahead.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  C-1, Yale, Vaccarino, $1,637,418, 1.9, Charles.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- okay.  I’m sorry.  Just give me a second here.




MR. LATHAM:  If Mr. Rakin doesn’t come back I’d be happy to serve as second reviewer here.  I’ve read the grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. LATHAM:  Before Dr. Jennings gets into this if we’re now regarding the decisions on the Wallace provisional then I’m surprised that Dr. Xu’s UConn core ended up in a maybe category rather than in a fund category because I didn’t hear much sentiment around the table against it.  I think what happened is the proposer said the words, maybe fund.  If we’re regarding all of these things as provisional I don’t -- I’m confused as to what happened with the UConn core funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We’re referring to Grant D-02?




MR. LATHAM:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  And what is the -- who are the reviewers on that?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No, who are the two people who --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- oh, I’m sorry.  Genel and Kiessling.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- okay.  And we spoke about that grant and does everybody recall it or do we need --




VOICE:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we all recall it and do we wish to keep it as a maybe, move it to a no or to fund, what is the consensus of the group?




VOICE:  Fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Fund?  Okay.  We need a vote.




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, I want to voice my concerns about funding two large cores until we’ve actually reviewed the science.  I’ve been in circumstances where cores were funded and the science wasn’t and there wasn’t anybody to use the cores.  So I’m not fully convinced that given the status of stem cell science in Connecticut right now that two huge cores are warranted.  So I would really like to see the science that is going to go forward and see if that science could not go forward if there’s no core put in place in 2007.  If the cores aren’t put in place until 2008 or 2009 when there are more investigators and there’s more science going would that be a good thing or a bad thing?  And I don’t think we’re going to know that until we actually get through the science.




DR. JENNINGS:  Ann, I can comment from the perspective of the Yale application they do provide somewhere a list of investigators who are likely to use the core, many of whom have applied for seed grants or investigator grants here.  So I think -- and I’m looking for the list, it’s somewhere in this --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought we had previously discussed and agreed that we were going to have two cores, or more than one?  Perhaps I’ve missed the point.  But we are going back over the same -- one of the reasons we’re here so long is we keep going back over the same ground.  I’m like George Patton, I don’t like to pay for the same real estate twice.  But I think we need to make a decision here, but I don’t want to keep going back over issues.  Let’s decide them and move forward.




DR. WALLACK:  I think you’re absolutely right and I think we did have that agreement and not only did we want to bring together two institutions, but three, and the whole point of the other core, the 02, is that it brings Wesleyan and UConn together in the core and that’s why I say I’m really in favor of funding that core at this point.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I appreciate -- that’s my appreciation of the conversation as well.




MR. MANDELKERN:  So in other words we’re consenting on moving 02 to the fund group category?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




DR. WALLACK:  That’s right Bob.  I would move putting it to the fund group.




MR. SALTON:  Is there anyone who objects to that?  Okay.




DR. FISHBONE:  Can I ask one question?  Only that the reviewers recommended you fund 2.5 million for that, is that -- that doesn’t matter?  We’re going to give it the five?




MR. SALTON:  I think in the process right now we haven’t allocated funds.




DR. FISHBONE:  Okay.  Alright.




MR. SALTON:  We’re just trying to whittle down what we have to work with.




DR. FISHBONE:  That’s fine.  Thank you.




DR. GENEL:  Oh, so we’re not approving at the requested rate, is that correct?




MR. SALTON:  Right.




DR. GENEL:  We are approving the cores, okay.  Fine.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I think we’re going back to C-1, Yale --




DR. JENNINGS:  Back to Vaccarino.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- I’m not reading that again.  C-1.




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.  Vaccarino.  Okay.  And I see Kevin is now --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin and Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- okay.  So now that I’ve found my notes, so this is -- this is a project from Vaccarino at Yale.  The project requested is $1.6 million spread over four years and they -- they’re addressing the question of why young animals and potentially young people respond better after hypoxia, the brains of animals respond better than other animals after hypoxia so they are going to study this in mice and there’s a little bit of human embryonic stem cell work at the end of the project.  But their aims are mainly around -- around mouse work and the Peer Review Committee scored it 1.9 and one reviewer says this is a very interesting hypothesis in which they have some experimental data.  They also suggest established procedures that are required to do the project and they really have the expertise, this is a strong group, they have a good track record.  And it’s a good model, it’s well thought out.




The weakness is in human embryonic stem cell part so I’m paraphrasing reviewer number two, and I concur with this view, weakness in human embryonic stem cell program in which the embryonic stem cells were not well described, we’re not sure what lines those are using, etcetera, etcetera.  My take on this was that the human embryonic stem cell part is really an afterthought.  The great majority of the project is focused on mouse and it’s good science.  I’m not convinced that it’s a priority for us given that it is not primarily about (indiscernible, too far from mic.) human embryonic stem cells.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments?




MR. RAKIN:  No, I agree with that.  I agree with that, I think it’s not a priority.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  It’s a study -- my ears shot up when I heard hypoxia being a flight surgeon and I didn’t quite get the connection between -- understand quite the connection between hypoxia and stem cells.  I must have missed it.




DR. JENNINGS:  So the idea is to -- when your brain has a hypoxic episode there is a -- that begins a repair process, which appears to happen more efficiently in young animals than in older ones and by extension may be more efficiently in young humans than older ones.  That repair process is thought to be mediated by the activation of neural-stem cells within the brain that then will replace the dead neurons.  And so they are going to -- they are going to ask, what is the difference in the stem cells in the old versus the young animals and use a variety of molecular and biochemical --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  I may have had a few dead neurons there myself.




(Laughter)




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I didn’t mean to kill anymore.



(Laughter)



DR. WALLACK:  We support the premise also that it may not be the most timely application.  If we had all the money in the world to fund all 68,000,000 that’s one thing, but we don’t, and I would be putting this in the no fund category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is that the consensus of the Board?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We’re moving onto E, hybrid grant proposals.  E-4, Yale Med./UConn, Redmond, $2,596,071, Peer Review ranked at 4.0, Mandelkern and Lensch.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I defer to my superior scientist Dr. Lensch.




MS. HORN:  And there is proprietary information contained in this grant.




DR. LENSCH:  So as a curious aside two things, it is noted that there is proprietary information listed here, although I could not locate the specific sections that it refers to and so I’m honestly unclear how to proceed discussing this grant.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I would carry on.




MR. LENSCH:  Alright.  I was hoping that you could say that.  So curious point number two, this grant is as far as I can tell intimately paired with SCE-03.  They’re really two grants together that have been separated out as different applications.  That’s the way it seems to me.  They are written in a very interdependent manner.  One grant refers to the aims being spelled out in the other grant and so it’s really uncertain to me how to proceed evaluating this as an individual grant.  Really SCE-04 and SCE-03 are the same grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What was the ranking on 03?




DR. LENSCH:  2.8.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sorry?




DR. LENSCH:  2.8.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  And the other one’s four?




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. LENSCH:  I’ll give you my general comments and we can come back to it I guess.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Certainly.




DR. LENSCH:  So this is a multi-faceted study to interrogate human and non-human primate embryonic stem cells including those generated by nuclear transfer in an in vivo model of Parkinson’s Disease, the methoparabin (phonetic) treated monkey, MPTP, the curious artifact of the sad part of society it’s a very narrow toxic chemical that’s come out of a history of designer drug creation and use that has a specific affect on the dopomenegeric (phonetic) neurons and it really afforded science the first opportunity to oblate those neurons specifically and then look at what happens in repair and recovery.  And so it’s a long standing model, although it has some caveats about being an incomplete model as the Peer Review Committee states.




The work entails using human embryonic stem cells, NIH funded and otherwise, although it’s a bit unclear to me whether non-NIH lines are coming from exactly due to some inconsistencies that I feel are present in the letters of support and I can speak to that later if interested.  It’s a highly collaborative project.  Professor Redman has an incredible track record of being productive both in terms of publication and the ability to get grants.




I think that there’s a real organic connection between the projects.  It’s clear how the award is going to be divided and accounted for and there are specific milestones and clear responsibility.  The Peer Review Committee scored this first application, 04, as a 4.0, noting that the use of N.T. derived embryonic stem cells is perhaps a bit premature as none are available worldwide at present and it would seem to jog with my understanding that surely one must prove nuclear transfer in a human system prior to seeking funding to study those same sorts of cells and so it seems a bit premature.




The project also proposes to engraft human embryonic stem cell derived cells into the brain of non-human primates.  This is certainly an interesting question as it relates to the National Academy Guidelines.  I do not feel that this is precluded work as it would be in a late stage developed money, they’re not talking about mingling cells with a developing embryo or a developing neonate, but the specific transplantation into the mid-brain as I read it.  Although it is something that the Escrow Committee would certainly give greater attention to.




It’s a little unclear to me why this project cannot be presented as an NIH grant at present.  Surely they want to use new lines, but the basic science here is to interrogate the capacity of human embryonic stem cells to specify these neurons and then to migrate and integrate into these areas of the brain and I don’t see a particularly compelling reason why non-NIH approved cells would be better there, although it could be argued.  I feel that this is a basic science project and --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Lensch, are you considering just 04 or 03?  I got a little -- I had some more of those neuron problems.




DR. LENSCH:  I’m speaking specifically from 04, but honestly it’s a bit difficult to extract the two because they’re very intertwined in terms of their aims and their goals and what part supports what.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So are we voting on one or two?




DR. LENSCH:  I think that we must vote on them individually, although it’s difficult to describe them separately.  04 is really the science part, 03 is the core part, as I see it, to support this science.  And so --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With respect, how could you have one without the other?




DR. LENSCH:  -- it’s true.  The applicants do comment that the combined applications do not exceed the page limit, they do not exceed the budget, and so again, it’s just unclear why they were split and submitted this way.  They really can be combined as one application although again, I don’t know that it’s within our mandate to do that work for the applicant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Does 03 automatically fail if 04 fails?




DR. LENSCH:  Well, I can move right into comment on 03 and we can ask that question --




DR. KIESSLING:  So Willie, is 04 a hybrid?  Is 04 actually a hybrid?




DR. LENSCH:  Yes.  But the two grants together compose the hybrid.




DR. KIESSLING:  No, but just 04 by itself, is it a hybrid?




DR. LENSCH:  Well, it depends on how you define that because the other grant, if I’m reading it correctly, is the core part.  But it’s an independent.  04 is the scientific use of that core and so which one of them is the hybrid?  Neither of them are the hybrid.  The two of them together represent the hybrid.  I see it as a group project grant and a core grant that together make a hybrid, but it’s submitted as two grants and so how do we proceed?




DR. CANALIS:  What you’re saying is that neither one meets the criteria and what the scientific review is doing is scoring one at 400, which is almost on the lowest range, that is almost history, and if you tell me that neither one meets the criteria, and I have not read them, you know, but if the scientific review is really scoring them poorly at 2.8 and a four, you know, I’m not sure that these are going to make a yes very easily.




DR. LENSCH:  I think you’re right Professor Canalis.




DR. CANALIS:  You know, I mean, that’s what you’re telling and that’s what the scientific review is telling us and as I said I didn’t look at particular details here, but --




DR. LENSCH:  I think the reviews would suggest excluding both of these grants and the fact that they’re so intertwined and yet submitted individually says they cannot stand on their own and it further complicates the matter.  It is also a very well-funded facility that of course has done some incredible work, but it’s not clear that this funding is required for them to improve their facility to do more work and actually seems a bit premature given some of their aims.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Consensus on E-04?




VOICE:  No fund.




VOICE:  No.




VOICE:  Do not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want any further discussion on E-03?




VOICE:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Consensus on E-03?




VOICE:  Do not fund.




VOICE:  No fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We are going to E-02.




VOICE:  I have to go out.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes, as do I.  Please come back though.  Don’t go far.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  E-02 is UConn/Yale, Yang, $5,000,000, with a Peer Review ranking of 3.2, Wallack and --




DR. CANALIS:  I’m going to go out on this one because of comments that I have made in the past regarding (indiscernible, too far from mic.) so I think it’s going to be more comfortable for everybody if I dissociate myself.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We will come and get you Dr. Canalis.




DR. CANALIS:  Whenever, some day, some time.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I didn’t say when.  The Peer Review ranking is 3.2, Wallack and Huang.




MS. HORN:  And Dr. Yang has indicated that project number one, section B and project number two, section A and part of section B contain proprietary information.




DR. WALLACK:  I’m not going to read the whole purpose and so forth, but just go into some thoughts.  I think it’s a very ambitious proposal by some very fine researchers.  My concern is whether or not in fact it’s a project that is not already in place in some other areas and it may well be that we’ll get the benefit of some of the work that’s being proposed here from other projects that we’re looking at and I think that another aspect of it is that some aspects of the project as indicated by the reviewers are somewhat questionable and consistent Henry with what you I believe as I understand it said earlier -- consistent with what you’ve indicated earlier in the day, we can’t dictate to the people making the proposal what aspect of the proposal they should keep in or not keep in and so that while again, as I’ve indicated, there are some very, very fine researchers here and no doubt at some point some of this work is going to be very meaningful the way it’s structured and because of the constraints that we have in the funding process I have to come down and decide reluctantly of indicating personally that I would not fund this project.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comments?  Who is the second reviewer?  Paul?




DR. HUANG:  I would agree.  I think that even though the topic itself is important some of the --




COURT REPORTER:  You need to use a microphone.




DR. HUANG:  -- some of the component projects have substantial weaknesses and also the formation of mixed embryos between different species is not well justified and the applicability of this to the human situation is not clear.  So I would have to also agree that I would recommend not funding.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Can I comment Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  You may.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I’d like to comment on this proposal.  I sense that it’d probably be going into the no fund category, but correct me if I’m wrong, this is the only grant proposal that’s reached us that deals with somatic cell nuclear transfer, which is one of the subjects in the law that is encouraged.  I think it is very unfortunate that the Peer Reviewers say that the SCNT part of this proposal could stand on it’s own and we can’t find a mechanism to do the several million dollars that that would cost out of the 5,000,000.  So I regretfully comment that we have not found a means of encouraging SCNT research and this represents our opportunity, but I don’t find anyway to get out of the woods on it.




DR. WALLACK:  I think that’s a good point that Ann brought up earlier in the day and that is there has to be a mechanism to report back to the applicants why in fact we acted as we did and when they come back a second time, next year or the year after, they will be then able to be funded because they’ll have a better understanding of how to apply for the funds.  I think you’re absolutely right and I think Ann pointed that out earlier.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.  Unfortunately though sometimes remarks like that are viewed as a promise, that I fixed it up and brought it back and you didn’t fund me the second time.  So I think we have to be very circumspect in how we point -- in pointing out where the grant fell short rather than saying I think you should do this or that because people tend to seize on that and then if they get edged out by another grant then they’re very offended.




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you Commissioner.  I would echo Bob’s comments that it’s unfortunate, although one of the mechanisms that perhaps wasn’t realized here was that they -- an applicant has an ability to write any type of grant that they wish and that did not happen and so it is unfortunate, but I’m not feeling compelled to again tailor this grant for the applicant, the same as any other grant.  I feel that my main concern is that the bulk of this proposal, the really fascinating parts that push forward are supporting a lot of the other aims in this proposal and that that central aim of making nuclear transfer human E.S. cells is a very ambitious one.  It’s a very worthy one to delve into and to develop some science around.  But just as commented in an earlier application, until that has been done it’s very difficult to rest other funding on such a high technological standard that no one in the world has yet been able to achieve, though I feel with additional research it will.




I also find some shortcomings in this grant that I do not feel that the State of Connecticut should be obligated to fund accessory sort of staff including public relations consultants and policy people.  I think that policy in particular falls under the guise of the university in terms of compliance and should not -- the State of Connecticut should not be expected to pay outside people to come in and do that for anyone in this grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?  Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  I would actually like to make a comment about the score on this application.  The reviewers of these grants seem to have a bias that somatic cell nuclear transfer was not going to be a particularly useful therapy approach.  That’s their bias.  There are a lot of really fine scientists in the world who disagree with that.  So the score on this application above three I think represents the bias of the reviewers and I also want to point out that one of Connecticut’s wealths in this area is Dr. Yang, who is probably -- there’s probably only half a dozen people in the world who might be able to get human nuclear transplant work to go and one of them is Dr. Yang.




So one of Connecticut’s resources is Jerry Yang’s nuclear transplant cloning program at Connecticut and I don’t think that the score on this application really reflects the depth of that resource.  So I agree with everybody else, I think it was most unfortunate that that part of this application didn’t show up by itself.




DR. FISHBONE:  I have the same concerns.  It seemed to me that the two reviewers had decided that nuclear transfer wasn’t going anywhere and even if it did go somewhere it would be dangerous and wouldn’t have any real uses and I found the number was significantly higher than I thought the quality of the grants would have merited otherwise.  And I think as you say that Dr. Yang is one of the foremost researchers in this field and we’re very fortunate to have him in Connecticut and I would hate to see it not get funded because of possible biases on the part of the reviewers.




DR. KIESSLING:  Right.  I think that’s a really important point to make.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We have put together the best panel of peer reviewers that we could possibly put together at great expense in terms of time and effort and I do not know who reviewed which grant.  I do know that two eminent scientists each reviewed the grant plus the Committee as a whole reviewed the grant and I think all the fine things that were said about Dr. Yang and his superb work are true.  However, I don’t think that we can begin to look at our Peer Review and say that certain portions of it may be flawed or prejudicial or may not have been fully informed about the status of individuals submitting the grant.  I think if we -- I think if we do that we’re lost because once we consider a grant and impugn our own expert sources then we leave ourselves open to having all 69 or 70 of the other grants be reopened and -- at least the ones that weren’t funded, because the review process was flawed.




I don’t think, and Mr. Wollschlager I hope will agree with me, I don’t think we could find anymore scientifically sound altruistic individuals to do it than we found.  But I don’t know where we’d find them if we were looking for others.




DR. KIESSLING:  I don’t think Dr. Fishbone and I meant to in any way impugn the quality of the reviewers.  It’s just that scientists are biased and we all have our biases and I think that the score above three on this particular application would not have -- it would not have been scored that way if it had gone to a different set even of the same reviewers perhaps.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think in the arena that we’re dealing with, public funds, a biased decision puts us in a very -- that’s not a good term for us to use.  We might want to somehow rephrase that because bias would indicate some sort of pre-determined or prejudiced -- I was just going to say -- I’m looking for a way to say pre-judgement without saying prejudice, but the bias would indicate prejudice and Henry may agree or not agree with me, but I think if we say that one of the grants was subject to bias then in my opinion they’re all subject to bias.




MR. SALTON:  Well, I don’t know if I agree with that, but I think it may be a school of thought is perhaps a better term, school of thought?  Okay.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes?




DR. WALLACK:  I think though that, and I totally appreciate what you said that we can’t make any promises to applicants who will be applying next year and I certainly endorse that totally.  However, the sense of what I’m hearing is that we respect the quality as I started off by saying of the researchers who made this application, especially Dr. Yang, and it wouldn’t be a stretch to feel that at some point in the future, and perhaps it’s only eight, nine months away, that we would be able to entertain an application that would let us reflect our appreciation for the work that he can do for all of us and be able to go forth with his research.  Somehow or other I think we should in a positive way communicate that, you know, as we get in touch with those people who have not been funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  With respect, I think that’s the wrong thing to do.




DR. WALLACK:  Okay.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that’s the wrong thing to do.  We all pay our money and we all take our chances.  You get up there and, you know, you get three cuts at the ball and if you miss at all three, you’re out unless the catcher drops the ball and it’s the third out.




DR. WALLACK:  The rejection of a grant is a defacto suggestion to rework it and resubmit it.




MR. SALTON:  And again, the transcripts of this meeting is available.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We would certainly welcome any and all submissions from that individual who is both a fine person and a peerless scientist.  I think that we need to point out to people, here’s where you fell short.  And I say this advisedly because in my department we do a lot of inspections and we go out and we say, look, you didn’t do -- you didn’t do this and you didn’t do that and you didn’t -- and they go, I see.  And we used to as Warren will substantiate, here’s what you need to do.  Well, the next guy comes out and says, that’s not what I wanted you to do.  And then the people we inspect or regulate say, you tell me one thing and the person that comes out and reinspects tells me something else.  So that whole thing about telling folks about how to correct shortfalls has gotten us into trouble where we don’t do that.  What we do is ask constituent agencies to keep notebooks where the individuals who have inspected and repaired the shortfalls where there’s a notebook there that they can look and see how things have worked in the past and we found that giving people advice about how to secure a pass on the inspection the next time or in this case a grant leads you down a path you don’t want to go down.




Now we have a request on the floor.  Do we want to come to a consensus on it?




DR. WALLACK:  I think we talked about no funding.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Yeah, with regret.  No funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  No.




MR. RAKIN:  Commissioner, if I can add something to what Milt said.  I think we have an unusual situation here were a colleague on our Committee has submitted a grant that we’re rejecting.  So while I recognize and agree with what you’re saying about feedback I think it’s appropriate to make some statement that recognizes his talents, but unfortunately this grant is going into the no column.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Well, I have a complete emotional agreement with you on that, but I think if we do that for one we do it for everybody and that would indicate that the individual has special standing, which is not true.  Have you caught up on your mail Dr. Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  Efficiency Commissioner, efficiency.




(Laughter)




VOICE:  That’s what I like to hear.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And last of the hybrid grants, E-1, Yale, Snyder, 4,335,769, Peer Review ranked at 1.5, Canalis and Rakin.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We haven’t heard you voice, would you like to speak?




DR. CANALIS:  No, I really -- you know, I mean, this actually Commissioner was assigned to us on Thursday and I indicated --




COURT REPORTER:  Please adjust that mic. closer to you please.




DR. CANALIS: -- indicated to me it would be impossible for me to do justice in doing a formal review since you gave me notice on Thursday.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. CANALIS:  I just couldn’t do it, you know (indiscernible, too far from mic.).  You know, this grant should have been assigned to me four weeks ago like the other grants.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Alright.  The other reviewer is?




MR. RAKIN:  Me.  So again, with the caveat that I would like to get some other input from some of the colleagues on the Committee who are scientists, but it strikes me that you have a proposal that meets the criteria we’re trying to drive at here.  It got outstanding Peer Review scores of 1.5.  These are top scientists in the field with true collaboration between scientists such as Jerry Weisman (phonetic) and Mike Snyder and as I say, I would appreciate somebody else putting in some more scientific comments to it, but I certainly saw something here that was very well thought out and a very ambitious proposal doing some geno-wide studies.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Dr. Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Thank you Commissioner.  This application by Professor Snyder at Yale seeks to create a research program around neural differentiation from human embryonic stem cells.  That’s their specific interest in the science to understand the genes and proteins specific in the brain and I think that it’s estimated between 30 and 40 percent of all genes are expressed in the central nervous system.




VOICE:  About 80 percent.




DR. LENSCH:  About 80 percent?  Talk about a bias over here.




(Laughter)




DR. LENSCH:  Maybe I’m only using 10 percent of mine, but it also contains genomics and proteomics core facilities that the investigators say will be open to individuals throughout the state.  Genomics facilities being those that allow us to interrogate large sets of gene expression all at once, thousands of different genes, tens of thousands at a given time.  And then proteomics to interrogate what proteins are actually there and to understand the relationships between genes and proteins.




It is inclusive of human embryonic stem cell research as well a non-NIH approved human E.S. research.  I find it to be a highly collaborate work spanning programs and institutions of benefit to the State of Connecticut of value for the money.  The budget is difficult for me to comment on because of the scope of the work.  It appears to be a distinct set of interesting questions that are being asked.  A real organic connection between the projects bundled together.  A clear plan is in place for divvying up the money and how it’s to be accounted for as well as specific milestones.




The Peer Review Committee, as it was noted, scored this application at 1.5.  There is enthusiastic support for the application and it’s my opinion that the availability of the cores alone would be a great addition to investigators throughout the state.  The primary research aspects contain descriptive as well as hypothesis driven research, so I think they’re working on problems before them as well as looking for new questions to ask that come out of these facilities and so I think it has a short-term benefit and also looks down the road to be a benefit in years to come.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you for your comments which are most impressive.  Are there any further comments?




DR. KIESSLING:  This is one of the other examples of an application that would not be funded by Federal funds.  It is definitely in the spirit of the grant system and it’s a wonderful application.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments?  Yes Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Can I through the Chair to Willie?  Willie, we have I think referenced if I remember correctly, if I found Lin on this application also collaboratively, my question is, is there a way of funding this application and somehow being able to reduce the amount of funding consistent with Henry’s admonitions earlier in the day and still have a very productive process in the works here?




DR. LENSCH:  The comment about reduction is one for Henry and I believe the resounding answer has been no.  This core builds upon the other core facilities that exist.  It would be difficult for this application to stand on it’s own where there no core facilities available from which they could obtain embryonic stem cell lines that contribute to this study.  It is a high cost application.  It also happens to be very high cost assays that are being proposed here.  It’s very much on the cutting edge of technology, although again, I’ve never run a genomics facility, nor have I run a proteomics facility and I’m at a loss to comment on exactly how thrifty it is.  But I do know from research within a laboratory in which I work that these are not inexpensive assays that are being proposed.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I could comment, although I’m in recusal on this one because --




COURT REPORTER:  You need a microphone.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- I’m sorry.  Just preface by saying I am in recusal on this because there is a small component to UConn, but I did look at -- initially I was allocated it and only later realized I was in recusal.  I looked at it again specifically with a question, does it overlap with Lin, for which I was a primary and it goes to Willie’s question.  And I think it does not.  So Snyder has asked for the major component of equipment is a hybridization scanning system for micro-rays, which costs about $250,000.  That is distinct from anything on Lin’s core application, so I do not think there’s any overlap between the core -- between this and the Lin core facility.  Rather I see them as complimentary.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Any further comments?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yep?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I don’t like to disagree with my eminent colleagues in the science field, Dr. Lensch and Dr. Jennings, but my tendency would be to put this in the do not fund category because we already have in the fund category a core facility for Yale being considered.  I think we will just compound our difficulties if we do not put this in the no fund.  This way we have a mechanism of possibly proceeding with three in the fund category and that is I think the pragmatic way to go forward.  There is a value in the genome core just as there was value in other special scientific applications in previous grants that we put in the no fund category for the same reason, that they were not practical.




DR. CANALIS:  Well, I mean, just for the sake of clarifying, it is not a core grant, it’s basically similar to a program project.  It’s closer to what David Rowe has submitted.  It’s multiple projects with a core so you cannot equate this type of grant with core grants and I’d be careful about that and I think it is premature to place -- actually it is one of the best cores that we have seen in the core -- in the no category because of the reasons you have posed.  You know, I mean, you can’t equate it with core grants.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Well, I -- if I may respond Mr. Chairman?  I only read from the Peer Review.  I’m not capable of studying the entire proposal --




DR. CANALIS:  (Indiscernible, too far from mic.)




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- one -- number one, a core facility for the Connecticut Consortium, the genome and proteom analysis of human embryonic cells it says specifically what I mentioned Ernie and is also a very expensive application in the amount of 4,300,000 which I think has to be taken into consideration at this point.




MR. RAKIN:  Bob, you should read the first reviewer too I suggest.  I suggest reading the first reviewer’s comments too.  You’re just picking out one sentence in isolation.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I am reading only --




DR. CANALIS:  If you allow me, there is four investigators here.  There are four investigators with four independent projects, one, two, three and four, so there is the component of four projects.  Outside of these four projects they are going to run the core facility but it’s not to be equated with, you know, a State of Connecticut core facility.  It’s a core to serve these four projects.  I’m just pointing the distinction and, you know, I mean, it’s very different type of grant.




MR. MANDELKERN:  I appreciate that Ernie.  Thank you very much.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?  What is the consensus about Dr. Snyder’s grant?




DR. KIESSLING:  Fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Fund.  Okay.  Alright.  We’re now at the point where we have over $20,000,000 worth of funding funded.




VOICE:  No.  18.




(Discussion off the record.)




MR. SALTON:  Again, this is provisional.  This is not -- there is no determination of funding.  It just means that through a process of elimination you’ve eliminated to the point where you have $20,000,000 that could be handed out.  You haven’t made any allocation at this point.




DR. KIESSLING:  We know.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  We will be breaking  in five minutes.  The hotel wishes to know whether folks are staying overnight or not.  I have -- I cannot conceive of finishing this up by 4:00 o’clock today.  I believe we will have to stay over, or if that’s impossible for some of the members we will have to convene another meeting and finish this up at that time.  We have --




DR. KIESSLING:  Do we have to stop at 4:00?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  -- we have about two dozen grants to consider.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.  We stop at 4:00.  We agreed at 4:00 o’clock, some of us have -- and I do not want to go after 4:00, several of us have plans and we had discussions about we were going to start this and return and stay here until it was finished, be that 9:00 or 10:00 or 11:00 at night.  I’m not willing to re-entertain that.  We’ve already discussed it in detail and we’ll be concluding at 4:00 o’clock.  I believe that to try to truncate the work and which will be even more difficult as we go along into another additional hour or so is not going to get us the results that we want.  I do understand that many of us have outside commitments that we’d like to honor.  I know that Paul is traveling at noon tomorrow, Dr. Huang, and that we will have to finish what we can finish by noon tomorrow.  We’ve already discussed the fact that we will not be staying after 4:00 p.m.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, one clarification?  I appreciate what you’re saying.  The only clarification is based upon the agenda, which does call for us to be I believe in session until 5:00.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The agenda was supposed to be changed as of the meeting on Thursday to 4:00 o’clock.




DR. WALLACK:  What’s that?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  The agenda was to be changed to 4:00 o’clock.  That correction was never made on Thursday.  That was a request that came from the Commissioner’s office that we adjourn at 4:00 o’clock.  That was a mistake on the agenda and we apologize for that.




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  With all due respect I would just like to find out -- many of us have committed a great deal of time and energy to travel down from Boston and it will either mean another night away from our families or considerable investment of additional travel time and I understand that many people need to leave at 12:00.  We all have commitments and this is -- this puts a lot of pressure on us.  If it were up to a vote I would vote for continuing until we’re done tonight.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m not going to do that.  We’ve already had that discussion and several of us have made other commitments.  I don’t think we can give things the proper attention that we can but we had a long discussion about that and some of the individuals at the table here today wanted to stay until 9:00 or 10:00 o’clock at night.  I don’t think -- we decided not to do that.




DR. WALLACK:  Well, with that in mind and I appreciate it and I do recall that conversation and I certainly would want to reopen that conversation.  Would it be possible to go past the 4:00 o’clock -- I’m only -- I’m thinking -- let me just finish my thought.  I’m thinking about the fact that Paul has to be flying out of here at 12:00 o’clock tomorrow, so we basically have four hours.  If we spent at least another reasonable amount of time, even an hour, it would add 20 percent more to tomorrow, which could make a difference tomorrow.  That’s my only thought.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I’m not available after 4:00 o’clock.  So we can take our break now?




(Off the record)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I know you had some questions about quorum.




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Thank you Commissioner.  I just wanted to point out a couple of things.  In light of, you know, our commitment to finishing up by 4:00 today and the likelihood that we wouldn’t be done we have gone ahead and tried to make arrangements for telephonic participation in tomorrow’s meeting, understanding from Henry Salton that that is according to our bylaws at the first meeting I believe, that is acceptable.  So it will be interesting to see how far we can make it today to try to get a sense of how much time we need tomorrow for those of us who are commuting long distances, traveling back and forth, it might be possible perhaps if we’re looking at just a several hour meeting to wrap up the business telephonically.  Obviously it’s much preferred to have folks here in person.  Thank you Commissioner.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do we have an idea of anybody who might want to be available telephonically?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Charles and Professor Latham.  Okay?  We can do that.  We’re going to move on to the established investigator grants of which there appear to be 18, 19, 21, 23, is that correct?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  26.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  26.  Yes Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  Don’t we need to resolve the maybes here before we move on?  We have one grant in the maybe category between C, D and E and I just wondered if we needed to resolve that one way or the other before we moved on?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I think that would be a good idea.  Thank you for calling it to my attention.  Who was the original speaker on grant two?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Landwirth and Kiessling.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  C-2.  UConn, Hla, $4,000,000, Peer Review scored at 2.1, Landwirth and Kiessling.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Could you summarize that for us?




DR. LANDSWIRTH:  This was (indiscernible, too far from mic.) stem cell biology for cardiovascular health, $4,000,000, score was 2.1.  Basically eight projects with eight different collaborators that spanned a wide range of disciplines at the University of Connecticut.  And there were some individual scores for the projects which range from one and a half to 2.7.  And we had that -- we left that as a maybe, I’m trying to recall exactly what -- Ann, do you --




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, it proposed -- this is actually a really nice inter-investigator project.  We’ve been looking at cardiac regeneration.  It is using human embryonic stem cells.  It would not be funded by NIH and it includes it’s own little core facility.  The one thing that was -- that the reviewers didn’t like is the Messenchymal differentiation part of it, which I thought was kind of a trivial criticism.  I mean, I think this is -- I think this is a good application.  I would like to see it funded.  I just don’t know how much money there is.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  There was not any strong criticism with any of the particular projects that were singled out.




DR. KIESSLING:  No, this is a good application that we’ve not -- no, this is a good application.  It would not be NIH funded and it’s using human embryonic stem cells and it’s a multi-investigator project.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Yeah.  And I had some concern now that I recall about the fact that there was core in this, but after the question that’s followed I understand that a little better and it makes sense.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is it the consensus of the group that we wish to move that into the fund?




COURT REPORTER:  Could you move that mic. a little closer?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Is it the consensus of the group that we need to move grant C-2 into the funded category?  Dr. Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  I would actually prefer to move it the other direction and I have in my notes that it does involve human embryonic stem cells, but it was difficult for me to locate specific reference to which non-Federally approved human embryonic stem cells would be used and so it’s difficult for me to judge whether it would be otherwise NIH fundable or not.  I do find that it does not appear that any of the applicants had previous experience with human embryonic stem cells, which is fine, but as it’s written it appears that they will rely upon the expertise of Dr. Xu and that UConn human embryonic stem cell core to bring them up to speed.  And so I think it may be a reasonable interpretation that this grant is premature in light of the fact that that core does not yet exist.  That’s my only reservation.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Ann?




DR. KIESSLING:  They have -- they actually have -- let me see if I can find it.  They actually have some funds in here for a core of their own.  This isn’t quite as strong an application as the C-04 application, but it’s a strong application in a different area of health, of cardiac instead of neuronal.  I thought -- I like this application and I thought the Mesenchymal work was interesting.




MR. MANDELKERN:  My tendency would be to put this into the do not fund.  It seems to me that again they’re considering core facilities and that there is a lot of animal models that they’re going to utilize.  Two principals which I think we’ve spoken -- we can consider but not emphasize and I think we already have in the fund area quite a few core facilities, at least three of them, and therefore I would put this in the do not fund so that we can possibly proceed in an orderly fashion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Willie?




DR. LENSCH:  On page 11 of this grant application under item number six, consultation with Dr. Renha Xu (phonetic).  It says that human E.S. cell culture will be greatly facilitated by Dr. Xu who is an expert.  He’s recently recruited and has established a human E.S. cell facility at UCHC.  He will consult with the investigators to help establish the human E.S. cell core facility and will assess what the E.S. cell assays for the duration of the grant.  It seems to me that they’re relying heavily on Dr. Xu to establish their own core which I see as an unnecessary redundancy especially considering the fact that they are both within the UConn system.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I’m sorry, I didn’t quite catch your last comment.




DR. LENSCH:  Both the investigators proposing this grant as well as Dr. Xu for the core grant for -- there in the fund category are both at UConn.  If we fund this grant, which includes an E.S. cell core and we fund the Xu grant, which is in and of itself an E.S. core that I do see as an unnecessary redundancy.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Thank you.  Any further comment?  Is the --




DR. KIESSLING:  Well, I would like to go on record as reminding this Committee that I think we need to consider at the end whether we fund the Yale and the UConn core this year or next year.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I don’t think we can make any promises about next year.  We don’t know what types of grant proposals we’re going to see.  I think what she’s saying makes perfect intellectual sense, but we don’t know what we’re going to see next year and I think it would probably be a bit misleading if we told people that you’re going to get funded for this next year.  Now what’s the consensus of the group?  Would the group as a consensus like to move this to -- okay.  Henry advises me to take a vote.  Who are the members who can vote?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, Latham and Fishbone.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Would you call the roll and record the vote?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Again, this is C-2, UConn, Hla, $4,000,000, under the group project grant proposal, Peer Review scored at 2.1.  Please answer fund or no fund.  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Landwirth?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fund?  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Do not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  No fund.  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Not fund.  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Not fund.  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Not fund.  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  Not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Four -- I’m sorry, no fund seven, fund is four.  We now move on to the --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Established --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- established investigator grant proposals.  Again, this will go as the seed grant proposals had gone this morning.  We will begin with those ranked 2.5 and above starting at the top or the bottom, depending on how you look at it, then we will go to the top of the list after we hit 2.5.  So we’re going to begin with B-4, UCHC, Mamoun, $1,000,000, Peer -- again, anything 2.5 or above is one minute discussion, Peer Review ranked at 4.0, Rakin and Kiessling.  This is 04, B-04.




DR. KIESSLING:  I can’t find my notes, but I know I perfectly agreed with the reviewers on this one. I can find it if you want, but I had no objections to this being ranked four and I was going to recommend that this not even be discussed.




MR. RAKIN:  Yeah, I agree with that.  I think a four rating was even better --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-13, Yale, Reinke, 832,577, Peer Review scored at 4.0, Yang and Wallack.




DR. WALLACK:  I thought that it lack relevancy, lack of collaboration.  I would recommend that we not fund it.




DR. YANG:  I agree, yes.  I just want to say consideration for funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Consensus?  Other comments?  The consensus appears to be negative.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-19, UConn, Achenie, 339,991, Peer Review ranked at 4.0, Landwirth and Lensch.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This is another four ranked project proposal, which is basically a mathematical -- developing a mathematical model for -- to put in a differentiation of single embryonic stem cells and based in a department of chemistry and mathematics and biomedical engineering.  But it didn’t meet the basic threshold of scientific merit before we go any further so, I agree as indicated that these are no based on scientific merit alone.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?




DR. LENSCH:  It is a dry lab bio-informetics approach and while bio-informetics is certainly a very valuable undertaking it was found by the Peer Review Committee to have a certain lack of novelty and posity of detail concerning the sources of data.  So I would move also not to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Consensus is negative.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-21, UCHC, Aguila, $803,413, Peer Review ranked at 3.5, Landwirth and Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  Okay.  So this is a grant from Leo Aguila that proposes to look at hematopoletic or blood differentiation from human embryonic stem cells and particularly is interested in Osteoclasts and Dendritic differentiation.  The investigator has an established track record in hematopolesis, but not -- haven’t previously used human embryonic stem cells.  The Peer Review Committee was concerned with a lack of innovation in the hematopoletic derivation aspect of the grant and it would recapitulate existing protocols and that this is not -- that there was no previous experience and that the proposal was potentially over ambitious and so for these reasons I’d recommend not funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Consensus?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  The reviewers also indicate I thought the likelihood of getting meaningful results are minimal.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Sounds like a no.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  Sounds like a no, yes.




(Laughter)




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-7, Yale, Kaczmarek, 495,250, Peer Review ranked at 3.25, Yang and Rakin.




DR. YANG:  This project studied the adult neural stem cell development and disease models.  The proposal is interesting one but it focuses on the mouse not the animal models no E.S. cells involved.  The recommendation is no funding.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?  Comment from the group, the Committee?  Consensus?




MR. RAKIN:  Yeah.  Well, this is another one that could get NIH funding.  I think the reviewers pointed that out.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next grant?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-25, UCHC, Han, for $1,000,000, 3.2 Peer Review rank, Landwirth and Lensch.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This is a request to identify proteins in a cell membrane at nuclear levels at various stages of embryonic stem cell development.  On the one hand it would be a useful tool if they can do it for collaboration purposes, but the reviewers could repeat centered around something that we’ve encountered before in previous proposals, mainly that there were no specific hypothesis to be tested, nor were they identified specific aims and targets.  It seemed as if there was mainly an attempt to apply their techniques for human embryonic stem cells generally.  And also note that they thought the budget was too high for what little they were going to do.




DR. LENSCH:  I would further comment that I found the budget to be very skeletal here including the fact that it’s a four-year proposal and in years three and four it just generally stated that they would work with other people in those years.  It’s lacking in budgetary responsibility and rigor.  I would move not to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-20, University of Hartford, Shertukde, 822,281, Peer Review ranked at 3.0, Mandelkern and Jennings.




MS. HORN:  And there is a claim of proprietary information on this.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So this one is a proposal to use wavelet analysis, which is mathematical of inferred images of stem cells.  It comes from a P.I. in the Department of Electrical Engineering at the University of Hartford and he was ranked 3.0 by the Peer Review Committee.  They point out that the application shows real naivete in the biology of stem cells.  I’m sure the investigator is a well-qualified in electrical engineering, but I can’t see any compelling reason to fund this one.  They certainly don’t make a compelling case of the grant itself.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Second reviewer.  I agree with Dr. Jennings analysis.  I would like to add this regretfully in the no fund category.  This is the only application we have from the University of Hartford and it’s unfortunate that it doesn’t have merit enough to be funded.  I think whoever communicates the results should encourage them to continue to put in proposals.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-24, UCHC, Smilowitz, 202,381, Peer Review ranked at 3.0, Mandelkern and Kiessling.




MR. MANDELKERN:  This is a application from Principle Smilowitz --




COURT REPORTER:  Do you have the microphone there?




MR. MANDELKERN:  -- it got a score of three and ranking of 19 out of 26.  It is only requesting a small amount of money, however, further peer review said there was not sufficient preliminary evidence.  There is no experience and this is (indiscernible, too far from mic.) application.  Reviewer number two said, we are talking mainly about animal modeling engraft stem cells in the central nervous system of mice.  Both reviewers agree that there was not sufficient data to go forward, and therefore I propose do not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Consensus?  Other comments?  In the no column.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-26, UConn, Rasmussen, $1,000,000, 3.0 Peer Review ranking, Genel/Kiessling.




MS. HORN:  And there’s a proprietary claim on this.  All references to NU-ELISA are proprietary -- claimed proprietary.




DR. GENEL:  This is a proposal to look at the epigenetic phenomena at play in fused cells, human embryonic stem cells fused with somatic cells.  The application is by a well -- is by a well-trained investigator who I believe appears on other applications.  The Peer Review is of 3.0 raises some questions regarding choice of cells and the techniques.  I would recommend it not be funded.




DR. KIESSLING:  I was more enthusiastic than the score represents, but I think that we don’t probably have enough resources to fund this.  I thought this application -- this approach is important and we’re going to need to know how to do this, but I don’t think that we can fund it in it’s present state.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comments?  Consensus appears to be negative.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-2, UConn, Kumar, 999,950, Peer Review ranked at 2.7, Genel, Huang.




DR. HUANG:  This is a -- that’s right.  This is a proposal that uses multiple disciplines to look at cell populations using key techniques of single walled nano-tubes and mass spectroscopy.  The main question is how can we characterize whether stem cells remain pluripotent and what are the surface markers that indicate that they’re still able to differentiate into many different cell types.  It’s a very technical grant.  It has very impressive technology and the weaknesses are that there’s no stem cell biologists directly associated with the grant.  There’s some naivete about embryonic stem cells and the strongest weakness is that there’s -- the most glaring weakness is that there’s no proof that the markers that are studied are really predictive of whether a stem cell remains pluripotent of not.  And this is testable, but it’s not written into the grant.  Because it’s mainly technical and there’s not necessarily a real connection to stem cells I would recommend that it not be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?  Consensus please?




VOICE:  Do not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do not fund.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-10, Yale, Ruddle, $970,006, Peer Review ranked at 2.7, Yang and Mandelkern.




DR. YANG:  This grant is by Dr. Ruddle who is really very, very well known professor.  He’s a very, very productive pioneer for cryogenics technology research.  His proposal on stem cell renewal and lineage formation dynamics involves their extensive expertise in using animal E.S. cells.  The downside is no human E.S. cells were used.  If he applies the animal model to human using E.S. cells, obviously I will be recommended for funding, but in this case I will put a question mark for funding consideration in case not enough human E.S. cell research grants available for funding -- so fund maybe, my recommendation.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further discussion?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I agree.  I was the second reviewer and I agree with the first reviewer’s proposal.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-17, Yale Med., Herold, 992,145, Peer Review ranked at 2.7, Rakin and Jennings.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So they claim that adult pancreatic eyelets can induce the differentiation of mutator cells from immature cells within the pancreas, so in general terms anything that allows you to make beta cells as a potential value for treating diabetes I find is characterized in both mouse and humans.  I said it’s ambitious goals and this includes work with human fecal material.  It will be important if it works and investigated as a strong record in diabetes -- diabetes immunologist and transplantation expert and so that’s certainly in it’s favor and I would put this in a maybe category.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-12, Yale, Cantley, $800,000, Peer Review ranked at 2.6, Canalis and Jennings.




DR. CANALIS:  This project proposes to establish condition --




COURT REPORTER:  Is that microphone in front of you?




DR. CANALIS:  -- the investigators proposed to establish conditions to do stem cells to differentiate to a renal fenotoid and the ultimate purpose is that they will use this approach to treat various experimental condition so renal failure.  This -- they are going to use rodent models where they are going to induce various -- they are going to induce renal injury in various ways.  The project is interesting.  The main concern about this scientific review is lack of preliminary data and because of that they scored in the 2.6 range and the fact it only uses rodent models.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Your opinion?




DR. CANALIS:  That we not fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Second reviewer?




DR. JENNINGS:  I think that’s me.  Yeah, I agree.  They do say they will use human embryonic stem cells but only after the mouse experiments are complete and the reviewers have commented that the data so far are really quite preliminary for a grant of this size.  So I’d be somewhat (indiscernible, too far from mic.) about this one.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Consensus, no?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-15, Yale, Sestan, $995,367, Peer Review ranked at 2.5, Canalis and Rakin.




DR. CANALIS:  You caught me -- can we do one and I’ll come back to this?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. CANALIS:  Because I mean, I don’t want to -- I just want a gap so I can check a couple of notes, okay?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-16, Yale, Niklason, $1,000,000, 2.5 Peer Review rank, Yang and Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  Yes, so this is a grant whose goal is develop a means to grow replacement arteries from stem cells in the bone marrow.  It is potentially high impact if it works and it’s from a very accomplished research lab with a strong collaborative team.  The downside as noted by the Peer Review Committee is that it’s relevance to stem cells is somewhat tangential and they note in their application that unpurified populations of bone marrow work better than purified populations and so it’s not clear really which cells are involved here.  It’s also a tissue engineering proposal.  So I had it in the maybe category, probably in light of the other proposals it’ll end up going to the no, but --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Maybe.




DR. YANG:  I agree with Amy.  This again, is a really well known researcher and the doctor is very, very well funded.  This proposal is a study in stem cell tissue and they’re the only one in this category.  They’re using animal models, not human E.S. cells involved.  If this proposal is really working on human E.S. cells I would recommend it for funding, but under this I agree to put it under maybe.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Maybe.




DR. CANALIS:  Do you want me to go?  Okay.  Sestan, okay.  Back at B-15.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-15, Sestan, 2.5, Canalis/Rakin.




DR. CANALIS:  For 2.5.  Basically what the investigator proposes is to study differentiation and use the pyramidal neuronal cells to control brain defects in human and non-human primate models.  The scientific review sort of liked the idea, they felt that there was again no sufficient preliminary data to support this project and the other concern was that the non-human primate work would be extremely costly and there was no sufficient in vitro data to support that part of the project.  And the other issue is there is somewhat minimal effort from the principle investigator, he is only five percent effort.  Because of these reasons I would favor not funding.




MR. RAKIN:  I would agree with that, especially I think on the budgetary issues and also we’d have no control over the first part of the experiments in the mouse models work before going to the primate models.  It’s a big risk that the Peer Reviewers identified.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-22, UCHC, Morest, $747,766, 2.5 Peer Review ranking, Wallack/Kiessling.




DR. KIESSLING:  This is an application from a couple of really senior investigators on a really difficult topic.  This is looking at hearing loss and they propose to create what they call otic placode from mouse embryonic stem cells.  This is a wonderful application.  It deals entirely with the mouse.  This is a very senior team and this work could definitely be funded by the NIH, although I would in some ways like to put it in the maybe category because it’s a beautiful application and at some point they’re going to be able to use human stem cells to do the same thing.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  If you’d like to put it in the maybe, we’ll put it in the maybe.




DR. WALLACK:  I would concur to maybe.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We now move to the other end of the list if you will and we’ll work from the bottom up on the same page starting with B-9, UCHC, Graveley, 1,000,000, Peer Review ranked at 1.6, Landwirth and Kiessling.  Oh, hold on.  I need to reset my timer for four minutes.




DR. KIESSLING:  Can I do what my colleague just did?  Can you go to the next one while I find my notes on this?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We’ll go to B-8, UCHC, Carmichael, $1,000,000, 1.6 Peer Review ranking, Genel and Wagers.




DR. GENEL:  This is an application to evaluate the epigenetic phenomena that that is responsible for self-renewal pluripotency in stem cells by an investigator that has an extensive experience in nuclear mechanisms and particularly what the hot area of double stranded RNA involvement.  It is very enthusiastically received by the Peer Review, which indicates -- I’ll just summarize it.  This is an excellent proposal, well written, focused on an important question in embryonic stem cell biology.  Impact of the findings is likely to be high.  I believe it should be funded.




DR. WAGERS:  I agree with that.  It’s highly relevant, very innovative, has potentially high impact, investigates a totally novel mechanism that may be unique to embryonic stem cells so this is of interest and also will develop some novel technology and novel agents that would be broadly useful.  So I think it should be funded.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?  Consensus appears to be fund this grant?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Are we going back to B-9?




VOICE:  Yeah.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Okay.  B-9, UCHC, Graveley, $1,000,000, 1.6, Landwirth/Kiessling.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  This proposal is to study a process referred to as alternative splicing, which addresses the observation that a single gene may encode more than one messenger RNA through that process, which apparently is very prevalent and very important, but not well studied in stem cells.  It has been studied in Drosophila by the -- by this P.I. and who now plans to apply the developed techniques to do that problem in the context of human embryonic stem cells and has a technique down pretty pat.  It got a very strong review and favorable comments and I think I would vote for funding.




DR. KIESSLING:  That’s right.  This is an excellent application and it’s sort of a senior investigator who is now taking his expertise in one system and applying it to human embryonic stem cells and I think this is just as -- I’m just as enthusiastic about this as the reviewers were.  I think this should be funded.  I don’t know if we should fund it fully, it’s a big budget.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?  The consensus appears to be to fund grant B-9.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-23, UCHC, Campagnola, 978,774, 1.9 Peer Review ranking, Rakin and Wagers.




MR. RAKIN:  Well, this is UConn assistant professor from tissue engineering and is really looking at stem cell and extracellular matrix interactions on a tissue engineering scaffold, so what I thought was interesting about this was -- I was trying to think about practically how you deliver stem cells and so it’s therapeutic application.  The P.I. normally has extensive experience, but he’s also parented ideas related in the area and is actually licensed to having a start-up company.  So the Peer Reviewers through did point out two points we should consider.  One is that it’s more -- let me just make sure -- yeah, mouse studies and also they believe it could be a fundable project through NIH.  So I’d be interested in my colleagues opinions from the science perspective, but I do think there’s some business merits to this and intellectual property merits to this.




DR. WAGERS:  And I have to apologize because I’m informed that I have -- I didn’t see my name listed under this grant, so I am not prepared to comment. I’m sorry.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any further comment?




MR. RAKIN:  I think we should put it in the maybe column then and perhaps one of my colleagues can read it later.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-14, UCHC, Xu, $1,000,000, 1.9 Peer Review ranking, Lensch and Huang.




DR. HUANG:  Okay.  This is a proposal that deals with looking at the genes step affect, the ability of human embryonic stem cells to remain pluripotent, unlike mouse stem cells, which we can add (indiscernible) for leukemia and (indiscernible) to human stem cells that doesn’t work.  So this proposal looks at whether members of the TGF beta super family, SMAD and bone morphogenetic proteins are involved with maintaining pluripotency.  The reviews were both extremely enthusiastic and this will very likely will get useful information.  There was some minor concerns among the reviewers about how the biology of the molecules will be interpreted after the (indiscernible) immunoprecipitation will be done, but in general they were very supportive and I would recommend that this be funded.




DR. LENSCH:  And so just to follow on that it does involve human embryonic stem cell research as well as non-Federally approveable specifically mentioning the HUES lines one, two and three.  It doesn’t seek to be a collaborative work, as it’s an individual investigator grant, but it is collaborative mentioning other investigators at the University of Connecticut.  The value for money I would say is yes, it includes institutional cost sharing in year one for equipment at a value of 50 percent.  I think the budget looks good.  There is a clear plan for what they’re going to do and when they’re going to do it.  With a score of 1.9 it was enthusiastically endorsed by the Peer Review Committee where they commented that the budget was appropriate.  The investigator has a great deal of experience in human embryonic stem cells and furthermore there’s been a large institutional commitment to fund work initially by Dr. Xu who was recruited here from Wisconsin and I feel that this application falls within our mandate and I would move to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Any other comments?  Lynn?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-3, UConn, Nishiyama, $602,127, Peer Review ranked at 1.9, Landwirth and Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  So this is an application that will generate polymer scaffold for seeding glial derived from human embryonic stem cells use these to implant into mouse models of injured -- of brain injury and then quantify new exonal growth so it has relevance to the treatment of brain trauma and ischemia.  Some of the positive parts of this noted by the Peer Review Committee is the use of scaffolding, which may be very important for achieving engraftment of the cells and good preliminary data indicating feasibility.  Some of the potential concerns noted were regarding the purity of the cells that will be implanted and how well they can control the differentiation of these cells from human embryonic stem cells and whether that might have some -- cause some difficulty in interpreting the data.  So I had suggested that we recommend -- that we put it in the maybe category.




DR. LANDWIRTH:  I concur with that as the second reviewer.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-18, Yale, Krause, 973,469, Peer Review ranked at 1.95, Canalis and Jennings.




MS. HORN:  And this grant indicates that the preliminary data in section C, all material on pages seven through 13 is proprietary.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  So this one is from Diane Krause at Yale.  So they are looking at the -- at blood development in both mice and humans and specifically at the involvement of a gene that’s called MKL, which has been implicated in childhood Leukemias, so part of the work involves mouse, part of it involves human embryonic stem cells and the reason they need to use these cells is that this is a model for early human development that simply can’t be studied in human fetuses, so it’s really using embryonic stem cells as a tool to understand the biology as opposed to developing a therapy based on them.  That said, it’s clearly scientifically strong.  I would put this in the maybe fund.  I would also note -- I would also note that it’s the high scoring only just -- it’s the high scoring one from Yale.  All of the top, one, two, three, four, five are from UConn.  So that -- if we’re only going to fund four or five that may factor into our decision or not.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?




DR. CANALIS:  I agree.  I mean, there’s some other scientific concerns, but you know, I think the maybe category is good.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. KIESSLING:  I would move to put this in the fund category just to have my voice said.  This is an excellent use of human embryonic stem cells for which there’s no other substitute.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  I thought we -- it was my impression that we had some agreement that if we got one maybe that they went into the maybes.  Okay?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-6, Yale Med., Jonas, 994,321, Peer Review ranked at 2.0, Canalis and Wallack.




DR. WALLACK:  I found it a relevant grant.  I thought that it potentially had important breakthrough value.  I would rank it to fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Ernie?




DR. CANALIS:  I would have been more comfortable with a maybe.  I had some concerns that it’s not really stem cell research.  Basically they want to study the function of the BCL gene using a lengthy virus system and basically they are going to cross a gene with one or some precursors and study the affect on synapse.  It’s very similar to an American hard grant investigator and that was one of the reasons of both my concerns.  That’s why I would place this in the maybe category.




DR. JENNINGS:  I would also note that it does not involve human embryonic stem cells.




DR. KIESSLING:  It’s a rat grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-5, Wesleyan/UCHC, Grabel, 998,123, 2.20 Peer Review rank, Lensch/Huang.




DR. LENSCH:  I’ll start this one.  Professor Grabel at Wesleyan currently enjoys modest grant support, but this proposal seeks to address various aspects of how neural cells develop from their non-neural progenitors using both mouse and human embryonic stem cells.  They include some very interesting hypothesis driven research about key signaling genes and how they impact the formation of nerve tissue.  The remaining aims seek to expand the investigator’s understanding of how embryonic stem cell derive neural precursors integrate into damaged areas of the brain as well as how tumor formation may be prevented in such a setting.  That a transplantation based studies and include electro-physiological modeling of E.S. cell derived tissues.  In other words, to ask they’re not just there, but are they signaling and acting like nerve cells.




And the -- this project involves the use of human embryonic stem cells, the non-NIH fundable part is not initial, but later in years two and three as that’s available I find it to be a collaborative grant.  It includes benefit to the State of Connecticut with a 10 percent cost sharing on intellectual property.  Value for the money is there.  I feel that it’s a very good grant.  The Peer Review Committee scored this as a 2.2 with some caveats about genetic stability of some of the lines they seek to use.  There was one point that the travel costs were too excessive, but looking at that further the investigators have included mouse cost along with travel as this is in other categories, so I do not find that to be too much money.




DR. GENEL:  Travel for mouses or --




DR. LENSCH:  They can get mice from my basement if they need them.




(Laughter)




DR. LENSCH:  But this is linked to the human embryonic stem cell core facility at the University of Connecticut.  It states specifically that should that core fail to be funded in it’s bid it would move to the Yale facility, but again, should that facility fail to be funded then this grant is left a bit hanging.  I think that the science is interesting.  I think that the initiative shown by the investigator at Wesleyan is applaudable and I would move to fund this grant.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comment?




DR. HUANG:  I’m the other reviewer.  I think that the -- the science is really excellent and I think one of the great strengths of this proposal is the clinical applicability.  The differentiation of neural stem cells and whether they’re able to incorporate into the brain and form your own connections is key to our ability to use stem cells for Parkinson’s Disease and other neuro degenerative diseases.  So I think that this -- that need pushes it into the fund category.  I really am very enthusiastic about it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comments?  Okay.  Next?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-1, Yale, Horowitz, 979,547, 2.2 Peer Review rank, Wallack and Jennings.




MS. HORN:  And this grant claims preliminary status on pages seven through nine are proprietary.




DR. JENNINGS:  Okay.  I’ll start.  So they’re studying stem cells in bone so progenitor cells in bone osteoblasts and hematopoietic stem cells in a compartment of bone (indiscernible, too far from mic.) and I think there’s some clear clinical potential here.  The investigator is a well-established person in the bone field.  I have two reservations about it.  One was that it is not -- does not involve human embryonic stem cells, so it’s not clear to me why this couldn’t be funded by NIH, and the Peer Review comments say it’s a mixed bag, but there is some suggestions -- there are a number of technical concerns and questions about whether the results are going to be interpretable and I’m not sure that this is a top candidate, given how this list has shaken up.  So I think I would probably put this in the no category unless the other reviewer disagrees.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Further comments?




DR. WALLACK:  I would think that there’s possibility of funding from other sources and I wouldn’t fight the no category if it was from a scientific standpoint rather than putting it in the maybe category, I can go with either suggestion.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Maybe or no?




DR. KIESSLING:  I’ll go with no.




MR. SALTON:  Is anyone calling for a maybe on this one?  It’s either no or maybe.  Okay.  So it’s no.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay, it’s no.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Finally, B-11, UConn, LoTurco, 638,218, Peer Review ranked at 2.3, Wallack and Wagers.




DR. WAGERS:  So I was actually more enthusiastic about this than the Peer Review score.  The goal of this study is to develop methods for directing the migration of human embryonic stem cell derived neurons after transplantation.  It’s from a lab that has an active research program setting the growth and migration of neurons and would provide important background information about transplantation and new reagents as well potentially.  I think the experiments were well thought out and nice preliminary data was provided.  The investigator has no previous experience with using human embryonic stem cells and would have benefited from a more close collaborator be involved in the settings, but I think it’s a strong maybe.




DR. WALLACK:  I would also put it on the maybe list.  I think it has important relevancy.  I think that the signs that the research is involved with is one that we haven’t seen a lot of in the applications.  It could be possibly funded for less.  I would definitely keep it at least in the maybes.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr. Galvin, may I comment?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yep.




DR. MANDELKERN:  This grant proposal I would say it should be funded.  The neural degenerative disorders are rampant and this is one of the few that is dealing with that issue.  I think we shouldn’t turn it aside.  He’s a well trained P.I. and I think there is promise in it and I think we should fund it.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Now we need to go -- did we put that last one in maybe Nancy?




MS. RION:  Yes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Do you want to -- is the pleasure of the Committee to go back and vote on the maybes?




DR. WALLACK:  Can I ask one question?  On -- it is Rasmussen’s project --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What’s the number on it?




DR. JENNINGS:  24 on the -- in the fund category of the seed grants.




DR. WALLACK:  -- no, no, no.  The --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  B-26?




DR. WALLACK:  -- on the established, we said no to funding?




(Discussion off the record.)




DR. WALLACK:  B-26 --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yeah.




DR. WALLACK:  -- when we went by there I wanted to respond that the approach that Rasmussen is taking to embryonic stem cell research is one that I’ve seen very infrequently in the applications and not being one of the scientists I’m just wondering that if in fact we went over that too quickly and if there’s, you know, any real reason to think that there could be some good signs that we come out of his work.  I don’t know if you would want to --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Who’s the discusser on B-26?




DR. KIESSLING:  I was one of them.




DR. GENEL:  I was one of them.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  What was your opinion Mike?




DR. KIESSLING:  We’re trying to remember.




DR. GENEL:  Well, you know, I’d have an easier time if the Peer Review Committee was more enthusiastic about this.  I agree that the, you know, what is being proposed is a novel approach.  I’ll leave it at that while I look for my notes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Do you want to vote on that Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  I personally would leave it --




DR. GENEL:  This is the fusion -- this is the study of fused cells and reprogramming an epigenetic phenomena.  I’ll leave it to Ann to comment on the scientific technology.  I was persuaded by the Peer Review comments.




DR. KIESSLING:  Yeah.  This is -- this is actually first of all, a mouse grant, and it’s an NIH fundable grant and it’s very much a fishing expedition.  So I sort of think until it -- if it were more focused in terms of what exactly they were trying to do it would be a different --




MR. MANDELKERN:  What number are we talking about?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  C-26.




DR. KIESSLING:  -- they’re making hybrid cells and somatic cells and they’re using a few human embryonic stem cells, but that’s token.  Mostly they’re using -- they’re looking at mouse genes and it is -- it’s an interesting project, but it could also be from the way they have it here it would actually be NIH funded too.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Dr Galvin?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I would say the same thing occurred with grant B-23.  We put it in the maybe category but the first reviewer said these are all mouse studies and this is probably fundable through the NIH and we would have liked to see some entry of human cells, embryonic cells in this project.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We’re still discussing B-26, are we not?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Oh, I thought we had finished that.




VOICE:  I thought we finished that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Are we finished?  Is that alright Milt?




DR. WALLACK:  Yep.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Can I go ahead then?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yep, go ahead.




MR. MANDELKERN:  Grant B-23, which was put in the maybe category also has the following flaws.  It is not any human studies, they are all mouse studies.  Peer reviewer one says it’s probably fundable through the NIH and would have liked to have seen some entry of human cells.  And peer reviewer two also says specific results are missing and the requested finances are too high.  So I think that this 23 should be taken out of the maybe and put into the do not fund because of the conditions that I just mentioned.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  I think we’ll need a vote on that.  List of voters please?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Which one is that?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That is B-23.




MR. RAKIN:  Commissioner I thought what we said because Amy had not had a chance to read that, she was going to read that this evening so we’d get another scientific input in the review.  My comments were that because of the area of work, the tissue engineering, scaffolding, applicability to potentially to human stem cell therapeutic applications and further reviews the investigator’s experience with patterns of materials to patterns of inventions that which will keep --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So we will not make a decision on that until the morning.




MR. RAKIN:  -- I thought that’s what we had agreed to.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay?




DR. WAGERS:  I apologize for that.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Now we have a few minutes.  Is it the consensus of the Committee that you’d like to go back and review and vote on the maybes or some of the maybes at least?




VOICE:  Yep.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  So we begin at the lowest scores and work up or with the highest scores and work down?




VOICE:  I think we started at the 2.7.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  We’ll start with B-10 is the 2.7?




DR. JENNINGS:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  Before we proceed I’ll note that we do already have $4,000,000 worth in the fund category, so just remind the Committee anything that we vote to move at this point is eating into the money that can be used for --




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  There isn’t any money left if we fund everything that’s on the board we fund nothing from the established grants.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- yeah.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  So most of our work tomorrow morning is to figure out, you know, how do we put a fix foot bed sheet and try and cover up a six foot four gentleman.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Are we voting -- we’re going to go ahead and vote to place these in the fund or no fund categories if I’m correct?  Starting with B-10, this is Yale, Ruddle, $970,006, 2.7 Peer Review ranking.  10 members of the Committee are eligible to vote on this.  Please say fund or no.  Canalis?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Does everybody know what we’re talking about?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.  I don’t remember this application.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-10.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Do we all know what we’re voting on?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.




DR. JENNINGS:  We need a second to find our notes.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  That’s why I’m asking.




DR. WALLACK:  Bob, if I’m reading the right one we’re talking about the Peer Review that indicates that the research find is weak on the meaning of expected outcomes, preparing for pitfalls and alternate plans.  I would vote for no funding.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  I’m going to do a roll call vote if that’s okay?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Roll call vote.  Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Yang?




DR. YANG:  I want to say yes, we have a lot of funding.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  I abstain.  I’m too exhausted to intelligently evaluate any of these any further.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Not funded eight, fund one, one abstain.  So that goes into the no fund category.

  B-17, this is Yale Med., Herold, $992,145, Peer Review ranked at 2.7.  10 members of the Committee -- Mr. Mandelkern, will you be abstaining on all of them?




MR. MANDELKERN:  No, there’s one that sticks in my mind that I’m in favor of.  That one I will vote on.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Alright.  Then I will ask on the roll call.  10 members currently eligible.  Canalis?




DR. CANALIS:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Abstain.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Jennings?




DR. JENNINGS:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  No fund is six, abstain one, fund three.  So it goes into the no fund.  I’ll change my place here.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  This will be our last consideration.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-22, University of Connecticut Health Center, Morest, 747,766, at a Peer Review rank of 2.5 --




(Discussion off the record.)




VOICE:  I’m sorry, I had the door open.  What were you hearing?




DR. FISHBONE:  B-22.




DR. KIESSLING:  Oh, I’m sorry.  We can do B-16 if you -- I’m sorry.  I’m not going -- well, they’re both 2.5, is that alright?




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Which one are we doing?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  We are doing B-22.  UCHC, Morest, 2.5 Peer Review ranking.  11 members currently eligible.




DR. KIESSLING:  Just a minute.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Comments?  Does everybody know what we’re talking about?




VOICE:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  B-22.




DR. FISHBONE:  May I ask a question?  Is the one that could get NIH funding?




DR. KIESSLING:  This is the very unusual and very good mouse ear grant, but it could get NIH funding.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Are we ready to proceed?  11 eligible to vote.  Genel?




DR. GENEL:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Landwirth?




DR. LANDWIRTH:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Mandelkern?




MR. MANDELKERN:  Abstain.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Rakin?




MR. RAKIN:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wallack?




DR. WALLACK:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Kiessling?




DR. KIESSLING:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Lensch?




DR. LENSCH:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Wagers?




DR. WAGERS:  Yes.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Huang?




DR. HUANG:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Latham?




DR. LATHAM:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  Fishbone?




DR. FISHBONE:  No.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  No fund eight, abstain one, fund two.  B-22 goes into the no fund.




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  We will begin again at 8:00 o’clock tomorrow morning.  I thank you for your patience and indulgence and I will only say -- make a couple of more remarks.  For many years I did emergency medicine and when I did sometimes I worked 12 on, 12 off, 12 on and I was convinced that my work was all very high quality from hour one through hour eight and hour eight through hour 12 and it was only with a little bit of distance and wisdom that I realized that the quality of my work degraded after eight hours.  I also one night a week I was finishing up an advanced degree and I’d work all day and I’d go to class until 9:00 o’clock at night and my decisions aren’t anywhere near as good as they are after 6:00 o’clock as they are before 6:00 o’clock and I don’t want to rush through these things because we are really shaping the science that’s occurring and going to occur in Connecticut as well.  And I am concerned that we give as much deliberation as needed.




We’re obviously going to have to do something because we have more worthy grants than we have money.  I want to do this in a proper way so that individuals are properly recognized.  Excuse me, may I finish my statement?  We want to do this in a proper way so that individuals are appropriately recognized.  We do not want to create a procedural error which will disadvantage someone for one reason or another, particularly because we’re rushed or not considering things properly.  If we do we run the risk of having to start the whole process all over again.  I don’t think any of us what to come back and do these a second time.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  A couple of comments just from me.  Thank you very much first and foremost.  If you are interested in telephonic communication with the Committee meeting tomorrow Mr. Latham and Dr. Jennings do have a phone number.  A phone has been made available.  Please let us know, I do have that phone number should you require it.  Kevin Crowley also has that number.




Secondly, members of the media are present, please remember that we are not to talk about -- or you are not to talk about applications with the members of the media until after funding decisions have been made tomorrow.  So thank you very much and have --




MR. WOLLSCHLAGER:  Just one question, especially for Dr. Jennings and Mr. Latham, if they can’t get through for some reason, that happens sometimes, if you can give out a cell phone number or something where they can reach you?




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- you can have my cell phone number which is 860 --




DR. JENNINGS:  Just a minute please.  860 --




MS. TOWNSHEND:  -- I’ll charge it up tonight. 777-6276.




DR. JENNINGS:  -- okay.  Thanks.




MS. TOWNSHEND:  And I believe that we can request that you can leave all your papers and so forth here.  We’ll ask the hotel folks not to mess with what’s on the table.




(Discussion off the record.)




COMMISSIONER GALVIN:  Go off now.




(Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned at 4:00 p.m.)
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