
 CONNECTICUT STEM CELL RESEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Minutes – Regular Meeting

Tuesday, November 21, 2006—Continuation of Monday, November 20, 2006 Meeting

The November 20, 2006 regular meeting of the Connecticut Stem Cell Research Advisory Committee “Advisory Committee” was reconvened on Tuesday, November 21, 2006, at the Hartford Marriott, Rooms – “Capitol I & II, 200 Columbus Boulevard, Hartford, Connecticut.

Call to Order and Opening Remarks:  Noting the presence of a quorum, the meeting was called to order at 8:05 a.m. by Commissioner Robert Galvin, Chair.  Members present:  Robert Galvin, M.D., M.P.H. (Chair); Ernesto Canalis, M.D.; Gerald Fishbone, M.D.; Paul Huang, M.D., Ph.D. (by phone); Julius Landwirth, M.D., J.D; Robert Mandelkern; Myron Genel, M.D., Ph.D; Charles Jennings, Ph.D.; Ann Kiessling, Ph.D; Stephen Latham, J.D., Ph.D. (by phone); William Lensch, Ph.D.; Kevin Rakin; Milton B.Wallack, D.D.S.; Amy Wagers, Ph.D; and Xiangzhong (Jerry) Yang, Ph.D.

 Other Attendees:  Catherine Kennelly (DPH), Denise Leiper (DPH), Nancy Rion (CI), Kevin Crowley (CI), Marianne Horn (DPH), Warren Wollschlager (DPH), June Mandelkern (Parkinson Rep. to Stem Cell Coalition), Henry Salton (Attorney General’s Office), Lynn Townsend (DPH), Anne Hiskes (UCONN), John  Bigos (DPH), Marc Lalande (UCONN Health Center) Ren-He Xu (UCONN), Weinin Zhong (Yale), Ilze Krisst (UCONN), Diane Krause (Yale), and Paul Pescatello (CURE).  

Opening Remarks:

Commissioner Galvin provided the opening remarks, noting that this will be an historic occasion.  He congratulated Advisory Committee members as well as the Peer Review Committee members for doing an outstanding job.  He stated that he is in awe with some of the individuals who submitted proposals and to those who devote their lives to the advancement of science and to improving mankind in general.  Commissioner Galvin stated that the decisions made herein will help Connecticut to become a leader in the United States with respect to Stem Cell research and will help bring resources for the benefit of the State of Connecticut.  He noted that it is incumbent upon the Advisory Committee members to make the best possible choices for the limited funds available and to do the best job in trying to improve funding for the next 10 years.

Commissioner Galvin encouraged the Advisory Committee members to carefully look at how the funds are granted among the different categories and to consider whether there will be any duplication, particularly with the core facilities.  He noted that readjusting the funding from the amounts applied for may burden the oversight process.  Commissioner Galvin encouraged the Advisory Committee members to be fair in their deliberations of the grant awards.  

Continuation of Review of Proposals from November 20, 2006:
Ms. Townsend noted that when the meeting recessed at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, November, 20, 2006, the Advisory Committee was taking a straw poll vote on the “maybe fund” established investigator grant proposals.  Proposals 06SCB10, 06SCB17, 06SCB22 were moved from the “maybe fund” category to the “not fund” category.  

The Advisory Committee members continued with the straw poll vote on the “maybe fund” established investigator proposals.

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB16, 10 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB16 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Yang, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, Fishbone Canalis and Rakin; “FUND” Mandelkern).    Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB11, 8 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB11 to the “fund” category.  (“FUND” Landwirth, Mandelkern, Wallack, Kiessling, Wagers, Huang, Latham and Fishbone; “NOT FUND” Genel, Rakin and Lensch).    Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB06, 10 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB06 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Rakin, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone; “FUND” Wallack).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB18, 9 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB18 to the “fund” category.  (“FUND” Yang, Mandelkern, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, and Fishbone; “NOT FUND” Rakin; Eligible to vote but abstained:  Canalis).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB03, 9 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB03 to the “fund” category.  (“FUND” Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Lensch, Huang, Latham and Fishbone; “NOT FUND” Kiessling and Wagers).  Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

There were 11 members eligible to vote on established investigator grant proposal 06SCB23, 11 out of 11 members voted to move proposal 06SCB23 to the “not fund” category.  (“NOT FUND” Wagers, Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Huang, Latham and Fishbone).    Please refer to the document entitled “2006 CT Stem Cell Research Proposals Sorted by Peer Review Rank” for the list of members eligible to discuss and vote on the proposal.  

In summary, proposals 06SCB11, 06SCB18 AND 06SCB03 were moved from the “maybe fund” category to the “fund” category, and proposals 06SCB10, 06SCB17, 06SCB22, 06SCB06, 06SCB16 and 06SCB23 were moved from the “maybe fund” category to the “not fund” category.  

With each of the proposals now being in either “fund” or “not fund” categories, discussion ensued on how to proceed to make decisions on grant funding for the applications in the “fund” categories.

There was a discussion again about funding both core facility grant proposals for two years or three years instead of four years and encouraging the applicants to reapply.  One of the objectives of reducing the funding for the core facility grants is to provide more funding for the projects.  However, it was noted that the work of the investigators cannot begin if they do not have access to facilities.  Attorney Salton again cautioned about reducing funds so much that the proposal would have to be significantly changed.  He also cautioned about making promises for future funding.  Since the largest requests for funding are from the group, core facility and hybrid grant proposals, there was a lengthy discussion and several suggestions made to try to move forward with the awarding of the grant funds.  The Advisory Committee members discussed the proposed budgets for each of the core facility grant proposals.  After further discussion, Attorney Salton opined that the language in the RFP is flexible enough so that it may be appropriate for the Advisory Committee to reduce the amounts provided for in the core facility grant proposals.  However, at a minimum, the Advisory Committee should require that the core facilities be built as proposed and operational for a minimum amount of time without reconfiguring the original proposal.  Attorney Salton advised against granting the funding for a specific reduced time frame.  In response to a question about potential overlap between the core facility proposals and a hybrid proposal, it was noted that there doesn’t appear to be any fundamental overlaps.

The following proposals were discussed in more detail:

Option #1 to fund the following grant proposals:

· The ten seed proposals from the “fund” category.

· 06SCD02, UCONN, Xu, principal investigator, in the reduced amount of $2,500,000

· 06SCD01, Yale, Lin, principal investigator, in the reduced amount of $3,000,000

· 06SCE01, Yale,  Snyder, principal investigator, in the approximate amount of $4,000,000

· 06SCC04, UCONN, Rowe, principal investigator, in the approximate amount of $3,650,000 

· Reduce each of the “fund” established investigator proposals by 10 percent.

Option #2 to fund the following grant proposals:

· The ten seed proposals from the “fund” category.

· 06SCD02, UCONN, Xu, principal investigator, in the reduced amount of $3,600,000

· 06SCD01, Yale, Lin, principal investigator, in the reduced amount of $3,600,000

· 06SCE01, Yale,  Snyder, principal investigator, in the approximate amount of $4,300,000

· 06SCC04, UCONN, Rowe, principal investigator,  in the approximate amount of $4,000,000

· The two highest ranked established investigator proposals.

Option #3 to fund the following grant proposals:

· The ten seed proposals from the “fund” category.

· 06SCD02, UCONN, Xu, principal investigator, in the amount of $5,000,000

· 06SCD01, Yale, Lin, principal investigator, in the amount of $5,000,000

· Eliminating hybrid grant proposal 06SCE01, Yale, Snyder, principal investigator.

· Eliminating group project grant proposal 06SCC04, UCONN, Rowe, principal investigator.

· Funding each of the “fund” established investigator proposals. 

With respect to option #1, it was noted that if the two core facility grant projects are reduced by different amounts, there should be some stated rationale.  

With respect to option #2, it was noted that there are 9 individual projects within the 06SCC04 group project grant proposal.  

In response to a question about reduced funding, Attorney Salton reiterated that the Advisory Committee could reduce the amount of funding for each grant proposal, but the applicant would have to perform the same tasks specified in the grant application.  Additionally, the applicants would have to bring back revised budgets.  

There was support for withdrawing option #3 at this time.

Each of the Advisory members explained their positions for supporting or not supporting the options.

Dr. Latham disconnected from the meeting and did not participate for the remainder of the meeting (10:35 a.m.).

While discussing possible ways to reduce the individual grant awards, Commissioner Galvin stated that reductions should be justified and supportable.  Mr. Wollschlager indicated that a report must be submitted to the Governor’s office in January/February 2007, and the reductions in the awards of grant funding should be clearly explainable.  He stated that grant funds will not be released until individual project budgets have been reapproved by the Advisory Committee if reductions are made.

After further discussion, suggestion was made and there was general consensus to reduce each of the “fund” group project, hybrid and established investigator proposals by 12 percent and to fund the two core facility projects in the amount of $2,500,000 each (the work proposed in each of the applications should not be affected by the reduction in funding).  The seed proposals would be funded at the full levels.  The total amount of grant awards would therefore be $19,786,363.28.

In response to a question raised about the time frame for renegotiating contracts for the reduced amounts, it was noted that the contract would not be renegotiated.  The applicants would be asked to either agree to the amount provided; and if necessary, the applicants would resubmit a revised budget.  Commissioner Galvin stated that reducing the group project, hybrid and established investigator proposals all by 12 percent versus varying amounts should not create an unnecessary administrative burden.  However, getting the contracts out will not be simple or easy because it is a disbursement of public funds.

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Jennings, the Advisory Committee members voted unanimously in favor of voting by roll call on each of the recommended seed grant proposals.  VOTE:  14-0-0 MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY—Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  

The Advisory Committee considered each of the recommended seed proposals.

(The grants are listed by proposal number, title, institution, and principal investigator)

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA30 “Development of Efficient Methods for Reproducible Transgene Expression in hESC,” UCHC, J. Li, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA34 “Pragmatic Assessment of Epigenetic Drift in hES Cell Lines,” UCONN, Rasmussen, principal investigator, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA09 “Cell Cycle and Nuclear Reprogramming by Somatic Cell Fusion,” UCHC, Krueger, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  9-0-5 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, Wagers, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA02 “Function of the Fragile X Mental Retardation Protein in Early Neural Development,” Yale, Huang, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  11-0-3 (Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Genel, and Landwirth abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA05 “Quantitative Analysis of Molecular Transport and Population Kinetics for SC Cultivation in a Microfluidic System,” UCONN, Fan, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA31 “Embryonic Stem Cell as a Universal Cancer Vaccine,” UCHC, Liu, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA26 “Generation of Insulin Producing Cells from hESCs,” UCONN, G. Xu, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA12 “Magnetic Resonance Imaging of Directed Endogenous Neural Progenitor Cell Migration,” 
Yale Med, Shapiro, principal investigator, in the amount of $199,975.  VOTE:  11-0-3 (Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Genel, and Landwirth abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA27 “Directed Isolation of Neuronal Stem Cells from hESC Lines,” Yale Med, Markakis, principal investigator, in the amount of $184,407.  VOTE:  11-0-3 (Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Genel, and Landwirth abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion duly made and seconded, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCA18 “Lineage Mapping in Early hES Cell Differentiation,” UCONN, Nelson, principal investigator, in the amount of $200,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

Concluding the seed grant awards, the Advisory Committee members moved on to the group project, core facility and hybrid grant proposals.

(The grants are listed by proposal number, title, institution, and principal investigator)

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Jennings, seconded by Dr. Lensch, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCD01, “Human ESC Core facility at Yale SCC” Yale, Lin, principal investigator, in the amount of $2,500,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Canalis, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Yang, Genel, and Landwirth abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Wallack, seconded by Dr. Lensch, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCD02, UCONN, Hla, principal investigator, in the amount of $2,500,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Lensch, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCE01, Yale, Snyder, principal investigator, in the amount of $3,815,476.72.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Canalis, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, Galvin and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Jennings Yang, Genel, and Landwirth abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Dr. Kiessling, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCC04, UCONN, Rowe, principal investigator, in the amount of $3,520,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

The Advisory Committee members moved to the established investigator grant proposals.

(The grants are listed by proposal number, institution, and principal investigator)

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Fishbone, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB09 “Alternative Splicing in hES Cells,”  UCHC, Graveley, principal investigator, in the amount of $880,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Genel, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB08 “dsRNA and Epigenetic Regulation in Embryonic Stem Cells,” UCHC, Carmichael, principal investigator, in the amount of $880,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB14 “SMAD4-Based ChIP-chip Analysis to Screen Target Genes of BMP and TGFB Signaling in hESC,” UCHC, Xu, principal investigator, in the amount of $880,000.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB05 “Directing Production and Functional Integration of Embryonic Stem Cell-Derived Neural Stem Cells,” Wesleyan/UCHC, Grabel, principal investigator, in the amount of $878,348.24.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

Due to a lack of a motion being seconded, the motion made by Mr. Mandelkern to fund proposal 06SCB23 failed. 

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Genel, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB11 “Migration and Integration of Embryonic Stem Cell Derived Neurons Into Cerebral Cortex,” UCONN, LoTurco, principal investigator, in the amount of $561,631.84.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Wallack, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB18 “Role of the Leukemia Gene MKL in Developmental Hematopoiesis Using hESC,” Yale, Krause, principal investigator, in the amount of $856,653.72.  VOTE:  11-0-3 (Canalis, Yang, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Jennings, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang, and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Genel, and Landwirth abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

MOTION:
Upon a motion made by Mr. Mandelkern, seconded by Dr. Genel, the Advisory Committee members voted in favor of providing funding for proposal 06SCB03, UCONN, Nishiyama, principal investigator, in the amount of $529,871.76.  VOTE:  10-0-4 (Genel, Landwirth, Mandelkern, Rakin, Wallack, Kiessling, Lensch, Wagers, Huang and Fishbone in favor, 0 opposed, Galvin, Canalis, Yang, and Jennings abstained).  Dr. Latham was not present for the vote.  MOTION PASSED.  

The total amount of grant funding awarded was $19,786,363.28.

Commissioner Galvin congratulated the Advisory Committee members for doing an extraordinary job and being one of the first states in the nation to go through this kind of process.  He applauded the legislators, the Governor, the Advisory Committee, the Peer Review Committee and everyone else involved in the process.  

The Advisory Committee members expressed their gratitude to and appreciation for each other, the elected officials from the State of Connecticut that support Stem Cell Research, the Stem Cell Coalition, staff from the Department of Public Health, staff from Connecticut Innovations, Attorney Salton, and Paul Pescatello, the co-chair of the Stem Cell Coalition and one of the authors of the legislation for Stem Cell Research.  

Commissioner Galvin stated that the Advisory Committee members could speak with the media or can refer the media to the Department of Public Health for a statement.  A press release will be issued by the Department of Public Health.


Public Comments:

Dr. Krause from Yale University thanked everyone for the time and effort put into the process.  She also thanked the Advisory Committee members for the decisions made.

Marc Lalande, Associate Dean at UCONN Health Center thanked everyone for their hard work.  He stated that he would carry the decisions made today back to UCONN and will prepare for the next round.

Ilze Krisst from UCONN stated that from an administrative perspective she looks forward to working with staff from the Department of Public Health and Connecticut Innovations.  

Weinin Zhong from Yale University thanked the Peer Review Committee members and Advisory Committee members.  He thanked everyone for realizing the importance of collaborating.

Ren-He Xu, noting that he came to Connecticut in April, stated that he is very proud to have learned about this process.  He stated that he is ready to move on to the bigger responsibilities and promote greater things for the State of Connecticut.

Next Meeting:  The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, December 19, 2006.








Respectfully submitted:








_________________________________________








Dr. Robert Galvin, Chair
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