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Integrated Population Health Data (iPHD) Project  
Governing Board (GB) Meeting Minutes  

February 21, 2025 
  

1:00 PM-2:30 PM EST  
  
iPHD Governing Board meeting convened in compliance with the New Jersey Open Public 
Meetings Act and all participants attended the meeting virtually.   
  
Board Members Present:   
Rachel Hammond (Chair and Designee for the Commissioner of Health Data Privacy  
Officer, NJ Department of Health), Joel Cantor (Ex officio/ Non-voting, Director of 
Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), Rashmi Jain (Appointed- Big Data/Security 
Expert, Chair of Information Management and Business Analytics, Montclair State 
University), Francis Baker (Ex officio/Designee for the NJ Attorney General, Deputy 
Attorney General, NJ Office of the Attorney General), Greg Woods (Ex officio/Designee 
for the NJ Commissioner of Human Services, Chief Innovation Officer, Division of 
Medical Assistance and Health Services Department of Human Services), Elizabeth Litten 
(Appointed- Legal & Privacy Expert, Partner and Chief Privacy & HIPAA Compliance 
Officer, Fox Rothschild LLP), Kathleen Noonan (Appointed- Chief Executive Officer, 
Camden Coalition of Healthcare Providers), Michele Norin (Ex officio, Senior Vice 
President & Chief Information Officer- Rutgers University), and  Janet Currie (Appointed- 
Human Subjects Research Expert, Professor of Economics and Policy Affairs, Princeton 
University)   
  
Attendees:   
Margaret Koller (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), Mark McNally (NJ Office of the 
Attorney General), Maria Baron (NJ Department of Health), Kara Unal (NJ Department 
of Health), Michael Toto (NJ Department of Health), Geeta Real (NJ Department of 
Health), Darrin Goldman (NJ Department of Health), Barbara Bolden (NJ Department of 
Health), Domenica Cevallos (NJ Department of Health), Stella Tsai (NJ Department of 
Health), Yong Lee (NJ Department of Health), Jose Nova (Rutgers Center for State Health 
Policy), Kate Scotto (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy),  Jolene Chou (Rutgers 
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Center for State Health Policy), Joshua Lue (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), 
Oliver Lontok (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), Joe Brecht (Rutgers Center for 
State Health Policy), Katherine Kovacs (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), Mary 
Marsan (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), and Manisha Agrawal (Rutgers Center 
for State Health Policy)  
 
Call to Order/Opening Remarks  

• R. Hammond called the meeting to order at 1:31 pm with a quorum present.   
• R. Hammond acknowledged that the meeting was held in compliance with the New 

Jersey Open Public Meetings Act. Notices were published in the Newark Star Ledger 
and posted on relevant websites with registration and login instructions. 

• R. Hammond announced that the DUA between DOH and Rutgers to add the 
additional Governing Board approved datasets (COVID Vaccine data, Pregnancy Risk 
Assessment Monitoring Survey (PRAMS) data, Cardiac Catheterization data, Cardiac 
Surgery Data, and Trauma Registry data) was finalized and signed. A copy of the 
signed DUA will be shared with Rutgers soon.  

• R. Hammond said that DOH is working on the MOA modification for an additional 
$400K in funding for FY 2025. This additional funding will be used to support future 
fee waivers and staff time.     

 

General Updates/Actions  
 

Meeting Minutes  
• R. Hammond requested Board members review and approve the January 17, 

2025, Governing Board meeting minutes. 

• R. Jain made a motion to approve the January meeting minutes.  M. Norin 
seconded the motion, and, upon roll call, the minutes were approved 
unanimously. 
   

Strategic Review  
• M. Koller formally welcomed J. Currie back to the Board. 
• M. Koller provided a brief update on the ongoing strategic review process and future 

plans for improving efficiencies. CSHP is working on: 
a. Developing new policies to establish guidelines for researchers requesting the 

addition of data years in future cycles.  
b. Planning to add language for submitting the required documents within a 

specified timeframe to enhance the timeliness of data delivery. 
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c. Flagging data requests for future years in the application to ensure alignment 
with currently available data. 

d. Planning to utilize Airtable, a project management software, to improve overall 
project tracking and efficiency. 

e. Updating the website to add a "Meet the Team" page and revising the FAQs and 
other pages to make it easier for applicants to navigate. 

f. Planning a two-phase meeting with the stakeholder and researchers: 
 The first phase will be a webinar briefing in Spring, focusing primarily 

on providing an update on the progress of the iPHD and outlining the 
planned next steps. Invitations will be sent to the iPHD interested 
parties list. The tentative date is April 30th.  

 The second phase will be an in-person Research Consortium in the Fall. 
This event will feature presentations from grantees, introduce 
participants to the opportunities available in the iPHD, and provide a 
forum for answering questions. 

g. The Board members concurred with the proposed plan and stated that the timing 
of briefing the stakeholders and researchers is appropriate. 

  
Discussion 
Funding for Cycle 1 application 

• R. Hammond said that Hackensack Meridian received $40,000 in pilot funding and 
$9,000 in fee waivers during Cycle 1 (2022). Rutgers and the PI have been actively 
communicating to finalize the necessary documentation for the project to begin. 
However, the documents are still pending, and data transfer has not yet occurred. 

• R. Hammond requested the Board's opinion on issuing a letter to the PI that sets a 
firm 30-day deadline for submitting all required documents to initiate the project. If 
the PI is unable to meet this deadline, they will still be allowed to access the data; 
however, the funding will be relinquished. 

• M. Koller said that the PI, who was a Co-I on the application, had assumed 
responsibility for the project following the departure of the original PI from the 
institution. The CSHP has set multiple soft deadlines for the submission of necessary 
documents. R. Jain inquired about the average duration required for researchers to 
complete the compliance documentation. M. Koller noted that this process typically 
requires four to five months, although it may vary depending on the institution. O. 
Lontok further added that some PIs are new to their respective institutions and are 
in the process of learning the policies pertinent to the completion of the data 
management plan. 
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• J. Currie questioned whether a 30-day deadline was reasonable. In response, M. 
Koller suggested flexibility and proposed a 60-day deadline. J. Currie agreed that a 
60-day timeline is indeed more reasonable. J. Cantor supported the 60-day timeline 
and stated that this is part of the process improvement aimed at enhancing 
communication regarding the completion of these documents to ensure timely 
project completion. 

• R. Jain inquired about the process that follows if the PI leaves after the application 
has been approved. M. Koller responded that the PI had sent an email regarding his 
departure after submission and had designated a colleague to assume the PI role. It 
was brought to Board’s attention, and the Board felt that the research team had the 
capacity to continue the project. R. Jain noted that stepping into the PI position is 
not easy simply because the previous PI has left the institution. M. Koller agreed that 
there should be a structured process for any leadership change. 

• R. Hammond said that we need to take a vote to send a letter to the PI requesting 
submission of the required documents within a 60-day deadline. J. Cantor clarified 
that the 60-day cutoff pertains to the availability of funds for this project. However, 
the applicant can still access the data through the self-pay option. R. Hammond 
agreed with this process. R. Jain made a motion to send the letter with a 60-day 
deadline for the funding cutoff.  J. Currie seconded the motion, and, upon roll call, 
the motion was unanimously approved. 

• K. Noonan proposed the establishment of a policy to set a timeline for submitting 
the required documents. R. Hammond responded that there should be a uniform 
standard in fairness for everyone. This policy will be shared with all applicants who 
are approved for any pilot projects or fee waivers in future cycles.  

 
Review of Applications: Cycle 5 

• Recusals by J.Cantor, E.Litten, M.Norin. 
• R. Hammond provided a quick overview of the process. She outlined the criteria for 

data release. These include: it's grounded in good science, well written, presents a 
feasible analytics plan, and the strengths and weaknesses of the application.  

• K. Noonan presented the subcommittee’s recommendations for Cycle 5 applications: 
1. Applications 501, 505, and 509: Unanimously recommended for data release by 

the subcommittee. These proposals align well with iPHD’s mission to enhance 
population health and equity. Applications 507 and 508 were recommended but 
require further discussion by the Board. R. Hammond inquired why 505 and 507 
were recommended for data release, while other applications with similar RAC 
scores were not. K. Noonan and R. Jain explained that the latter had several 
methodological weaknesses, which was the reason they were not recommended. 
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2. M. Koller pointed out that proposal 507 does not address any iPHD research 
priorities. The subcommittee recommended governing board guidance for 
approving this application. R. Hammond said that the PI disclosed in the 
application that it does not align with the iPHD research priorities. However, she 
noted that topics like injury prevention and occupational safety are certainly 
relevant to the work done by the Department of Health and align with public 
health objectives. She would support this project, provided it does not violate 
iPHD policies or procedures.  J. Currie added that her interpretation of the 
research priorities is that while certain areas are prioritized, this does not mean 
that other topics are prohibited. M. Koller agreed with this interpretation. The 
CSHP team confirmed that it is permissible under iPHD policies if the proposed 
research advances population health in New Jersey. 

3. R. Hammond inquired about the relevance of application 508. K. Noonan 
responded that this project is not relevant for New Jersey because there are no 
plans to apply its findings locally. J. Currie noted that accurately identifying 
homeless individuals in any administrative data is challenging. Additionally, most 
care for deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals occurs in outpatient settings, which 
may make it difficult to identify them as well. R. Jain agreed that this application 
lacks clarity in the research design. R. Hammond asked if we could offer 
conditional approval so that they could submit with some modifications. M. 
Koller responded that we currently do not offer conditional approvals. K. Kovacs 
pointed out that this is a 10-state study, and they wanted New Jersey to be 
represented.  J. Currie highlighted the challenges of using administrative data 
from ten states which could lead to further compromises. R. Hammond 
suggested to provide feedback and invite them to reapply in the future cycle. 

4. K. Noonan inquired about the next steps for proceeding with 507 and 508. M. 
Koller mentioned that the subcommittee had some concerns and was cautious in 
their recommendation for data release. R. Hammond proposed to vote on 
applications in three groups: (a) applications 501, 505, 507, and 509, (b) 
application 508, and (c) the rest of the applications. K. Noonan asked if 
application 507 is included in the release category. 

5. K. Noonan said that the four applications not recommended had significant 
methodological weaknesses, and there was a clear consensus that these projects 
did not meet the criteria for data release. She added that many factors such as 
diversity of the institution, data risks, data costs are considered during 
application review. 

6. Prior to voting on the applications, R. Hammond called for public comment. 
There were no public comments.  
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Proposal information Motion Second Voting to Data Release 

Title PI/Institution  Yes No Recused 
Maternal Outcomes and 
Severe Maternal Morbidity 
among US-born and Foreign-
born Black Women in New 
Jersey (#501) 

Mobolaji I. Ibitoye, DrPH, 
MPH  
Rutgers School of Public 
Health 

R. Jain J. Currie R. Hammond 
F. Baker 
G. Woods 
K. Noonan 
R. Jain 
J. Currie 
 

0 
 

E. Litten 
M. Norin 
 

Opioid and Cannabis 
Presentations and Hospital 
Resource Utilization (#505) 

Christine Ramdin, PhD 
Rutgers New Jersey Medical 
School 
Co-PI: Ellen Kurtzman, PhD, 
MPH, RN, FAAN 
Edward J Bloustein School of 
Public Policy 

New Jersey Health Outcomes 
of Prenatal Exposure for 
Substance-Affected Infants 
and Their Birth Mothers (NJ 
HOPE Study) (#509) 

Sarah Font, PhD  
Co-PI: Christian M. Connell 
The Pennsylvania State 
University 

Enhancing AgFF Injury 
Surveillance Using Big Data 
and Machine Learning 
(#507) 

Erika Scott, PhD 
Bassett Medical Center 
(Dept: Northeast Center for 
Occupational Health and 
Safety) 

Suicidal Behavior among 
Deaf and Hard Youths and 
Youths Experiencing 
Homelessness in the US 
during the COVID-19 
Pandemic (#508) 

Rie Sakai-Bizmark, MD, MPH, 
PhD  
UCLA Medical School 

K. Noonan J. Currie 0 R. 
Hammond 
F. Baker 
G. Woods 
K. Noonan 
R. Jain 
J. Currie 

Provider Change of 
Ownership and Crime-Prone 
Populations: A Focus on 
Opioid Treatment in New 
Jersey (#502) 

Yachun Wen, MS  
(PhD student) 
Rutgers University – Camden 

J. Currie R. Jain 0 R. 
Hammond 
F. Baker 
G. Woods 
K. Noonan 
R. Jain 
 

Racial Inequities in Maternal 
Mortality: Investigating the 
Role of Prenatal Care, 
Socioeconomic Status, and 
Health Risks in New Jersey 
(#503) 

Penny Telesford, MS 
(PhD student) 
Rutgers University – Camden 

Analytical Study using 
Modern Statistical Methods 
and Machine Learning 
Algorithms on Health 
Disparity, Healthcare 
Accessibility During COVID-
19, and Related Health 
Issues in the State of New 
Jersey (#504) 

Tetsuji Yamada, PhD 
Rutgers University – Camden 
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Spatial Analysis of Social 
Determinants of Health and 
Marijuana Usage among 
Youths (#)506 

Ji Meng Loh, PhD 
NJ Institute of Technology 

 

Selection of Fee-Waivers 

• R. Hammond outlined the criteria for selecting applications for fee waivers. These 
criteria include: whether the applicant has previously received funding, if they are 
addressing a public health priority area, whether they represent a New Jersey state 
entity, any weaknesses in the proposal, diversity of applicant, if the organization or 
geography is underrepresented, and if the research priorities or projects are 
underrepresented. 

• R. Hammond said that four fee-waivers are available for this cycle. However, among 
the four applications approved for data release, only two (501 and 505) are eligible 
for fee-waivers.  

• Prior to voting on the fee-waivers, R. Hammond called for public comment. There 
were no public comments.   

• R. Jain made a motion to approve fee-waivers for application 501 and 505. J. Currie 
provided the second and, upon roll call, the motion was unanimously approved. 
 

R. Hammond indicated that the executive session is not needed. R. Hammond asked if 
anyone would like to make a public comment. There were no comments, and the 
open session of the Governing Board meeting was adjourned at 2: 48 pm.   

• R. Jain made a motion to adjourn the open session of the meeting.   

• M. Norin offered a second.  

• Unanimous vote to adjourn the meeting.   
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