
1  
  

 
  
  
 
 
 

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

June 27, 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), 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, Assistant Commissioner and Division Director, Division 
of Medical Assistance and Health Services Department of Human Services), Kathleen 
Noonan (Appointed- Chief Executive Officer, Camden Coalition of Healthcare Providers), 
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),  Bretta Jacquemin (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), Domenica Cevallos 
(NJ Department of Health), Jose Nova (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy), Kate Scotto 
(Rutgers Center for State Health Policy),  Julien Rodriguez (Rutgers 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) 
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Call to Order/Opening Remarks  

• R. Hammond called the meeting to order at 1:33 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. 

 
General Updates/Actions  
 
Meeting Minutes  

• R. Hammond requested the Board members review and approve the April 25, 2025, 
Governing Board meeting minutes. The minutes were approved by the Minutes 
Subcommittee on May 16, 2025.  

• K. Noonan made a motion to approve the April meeting minutes.  R. Jain seconded the 
motion, and, upon a roll call, the minutes were approved unanimously. 
   

Fall Research Consortium Planning 
• M. Koller shared that the iPHD team will shift from a large, 100–150 person consortium 

to a smaller, invitation-only event with approximately 30-50 participants. This session will 
be held in New Brunswick and focus on active users from the 26 current iPHD projects. 

• According to M. Koller, the decision follows a lower-than-expected turnout (~40 
attendees) at the prior spring session. The revised format aims to foster more meaningful 
engagement and discussion among current data users. 

• M. Koller noted the event will be framed as a “Fall Strategic Session” designed to spotlight 
in-progress research, assess program impact, and identify future data applications. She 
added that select recordings will be shared publicly to raise awareness of the iPHD 
initiative. 

• J. Brecht identified key goals including:  
o Gathering user feedback on the iPHD application and data access experience 
o Showcasing ongoing research and deliverables 
o Supporting strategic planning and sustainability discussions 
o Piloting new outreach tools, including a forthcoming e-newsletter 

• M. Koller stated that invitees will include data awardees, members of the Governing 
Board, agency representatives, data stewards, and CSHP staff. The session will emphasize 
in-person networking and real-time feedback rather than follow-up surveys. 

• M. Koller confirmed the event is scheduled for October 2025, from 12–3 PM, at the 
Rutgers Institute for Health. Lunch will be provided, and save-the-date notifications will 
be sent shortly. 
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Ingesting New Data 
• M. Koller restated the goal to add 2 external datasets annually, releasing one per 

year, aligned with J. Nova’s team capacity. 
• M. Koller noted EMS integration was labor-intensive but yielded onboarding 

improvements. 
• M. Koller shared that CSOC and CPMP will be iPHD’s first non-DOH data. A DUA with 

Rutgers’ Institute for Families is expected by July 2025; the Institute will deliver the 
data. 

• M. Koller praised DCF’s collaboration; J. Nova added the data, though research-
ready, needs formatting for wider use. 

• M. Koller noted the Cancer Registry is next, with renewed interest after a CINJ talk. 
Summer follow-up pending DOH approvals. 

• M. Koller said outreach continues with S. Cooley (DOH); PRAMS may onboard more 
easily due to its structure. 

• M. Koller and J. Nova expressed optimism, citing strong agency partnerships and 
momentum. 

 
Cycle 6 Applications 

• M. Koller reported 14 letters of intent and 12 full applications from 10 applicants. 
• M. Koller noted: 7 returning applicants (4 resubmissions) and 3 new applicants, 

reflecting expanded interest and responsiveness to prior feedback. 
• M. Koller highlighted new participation from William Paterson, Seton Hall, and 

Rowan—showing growth beyond earlier Rutgers, Princeton, and Montclair cohorts. 
• M. Koller credited J. Brecht for targeted outreach to underrepresented NJ schools 

and said continued analysis will guide future efforts to broaden participation. 
  
Discussion 
Third-Party Data Linkages: Key Updates 
•  M. Koller reported that 25–30% of applications now request third-party linkages earlier than 

expected, prompting review of process due to concerns over: 
• Linkage feasibility 
• HIPAA compliance and re-identification 
• Added administrative and financial burden 

• Proposed Changes 
• Application Forms: Applicants must show proof of access (e.g., support letters). Example: 

UCLA request for HMIS/Medicaid data redirected by G. Schamp due to lack of access. 
• Data Plans: Must include safeguards for re-identification. A new technical advisory group 

(e.g., A. Truchil) will review complex cases. 
• Transparency Tools: FAQs updated; K. Noonan recommended examining regional health 

hubs’ roles. 
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Technical & Compliance – J. Nova 
• J. Nova reminded that iPHD receives identified data but only releases HIPAA-limited datasets. 
• J. Nova reminded that linkage is allowed at zip-level; person-level only if data is de-identified. 
• J. Nova noted that any applicants misunderstand data limits and suggested clearer guidance 

is needed. 
 

AI and Re-Identification 
• E. Litten raised AI risks for re-identification and called for policy language. 
• M. Koller and O. Lontok confirmed re-ID is prohibited but AI isn't yet addressed. 
• J. Nova noted an AI-based application; R. Jain offered help drafting guidance. 
• Team will consider updating policies to reflect AI concerns. 
• J. Currie and E. Litten supported clearer attestation and safeguards. 
• K. Noonan emphasized recognizing regional health hubs’ data roles. 
• R. Hammond supported moving forward; no vote needed yet. 

 
iPHD Review Process Redesign 

• M. Koller described the existing model with proposals that are assigned by M. Agrawal to two 
RAC reviewers from a pool of 80, based on expertise. This step can take up to three weeks 
due to availability and conflict checks. 

• Reviews are supplemented by a subcommittee (e.g., R. Jain, K. Noonan, formerly J. Currie) 
and synthesized by J. Teitler and M. Stoto, resulting in input from up to five reviewers per 
proposal. 

• Proposed Revision 
o M. Koller suggested replacing RAC with a standing Research Review Committee (RRC) 

of four members—Teitler, Stoto, and two rotating reviewers—who would review all 
proposals. 

o Each proposal would receive two primary reviews followed by group discussion, with 
Center staff preparing recommendations for the Governing Board. 

• Benefits and Challenges 
o Koller highlighted benefits: more consistent reviews, faster decisions, and fewer 

conflicts. Challenges include recruiting qualified reviewers and updating review 
protocols. 

• Board Discussion 
o R. Jain supported the shift, noting it allows early resolution of reviewer differences. 

He asked about rotating reviewers by topic; Koller favored consistent reviewers with 
strong methodological backgrounds. 

o E. Litten asked if proposals could be de-identified to avoid conflicts; R. Hammond and 
Koller agreed to explore options, noting limitations for evaluating PI qualifications. 

o G. Woods endorsed the redesign and urged clarity on whether reviewers should 
prioritize feasibility or project strength. 
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o J. Currie suggested requiring current human subjects training; R. Jain recommended 
considering ethics certifications for data/AI-focused projects. 

• M. Koller and R. Hammond confirmed broad support but said a formal vote would follow 
after presenting updated guidance and materials in a future meeting. 

 
 

Public Comments 
 

R. Hammond invited attendees to offer Public Comments 
 
•  B. Jacquemin questioned whether data stewards would remain involved under the proposed 

Research Review Committee (RRC) model, noting that some proposals, though strong, proved 
infeasible due to data limitations only stewards could identify. 

•  She emphasized the need to evaluate feasibility alongside merit and asked whether research 
reviewers would have sufficient data expertise to fill this role. 

•  B. Jacquemin also raised the importance of a consistent review philosophy—whether to 
assume feasibility (“yes” by default) or require applicants to prove it (“no” by default)—and 
supported standardizing this approach. 

•  R. Hammond acknowledged these concerns, confirmed that CSHP already conducts feasibility 
checks, and said the review process is still evolving. The Governing Board will help define the 
overall evaluation philosophy. 
 

R. Hammond indicated that the executive session is not needed. There were no other public 
comments, and the open session of the Governing Board meeting was adjourned at 2:41 pm.   

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

• F. Baker offered a second.  

• Unanimous vote to adjourn the meeting.   
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