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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, Assistant Commissioner and Division Director, 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), 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), Sharon Cooley (NJ
Department of Health), Michael Toto (NJ Department of Health), Geeta Real (NJ
Department of Health), Darrin Goldman (NJ Department of Health), Stella Tsai (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), Katherine Kovacs (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy),
and Manisha Agrawal (Rutgers Center for State Health Policy)

Call to Order/Opening Remarks

e R.Hammond called the meeting to order at 1:33 pm with a quorum present.

e 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

FY 2026 NJDOH Funding

R. Hammond informed the Board that an additional $400K was allocated for iPHD in the
current budget, and the MOA will be amended to reflect this additional funding.

Meeting Minutes

R. Hammond requested the Board members review and approve the June 27, 2025,
Governing Board meeting minutes. The minutes were approved by the Minutes
Subcommittee on July 25, 2025.

R. Jain made a motion to approve the June meeting minutes. J. Currie seconded the
motion, and, upon a roll call, the minutes were approved unanimously.

iPHD Research and Planning Meeting

M. Koller informed the Board that the event is scheduled for October 20, 2025, from 12:00
PM to 3:00 PM at the Rutgers Institute for Health. Lunch will be provided. The purpose of
this event is to highlight ongoing research through a series of presentations and panel
discussions. It will also evaluate the program's impact to support strategic planning and
sustainability efforts, as well as identify future datasets. The discussions will be
moderated by J. Cantor. Furthermore, select recordings from the event will be made
publicly available to enhance awareness of the iPHD initiative.

M. Koller stated that this is an invitation-only event, with an anticipated attendance of
approximately 30 to 40 participants. The guest list will include data award recipients,
members of the Governing Board, agency representatives, data stewards, and CSHP staff.
This event aims to encourage networking and collaboration among current data users.

Next Wave of Datasets

M. Koller reiterated the objective of incorporating two external datasets annually
and releasing one dataset each year to researchers, consistent with the capacity of
J. Nova's team.



M. Koller provided an update that iPHD received two DCF datasets, Children’s
System of Care (CSOC) and Child Protection and Permanency (CP&P), from the
Rutgers Institute for Families in July. The data team is currently reviewing these data
sets to make them available to researchers.

Both M. Koller and J. Nova expressed optimism, regarding their strong partnerships
with state agencies, particularly with the anticipated transfer of PRAMS scheduled
for October.

M. Koller mentioned that the Cancer Registry is the next focus, noting that the initial
discussion with the leadership of the NJ Cancer Registry was very positive. It is
important to note that proposals requesting Cancer Registry data will undergo
additional review prior to data release, which may introduce complexities into the
process.

Discussion

iPHD Policies
Data Reuse policy

M. Koller presented the proposed Data Reuse Policy, which is intended for approved
data recipients seeking to advance their existing research. This policy also serves to
inform applicants of the fees associated with application processing and the
preparation of custom datasets tailored to their specific requests.

M. Koller noted that any modifications to the research questions necessitate the
submission of a new application by the researchers. Currently, iPHD is receiving
applications from data recipients who aim to extend their approved research by
reusing existing datasets, adding additional years to current datasets, or integrating
new datasets.

Revisions Proposed:

o E. Litten recommended adding a definition of data reuse at the beginning of
the policy. She suggested the following wording: “The appropriate use of
previously released data, hereafter referred to as ‘data reuse’...”. J. Cantor
recognized that "data reuse" is primarily a term utilized within research
communities but agreed with the recommendation to incorporate a formal
definition in the policy.

o J. Currie proposed establishing a clear distinction between two types of
scenarios: those where researchers are reusing the exact same data—
requiring no additional intervention from the iPHD—and those where
requests involve data from additional years, datasets, or external linkages to
non-iPHD datasets.

o The Board discussed the need to define what constitutes a new project,
specifically distinguishing between new and existing projects. They
recommended adding more detailed information to the table to better



differentiate between the various scenarios for clear guidance and
transparency.

Third-Party Data Linkage Policy

M. Koller presented an overview of the proposed Third-Party Data Linkage Policy, which
is intended to provide guidance to applicants seeking to link iPHD data with external
datasets. She added that the aim of this policy is to establish necessary safeguards,

especially given the increasing number of requests for linkages to non-iPHD data.

M. Koller outlined the various types of linkages and emphasized that each request will be
thoroughly evaluated to determine both technical feasibility and compliance with HIPAA
regulations, as well as iPHD data use policies to mitigate any re-identifications risks. She
explained that requests for person-level linkage will be reviewed by an external data
review committee to assess the feasibility of the linkage. Additionally, applicants will incur
extra fees based on the complexity of the linkage and the size of the files involved. J. Nova
provided further information on the various types of linkages and the current strategies

employed to minimize re-identification risks.

Revisions Proposed:

o

R. Jain expressed concerns about data provenance, questioning whether it
might lead to unforeseen consequences that could affect data quality. J.
Nova explained that the data linkages are incremental and specific to the
project, assuring that they will not distort the data.

J. Currie echoed R. Jain’s concern and provided an example of how data
distortions can occur, particularly in the context of homelessness and
hospital discharge data where too many missing values might lead to
incorrect conclusions.

J. Cantor stated that expert reviewers could assist in determining whether
the linkage might cause any potential data distortions. He added that linking
external datasets should be considered as a form of data enhancement. He
referenced previous research that effectively utilized linked data from
homeless services and Medicaid to analyze the impact of homelessness on
Medicaid utilization and spending.

J. Currie highlighted the importance of establishing a policy concerning cell
sizes, noting that merging datasets can heighten the risk of re-identification.
She recommended conducting a preliminary analysis of the linkage to
identify any potential re-identification risks. R. Jain agreed, stating that
researchers should certify that they will use the dataset solely for the
research activities outlined in the approved research plan. In response, J.
Nova indicated that additional safeguards would be incorporated into the
DUA to help mitigate these risks.

E. Litten proposed adding language to the DUA that places the obligation on
the requestor to comply with third-party requirements. Additionally, she



suggested changing the term “HIPAA regulations” in the policy draft to
“applicable privacy and data security requirements.”

M. Koller noted that approximately 30% of applications currently request
third-party linkages, indicating a clear trend for future applications. J. Cantor
highlighted the substantial value that these linkages can provide and
stressed the necessity of establishing robust policies and safeguards to
ensure their effective and responsible implementation. M. Koller thanked
the Board for their valuable feedback and stated that that their suggestions
will be integrated into a revised version, which will be presented at the
upcoming meeting.

Additional Data Years Policy

M. Koller explained the expansion of the previously approved delegation of authority for
approving additional data years. The limited delegation of authority, which was approved
in April 2025, allowed the CSHP to approve additional years of data that become available
following the submission of the original application. This approval is contingent on
receiving requests before the initiation of the DUA and IRB processes. She noted that the
extension of this limited authority is meant to approve requests for additional data years
relevant to ongoing projects, provided that there are no modifications to the research
guestions or the approved datasets. She outlined the requirements for the data recipients

as follows:

o

o

o

Submission of a written request to the iPHD for review and approval;

Payment of any applicable data fees according to the current fee schedule; and
Payment of an additional processing fee if staff time is required to prepare an
updated dataset and related compliance agreements (billed at an hourly rate).

Revisions Proposed and Voting:

o

R. Hammond stated that any modifications should be reported to the Board
at the next meeting. Additionally, the PI should submit an updated IRB
approval covering the subsequent years. She recommended incorporating
these changes into the delegation.

R. Hammond inquired if any other Board members had any questions or
comments. She suggested that the governing board should vote on the
delegation of authority with the following modifications: (1) removal of the
requirement for notification to the board chair and legal counsel, (2)
ensuring that CSHP reports to the entire governing board at the next
meeting, and (3) providing clarification that the Pl has submitted an updated
IRB approval to include additional years.

E. Litten moved the motion, and K. Noonan provided the second, and, upon
a roll call, the limited delegation of authority to Rutgers was approved
unanimously with modifications listed above.



Cycle 6 Applications: Criteria for fee waiver

M. Koller expressed her sincere appreciation to J. Currie and R. Jain for their participation
in the Subcommittee meeting. She provided an update to the Board, indicating that out
of 12 applications reviewed, the Subcommittee recommended 8 for data release.
Additionally, she mentioned that the Cycle 6 applications will be discussed in the
upcoming October meeting.

M. Koller informed the Board that four out of five applications requesting fee waivers
have alternative sources of funding. She outlined the funding determination criteria
approved by the Board. She asked the Board whether the funding allocated for this cycle
should be utilized to support and recognize exemplary projects, even those with existing
funding. Alternatively, should the funds be conserved for future cycles if the applicant has
available financial resources to cover data fees?

R. Hammond inquired whether this consideration should be incorporated into the
established criteria. K. Noonan agreed, stating that fee waivers should not be granted to
researchers with available funding sources, and suggested that the funding should be
rolled over to the next cycle.

R. Jain said that for NIH and NSF applications, having available funding is a good criterion
because it has a multiplier effect. However, for iPHD it is important to prioritize funding
preservation.

R. Hammond proposed adding a seventh criterion, “considering whether there are any
other available funding sources.” J. Currie moved the motion to add this criterion, and R.
Jain seconded the motion, which unanimously approved.

M. Koller thanked the Board for their decision and stated that this is also reflective of the
quality of the proposals submitted by the applicants.

Research Review Committee (RRC) Configuration

M. Koller provided information about the members of the newly formed RRC. She stated
that this new format will eliminate any discrepancies in the reviews, as the reviewers will
meet to discuss the proposals together. This change aims to standardize the review
process, and all reviewers are expected to commit for a minimum of one year.

M. Koller expressed her appreciation to J. Currie and R. Jain for their commitment

to the Review Subcommittee. Additionally, she noted that CSHP will continue to
synthesize and share a summary of the RRC meetings with the Board.

Cycle 7 Timeline

M. Koller shared the Cycle 7 timeline with the Board, mentioning that the RFA will be
released on October 22nd. She also informed them that, in addition to the completeness
review, J. Nova will assess the applications for data feasibility and proposed linkages. The
applications will be discussed during the March 2026 Board Meeting.



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 2:52 pm.

* R.Jain made a motion to adjourn the open session of the meeting.
* E. Litten offered a second.

* Unanimous vote to adjourn the meeting.



	FY 2026 NJDOH Funding
	Meeting Minutes
	iPHD Research and Planning Meeting
	Next Wave of Datasets
	Discussion

