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Location
Syracuse:
NYS Department of Health Central NY Regional Office, Room 4A, 217 S. Salina Street

Albany:  
NYS Department of Health Wadsworth Center, Biggs Laboratory, Large Conference Room, Empire State Plaza

Rochester:
University of Rochester School of Medicine and Dentistry, S-Wing, Room 
1-8513, 415 Elmwood Avenue, Rochester
New York City:
NYS Department of Health Metropolitan Area Regional 





Office, 4th Floor, Conference Room C, 90 Church Street, Manhattan
Committee Members Present 

Santo M. DiFino, MD (Chair) - Syracuse
Beverly Canin - NYC
Susan M. Cohen, Esq. - NYC
Gary Morrow, PhD - Rochester
Robert Riter - Syracuse
Committee Members Absent

M. Suzanne Hicks
Neeta Shah, M.D.

DOH Staff Present 
Lani Rafferty - Syracuse
Mary Ryther - Albany
Mary Thatcher - Albany
Barbara Weiser, MD - Albany
Call to Order and Opening Remarks of the Chair
The meeting was called to order at 9:15 a.m. by Chair, Santo M. DiFino, MD.  Dr. DiFino asked the committee members to introduce themselves. 

Consideration of Minutes of October 2, 2009 Committee Meeting
Robert Riter made a motion to approve the minutes of the October 2, 2009 meeting as presented.  The motion was seconded by Gary Morrow, PhD.  A vote was taken and the motion was unanimously approved. 
Discussion of Education RFA Options

Lani Rafferty referred the committee members to Exhibit RNEPE 2, 2010 Breast Cancer Education Demonstration Projects.  Ms. Rafferty noted that staff is seeking input on those sections of the RFA that are highlighted.  These sections include: Background, Purpose of Funds, Available Funds, Who May Apply, General Expectations, Elements of Each Project and Merit Review Criteria.

Ms. Rafferty noted that at the last meeting, the committee commented that they wanted both Community Based Organizations (CBOs) and academic institutions to apply.  Thus, the RFA was written so that either a CBO or an academic institution could apply.  The RFA strongly recommends that both groups work together and that the purpose is not to replicate existing programs and materials.  

Beverly Canin expressed concern that the way the RFA is written, applications with an academic institution as the lead will have an advantage over those with a CBO lead, and academic institutions would likely have a CBO as a “token.”  Susan Cohen, Esq. suggested that academic institutions should share leadership with a CBO.  Dr. DiFino noted that CBOs should work in collaboration with academic institutions.  Ms. Canin agreed that applications should be submitted jointly from a CBO and an academic institution to ensure partnerships between CBOs and academic institutions.  Ms. Rafferty pointed out that she believes only one institution can be the lead applicant, and will confirm if that is the case.  Mr. Riter added that he wanted to ensure “honest collaboration.”  
Ms. Cohen pointed out that the peer review panels must include advocates.  Dr. DiFino agreed that this has been the Board’s practice and noted that staff must ensure advocates are part of review panels.  
Ms. Cohen indicated that some of the eligible topics under “General Expectations” are not applicable, some topics are too scientific and several topics are not innovative.  Ms. Canin expressed concern about the elements to be included in each project.
Ms. Cohen also had several concerns with the “Review and Scoring” section of the RFA.  The Committee agreed to the following changes:
· For those applications that receive a score of 60-100 points, information including scores, merit review summary statements, lay language summaries, recommendations and comments will be forwarded to the HRSB.

· Applications with a score of 0-59 points will not be considered for funding.

· Funding recommendations will be made for each application in rank order (highest to lowest score) for applications with scores of 100 to 80, provided funds are available.

· For remaining applications with a score of 60-79, the HRSB will consider programmatic balance in its recommendation regarding these applications, if funding is available, but is not obligated to recommend funding.

Ms. Cohen suggested that more weight should be given to the merit review criterion “Need and Significance/Innovativeness”.  The Committee agreed to the following changes:

· Need and Significance/Innovativeness should be 25%

· Approach and Methods should be 30% and
· Program Team and Resources should be 25%.  Collaboration between a CBO and an academic institution should be added to the list of criteria
Lani Rafferty pointed out that the budget must remain at 20%

Ms. Cohen suggested that the amount of money offered is not sufficient.  Mr. Riter noted that having smaller award amounts encourages CBOs to apply and discourages larger academic institutions to apply.  Barbara Weiser, MD added that she didn’t think anyone was going to turn down any funding, no matter what the award amount.
Vote to Adjourn

Mr. Riter made a motion to adjourn.  Ms. Canin seconded.  The meeting adjourned at 10:06 a.m.
