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Regional}kdicalProgramsappeartohavea considerableinterestinand
involvementwithIWO’Salready.Thisisbasedon informationobtained
by a recenttelephonesurveyoftheregions.(Fifty-fiveregions
responded;PuertoRicodidnot. Inaddition,separateresponseswere
obtainedfromfiveof thenineCaliforniaWP areas,fora totalof 60
separateresponses.)

~bstregionsreportthattherehasbeengeneralattentionand/orcon-
siderationofIMO’SwithintheR~Pframework.For,example:
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Forty-three(43)of the60responsesindicatedsponsorship,
participation,and/orconductof seminars,panels,discussion
sessionsregardingF~10’sforW corestaff,practicing
physicians,andothers..

Forty-four(44)mentionedmeetingsand/orcontactswithrepre-
sentativesof stateor localmedicalsocietieshospitalas-
sociations,or similargroupstodiscussIf140’s’andrelated
developmentsgenerally.

Fifty[50)indicatedinitialconsiderationad/or discussion
by the’Regional(orArea)AdvisoryGroup,itsexecutiveor
steeringcommittee,oranotherWP committeeortaskforceof
possible~~’rolesvis-a-visID40’s.

These55RegionalMedicalProgramsreporteda totalof 166specific
contactsand/orinteractions(asofmid-April)withindividualsand/
orgroupsinterestedinpossiblyestablishingih10’s.Thesecontacts
havebeenwitha diverserangeof institution,groups,~d individuals
as thetablebelowwouldindicate.

Table1 --W ContactsRegardingIBIO’S

Kindof Institution No.Contacted

Planninggroups(CHPGother). . . . . . . . . . 32
Hospitals. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ● ● 27
Clinics. . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . * ● ● . ● . ● 22
WdicalSchools. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
lledicalsocieties(stateG local). . . . . . . . 16
Individualphysici= . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
~istinggrouppractices. . . . . . . . . . . . 10
Neighborhoodhealthcenters6 other
Federally-sponsoredprogr~s . . . . . . . . . 10

Privateinsurancecarriers. . . . . . . . . . . 4
Laborunions . . . . . . . . . .“.. . . . . . . 2
Other. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ● . ● 8
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It isnotpossibletoassessthesecontactsqualitatively,theextentto
whichtheyhavebeensignificantor substantive.Therewasonlyone
instancereportedinwhichfunds($5,000)aswellasconsiderablecore
staffefforthadbeenextendedinassistingwithpreli~linaryPl~ing for .
an140. On theotherhand,someof thecontactscertainlywouldon the “
surfaceappeartobepotentiallysignificant.(Seeattachment,Selected
Contactsby RW’S RegardingPossibleIW Development,whichl~s~s a
representativesamplingof the166contactsreported.)

Onlyfive~egions(CentralNewYork,Indiana,Nebraska,NorthDakota,and
SouthDakota)reportedhving madeno contactstThree(Califo~ia)Illinois>
Mryland)reportednineormorecontacts.(Threeregionsindicatedthat
theyhadhadsuchcontactsbutdidnotdesiretobe specificas tothe
numberolwithwhom.) -

Table2 --Frequencyof Contactsby ~P’s ~/

No.Contacts

o
1-2
3-4
5-6
7-8
9 ormore

Frequency

5
15
24
3
2
3

Onepossiblyinterestingsidelightto thisisthatonlythreeof the22
stateswithrestrictivelegislationrelatingtoprepaidgrouppractice)
reportedno contacts.

W coordinatorswereaskedto“characterizethelevelof interest,movement,
etc.withrespectto~~’s” intheirregionsutilizinga scaleranjingfrom
“substantial”to“verylow.”Theseresponsesrevealedthefollowing:
29 (48%)characterizedRW fiterestas“high”to“subst=tial”;lg (32%)
“moderate”;and12 (20%)“low”to “verylow.”

Coordinatorsalsowereaskedtogivetheir“bestestimateof thepotential
role,ofM inassistinginthedevelopment,promotion,and/orsupport
of~Ors inyourregionduringthenext6-18months.”Basedona scale
rangingfrom“substantial”to“nil”forty-two(42)responses(70%)indi-
cateda “significant”or “subst~tial”interest;10 (17%)categorizedit
as“modest”;and8 (13%)statedthatinterestwasonly“slight”or “nil.”

A final,open-endedquestionas totheircommentsandobservationsregarding
thepotentialroleofw involvementinIW’S moregenerally,didnot
elicitanywidelysharedreactionsorconcernsjidentificationof si~al
issues,or thelike. Thereweresomemorecommonpointsby several
coordinators,however.hong them:

.Msgivingsweree~ressedaboutR~Q’s.gettinginvolvedwith~’s,
inviewofresistancetotheconceptby someproviders.
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Othersindicatedthattheyaremoving’behindthescenestoplace
~W’in a positionof leadership”l-egardi]lgthewhole~~ issue.
Inthisconnection,coordinatorsinthreeregions(Bi-State,llis-
souri,andTexas)didnotwishtospecificallyindicatethecontacts
theyhadmadetodate;andseveralothersexpressedtheirreluctance
todo soforfearthatthismightjeopardizeeithertheposition
ofthegroupswithwhomsuchdiscussionshaveor arebeingheldor
the-RWitself.

A fewrhetorically
W’s withrespect
whatineffectwas

,

raisedquestionsas towht shouldbe theroleof
to thestimulationofandassistanceto~~’s;
e~ectedor anticipatedof them.

Somesuggestedpossiblerolesas theyvieweditandreferredto such
th~ngsspecificallyasqualityreview,establishmentofstandards,
andevaluationof14~’s.

Severalnotedthattherecentcut-backs=dfundingoutlookforR~T
wouldbe a significantconstraint.

A numberobservedthatinterestinW’s variedwidelywithintheir
regio~.

Theintentof thesurveyfromwhichtheabovedataweredrawnwastopro-
videa rough,overallreadingorassessmentof theextenttowhichthe

e

RegionalMedicalProgramshavebecomeinvolvedwithcurrentiMOdevelop-
ments.Theinformationisasreportedby the60regions/areasresponding;
anditwasobtainedwitha veryfewexceptionsby thetenW Regional

.. OfficeRepresentativesby telephoneusingan interviewguide,a COPYof
whichisattached.

R\PSisnowevloringwaysinwhichsuchinfomtion,~d especiallythat
relatingtospecificcontacts,mightbestbeupdatedperiodicallyinorder
thatitinturncankeepHSMW’S~0 Clearinghous-eadvisedona semi-
monthlybasisofcurrentNW developmentswithrespectto~0’s. Such
a reportingrequirementwasinstitutedlastmonth.
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SelectedContactsL~yRMP’s .
RegardingPossible1-D.~Developlllent

AbnakiHealthCouncil
EastLosAngelesHealthTaskForce
EastRangeClinic,North
MinnesotaHealthServicesCorp.

GroupHealthPlanningof Greater
Philadelphia,Inc.

Health,Inc.

Hough-NorwoodFamilyHealthCenter
HunterdonMedicalCenter
KingCountyMedicalSociety
LancasterGeneralHospital
LovelaceClinic

MaricopaCountyHealthNet~~ork
MarshfieldClinic
MarylandHealthilaintenance
Committee,Inc.

MountSinaiSchoolofMedicine
MountainFamilyHealthPlan

RiplerClinic
SanFranciscoGeneralHospital .
SantaFeHospitalGroup
Southeast~abama GeneralHospital
TishimingoMedicalSociety

UnitedMineWorkers
Univ.of IllinoisMedicalSchool
andIllinoisMasonicHospital

West~ntanaClinic
Yale- NewHavenMedicalCenter

Vermont
LosAngeles,Calif.,

Virginia,Minn.

Philadelphia,Pa.
Boston,Massachusetts

Cleveland,Ohio
Flemlng~on,NewJersey
Seattle,Washington
Lancaster,Pa.
Mbuquerque,Ne~~MexicO

Phoenix,Arizona
Marshfield,Wis.

Baltimore,Mawl~d
NewYork,N.Y.
Beckley,W.Va.

LittleRock,Arkansas
SanFrancisco,Calif.
Topeka,Kansas
Dothan,Alabama
Iuka,Mississippi

Pittsburgh,Pefisylvania

Chicago,Illinois
Missoula,klont~a
NewHaven,Comecticut

.
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InterviewGuide
RMP Involvementwith

4/8/7 1

info’s

Region: Date:

Respondent:-

10

.

Has
has

a.

b.

theRMP becomeinvolvedwithWO’S in anyway to date? Specifically,
thisentailed-

..

General”attentionand/orconsiderationof WO’S with theRMP frame-——
work. Forexample:

(t)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Sponsorship,participation,and/orconductof y’ N
seminars,panels,discussionsessions,or the
~ikere HMO’sforcore staff,practicing”
physicians,or others.

Meetingsand/orcontactswith representatives Y N
of stateor localmedicalsocieties,hospital

-

associations,or similargroupsto discuss
~Ots and relateddevelopments.

Initialconsiderationand/ordiscussionby Y N——
the RegionalAdvisoryGroup,its executive
or steeringcommittee,or anotherw committee
or taskforceof possibleRMP rolesvis-a-vis
RMo’s.

Other (d~scribebriefly) Y N——

. .

Specific.contactsand/orinteractionswith individ- Y N——
uals and/orgroupsinterestedin possiblysetting
up an HMO. For each,specify:

(1) Name(s):

I

(2) Location:

(3) men:

-1-
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(Lj Name(s):

- “(2) Location:

+ (3) When:

i. -.------------------- -- - .- - - - - - - - - - - - -

(1) Name(s):

.
f’.

(2) Location:
.,-.

(3) When:

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

What is yourbestestimateof thepotentialroleof ~P in assisting
in the development,promotion,and/orsupportof HMO’Sin yourRegion
duringthe next 6-18 months?

Substantial Significant Modest Slight Nil

J I I . 1’

How wouldYou characterizethe levelof interest,movement,etc.with
respectto H~lS in yourRegion? -/

Substantial High Moderate Low VeryLow

[
-.
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mat furthercommentsor observations,if any,do youhave regarding
thismatterof potentialor possible~ involvementwith ~Ots .

generally?

-?
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