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PRO

1.
-x

Cleariy separate$.lanning from :
,,. --\

2. Consistentwit~ 1lS:.E+Asmission

ir.plementation.

in delivery reform.

3. Give it specificit~ withcut unnecessaryrestriction.

Cox

Ilakesit

Hard fox

evaluat~.

d irection,

lobbying

..
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1. Consistent
4

......... :,,

‘ithks:::A’s‘hilosophy
Lzation &~nlocal initiative.

of

2

2. AIIOWS flexibilitiesso that the program is able

to meet local needs.in a local manner.

decen.trali-

3 fi&~’ -+
.“fl@Jc.r=, .“;,A]

CON
,&cA

‘*”-.<”
1. Not necessarily~consistentwith .HEWobjectives. -.-...,..-— r

j2. Hard to evaluate and monitor benefit from invest- i

ment.i.,,.,

3. -s Federal support for providers @ ~r S’w< ,. .~y’~’pm.~f~”-, ,which providers should b.ear.thecost...

:/

OPTION 3 -

-..,----..—

PRO

Restricts Option 2 to “cateqorica’1’areas”

(heart,cancer, strake,-’kidney).

*

1.
“-”-+’----’---””’7+’-”=--- Y.g+ ,politica~ and~constituencyeasy to identify,

2. for expenditures. ~ ~~~. ~:--

0( Zk.h ~ cUL;~-

3. Provide ‘-.r rela~ionshipbetween*&F&r .

NXH #esearch and HSI”LHAdelivefi activities.
d -..-—-

.
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be effective -



money could be saved.

2* pravider dominatedgroups ~-illnot bring w
~l%c-j, ~~

w about tis ceal cb.angein deliverY

systiem.
.

“3.
~.p..QY

see criticisms In Section 1.~)imVtikL;?.

CON
kA

.1.WTak& 5 years to develop acceptableAbetwe@n
-L .....of ~a’re,&w’

Federal governmentand provider=

would be lost.

2. See program Strength, Section 1.,,
? .@

3.@4Nothpoliticall~”viable.
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s. Ithatshould be the relationshipbetween the Federal
governr.antand the local ?JsIPunits in order to maxi-
,mize the probabilityof successfullycompl@tin9 the
objectivesor purposes previously selected?

ISSUE 2

Should the local Km units be progra~aticallY

pendent?

OPTION 1 - ~.

PRO
~.

2.

~~•ˆJ t
Completely locally responsive.

*

.
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CON

1. May or may not address priority issues
,+

4purposes identifieda mission.

20 Difficult to conduct collaborativeor

joint studies.

for

●

ves for
Yes, but incenti/working on HEW

priorities.

Reduce

PRO

1.

g

1.

PROS in OPTION 1criticism. 3s

to

3.

1i

but reduces criticisms.

t
In tigh/moneyyears hard

without moving to OPTION

make incentivesmeaningful

OPTION 3 - Most money obligated for H~ priorities are
to be

.

criteriawith remainingmon,ies/spenton local ,,

priorities.

forMost chance

of providersWillingness to

Not consistentwith phi

to meet local problems.
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CONCUR

NONCONCUR

.

ISSUE III

How should’the funds be distributed?

OPTION 1 -

1. Improves

2. Reduces

National competitionby (project.

, ..

review of projects against criteria.

amount of unnecessaryduplication.

CON

1. cumbersome.

2. ~fl tends to reward those who aremore proficient ~
wh”ere

grant writers not necessarily most problems are
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.

,~,,e~,$’

mor~”sources need to~diverted.

OPTION 2 -

PRO

National competitionbv.pro~ram.

1. Incentive for programs to address nationalpriorities.

2. ~aouzages high level of competition.

1. Reduces flexibilityonce -programsare approved. 0,.

2. May tend to reward

weaker programs.

stronger J
#ti,/programs and not help

OPTION 3-

2. Easier for states to manage i-.

3. Forces programs to come up with projects within the

~“mark even if that distributed.fund resulted in ~
-rkdcc?”~..

funding some weaker programs in category 1, and funding

needs in any specificareas tha~is applicableto all

,.
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50

-—2- —-

Formulate a @utrant wi ear~ . ●OPTION 4 -

PRO

.
A. Cu~lsistie~li wii-nHE-W”posicion on iocai initiative.

2. Provides more flexibilityfor local Ws.

1. Reduces probabilityof money being used to meet

criteria.nationalprioritiesor

to measure the benefit of expenditures.2. Harder

Combinationof formulawith competition.
.

PRO

long-termcommitmenta financial for1. Provides

to professionalstaf-f.

2.
*

Provides for competition,~ Gl~LuL QJmse

. .

.
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CON

1. May have programs sending stronger,projects for

cOmPetltionand fundingweaker non-prioritYpro-

jects OUt Of formula.

REc@mTDATTON:

WTIONALE:

CONC~ “

NONCONC~

,.,

c. Organizationof local ~ unit.

,

From what categoriesof people should the law.’.

rem ire representatiofion the board?.
// ““

ISSUE IV -

elected officials,lowproviders.consumers, .,.,,

income consumers,third parties, and CHp. “

OPTION 1 -

,,,
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PRO

1.

CON

1.

composition.roundedEncourages

Mavbe too restrictiveto be practical in each of

the areas..

OPTION 2 - Providers,consumers,elected officials,low

income consumers. (Eliminatesfrom OPTION 1

third party and C= representation)

~

1. Third party and consumerrepresentationare redundant. ~~

2. C= representationon board is not necessary if theyl ~&($4,?
~.

review in comment or review in approve M projects.J

CON

1. ~ird provide differentperspectives

priorities that need to beon problem areas and

addressedby M.

OPTION 3 - Providers,consumers,elected officials,and

C=. (This opti~n liminatesdesignationof

low income consumer from OPTION 2)



.

.. .

PRO

1. “Provides

CON

more flexibilityfor

Page 13

CIP.
4

1. LOW income - enns~lm~r=

,

types of problems & ‘doother consumersand therefore;

might provide a good balance to the board.

OPTION 4 - Providers.,consumers,and low income consumers.,.

(Thisoption deletes specificmention of-elected

officials from OPTION 2).

PRO

1. More flexible than OPTION 2 and allows for elected

officialsunder consumerswithout ,specifically.mentioning

them.

CON

1. Elected officials often are an iqortant source of

support for the program a~ as wellas

sensitiveto local issues and pressures~

OPTION 5 -
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OP~ON 1 - Yes (20?4)

a minimum commitment,

PRO

1.

~

1.

Shows Department to

mnn e. *-A* wmmwm” n-t- +4 -*- ---- ------ - -r - ------- +- ”.. .

least reduces flexibility

not necessaryin the law.

be inappropriate,or atmy

for each agencylandperhaps

Yes (33 1/3%)

to meaningfulconsumera strongercommitment
and

decisionmaking.participation/involvementin

OPTION

(51%),

1. Same in 1.

OPTION 3 - Yes

consumer

system.

CON

1. Same as OPTION 1.
fi~%:y

2. =e harm relationshipswith providers and un~do,what



.

OPTION 4 -

PRO

1. host flexibility.

2* Do not have to address

1. Reduces H~Tts posture in

this

terms of

MCO=NDATION:

RATIONALE:

Page 16

issue at this time.

consumerparticipation.

CONCUR

NONCONCUR



ISSUE VI -

OPTIOIS1 -

PRO

1. Large

Page 17

‘~’<L&3[iLJ”7-, ,,.,,, I

~vqZ\TSHOULD BE THE ORGANIZATIONALRELATIONSHIP

OF THE LOCAL KT UNIT? ●

State aqencv.

~mount of public funds are involvedt therefore?

accountability

and regulatow
.

should be focused in the public agency.

titi.!..
is.responsivet’o needs.

r,.
.>

Providers+and‘~hemix between voluntarism

statuswould be questioned.

Q
/

Diffia~ti’eS“inconductingactivitiesdo to

of state governmenti.e., civil service requirements,

contractingrequirementsetc.

OPTION 2 -

bureaucra~

Part of the university structure. ..

PRO

1. Medical expertiseis located at medical centers.
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CON

Page 18

I

Relationshipbetween private practitioners

medical center not always the best.

Activitiesof medical schools and delivery

and

system,

t~ms of efficiencyand effectivenessoften ~estioned

by private practitioners.

OPTION ~- Independentaqencv.

@

1. More flexibilityon.
.

(2. ‘~hactieve benefits from OPTION 1 by having governor
,.ti~J..GP

designatemembers for some members to board.

~ fi,;,i.,1<4*.L!f+’J:

.J ?’Lty
~wdld”

/b ‘.. ●

.3. Most benefits of OPTION
#

by lnvolv&~in ~+ s
p{

projects. ,

/
CON Ii <z)‘

&/
,,

.—
)H

Aceountabil&t~&6W< ;1.
. . 1

.
2. ~st still address the ~estions of relationshipswith

state and universityorganizations.
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RECOM%XNDATION:

.

~TIONALE :

NONCONCUR

f
\

ISSUE VII - SHOULD THE LAW~QUXRE W TO HOLD PUBLIC .

PRO

1.

CON

1.

2*

HEARINGS BEFORE IT APPROVES= PROJECTS?

Meaningful

Weakens ~

Duplication

involvementfrom

of need

consumers.

and other reviews.

of existingreviewsincluding CHP, certificate

etc.
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ATIONALE: ,

!ONCUR

..

~NcONCUR

c

N

~;.$-”d
ISSUE VIII -,\~E-‘Aw pROHIBI~ RMP FROM FUNDING Am pRoJEc~..

THAT HAS NOT BEEN APPROVED BY THE APPROPRIATE’

CHP REVIEW GROUP?

PRO

jtl
Clearly identi~ the relationshipbetween Planning1.

Implementation.

p“

money is not used~undue other\

2. Strengthen~CHP.

3. Asswes.that federal

federalprograms.
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CON

1. Restrictsthe activitiesof the provider.

21

2* CHP are not equippedto respond either to the

technicalaspect of how they should be done, or

-*k tO resPond in a timelYfashionand~ therefore~
.<J*L:.i.

‘ ~ls not xea.liskic.r.equirement.

RECOP=DATION:

~TIONALE:
.

CON~R ,.

NONCON~

s

ISSUE IX - SHOULD THE AMO~T’OF MONEY~I~ CANBE USED

P-CE.’Z
FOR EACH C- STAFF BE LIMITED?
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OPTIO~T1

PRO

- Yes (10?<)

1. Assures that money will

llecGCJ.

CON

1.

\

.

to

Page

.

the field or

22

.

/
its most


