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Colorado Blue Ribbon Commission on Health Care Reform
Health Reform Proposals Committee, January 18, 2007

Options to Share with the Full Commission for a Process for Selecting

Three to Five Proposals for Detailed Technical Analysis
Discussion Draft 2
Background:  What does the Commission’s authorizing legislation (Senate Bill 06-208) say about the process for selecting 3-5 proposals?

10-16-131(4)(b). “The [technical adviser] shall organize a process to identify insurance reform proposals generated applicable to Colorado from interested parties.  The process shall include, but not be limited to the following:

(1) “The [technical adviser] shall invite interested individuals or organizations to submit proposals according to content criteria developed by the [technical adviser] that describe methods for expanding health care coverage and related reform concepts.
(2) “The [technical adviser] shall submit acceptable proposals as determined by the [technical adviser] to the Commission for discussion and the ultimate selection of the three to five favorable proposals.”

Assumptions:

· All proposals will be in the public domain for all commissioners and interested parties to read. A process will be developed by the Communications Committee for public review and input.  
· The Commission as a whole will make the final decision about the three to five proposals to be selected for detailed technical review.
· The technical advisor (Sarah Schulte) will review all applications and develop a grid very briefly describing and comparing contents of all proposals according to categories required in the Solicitation for Proposals.  The technical adviser will also assesses how each proposal addresses the criteria for selection and  array proposals according to how well they appear to meet the criteria.

Commission process:
Option 1:  Technical adviser’s analysis is made to the full Commission.  A procedure is established to ensure that each proposal is read in its entirety by at least four (but preferably all) commissioners.  Selection process is accomplished over two Commission meetings by the full Commission, allowing for significant public input in between.

Pros:

· Involves the whole Commission in one of the most important decisions the Commission has to make, namely the review and selection of three to five proposals for technical assessment.

· By not giving lead responsibility for the review and recommendations to the same committee (the Health Proposals Committee) that drafted the Solicitation and criteria for review, proposals will get a fresh look, not unduly affected by those who had certain ideas when the Solicitation and criteria were drafted.   

Cons:

· The full Commission has not been involved in hours of thoughtful discussion about what should be in a proposal and why, as has the Health Proposals Committee.
· It could be somewhat unwieldly to have the full Commission involved in the review of and discussions about every proposal and thus would likely necessitate somewhat more reliance on the analysis prepared by the Commission’s technical adviser.

Option 2:  Health Proposals Committee reviews the proposals and analysis of the technical adviser and develops a recommendation to the Commission for the three to five proposals for technical review.  Commission makes final decision.

Pros:

· This follows the model that the Commission has relied on to date, namely relying on a committee to do the legwork on issues before they are brought to the full Commission.

· Has the committee that has thought the most about the topics to be covered in the proposals and criteria for review doing the actual initial reviews and making recommendations.

Cons:

· Invests perhaps too much influence in a subgroup of the Commission and increases the likelihood that most Commission members will want to sit on this Committee, as reviewing proposals and making a recommendation is one of the most important things the Commission is charged with doing.
· The process may not appear as “fair” to the public if the same people who developed the Solicitation and criteria for review also have lead responsibility for reviewing and making recommendations regarding the proposals to the full Commission.

Option 3:  Commission chair appoints some other subgroup of the Commission for the special task of reviewing the proposals, and the technical adviser’s analysis and developing a recommendation to the Commission for the three to five proposals for technical review.  Commission makes final decision
Pros:

· This follows the model that the Commission has relied on to date, namely relying on a committee to do the legwork on issues before they are brought to the full Commission.

· Assuming that most of all of the new committee’s members would not come from the Proposals Committee, proposals will get a fresh look, not unduly affected by those who had certain ideas when they were on the Propsoals Committee and helped draft the Solicitation and criteria for selection.

Cons:

· Invests perhaps too much influence in a subgroup of the Commission and increases the likelihood that most Commission members will want to sit on this Committee, as reviewing proposals and making a recommendation is one of the most important things the Commission is charged with doing.

· Requires forming a new committee just for this purpose, thus adding to the staff’s workload, and raises the issue of who should be appointed to this committee, by what process.

Other possible modifications to the options: 
A. Regardless of the option selected, allow proposers to make 15 minute presentations to the full Commission about their proposals.

B. Regardless of the option selected, appoint different  Commission members to be “champions” for each proposal and have them present to the Commission about the proposal or be prepared to answer questions about it.

C. If a committee is doing the initial review and making a recommendation to the Commission, allow proposers to make 15-minute presentations to the full Commission about their proposals.
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