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State-Level Health Information Exchange Initiative
Development Workbook

Introduction

Most healthcare information today is fragmented and either on paper or held in electronic “silos”
with little interoperability.” Fragmentation, in turn, contributes to errors,” duplication,”* lack of
coordination between providers, and many other problems.” Major improvements to health care
quality and safety will require the widespread application of information technology (IT) to provide
physicians with immediate and effective access to both information about individual patients and
current medical knowledge at the point of care.® The report of the Commission for Systemic
Interoperability succinctly summarizes the need for a nationwide electronic healthcare information
system to provide the appropriate patient information when and where needed and further
characterizes it as a “matter of life and death.”’ Furthermore, some estimates of the savings in

% Steve Lohr, “Road Map to a Digital System of Health Records,” New York Times, Health Section, January 19, 2005;
D. Brailer, “Interoperability: The Key to the Future Health Care System,” Health Affairs Web Exclusive, January 19,
2005; Center for Information Technology Leadership, “The Value of Healthcare Information Exchange and
Interoperability,” Health Affairs, 2004.

3 Many medical errors are due to the lack of health care information. See L. Kohn, J. Corrigan, and M. Donaldson, “To
Err is Human: Building a Safer Health System,” Committee of Health Care in America, Institute of Medicine,
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2000; HealthGrades, “In-Hospital Deaths from Medical Errors at 195,000
per Year, HealthGrade Study Finds,” July 27, 2004; Health Research Institute and Global Technology Center, “Reactive
to Adaptive: Transforming Hospitals with Digital Technology,” PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 2005; Peter Smith, et. al.,
“Missing Clinical Information During Primary Care Visits,” Journal of the American Medical Association, February 2,
2005, 293:565-71; Annals of Family Medicine, July/August 2004; Committee on Quality of Health Care in America,
“Crossing the Quality Chasm: A New Health System for the 21st Century,” Institute of Medicine, Washington, D.C.:
National Academy Press, 2001; D.W. Bates, A.A. Gawande, “Improving Safety with Information Technology,” New England
Journal of Medicine, 2003; 348:2526-34.

* This lack of information also leads to tests, and even procedures, being repeated unnecessarily. See Center for
Information Technology Leadership, “The Value of Healthcare Information Exchange and Interoperability,” Health
Affairs, 2004.

> D. Brailer, “Interoperability: The Key to the Future Health Care System,” Health Affairs Web Exclusive, January 19,
2005.

% William A. Yasnoff, et. al., “A Consensus Action Agenda for Achieving the National Health Information
Infrastructure,” Journal of American Medical Informatics Association, 2004; 11: 332-38; National Research Council,
Computer Science and Telecommunications Board Networking Health, “Prescriptions for the Internet,” Washington, D.C.:
National Academy Press, 2001; National Committee on Vital and Health Statistics, “Information for Health: A Strategy for
Building the National Health Information Infrastructure,” November 15, 2001; Institute of Medicine, “Fostering Rapid
Advances in Health Care: Learning from System Demonstrations,” Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2002. P.
Aspden, J.M. Corrigan, J. Wolcott, S.M. Erickson, eds., “Patient Safety: Achieving a New Standard for Care,” Washington,
D.C.: National Academy Press, 2003; D. Brailer, “Interoperability: The Key to the Future Health Care System,” Health
Affairs Web Exclusive, January 19, 2005.

7 www.endingthedocumentgame.gov

Page 5 of 114



Note also that Figure I represents the culmination of the various activities into the formulation
of short- and long-term priorities for the state-level HIE initiative. Activity 8, which is not
shown in Figure 1, is simply the process of revisiting one or more of the activities periodically,
as circumstances change, to reassess or redirect, as appropriate.

Figure 1.

Assess Market Characteristics

Initial Funding

< p{ Short & Long Term Prioritiesl

Identify Champions
Determine Role

/

1. Assessing Market Characteristics

Market characteristics can drive what role the state-level HIE initiative will play to further the
state’s overall HIE efforts. Therefore, it is important to understand the state’s market characteristics
and assess their potential effect before deciding on the role or any other function of the state-level
HIE initiative.

Tasks
1. Document the state’s market characteristics. (Worksheet 1-1 in Appendix B)
2. Assess how the market factors influence the role, activities, services, and products of the

state-level HIE initiative.

Discussion

Worksheet 1-1 in Appendix B is meant to serve as a starting list of market characteristics to
evaluate for a particular state. It is not an exhaustive list, and the user is encouraged to add more.
After obtaining the factual answers, the potential effect of the market characteristic should be
considered.
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For example, a state where an electronic system already exists to deliver laboratory results to
clinicians would not likely be in need of a new clinical messaging system developed by the state-
level HIE initiative. This situation may, however, open up possibilities for the state-level HIE
initiative to collaborate with those who already have the clinical messaging system to expand the
uses of such a system.

Another example would be a state having limited or no local HIE efforts under way. In such a case,
the state-level HIE initiative may choose to develop and operate the technology for a statewide HIE
system. However, a state having multiple, local HIE activities in some stage of development would
more likely serve as a coordinator or in a convening role rather than conducting technology
operations itself.

Market characteristics will be not only useful in defining the role of the state-level HIE initiative
and what services or products it can offer, but also important when evaluating financial models and
governance and determining short- and long-term priorities.

2. Identifying Champions and Key Stakeholders

Identify strong champions who understand why statewide HIE is important, who have stature in the
various stakeholder communities, and who can help facilitate stakeholder consensus. These persons
should be well respected among healthcare stakeholders and viewed as people who will put the
state-level HIE initiative’s success ahead of personal motivations. Identifying key advocates in and
among stakeholder groups is important to enhance the likelihood of stakeholder buy-in. Having a
clear understanding of what may be sparking or catalyzing interest in statewide HIE will enable the
champions to recognize and seize windows of opportunity for advancing the effort.

Tasks

1. Identify one or more strong champions for state-level HIE initiative. (Worksheet 2-1 in
Appendix B)

2. Engage the champions to move the process forward.

3. Identify key stakeholders. (Worksheet 2-1 in Appendix B)

4. Identify key advocates within the stakeholder groups to enhance the likelihood of
stakeholder buy-in. (Worksheet 2-1)

5. Understand and capitalize on any triggering events, calls to action, or drivers of the
formation, advancement, and progress of the state-level HIE initiative. (Worksheet 2-2 in
Appendix B)

Discussion

The most common sources for identifying champions are listed below; however, there are many
more stakeholder sources that have individuals who could serve as champions.

e Governor or governor’s office. Governors have a unique ability within their states to
convene stakeholders, create through executive orders and legislative agenda appropriate
organizational and financing structures, and they can mandate internal coordination among
state agencies. They also coordinate intra-state activities through the federal government, the
National Governors Association, and many other regional and national bodies.
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State legislators. Legislators can play a critical role in modifying legislation and engaging
their communities. They also serve as a vital link between their constituents and the state
government. Legislation to fund access and to maintain an environment conducive to HIE
requires an educated legislature that understands the critical role health information
technologies play in health care delivery and in regional and state economies.

Hospitals or integrated delivery networks or hospital associations. Hospitals are a
nucleus for technology and innovation. Larger systems and delivery networks can provide
vital resources for the common good and, by working together, elevate standards for quality
and service. Through agreements on standards, they can converge to lower the cost of
providing care to patients across institutional boundaries. Competition among hospitals
remains, but it is over quality, not possession of data. Smaller hospitals and critical access
hospitals have less capital and fewer human resources but nonetheless are vital foundations
to the care of their communities. Health information exchange and interoperability should
lower overall costs for continuity of care and provide a broader network of services
previously unavailable to these organizations and their communities.

Medical research organizations. Medical research organizations are charged with a deeper
understanding of our current health care delivery system and technologies as well as the
creation and study of new therapeutic approaches and processes to improve care. Such
activities are critically dependent on accurate patient information. Although the use of such
information must be carefully regulated and endorsed by the individual and the community,
the potential to shorten the time from innovation to broad delivery is significant. Examples
of such potential are in the use of clinical data to develop more effective post-market drug
surveillance, stronger clinical trial enrollment, and a better understanding of the treatment of
chronic illness.

Quality or patient safety organization or Quality Improvement Organization (QIO).
These organizations are charged with the collection of data to monitor the quality of care
delivered by individuals and institutions. Although some criteria for such quality measures
are available, there is a consensus that more comprehensive clinical data can improve the
way providers and the public measure the outcomes and processes associated with their care.

Physicians, medical practices, or medical society. Adoption of health information
technologies by physicians is hampered by a lack of "certified standards," insufficient
understanding of how to introduce new information technologies into busy office practices,
lack of capital and financing, and an infrastructure incapable of supporting medical care

by making pharmacy, laboratory, and other clinical information more readily

accessible. Progress in these areas - recently demonstrated through state and federal efforts -
will have a strongly positive impact on physicians, other care delivery professionals, and
office staff as they try to improve the quality of care they deliver.

Pharmacists and other health care professionals. The true value of health information
technology extends beyond the physician practice and hospital and into the community
through pharmacies, home health agencies, nursing homes and many other professional
groups or organizations. As states understand their regional and state-wide health care
programs, they increasingly see the opportunity for HIE to integrate care across these
diverse settings.
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Employers or business groups. Employers large and small see health care costs and
chronic illness impact both the productivity of their work places and their very financial
sustainability. To understand how to create the greatest possible clinical value for their
health care expenditures, employers are looking for innovative ways to work with their
employees to understand the financial and social consequences of illness and its treatment
and to create new means of both financing acute care and preventing chronic illness. These
approaches require systematic clinical information across a wide range of care settings over
an extended period of time. Stronger HIE initiatives promise to create such opportunities for
employees and their employers.

Health Plans. Health plans play a crucial intermediary role in managing health care delivery
products and services. Traditionally their activities have been limited by their data sources.
Working only with their clinical and administrative claims data, health plans have done
much to improve the delivery of health care. But much more can be accomplished if plans
were in possession of clinical data for their beneficiaries. As is the case in practice settings,
the value of such data is unquestionable, but the exchange of data across traditional
competitive boundaries is a relatively new experience vital to the evolution of a consumer-
focused health care system but challenging in its evolution from traditional plan models to
newer and more innovative programs.

Medicaid agencies. Medicaid agencies face a crisis unparalleled in their 40 year history.
Over these decades, each agency has specialized its programs and evolved "silos" of
information that increase costs and complexity. With the introduction of new and innovative
Medicaid reform programs and new computer architecture (MITA) to support these
programs, it is important that Medicaid programs be integrated into state-level activities as a
seamless part of a state-wide care infrastructure and not as a separate "technology silo" that
cannot interoperate with other clinical systems.

Department of Health. State, county, and metropolitan departments of health suffer from
high costs for data acquisition, incomplete collection of information on vaccinations and
other critical health care needs, and a high degree of difficulty in bringing this information
into the hands of the appropriate individual. By integrating into a health information
exchange, these Departments would be able to collect more data automatically and ensure
both more timely analysis and secure and confidential reporting to affected individuals.

Other state agencies with health-related missions. Many state agencies - directly or
indirectly - are involved with health care or could benefit from the technologies and policies
developed as part of a state-wide HIE. Prison systems incur high health care costs and the
effective transfer of prisoners with chronic disease into the community is imperfect at best.
School systems are ideal loci for disease prevention and education and in some instances
may play a greater role in vaccination and other treatment programs. If the privacy and
security challenges essential to the success of health information exchange can be
generalized, such a system provides great opportunities for such organizations both to
collect appropriate information, convey such information when consistent with the request
of the individual, and to make use of this information in counseling and treatment.

Health technology leaders. Although the leaders in both health care technology and its
clinical adoption are primarily focused on developing and effectively using information
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systems meeting the acute, internal needs of their organizations, the opportunity for states to
convene such individuals to educate one another and to address common approaches to
complicated technical and policy problems presents great opportunities to improve the
health of the entire community and lower the marginal cost of technologies for all
participants

Worksheet 2-1 in Appendix B provides a listing of potential HIE stakeholders, along with space to
identify specific organizations and individuals for each stakeholder group, along with the
status/feasibility of their involvement. It can be utilized to identify and track sources for champions
for the state-level HIE initiative.

The following is a sample list of possible triggers or drivers to action:

Governor’s Executive Order

Legislative mandate

Grant or other money available for statewide HIE

Summit or ongoing meetings of healthcare leaders

Medicaid crisis

Local leadership impetus

Self-interest of the organizations seeking value and return on investment
Entrepreneurs

Pressure from major employers

Worksheet 2-2 in Appendix B provides a tool for assessing these drivers in a state. Columns are
provided for the window of opportunity time frame (if applicable) and for commenting on the
potential risk and reward of the driver, which is beneficial to understand, because an Executive
Order in one state, for example, may have more force or effect than an Executive Order in another
state. Thus, it may not be worth pursuing an Executive Order if it would not carry much weight.
There may be more than one driver or catalyst influencing the statewide HIE effort. The more
drivers or catalysts present in a state, the more incentive there is for collaboration and sharing of
health information. The state should also continue to be alert to identify and take advantage of
drivers or catalysts that may arise as the effort progresses.

3. Role of the State-Level HIE Initiative

The role of the state-level HIE initiative should be determined early on and should be based on the
state’s needs and priorities. The role state government can play must also be explored. Research on
market characteristics could help identify these needs and assist in evaluating what services or
products are feasible and what resources can be used. Sound business planning is an essential
prerequisite to creating a viable organization. One particular market characteristic that greatly
affects the role of the state-level HIE initiative is whether the state has local or regional HIE efforts
already under way. Other factors, such as the prestige of stakeholders driving the effort, capabilities
and availability of the human resources for the effort, ability to access sufficient financial resources,
the strength of countervailing influences, and the political momentum that has developed could also
determine the direction and role that the state-level HIE initiative assumes. Keep in mind that the
role may also change across time and as circumstances dictate.
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The overall role of state-level HIE initiatives can be loosely grouped into three broad categories:

1. HIE Enabler/Readiness — focuses on coordinating and enabling ongoing regional HIE
initiatives.

2. HIE Outsourcing/Technical Partnership — focuses on the business and policy aspects of HIE,
but outsources the technology implementation and services.

3. HIE Operator — focuses on implementation and management of the technical and business
operations of HIE.

The purpose of highlighting these three categories is to facilitate the reader’s conceptualization of
the general roles that a state-level HIE initiative can play. There are no clear dividing lines between
these categories, and they are not mutually exclusive. For example, the state-level HIE initiative
may do all three by trying to convene and advance local HIE efforts, determining the policies and
standards that applies statewide, and also conducting limited operations, such as contracting and
interfacing with national health data sources on behalf of the state and then transmitting that data to
the local HIE initiatives, as appropriate. Another example would be where a state-level HIE
initiative outsources some of the technology applications, but develops and maintains the master
patient index and the clinician index. There may be other mixes of roles, such as where a state-level
HIE initiative is responsible for training, roll-out, and first-tier help desk, but it outsources the
application development, hosting, maintenance and second-tier help desk support.

Tasks

1. Identify possible roles that may be appropriate to the state-level HIE initiative on the basis
of its state’s market characteristics and other factors. (Worksheet 3-1 in Appendix B)

2. Explore the role state government can play in the state-level HIE initiative. (Worksheet 3-2
in Appendix B)

3. Prioritize those roles and develop time frames for related work and business planning, as
applicable.

Discussion

Role of the State-Level HIE Initiative

Many factors influence health-related organizations, and there are a substantial number of
interdependencies between those organizations. Recognizing that there is no “one-size-fits-all”
approach is important because of the large number of factors that can influence the development of
the state-level HIE initiative. The results of the research and the consensus of the group concluded
that there are no particular models per se for state-level HIE initiatives but rather different functions
or roles that the state-level HIE initiative could choose to assume. Figure 2 graphically depicts the
basic categories of functions or roles that have been identified for state-level HIE initiatives.
Although it is up to the particular state to decide which of these building blocks would be most
beneficial for its circumstances and long-term goals, the basic function or building block that
appears common to all state-level HIE initiatives is that of Convener, Educator, and Facilitator. In
addition, as the state-level HIE initiative matures, more building blocks can be added to enhance the
organization further and/or to meet changing demands and conditions.
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Figure 2.

nitiative
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assistance to
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Remove Technology
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The state-level HIE initiative may choose some or all of
these “blocks” or roles for its scope, or may identify others.
In addition, more “blocks” may be added over time.

The following is a brief listing of sample common roles of a state-level HIE initiative by general
category. A more detailed description of each of the roles is provided in Worksheet 3-1 in
Appendix B, which serves as a tool to track the importance and feasibility of these roles for a
particular state-level HIE initiative. The recommendation on whether the particular role is required
or optional is noted in the worksheet. Because state-level HIE initiative development is in its
infancy, this listing will likely expand as more possible functions or roles are discovered.
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Convene, educate, and innovate:

Convener of stakeholders

Education and advocacy (use as bully pulpit or to provide proactive guidance, when
needed)

Track federal policy, proposed legislation, and federal strategic direction and then
communicate that with local HIE efforts and work together to review state and local
strategic direction in light of the federal direction

Serve as a source of information about local HIE efforts, if applicable

Encourage the adoption of HIT and/or EHRs to support the infrastructure capacity
for statewide HIE

Facilitate consumer input, monitor public opinion, and help communicate with the
public

Coordinate, develop, and enforce policy, standards, and legislation:

Promulgate standards to apply to all HIE efforts in the state and/or vendors doing
business in the state

Lead in development of public policy for statewide HIE goals

Identify statewide barriers to HIE, develop plan to address, advise on legislation or
other actions to remove barriers, and identify and remedy gaps in HIE service (e.g.,
underserved areas)

Enforcement of HIE policy

Gain efficiencies within state government:

Help the various state government agencies share their information more effectively
and efficiently and avoid making complex internal changes

Connect with communities, neighboring states, and the federal government:

Neutral forum between local HIE efforts and/or stakeholders to resolve
disagreements, but only as they relate to the statewide effort

Link state (and local HIE efforts, if applicable) to nationwide HIE efforts (e.g.,
NHIN)

Negotiate, facilitate, and operate:

Negotiate arrangements with vendors for purchase of products or services for local
HIE activities and exercise leverage to facilitate meetings

Facilitator of funding of local HIE efforts, if any (not necessarily be the source of
funding but rather assist and facilitate funding)

Technically link local HIE efforts together, if applicable

Provide technology services or other assistance to areas of the state not well served
by local HIE efforts, if applicable

Serve as central hub for statewide or national data sources and shared services
Provide other administrative support and serve as an information resource to local
HIE efforts (e.g., legal support, grant availability, grant writing and administration,
technical services, options for technical architecture, list of possible vendors)
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Role of State Government in HIE

State government’s engagement in the exchange of healthcare information is crucial, but this need is
perhaps not widely appreciated. Although such a need is implicit through a wide range of federal
efforts and initiatives in specific states, much work remains to be done, state by state, to raise the
priority of HIE in the context of the many other pressing priorities within state government.

State government is a stakeholder in several ways: payer, employer, provider, regulator, public
health (State Department of Health). Many departments and agencies have an interest and/or may
wish to be involved. In addition to health agencies and public employee benefit plans, governors’
offices and agencies dealing with education, aging, mental health, corrections, insurance and state
CIO’s office may have important interests. Legislative research agencies and individual legislators
may also have a stake in the success of HIE. Thus, what role the state government plays in the state-
level HIE initiative can vary. Worksheet 3-2 in Appendix B details possible roles that state
government can serve to benefit the state-level HIE initiative and provides a tool for tracking
feasibility.

Opportunities and imperative for the state-level HIE initiative

One imperative for state-level HIE initiatives stems from states’ role as purchasers. States
finance specific healthcare for a number of groups, including Medicaid recipients, state
employees, and sometimes the uninsured. Through Medicaid and employee benefit programs,
state government (with federal Medicaid support) is often the largest payer in a state. Using
their market power, state governments can foster a uniform approach to negotiating with
interstate or national organizations (e.g., health plans, sources of prescription data, sources of
clinical laboratory information) in conjunction with or on behalf of communities and
organizations within the state.

States’ responsibility for healthcare goes beyond financing individual care. In their roles as
purchasers and providers, states have opportunities and imperatives to improve the value of
healthcare, and they seek the information necessary to do that. Alone or in partnership with the
federal government and communities, states play an important role in ensuring the availability
and quality of healthcare for a number of different groups and in a variety of settings:

Medicaid recipients
Persons with disabilities
The elderly

Children

Underserved communities
Critical access
Community clinics

Public health
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Public goods and social goods

States provide the frameworks within which markets can operate and provide social goods—
things that society values for non-monetary reasons and that have a greater benefit for residents
than the market can convert to profit, such as fairness and social coherence. They also provide
public goods—things that cannot be broken up into commercial fragments without diminishing
their value and that cannot be provided exclusively to individuals. Public health activities such
as communicable disease surveillance and immunization are classic examples. As is the case
with public infrastructure, law enforcement, education, and a broad range of other social goods,
states invest in the long-term health of all their citizens through both social goods, such as
health-related services, and broader commercial and public good roles, such as information
collection. As treatment options expand, costs escalate, and the care paradigm shifts
increasingly from acute care to prevention and long-term care, the benefits of care fall out of
sync with the costs. States are arguably in a unique position to improve healthcare as its citizens
migrate among delivery sites and payment structures.

Creating infrastructures and supporting development in the health sector

Governments typically support infrastructures and fund research and development as public
goods. Much as they do when developing an economic climate for industry, states have an
opportunity to intervene when markets fail to develop in directions that promise long-term
benefits for all, either by supporting initial investments or by creating ongoing funding streams.
States can improve the financial sustainability of infrastructures that support the exchange of
clinical and administrative information required to deliver healthcare services. Activities can be
directed at regional coalitions, individual care providers, hospitals, or other healthcare delivery
organizations. Some options include:

e Tax incentives

e Bond financing

e Conditions for ongoing state financial support to specific healthcare activities (e.g.,
payments to hospitals, nursing homes, pharmacists, physicians)

e Pilot projects for healthcare delivery, technology development, research, or other critical
activities

e Coordination of healthcare infrastructure with the broader industrial agenda within a
state

Regulatory and legislative roles

States regulate the health sector in a number of ways: through broad policy setting, licensure,
implementation and enforcement of regulations, and incentives tied to financing. These roles
offer a number of opportunities for promoting public objectives related to HIE statewide.
Among the examples are:

Licensing of healthcare professionals

Regulation of healthcare services

Healthcare confidentiality and consumer protection laws

Health insurance law and regulation

Legal and regulatory expertise and support for those who interpret regulations
Setting and enforcing or incentivizing common technical and policy standards
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4,

The vital link between communities and the federal government

A key imperative for state-level HIE initiatives stems from their location in the
intergovernmental system—between the federal government and local communities. They have
a unique role in representing all their residents in interactions across their communities, with
their neighboring states, and to the federal government. Roles include:

e Setting standards of practice, financing, and technology across communities within a
state

e Coordination of efforts across state borders (e.g., a local healthcare market could span
multiple, contiguous states)

e Being the eyes and ears for the federal government with respect to surveillance within
the state (e.g., Medicare and Medicaid fraud, clinical misbehavior)

A note on public health

Because of its public health function and its relationship to county and local health departments,
the state’s Department of Health (or its equivalent) is in a unique position to be able to facilitate
and possibly spur appropriate health data sharing between providers (and other sources of data)
with public health departments for the purpose of biosurveillance to detect, monitor and/or
manage bioterrorism events, disease outbreaks, and pandemics. In addition, public health
departments that already collect certain information, such as immunizations, should consider
ways to share this information with providers to improve care. The HIE infrastructure may also
be used as a conduit to transmit or relay vital information to local providers. Having public
health engaged from the beginning of the state-level HIE initiative development will benefit all
involved. Supporting these public health needs should also be considered in formulating the
financial model.

Governance

Several aspects related to governance and structure of the state-level HIE initiative should be
addressed at the outset. They include considerations regarding: (a) source of authority or power, (b)
choice of legal entity, (c) governing structure (e.g., Board, decision-making group), and (d)
approach to transparency. Note that an informal Steering Committee or group may be all that is
necessary until the state-level HIE initiative matures (or it may be decided that an informal group is
all that is necessary if that is the consensus on the best approach for the particular state).

Tasks

I. Identify the critical stakeholders. (Worksheet 2-1 in Appendix B)

2. Consider what activities can be undertaken before formation of the legal entity and
establishment of formal governance structure.

3. Understand the source of authority for the state-level HIE initiative.

4. Review and consider the guiding principles from this project regarding choice of legal
entity. (Worksheet 4-1 in Appendix B)

5. Determine the choice of legal entity on the basis of the planned activities, services, and
products and role of the state-level HIE initiative. (Worksheet 4-2 in Appendix B)

6. Review and consider the guiding principles from this project regarding governance

structure. (Worksheet 4-3 in Appendix B)
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7. Create the governing structure (e.g., Board, council, management committee) that represents
critical stakeholders. (Worksheet 2-1 in Appendix B)

8. Review and consider the guiding principles from this project regarding transparency.
(Worksheet 4-4 in Appendix B)

0. Consider what approach to use for transparency. (Worksheet 4-5 in Appendix B)

Discussion

Pre-formation Activities

There may be many activities that precede the actual formation of a governing body for the state-
level HIE initiative. Several efforts have embarked first on a proof-of-concept exercise or launched
pilot projects to test the feasibility of a particular planned activity, service, or product. Other state-
level HIE initiatives have used surveys to gather information about needs and positions of the
various stakeholders in the state. Some state-level HIE initiatives have held regional meetings with
stakeholders or open public meetings to gather information and to begin the collaborative process to
bring stakeholders together to discuss HIE.

In addition to a governing body, discussed later in this section, several state-level HIE initiatives
have also used committees and workgroups to address specific tasks or topics. Many of these
workgroups were formed prior to the official governing body being established. Examples include
committees for making recommendations on certain product functionality or service offering (e.g.,
providers affected by a clinical messaging product), clinical (to recommend what new services or
products would be of most benefit to treatment of patients), technology architecture, standards,
financial, governance, and legal or policy. It is imperative that activities of the various committees
be communicated and coordinated to ensure alignment of all efforts with the state-level HIE
initiative vision and goals.

The states studied in this project varied greatly in the origins of the state-level HIE initiative,
including the following: established by state legislative mandate, governor-appointed advisory
council, using pre-existing entities or forming a subsidiary to a pre-existing entity, and grassroots
efforts by providers. How to decide who will be on the governing body will be influenced by the
origins of the state-level HIE initiative and also by the building blocks discussed in the “Role of the
State-Level HIE Initiative” section (see also Figure 2). In particular, there may be a different
composition of the governing body required if the state-level HIE initiative will be conducting
technology operations.

The time it takes to decide on the governance structure of the state-level HIE initiative varied
widely among the states studied. Some have taken as long as two years, whereas others have taken
only a few weeks. In addition, the state-level HIE initiatives have also been diverse in the timing of
when the governing body is established. Some have established their governing body before
initiating any other activities, whereas others have formulated their governance as other activities
(such as technology operations planning) were going on concurrently.

Source of Authority or Power
In launching a state-level HIE initiative, careful consideration should be given to the source of
authority for the new entity or initiative. Here are some examples: '

"2 For a recent analysis of state-level activity related to health information technology and exchange, see “Health
Information Exchange Projects: What Hospitals and Health Systems Need to Know,” prepared by Manatt Health
Solutions for American Hospital Association, 2006.
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1. The clearest source of authority for a state-level HIE initiative is a state statute that defines
the mission, purposes, governance structure, and budget for the new entity. There are many
examples of state statutes that create public benefit corporations, and these entities often
have governing bodies composed of public and private representatives. A state statute can
also confer on the new entity specific powers relating to defining a state plan for HIE,
development of health information standards, funding parameters for local or regional
projects, and other matters germane to developing a statewide health information
infrastructure.

2. Executive Orders creating an advisory body to the governor.

Sole source contracts providing an independent entity with funding to accomplish specified

purposes consistent with advancing state interests.

Memorandums of understanding defining collaboration with state agencies.

State officials with voting power serving on the Board of nonprofit organizations.

State officials serving on the Board of nonprofit organizations in an ex officio capacity.

In some cases, state-level HIE initiatives have been started by private stakeholders, often

with charitable or business objectives, and have no official relationship to the state. In such

instances, the source of authority of the state-level HIE initiative comes from the
community’s acceptance of its role. Such acceptance often results from a variety of factors,
including the mission of the organization, the independence and diversity of the
organization's Board of Directors, and the ability of the organization to provide knowledge
and leadership with respect to a defined set of issues, and the success of the effort.

(98]

Nowme

As the field matures, more sophisticated public-private vehicles for advancing state policy
objectives will likely emerge.

Note that using the state as the source of authority may not be advantageous in all circumstances. A
state-mandated organization may be viewed negatively, or as not neutral, and may vest too much
control in state government. However, absent any state authority or collaboration, an organization
may have difficulty getting traction. A balanced public-private partnership is recommended, and
only one that brings value to all stakeholders will endure.

Choice of Legal Entity

Forming a state-level HIE initiative does not necessarily require that a new legal entity be formed.
A pre-existing entity could be used, as long as the objectives of the state-level HIE initiative fit
within the pre-existing entity’s corporate purposes and any changes necessary to the bylaws or other
governing documents were effectuated.

Another option is to form a virtual state-level HIE initiative through the use of contracts and
memorandums of understanding to establish the relationships between the parties or stakeholders
and the governing structure for decision making."

If a new organization were to be formed, the consensus from the research project on the choice of
legal entity for a state-level HIE initiative resulted in the following principles:

" For an example of the multiparty data-sharing agreement and governance structure for a virtual HIE organization, see
Christopher S. Sears, Victoria M. Prescott, Clement J. McDonald, “The Indiana Network for Patient Care: A Case
Study of a Successful Healthcare Data Sharing Agreement," American Bar Association Health eSource, September
2005 (also at http://www.regenstrief.org/medinformatics/inpc/INPC_Paper).
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PRINCIPLES FOR CHOICE OF LEGAL ENTITY

1. If the state-level HIE initiative decides to form a legal entity, a not-for-profit
corporation is recommended. The state-level HIE initiative may begin as collaborative
with little formal structure, but greater formality will be required as its functions and scope
of operations and influence grows. Because the organization must secure support from the
public sector and from other nonprofits and will most likely need to secure funding through
grants, the not-for-profit form will be most advantageous. The specific tax exemption of the
nonprofit corporation should be decided with the advice of legal or tax counsel. A full
understanding of the implications of nonprofit status (e.g., requirements for financial
disclosures, restrictions on certain activities) should also be explored with legal and tax
counsel.

2. To the extent feasible, consider the future vision for the organization when deciding on
entity form. Designing the entity is a deliberative process and discussion should begin
early. The corporate form may evolve across time as roles and functions adapt; for example,
a nonprofit may form a for-profit subsidiary for some purposes.

3. Itis not advisable for the state-level HIE initiative to be a state agency, but creating an
entity by statute, or otherwise as a result of state action, is acceptable, as long as the
governance is balanced public-private governance (that is, not weighted heavily toward
government). Ensuring balanced public-private governance will aid in encouraging
stakeholder buy-in and establishing an entity that can be responsive.

Samples of the types of legal entities that may be possible are:

Not-for-profit 501(c)(3) charitable organization

Not-for-profit 501(c)(4) social welfare organization

Not-for-profit 501(c)(6) mutual benefit organization

Virtual HIE that is linked contractually but with no separate new entity
Quasigovernmental entity

State agency

Partnership or limited liability corporation (LLC) pass-through entity
Special joint powers authority

Cooperative

Worksheet 4-2 in Appendix B provides a tool to assess the array of options to consider with legal
counsel’s advice regarding advantages and disadvantages and what is permitted under the state’s
corporation laws when choosing the legal entity for the state level HIE initiative. Thought might
also be given to the creation of subsidiaries or other affiliated organizations to perform specific
functions (e.g., a particular technology service offered by the state-level HIE initiative) and/or to
shield the state-level HIE initiative from potential liability resulting from particular activities so the
whole organization is not jeopardized by some limited actions or omissions. Tax implications may
also arise that would necessitate creating a subsidiary.

Governing Structure

The consensus from the research project resulted in the following principles regarding the
governance structure of the governing body of the state-level HIE initiative. They are also listed in
Worksheet 4-3 in Appendix B in the form of a tool for considering issues in one’s state. For the
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purposes of this project, “governing body” shall refer to any body with governing authority (e.g.,
advisory council, executive committee, Board of Directors).

PRINCIPLES FOR GOVERNING BODY COMPOSITION AND STRUCTURE

Selection and Representation

1.

Governance of the state-level HIE initiative is critical to the effectiveness of the
organization. Careful thought and effort should be taken to ensure that the governance
structure reflects the balanced interests of the key stakeholders. However, it was noted that
those who are financially supporting the HIE effort may demand greater representation on
the governing body.

Senior leadership on the governing body is necessary for the state-level HIE initiative
to accomplish its goals. “C-suite” directors will have experience in governing and be able
to make decisions that commit their organizations (e.g., financial and resource
commitments). The governing body is responsible for setting strategy, securing funding, and
exercising oversight of all operational work. The participation of these senior-level
representatives is necessary to convey the high-level status of the governing body and to
gain the highest level of experience and expertise.

Governing body composition should be sized to get work done and include all critical
stakeholder interests; mechanisms for participation should be designed to engage those
who may not have a seat. Stakeholders must have a mechanism for meaningful
participation, but, at the same time, the governing body must be sized to be workable.
Workgroups and subcommittees are common ways to include non-governing members in
the work of the organization.

Governing body composition must have balanced stakeholder representation. Be
careful not to be held hostage by financial supporters. For states with multiple local HIE
efforts, consider including the local HIE leaders on the governing body.

Appointments should be made by the governing body on the basis of the needs of the
organization. Stakeholder organizations may nominate qualified representatives but
should not have the authority to appoint their own representatives or pass on a seat.
The governing body should make appointments on the basis of the skills and competencies
needed to carry out the work. Organizations should not own seats or designate their own
representatives without explicit action by the governing body.

Governance Conduct

6.

Rules of engagement for stakeholders must be set early and administered consistently.
A tone of collaboration must be set, and governing body members should, to the extent
possible, leave their own proprietary agendas at the door to encourage the growth of the
larger cooperative effort.

The formative governing body must commit to putting in the time and staying in place
until the formative work is done. Stringent rules for minimum required participation are
needed, particularly in the early period. A clear understanding of expected duties by the
governing members at the outset is important because early turnover could compromise
progress. The role of governing body members will be determined by the building blocks the
state-level HIE initiative decides to use.

The processes for governing body development and selection, as well as participation in
other volunteer roles, must be explicit and transparent. Although formative governing
bodies, workgroups, and committees may be composed of those who are championing the
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10.

11.

12.

state-level HIE initiative, a transparent mechanism for participation must be put in place
early to avoid disenfranchisement of stakeholders.

Bylaws and other establishing documents should be designed to allow reasonable
flexibility to the extent permitted by law so the organization may adapt as early lessons
are being learned. Bylaws should contain only minimum language on corporate purposes
(e.g., for improvement of clinical care, medical research and education), to the extent
possible. Bylaws should address voting rights (e.g., quorum, percentage required for
decision) but should not be so restrictive as to inhibit action.

State-level HIE initiative governing bodies must follow all established practices for
legal and effective governance. The behavior of the governing body will make or break the
organization. Governing bodies must be scrupulous in ensuring that their members avoid all
conflicts and dualities of interest, including the perception of same. They must also engage
in practices that continuously improve their effectiveness. Allowance should be made for
removing governing body members for cause (e.g., failure to carry out their fiduciary
obligations as a director, undisclosed conflicts or dualities of interest, or failure to attend
meetings).

It is imperative that the governing body members serve the interests of the state-level
HIE initiative by thinking above their own organizations’ immediate interests and
holding to the vision and the long-term goal of healthcare data sharing statewide. It is
common for governing body members to have some inherent interest in the state-level HIE
initiative’s activities because they are often stakeholders. In particular, if vendors or other
organizations providing services to the state-level HIE initiative are voting members of the
governing body, direct contractual relationships with such organizations should be carefully
monitored and scrutinized to ensure a fair and equitable arrangement for all parties is
concluded.

The needs of the organization will likely change over time and the governing body may
need to undergo a transition to remain effective. The state-level HIE initiative will evolve
in response to market, technology, political, financial, and other factors. Having a periodic
(e.g., annual) review and evaluation plan for assessing the governing body effectiveness is
recommended. Term limits, staggered terms, and other mechanisms for review and change
in members should also be considered.

Staff and Legal Counsel

13.

14.

Legal counsel to the entity should participate in meetings of the governing body but not
serve as a director. Having the organization’s attorney attend the governing body meetings
helps ensure legal guidance early and throughout the process. The state-level HIE initiative
may be composed of competing entities; thus, one crucial governance issue is how to deal
with antitrust issues.

Role of state-level HIE initiative staff in good governance is also an important
component to success. State-level HIE initiative staff should: (a) plan meaningful work to
engage the governing body, (b) continually communicate the value of being on the
governing body, and (c) educate governing body members one-on-one, when possible, to
ensure all are on the same level of understanding on a topic.

State Government

15.

Appropriate involvement in governance from state government representatives is
necessary, but governance should not be controlled by a state agency. Government
representatives should not have majority say or exert undue influence because this may run
counter to the need for strong private sector leadership.
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16. Elected government officials should serve only if their political tenure and status will
not compromise the long-term focus of the organization. Similarly, individuals
appointed to the governing body by the governor, or through other governmental
process, should be committed to follow the organization’s vision. States vary in
government structure and in whether some positions are elected, appointed, or hired. Due
consideration should be given to the potential effect on the state-level HIE initiative. A plan
should be in place for weathering changes in political leadership.

Worksheet 2-1 in Appendix B can be used as a tool for cataloguing and tracking the desirability of
having particular stakeholders represented on the governing body. Keep in mind that which
stakeholders are critical will depend on the role and the planned activities, services, and products of
the state-level HIE initiative. Note that the different roles may require different skill sets of the
persons involved (e.g., a financing role would require different skills than a technology bridge role).
Table 1 in Appendix C gives an overview of the governance composition of the nine state-level
HIE initiatives included in this research as of the date of this report.

Approach to Transparency
The consensus from the research project resulted in the following principles regarding transparency:

PRINCIPLES FOR TRANSPARENCY OF STATE-LEVEL HIE INITIATIVE
ACTIONS

1. Transparency is important, but practices will vary depending on the role and the stage
of development of the state-level HIE initiative. Practices range from full open meetings
with all activities publicly disclosed to private meetings with minutes and other activities
fully or partially disclosed to the general public (e.g., confidential financial or procurement
information withheld) to private meetings with limited or no information available to the
general public but openness and transparency between stakeholders.

2. Open records law trumps, if applicable. A state-level HIE initiative may be subject to
state open records law if it is organized in a certain manner (e.g., more than 50 percent of
entity’s revenue comes from state grants or contracts).

3. Even in the absence of law, full transparency with the critical stakeholders is desirable
to gain broad stakeholder support and engagement. Successful state-level HIE initiatives
operate for the public good and have an inherent obligation for accountability.

Transparency is viewed as important to the success of the state-level HIE initiative. Transparent to
whom is more difficult to specify. The states sampled in this project cover almost the entire
spectrum of transparency. Worksheet 4-5 in Appendix B presents the continuum of transparency in
the form of a tool to enable evaluation of options for one’s state. In addition, the state-level HIE
initiative may have certain public meetings, apart from governing body meetings, to obtain public
input.
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5. Initial Funding and Financial Models for Sustainability

To date, many state-level HIE initiatives, as well as local HIE efforts, have received start-up
funding. There are multiple sources of this start-up funding, including federal grants, state grants,
private foundation grants, and contributions from regional stakeholders who support the mission,
goals, and objectives of HIE projects. This initial funding is typically used for activities such as
convening and educating stakeholders around a common framework for pursuing an HIE project,
forming a new entity (if necessary) to pursue the project, putting in place a governance structure for
making decisions about the project, and developing a business plan for the long-term funding and
sustainability of the project.

It is fairly common for HIE efforts to receive some initial funding. However, there does not exist
today any magic bullet with respect to the options or strategies to achieve long-term financing of
these sorts of projects. In fact, many involved with HIE efforts consider the issue of longer term
sustainable financing to be one of the major barriers to HIE initiatives going forward.

While reviewing the recommended tasks, it is useful to keep in mind some of the key building
blocks discussed earlier (depicted in Figure 2). The definition of the scope and functions of a state-
level HIE initiative effort will significantly influence the strategies for obtaining long-term
sustainable financing. In particular, the “Convener, Educator, Facilitator,” “Funder,” and the
“Technology Operations” building blocks will come into play in the discussion.

Tasks

1. Review and consider the guiding principles from this project regarding initial funding.
(Worksheet 5-1 in Appendix B)

2. Review and evaluate potential sources of initial funding, including assessing the effort

required and possible restrictions (risk) and the potential funding amount (reward).
(Worksheet 5-2 in Appendix B)

3. Review and consider the guiding principles from this project regarding financial
sustainability models. (Worksheet 5-3 in Appendix B)
4. Examine a variety of financing models to determine the one most appropriate and feasible,

given the state’s market characteristics, vision or mission, planned activities (and building
blocks), and stakeholders’ input.
5. Determine whether the state-level HIE initiative will be conducting technology operations

(e.g., actually hosting and sharing healthcare data):

a. Ifthe state-level HIE initiative is planning to conduct technology operations, consider
and assess feasibility of different services for generating revenue. (Worksheet 5-4 in
Appendix B)

b. Ifthe state-level HIE initiative is NOT planning to conduct technology operations,
consider and assess the potential sources of revenue for services. (Worksheet 5-5 in

Appendix B)

6. If possible, conduct a proof-of—concept exercise for new services or products with some of
the stakeholders that will be involved to evaluate the financial feasibility of pursuing the
activity.

7. Develop a business plan to achieve short- and long-term goals. Comprehensive, sound

business planning is crucial to the viability of the state-level HIE initiative. Although no
worksheet or in-depth explanation of business planning is included in this workbook, those
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leading the state-level HIE initiative are expected to use generally accepted business
practices for thorough business planning.

Discussion

Initial Funding

The consensus from the research project on the initial funding for a state-level HIE initiative
resulted in the following guiding principles (See also Worksheet 5-1 in Appendix B for a tool to
assess each principle as it applies to one’s state):

PRINCIPLES FOR INITIAL FUNDING

1.

Understand the goals of each stakeholder and the benefit that they perceive the state-
level HIE initiative is capable of providing. Managing and meeting desired benefits is a
critical prerequisite to assigning value and securing funding. Foster a collaborative approach
to forming the state-level HIE initiative.

On the basis of the goals and model for the state-level entity, determine start-up
organizational funding needs and begin to develop viable sustainability options and/or
a business plan. Consider the feasibility for sustainability from the outset because this may
lead to a more realistic assessment of the level of start-up funding needed. For example,
multiyear commitments may be sought from start-up funding sources.

Engage key stakeholders, such as private payers, in the funding discussions early on.
Recognize that HIE is not stand-alone. Find the role for the state-level HIE initiative within
the context of the whole state healthcare model. The state-level HIE initiative must be part
of a transformed healthcare system that addresses healthcare inflation, healthcare quality,
equity, and the roles of individuals, payers, employers, providers, and intermediaries.

Seek start-up funding from multiple sources to reduce the risk of reliance on one
source and to secure as much seed funding as possible. Examples of initial funding
sources include: (1) federal grants, (2) state funds (e.g., matching grant, bond issue, contract,
tobacco settlement funds), (3) Blue Cross/Blue Shield insurance demutualization funds, (4)
foundation grants, (5) stakeholder contributions, (6) membership fees from stakeholder
organizations, (7) prepayment of subscription or use fees (if applicable), or (8) vendor shares
in risk contracts (if applicable). Be sure to understand the practical implications of the state-
level HIE initiative’s legal entity status and consult with legal counsel on funding
opportunities and/or restrictions.

Seek in-kind services to reduce initial expenses. Stakeholders could be solicited for
assistance in underwriting legal start-up costs; providing expertise, staffing and
administrative support, office space, hardware, and networking connectivity (if applicable);
and/or HIE infrastructure.

Seek direct financial support from the state. In addition, secure visible forms of
endorsement of the state-level HIE initiative and the importance of its work. The state-
level HIE initiative serves a public good, and the state should contribute to start-up financial
support. In addition, forms of endorsement can help the state-level HIE initiative with
fundraising from other sources. States do not benefit from competing initiatives at the state
level.

Ensure alignment of grant or contract requirements with the state-level HIE
initiative’s objectives and vision. Avoid seeking grants that require activities or consume
resources for projects that are not priorities for the organization or that create a challenge for
core participants. Also, be cognizant of any strings (restrictions on use of funds, matching
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fund requirements, etc.) and carefully consider their effect on the organization before
deciding to apply for the grant.

The state-level HIE initiative needs to decide how much funding is necessary to accomplish its
start-up and short-term goals. Once that is determined, Worksheet 5-2 in Appendix B can be used
for gathering and assessing information regarding a variety of potential initial funding sources.

The consensus of those involved with this research project is that the most important purposes of
initial funding of a state-level HIE initiative are fourfold:

(1) To build a strong consensus among multiple stakeholders with respect to the purpose and
functions of the state-level initiative;

(2) To define the role of state government in assisting the state-level HIE initiative;

(3) To put in place a decision-making structure; and

(4) To develop a detailed, comprehensive business plan for the state-level HIE initiative,
which includes defining the capital and operating expenses of the project and the sources
of revenue for the project.

The initial funding could also be used for actually building some of the technology architecture, if
the state-level HIE initiative will be conducting such work (the “Technology Operations” building
block); however, this should be balanced with the need to ensure a viable structure and plan for the
state-level HIE initiative at the outset.

Financial Models for Sustainability

The financial sustainability model for state-level HIE initiatives (and maybe all HIE initiatives) is
perhaps the most difficult challenge. Because market characteristics continue to change across time,
continuing to evolve the financial sustainability model will always be important. In developing a
plan to address the long-term financial sustainability of a state-level HIE initiative, consider the
following:

1. There is no magic bullet for developing a long-term financial plan for a state-level HIE
initiative. Most of the projects involved in this research are still at relatively early stages of
developing their long-term financial plans; however, a small number of state-level HIE
initiatives in this study achieved financial sustainability for certain HIE services or products.
That said, a review of the project plans for these and other projects, as well as the emerging
literature on the financing of HIE efforts, provides some useful guideposts for those
considering a state-level HIE initiative.

2. Tt is important for the state-level HIE initiative to determine thoughtfully what activities and
functions it plans to perform - what we are calling the building blocks (depicted in Figure
2). Which building blocks are used for the state-level HIE initiative will determine the range
of options for financial models and sustainability long term. Some building blocks or
functions may be able to generate revenue, whereas others may not.

3. The level and type of financing that state government is willing to provide to a state-level
HIE initiative will have a significant effect on the long-term financing plan. To date, states
have moved forward with, or are considering, different approaches to financing HIE efforts.
Some states are providing significant direct grant support to local HIE efforts, whereas
others are considering creating a capital loan program to support local HIE efforts. In each
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situation, a state-level HIE initiative needs to determine how its own activities will dovetail
with the state’s agenda and how funding made available through the state will support those
activities.

4. Because of the nascence of state-level HIE initiatives and the differences in market
characteristics among states, there is no one recommended model for funding and
sustainability. However, some examples of funding and potential sustainability models
identified and discussed during this research project are listed here. Note that in addition to
these funding sources, the state-level HIE initiative may also receive grants or enter into
contracts for certain activities that would generate additional revenue. Therefore, the
examples listed refer to how the majority of the earned revenue (as opposed to grants) for
the state-level HIE initiative would be generated.

e Membership Fee Model—Stakeholders pay to support shared services for all.
Membership fees could be equal for all participants or tiered on the basis of some
factor, such as size or use. This Membership Fee Model requires careful
consideration of how to set up the participation on the basis of the relative value each
participant expects to receive from the shared enterprise. In addition, getting a
commitment from a critical mass of members is essential to the financial success of
this model.

e HIE Transaction Fee Model—The state-level HIE initiative charges transaction
fees for its HIE services or products on the basis of benefit to the participants.
Examples include:

o Transactional fee of $X per clinical result delivered

o Transactional fee of $X per covered life per month

o $X per hour for technical assistance

o $X per month for a license to use a particular software package with the Web
Unlike the Membership Fee Model, in which participants sign on up front to
participate, the HIE Transaction Fee Model requires investment capital or grants to
build an infrastructure for the business.

¢ Program and Service Fee Model—This model involves charging stakeholders for
participation in, or outcomes from participation in, program-related activities
undertaken by the state-level HIE initiative. For example, fees could be charged for
creation and implementation of group purchasing arrangements.

e Combination of Models—One single model may not cover long-term expenses;
therefore, it may be beneficial to use a combination of financial models. Many
combinations of the models described may be viable for a state-level HIE initiative.
For example, a Membership Fee Model could supply some small core funding on a
steady basis, and the Transaction Fee Model could be used to supplement at the same
time. Some models may not yet be feasible for the state-level HIE initiative,
depending on its stage of development. For example, a state-level HIE initiative just
forming may not have services capable of generating HIE transaction fees sufficient
to cover its costs.

5. Framing the funding for state-level HIE initiatives around phases may be helpful:
¢ Infrastructure Development—enabling infrastructure of the organization (staff,
resources, and, if conducting HIE operations, the basic hardware, operating system,
and database software and general architecture for the planned operations), business
planning, and establishing the basic policy framework.
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e Capacity Building—the next level of development to be able to begin receiving and
sharing healthcare data, which could include, for example, building the master
patient index, the clinician master index, and the interfaces to the data source
systems

¢ Quality Improvement—this level cannot be achieved until the first two levels are at
a critical mass and requires having enough data available to the state-level HIE
initiative to use for quality improvement, research, aggregate reporting, and so on

In considering the strategies for developing long-term sustainable business plans for state-level HIE
initiatives, those involved in this research project developed a set of guiding principles that they
believe are important to consider:

PRINCIPLES FOR FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY MODELS

Technical Operations and Functions

1.

What functions and/or services or products the state-level HIE initiative will provide
will be dependent on and determined by market characteristics. The state-level HIE
initiative must ascertain what services will be saleable, generate revenue in its market, and
create value. Proof-of-concept analysis and pilot projects can help reduce risks in deciding
whether to roll out a new product or service. Seeking prepayment of fees from customers
will also give an indication of the financial viability of the new product or service. Market
characteristics can change across time, so careful monitoring will ensure continued viability
of the particular service.

It is better to begin with limited fundamental functions or services for early results and
phase in more complex functions incrementally across time. Demonstrate value early
through services that help build the long-term value case. Start out with a basic function of
exchanging health information—perhaps even limited to specific types of data (e.g., only
medication history) or specific care settings (e.g., only emergency rooms or inpatient
treatment). Target high-value data elements to start.

Long-term funding or sustainability will evolve as HIE functions come online. Funding
levels and mechanisms change with added roles or services and increased efficiency. More
HIE services may be able to be added as the clinical record becomes more complete and the
data set more rich.

Business plans and a clear value model should be developed for each HIE function.
These plans must be flexible and will evolve as the NHIN develops and other market
factors change. Services that do not provide value will be discarded early by taking this
approach. The HIE functions capable of being a sustainable revenue source can be more
easily identified and targeted. Consider where the market need is and what services
stakeholders could benefit from most. One value to stakeholders could be the convenience
of only having to communicate and contract with a single entity, the state-level HIE
initiative. Long-term financial sustainability will be achieved only when the state-level HIE
initiative succeeds in providing true value to its stakeholders and becomes an indispensable
component of the HIE fabric.

Stakeholder Engagement

5.

Stakeholders who benefit from state-level HIE initiative services should participate in
its funding on the basis of an explicit value model. The value proposition for elements of
HIT must be determined in order to align financial responsibility with the benefit received.
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6.

Provision must be made for supporting the needs of stakeholders who must be engaged
or served but who lack the resources to contribute financially. Allocation of the costs
associated with the underserved and/or other stakeholders that are not able to contribute
monetarily should be considered when designing the financial model.

The most effective way to keep stakeholders engaged is for them to have a financial
stake in the state-level HIE initiative and/or for the state-level HIE initiative’s services
to be indispensable to the stakeholder. Carefully balancing the financial support required
with the perceived value and benefit received by the stakeholder is a difficult task. This
balance should be reassessed periodically to ensure it remains equitable. Keep in mind that
certain stakeholders may be more willing to participate if other types of stakeholders are at
the table. The converse may also be true.

Consider early on how to involve payers in the revenue model. The number of payers,
their market share, type of payer, and the proportion of ERISA plans versus self-funded
plans all drive what would be feasible for the state-level HIE initiative. Having a solid
understanding of the payer environment and targeting how to leverage and involve payers is
critical to the long-term viability of the initiative.

State and Federal Government

9.

10.

11.

12.

Strategize on the feasibility of using state and/or federal funding and fully understand
the role and obligations for state and federal funding for HIE at the state and local
levels. This relationship is important to understand to avoid any unintended consequences
that could affect the local HIE efforts and/or the state-level HIE initiative’s plans. For
example, the scope of the rights in and to the data and systems may vary because some
grants affect intellectual property ownership and rights. Carefully consider whether there
will be a competitive edge if a grant is obtained versus the development being funded by the
stakeholders.

The state-level HIE initiative should consider leveraging federal funding to create its
state HIE infrastructure, to handle inquiries from other states and to tie in to the
federal NHIN, when developed. In particular, the infrastructure to support public health
purposes could be funded with federal grants. However, as noted, it is still important to
consider carefully the requirements of any grant and assess its potential effect. In addition,
federal reimbursement incentives could be used to help build the HIE infrastructure.

The state government and the state-level HIE initiative should mutually agree how to
bridge their architecture (e.g., Medicaid, public health services, etc.) with the state-
level HIE architecture. In addition, the state government may create and/or financially
support some of the statewide HIE infrastructure so HIE services can occur. The state-
level HIE initiative and state government working together to collaborate on the
development of the infrastructure for statewide HIE and/or capitalizing on state government
systems or infrastructure (to the extent feasible and appropriate for the long-term vision)
may reduce the overall cost. Certain federal incentives to states for use of HIT (e.g., higher
Medicaid reimbursement rates for HIE and waivers allowing the use of Medicaid funds for
HIE) can help reduce expenses.

Be mindful of proposed state and federal policy or legislation that could affect financial
models. Developments around reimbursement policies and incentives may present
opportunities to be considered in the financial plan. It is essential that the state-level HIE
initiative carefully track and understand the federal agenda so that it will not invest in an
effort that may not be eventually feasible or consistent with the federal direction. On the
other hand, waiting for federal action before proceeding with state activities may delay HIE
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progress. Consider using national fiscal intermediaries in supporting the state and leverage
these connections as the federal agenda evolves.

Other Sources of Funding and Revenue

13. Seek in-kind or discounted services to reduce ongoing expenses. Also a principle under
the initial funding section, obtaining continuing long-term commitment for in-kind or
discounted services will benefit the financial model. If appropriate, consider requiring
certain minimum service levels and entering into a contract to document the arrangement,
with advice of counsel.

14. Identify risks and rewards of various sources of revenue. Inventory and monitor
disruptive technologies or business competitors that could overturn your sustainability.

15. The state-level HIE initiative must balance its need for financial sustainability with
local HIE efforts to ensure that its activities complement, rather than compete with or
undermine, the financial models of the local HIE efforts, to the extent possible. The
state-level HIE initiative should also allow the local HIE efforts to leverage their
existing investments and infrastructure to the greatest extent possible. Careful thought
around potential overlap with local HIE efforts allows the state-level HIE initiative to
establish the funding stream needed for operations and services, while not supplanting the
regional or local HIE activities. The state-level HIE initiative should work collaboratively
with the local efforts to assist them in removing barriers to HIE and in scaling up and
expanding the local efforts.

16. Grants may supplement but are unlikely to be a viable source for ongoing funding.
Grants are useful for testing new ideas or for seed funding; however, care must taken to
ensure that a sustainable revenue stream is developed to support the effort. That is, avoid
seeking a grant to develop a new service that no one would be willing to pay for. This
situation can be avoided by getting a commitment up front from the targeted stakeholders
who will eventually be paying for the service. In addition, the focus of the grant should fit
into the overall vision for the state-level HIE initiative and not distract it from its long-term
goals. Note that grant proposals are different from business plans, and a true business plan is
recommended for each new service or product contemplated.

Worksheet 5-4 in Appendix B is a tool for use in summarizing the evaluation of potential revenue-
generating services for state-level HIE initiatives that plan to or do have HIE “Technology
Operations” building block. Of course, a thorough analysis of each potential service is necessary.

Worksheet 5-5 in Appendix B is a tool for use in evaluating potential revenue-generating services
for state-level HIE initiatives that do not plan to have their own technology operations for the

purpose of HIE, but rather the state-level HIE initiative would serve in the capacity of a convener,
educator, or other role or building block that does not involve serving as a provider of technology.
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6. HIE Policies

The scope of this project includes some preliminary findings on barriers to statewide HIE. State-
level HIE initiatives that will be involved, operationally, in sharing health data would likely need to
draft and negotiate a data-sharing agreement with the stakeholders involved in the data exchange. In
addition, determination of how the data will be used and accessed will factor into the technology
requirements and associated development and maintenance costs, which could affect the financial
model.

Tasks

1. Review and consider the guiding principles from this research project regarding HIE policy
development. (Worksheet 6-1 in Appendix B)

2. Identify barriers to HIE in the state, including both business practices and state or federal

law. (Worksheet 6-2 in Appendix B)

If applicable, negotiate an HIE data-sharing agreement. (Worksheet 6-3 in Appendix B)

4. Determine the role the state-level HIE initiative will have in deciding on the data model.
(Worksheet 6-4 in Appendix B)

(98]

Discussion

HIE Policy Development

The consensus from the research project on the guiding principles for a state-level HIE initiative
regarding development of its HIE policies is as follows. Worksheet 6-1 in Appendix B is a tool that
lists the principles and columns for assessing their importance in one’s state.

PRINCIPLES FOR HIE POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Advocacy, Education, and Collaboration

1. Creating or fostering a culture of collaboration will reduce barriers to statewide HIE.
The creation of a state-level HIE initiative entity will not necessarily result in or ensure
statewide HIE. A critical mass of stakeholders must collaborate to sustain HIE efforts long
term. In addition, remember that collaboration can originate from self-interest.

2. Education early and often will alleviate much fear and uncertainty in sharing
healthcare data—specifically, education about what is permitted by privacy law. There
are many misperceptions and misunderstandings about the scope of privacy laws (especially
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act [HIPAA]) that create fear and hesitancy
to participate in HIE. When properly educated, stakeholders understand that HIPAA (and
many state laws) allow for fairly generous exchanges of health data for the fundamental
purposes of most HIE activities, such as patient treatment. Stakeholders (including
consumers) may need to work through concepts together to come to common interpretations
and shared understandings of applicable laws and barriers, in addition to formal education
on HIE issues.

3. Seek broad and bipartisan political support. Be aware of political forces and agendas
within the state. Approach both parties to educate and gain support for statewide HIE
efforts and to lower barriers to HIE policies. Consider carefully whether to use the governor
to announce or lead the charge for support because the governor is by nature aligned with
one political party. Seek support from a broad range of interested parties for HIE initiatives,
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keeping in mind that roles change within a state government and that state government
personnel may leave for the private sector and be in a position to provide support there.
Education early and often about the value and benefits of HIE were noted to be
essential. It is important for the governing body and all HIE participants, including
consumers, to have a solid understanding of the benefits of secure HIE.

Legal and State Policy Barriers

5.

State-level HIE initiatives can play an important advisory role to help create legislation
or Executive Orders to remove HIE barriers. Presumably, a state-level HIE initiative will
convene the state's greatest champions for HIE and thus will be able to serve as a
clearinghouse and facilitator for educating public officials about the advantages of HIE and
the necessity of removing barriers. Consider whether state-enabling legislation will give
legitimacy to the state-level HIE initiative.

Recognizing that state policy also gets implemented through state contracts, the state-
level HIE initiative could assist state government in creating model contracts for the
state government to use with other HIE stakeholders. The role of the state-level HIE
initiative as a neutral, multi-stakeholder entity will assist in harmonizing the interests of the
varied stakeholders.

Start early to identify barriers to minimize their effect on state-level HIE initiative
plans. Identifying barriers early is critical to prevent major roadblocks after operational
plans have already been developed and to avoid reworking those plans.

Engage an attorney early on to help identify legal barriers before planning begins.
Legal considerations should be addressed at the outset before technology and operations are
implemented that require legal compliance. For example, state law that places restrictions on
sharing certain types of data should be considered and addressed when designing the system.
Another example is a state law that requires any entity receiving a certain amount of its
funds from state grants to be subject to open records law, which could seriously jeopardize
the operations if all patient data are public record.

Technology and Operations

9.

Structure the state-level HIE initiative’s activities to be able to adapt when state or
other law changes, when market forces exert pressure, and when standards or
certification requirements change. Changes in law and in the market are inevitable, and
state-level HIE initiatives must be flexible enough to adjust to accommodate such changes.
Recognize inconsistencies between and among state and federal laws and standards. Also,
be aware of unusual state and federal contracting cycles. Finally, flexibility is needed to
account for differences in states’ laws to accommodate interstate populations, especially in
border areas.

10.Ensure that IT and health information professionals and those who understand the

practicalities of sharing data are engaged when developing plans for operations or
setting standards. Use technical and legal workgroups to reach good solutions and
consensus on policies. Their involvement will help assess the effect of HIE policy choices
on IT development and implementation time lines and costs.

11.Work on HIE policies at the same time as operations and technology are being

designed to ensure that the HIE policies are reflected in the resulting design and that
the HIE policy is feasible to implement. Policies, operations, and technology are
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interdependent and must be considered simultaneously. Policies should also align with
governance principles of the state-level HIE initiative.

12.Focus first on HIE policies for types and uses of data that are easier to gain consensus
on (e.g., for treatment at point of care). Tackle secondary uses of the data that may be
more controversial or more subject to scrutiny (e.g., research use, quality improvement,
healthcare operations) after initial trust among the parties is solidified.

13.Consider and ensure consistency with national standards, formats, and certifications
(such as recognized and widely used code sets). Failure to create policies consistent with
national standards and certifications will discourage stakeholders from participating for fear
of not being able to be “certified” and for fear of not being able to share data using common
code sets and formats (thus inhibiting efficient HIE).

14.Privacy practices should comply with state and federal law, take into account
stakeholders’ respective positions, and reflect the key stakeholders’ consensus.
Consider the state-level HIE initiative’s planned activities when evaluating alternatives for
privacy practices. The development of privacy practices are influenced by various factors,
such as culture and attitude toward privacy, stakeholder positions, implications for
technology and financial model, and liability risk. For example, a “record locator service”
data model may be chosen to reflect stakeholders’ concerns over a centralized database.
Privacy practices should be driven by the state-level HIE initiative’s governance process.
Remember that consumers are also stakeholders in HIE policy.

15.Reevaluate each HIE policy periodically to assess whether the policy is helping or
inhibiting achievement of the HIE mission. Look at whether privacy policies are too
restrictive. Evaluate if the policies are allowing the HIE to get populated with enough data to
be useful and look at whether the right people are able to get access to the right data to treat
patients.

Barriers to Statewide HIE

Creating a state-level HIE initiative does not necessarily result in statewide HIE. The value in
creating a culture of collaboration should not be underestimated. Worksheet 6-2 in Appendix B
provides a sample of potential barriers to statewide HIE that were noted during the research project.
Keep in mind that some barriers could actually have corresponding special opportunities for
solutions.

HIE Agreement for Data Sharing

If the state-level HIE initiative will be engaging directly in sharing health data, then a data-sharing
agreement will likely be necessary.'* Worksheet 6-3 in Appendix B outlines some key issues that
should be considered.

Role in Determining Data Model

Although the viability of a particular data model (also referred to as data architecture) is not within
the scope of this research project, it is important to determine the state-level HIE initiative’s role in
determining the data model. To that end, a basic understanding of possible data models is useful. By
way of example, here are some data models that an HIE initiative could use:

' See also other examples of data-sharing agreements: “Connecting for Health Common Framework,”
http://www.connectingforhealth.org/commonframework/index.html, April 6, 2006; Christopher S. Sears, Victoria M.
Prescott, Clement J. McDonald, “The Indiana Network for Patient Care: A Case Study of a Successful Healthcare Data
Sharing Agreement," American Bar Association Health eSource, September 2005 (also at
http://www.regenstrief.org/medinformatics/inpc/INPC Paper).
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e Decentralized model (e.g., Record Locator Service) involves no data storage of clinical data but
rather storage of patient demographic data and a pointer to indicate where that patient has data.

e Central data storage, but with individual “vaults” (files) of data by data source. For example:
Hospital A data would be stored in Hospital A’s file and not commingled with Hospital B’s file.
When the requests for data hit the system, the master patient index would pull the data from the
various data source files and create a virtual health record for the patient.

¢ Single community EMR. For example, the data sources (e.g., hospital labs, pharmacies) transmit
their information to one central site, and the data is combined and stored in one single EMR for
the community.

e Pure conduit model stores no data at all about the patient. For example, the HIE functions more
as a router or switchboard for directing incoming data to the appropriate destination, but does
not store patient data in a repository for re-use.

e Data storage model that stores the data by type rather than source. For example, laboratory
results from all data sources would be stored in a laboratory file, medication history would be
stored in a medication history file, radiology would be stored in a radiology file, and so on.

The models described above are not necessarily mutually exclusive. A state-level HIE initiative
could implement a mixture of the above. For example, it could store some data centrally, but query
other data sources to supplement its record at the time the information is requested. In addition,
once the state-level HIE is more robust and offers multiple services, data storage needs may vary by
type of service.

Keep in mind that the data model could be driven not only by policy decisions, but also by what the
data sources are willing to agree to, the practicalities from the technology standpoint and the end
user standpoint (e.g., response time), and the business model and associated costs (e.g., hosting
expense, maintenance). In addition, flexibility should be built in, to the extent possible, to allow for
change in circumstances, policies and/or additional services.

The Worksheet 6-4 in Appendix B serves as a tool for exploring options for the role of the state-
level HIE initiative in determining the data model.

7. Operations and Technology

The scope of this project does not include discussing the viability or advantages or disadvantages of
different data models because this issue will be addressed in the NHIN process. It is important to
note the crucial nature of making decisions regarding operations and technology and their
interdependence on other decisions such as HIE policies. For example, a state-level HIE initiative
would be unwise to enter into a contract with a software vendor before it had determined which HIE
policies would apply because it may require significantly more cost and take longer to implement a
system that includes heavy audit and consent tracking. It could also affect the speed of the system or
the complexity of using the system.
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8. Short- and Long-Term Priorities

It is important to consider all the factors (e.g., market characteristics, stakeholders’ wishes) when
developing the state-level HIE initiative’s short- and long-term priorities. Interdependencies of
financial model, operations (if applicable), and HIE policies will also play a part in the formulation
of such priorities.

9. Expect Change

Once these topics are discussed and decisions made, revisit assumptions and decisions regularly. Be
open to changing and adjusting priorities, and even financial models, as needed. Because of the
nascence of the HIE efforts on a larger scale, there are no well-proven, commonly used models to
emulate. In addition, a state’s market characteristics may make it difficult to replicate one state’s
model in another state. Federal efforts will continue to advance standards adoption and a common
architecture for network services, which will eventually be certified. For this reason, it will be
important to monitor the work of the Health IT Standards Board, Certification Commission for HIT,
and the Nationwide Health Information Network Consortia to ensure investments at a state level
will lead to an interoperable infrastructure over time. The results from other ongoing federally-
contracted work, such as the Privacy and Security Solutions Project,'” will also provide information
and guidance for states.

' The Privacy and Security Solutions Project refers to the $17.23 million “Privacy and Security Solutions for
Interoperable Health Information Exchange” contract awarded by the Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality
(AHRQ) to RTI International in September 2005. AHRQ and ONC jointly manage and fund this contract. RTI has
subcontracted with 33 states and Puerto Rico under its Health Information Privacy and Security Collaboration (HISPC)
initiative. The HISPC subcontractors will assess current enterprise-level privacy and security practices and policies
related to health information exchange and identify best practices as well as propose solutions for those that may need
changing. They will also produce proposed implementation plans. The work on this project is underway and is targeted
for completion in the spring of 2007. See www.rti.org/hispc for more details.
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Appendix A—Executive Summaries of the
Nine State-Level HIE Initiatives Studied

(in alphabetical order)
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Executive Summary for California
Report as of Site Visit on 5-24-06

Market Characteristics
Regions:
e C(California is the largest state in the country and has an ethnically diverse population.
e Although most people live in cities, 75 percent of California is geographically rural.
Local HIE Activity:
e CalRHIO has identified 15 HIE efforts within California.

e Areas where data are currently being shared include Mendocino County, Marin County,
Santa Cruz, and Santa Barbara.

Governance

e (CalRHIO is a not-for-profit entity formed in January 2006.

e The Board has 22 members and as many as four ex officio members. The Board meets
quarterly, with executive committee meetings as needed.

e The state is represented by two ex officio Board members from the State Department of
HHS—the Director of the Department of Managed Care and the Director of MRMIB.
Federal government represented by the Director of CMS, Region 9.

Funding and Financial Model
Initial Funding
e More than $4,650,000 from several sources including:
o Sutter Health, $1,000,000
Blue Cross of California Foundation, $1,000,000
Kaiser Permanente, $1,000,000
Blue Shield of California Foundation, $1,000,000
California HealthCare Foundation, $450,000
University of California Office of the President, $100,000
Cedars-Sinai Health System, $100,000
Lumetra, $40,000
John Muir/Mt. Diablo Health System, $40,000
Lucile Packard, $40,000
o Blue Shield Foundation of California Foundation, $40,000
¢ Initial funding methods are not replicable in other states because most of this grant
funding was not restrictive and could be used for exploring possibilities for
collaboration at a statewide HIE initiative level.
e CalRHIO is currently seeking its second round of funding. These grants may be
more tied to specific projects or functions.
Sustainability Model
e (CalRHIO underwent a business case analysis from a consultant, which was reviewed
by the Clinical and Business and Finance Working Groups. It was developed around
the major projects, core functions, and infrastructure. Several ways were suggested
that the organization could charge for certain services or use a membership fee for
services. These suggestions are being vetted with communities to determine the
feasibility of models.

O O O O O O O O O
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Operations and Technology

Software: There is no operation of linking software at CalRHIO. CalRHIO issued an RFI
for vendors seeking potential solutions for its ED Information Linking project.

Technical Model: RLS is the model at the state level, but CalRHIO may also be a hub
for certain statewide data feeds (for example, CalRHIO would set up the data feed from
Quest laboratories for everyone in the state and then send the data to the appropriate
local HIE organization as needed).

Standards: There is an extensive list of recommended standards issued for messaging.

The Clinical Workgroup defined a minimum clinical data set for HIE at the point of
care:

Medications

Allergies

Results

Problem list

Past problems

Immunizations

Preventive care

Chronic care management

HIE Act1V1tles In the last half of 2006, the focus of CalRHIO is on developing and
implementing two or three pilot projects to access vital medical information in EDs to
test the standards and HIE technical solutions. It may also test, on a limited scale, a
medication management and a PHR pilot project.

Intellectual Property: There is no requirement to be open source.

N U R L

HIE Policies

Privacy: California expects to have more stringent privacy requirements than other states
because of the culture and the current state regulations in place.

Legal Barriers: California has hundreds of laws that conflict and is working to identify
specific barriers.

Transparency: Board meetings are not public, but minutes of the meetings are posted to
the Web site.
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Executive Summary for Colorado
Report as of Site Visit on 5-18-06

Market Characteristics

e Colorado’s healthcare environment includes diverse geographic regions: an
urban, Front Range corridor (along the eastern side of the mountains); a wide
expanse of rural and frontier counties to the east; numerous mountain resort
communities; and a vast western region with a growing urban center, as well as
sparsely populated rural and frontier counties.

e About 80 percent of Colorado’s population lives on the Front Range.

e Most healthcare resources are located in or around Denver and other Front
Range cities (e.g., Colorado Springs, Ft. Collins). Numerous small critical
access and community hospitals and clinics are scattered throughout the rest of
the state.

e There is not one dominant employer or health system in Colorado.

e Most large employers are self-insured; most Colorado workers are employed in
small businesses. The insurance market is dominated by three or four
nondomiciled for-profit companies; however, this situation varies regionally. A
Colorado nonprofit health plan covers the western part of the state; another
local health plan serves Medicaid.

Local HIE Activity

There are currently four community-based HIE initiatives exchanging data and in

the process of gradually expanding HIE capacity in different parts of the state.

These HIE initiatives vary in participation and technical models. In addition,

several large physician groups are interconnected with their care partners via

secure messaging. HIT and HIE are being considered within other communities.

Organization and Governance
Colorado is one of six states with an AHRQ-funded State and Regional
Demonstration Project. This project, the Colorado Health Information Exchange
(COHIE), is developing the standards and prototype for statewide interoperability
among its four partners—Children’s Hospital, Denver Health (a public hospital
system), University Hospital (research and teaching hospital), and Colorado Kaiser
Permanente. Viewed by stakeholders as overly Denver-centric, COHIE became
part of a more broad, statewide initiative facilitated by an independent neutral
Colorado Health Institute (CHI) to develop a Colorado state-level HIE initiative or
CORHIO. The CORHIO will integrate the functionality developed by COHIE and
provide an accountability structure for statewide engagement. Led by a
multistakeholder Steering Committee, a governance workgroup is established, and
efforts are under way to seat a CORHIO Board in the upcoming months.

State Involvement

e The state public health agency and a representative of the Children’s Basic
Health Plan have been involved as members of the CORHIO Steering
Committee.
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Efforts are under way to engage the Medicaid department and the governor’s
office more actively, especially related to HISPC. Involving the legislature has
not been a major focus other than informational briefings.

Colorado typically does not look to state government to take the lead on
innovative programs, nor are statutory and regulatory solutions desired unless
absolutely necessary. Given the recent political environment and severe state
fiscal constraints, CORHIO stakeholders have focused efforts on developing
consensus to advance CORHIO without seeking direct policy maker
involvement. However, efforts to inform and involve policy makers are
expected to become more of a priority with the move to formalize CORHIO.

Financial Model

Initial: COHIE received funding through contracts with eHI (Connecting
Communities for Better Health) and AHRQ. A portion of the eHI contract
supported early CORHIO organization and communication strategies, and a
planning grant from a local Colorado foundation provides resources for current
business plan analysis and CHI facilitation. On behalf of CORHIO, additional
grants have been received for development of specific elements of
interoperability and data exchange including the Privacy and Security Project
(formerly HISPC) and InformationLink grants to explore population-based data
exchange and the involvement of public health.

Sustainability: CORHIO developed an initial business plan that contemplated
using administrative data exchange to launch statewide exchange and generate
resources to build and sustain clinical data exchange. However, there is
concern that this type of model would delay clinical HIE efforts and has limited
short-term feasibility as a start-up strategy given current market conditions.
Market analysis is under way to explore stakeholder priorities among several
lines of business including secure messaging, clinical exchange, population-
based data exchange, and administrative exchange.

Operations and Technology

COHIE is developing the technology standards that will be incorporated into
CORHIO operations. Efforts are under way through the CORHIO Technology
Work Group to develop pilots to test the standards in various types of exchange
beyond COHIE project partners. CORHIO will be the entity to launch and
maintain HIE operations for the statewide shared utility services.

HIE Policies

CORHIO plans to follow Connecting for Health’s Common Framework model. They
may have a federated model that somewhat relies on local communities to begin their
own HIE. No legal barriers have been identified at the state level, but this situation will
be further studied with the HISPC grant.
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Executive Summary for Florida
Report as of Site Visit on 5-31-06

Market Characteristics

Florida has more than 10 local health information organizations around the state that have
been formed by various organizing groups—economic development organizations,
philanthropic foundations, healthcare organizations, and other groups specially formed for
the purpose of developing a HIE in their area whose development and progress have been
accelerated and encouraged by Florida Health Information Network’s (FHIN’s) grant
program to promote them.

Florida has a large group of small employers, there are 261 hospitals statewide, and about 15
to 20 percent of its population is uninsured.

Florida has a high percentage of Medicare patients, and many of them are seasonal residents.
HCA is the largest single hospital system.

Organization and Governance

Governance: Governor Bush established the Governor’s Health Information Infrastructure
Advisory Board (Board) through Executive Order, and during the last 1.5 years, it developed
the concept for the FHIN. Currently, there is no consumer representative serving on the
Board. Instead, a number of members represent the consumers’ interests in developing a
statewide health information network.

Organization: Florida’s Agency for Healthcare Administration (AHCA) currently uses a
grants program to fund three types of grants that help establish and set up local HIE
organizations. House Bill1409, if passed, would have statutorily created FHIN, Inc. The bill
also provided a construct for governance and funding for operational activities.

Financial Model

Initial: In fiscal year 2005-2006, AHCA received $1.5 million in funding from the state, plus
two FTEs to establish the FHIN grants program and related HIT programs; $1.5 million
went entirely to local HIE initiatives to do 1:1 matching, so really $3 million was invested in
local HIE initiatives. This year, they received $2 million plus two more FTEs for the
program, for a total of four FTEs. They also have received a small federal contract award.

Sustainability: Although some stakeholders are considering HIE a public good and expect
the state to pay for the infrastructure, FHIN, Inc. will look at ways to generate revenue
streams and not be dependent on the state. Currently, stakeholders are evaluating different
models, including transaction fees, membership fees, and funding opportunities with
Medicaid.

Operations and Technology

Operations: Currently, AHCA operates the grants program to help plan, operate, and train
the stakeholders in the local HIE initiatives. Florida Medicaid has an e-prescribing program
(Gold Standard) that distributes a PDA to physicians who are frequent prescribers. In
Florida, there are concentrations of Medicaid patients with certain doctors, thus facilitating
the implementation of the program in some physician offices. FHIN, Inc. also has plans to
incorporate the state immunization online tracking system (SHOTS) and other state data
sets.
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e Technology: FHIN technical considerations are outlined in a white paper developed this
year by consensus of the state’s HIT community. Although technology discussions are
ongoing, FHIN technical standards are described in its white paper.

HIE Policies

e Florida is contemplating several options. They anticipate that healthcare stakeholders who
own patient data under current law will continue to do so, but in compliance with existing
law, consumers will have access to their data, with a convenience of electronic access that
makes legal rights much more meaningful. FHIN, Inc. expects to have a break-the-glass
policy in emergency departments for patients who are incapacitated. State laws on privacy
are being further explored.

e Legal Barriers:

o Under Florida law, certain information held by government and quasigovernment
entities is available for public inspection as public records, unless the legislature
has granted an exemption. AHCA and FHIN are seeking a separate exemption
for patient records held by FHIN so that there would be no question about the
protected status of the records held by the FHIN.

o Florida has a Patient Self-Referral Act, which is a mini-Stark Law, which needs
to be analyzed.

o CFR requires that Medicaid data be used only for state plan administration. They
need clarification from the federal government that Medicaid data can be used by
FHIN to alleviate concerns. The same clarification is needed for Medicare.

e Other Barriers:

o Florida law and regulations require laboratories to send results to the ordering
doctor and currently does not provide for an exemption for the access to an HIE.
Legal barriers will be examined and solutions proposed.

o Education will be an ongoing effort. AHCA needs to reach out to other state
agencies to gain their support for the FHIN.

o HIE initiatives have experienced some difficulty with privacy officers. AHCA
and HIE initiatives are working on a HIPAA model agreement that HIE
initiatives can give to privacy officers, which seems to be more of an educational
issue than not.

o Clinician resistance to work flow changes has probably slowed the adoption of
EHR systems.
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Executive Summary for Indiana
Report as of Site Visit on 5-28-06

Market Characteristics

Local HIE Activity:

e The central Indiana area, which has evolved to have the entire state as its mission, has a
well-developed HIE initiative.

e The Michiana area (South Bend) in the northern part of state has a small group.

Payer Mix: Indiana has very few managed care organizations.

Governance
Indiana has a unique dual-governance structure based on its origins:

INPC: In 1997, the Indiana Network for Patient Care (INPC) was formed through a
multiparty data-sharing agreement, forming what we would now call a virtual HIE
initiative. This agreement permits data submitted by participants to be used for
treatment, research, and some public health uses. Certain minimum data must be
submitted to be a participant; that is, the participant has to give data to be able to take
advantage of receiving data. Regenstrief Institute, a not-for-profit research organization
affiliated with Indiana University, was the proponent of the INPC, developed the
software and maintains the network, and serves as the custodian of the data. The
agreement established a management committee to make decisions; however, if there is
a new use of the data not specified within the scope of the INPC agreement, then a
formal amendment to the INPC agreement must be signed by all participants. Newer
uses of the data are being contemplated, and amendments to the INPC agreement are
currently being discussed. The management committee consists mainly of hospital
systems, physician groups, and Regenstrief. The management committee can vote on
changes in use of the network but cannot go beyond what is in the INPC agreement
without consent of all participants.

IHIE: The Indiana Health Information Exchange, Inc. was formed in February 2004 to
build on Regenstrief’s INPC network. Whereas Regenstrief’s mission is research and
improving clinical care, IHIE’s mission is focused on customer services and the
expansion of HIE throughout the state of Indiana. IHIE would not exist but for the
efforts of Regenstrief in developing the INPC. IHIE’s Board has the following
stakeholders: Indiana State Department of Health, Marion County Health Department,
Mayor of Indianapolis, the five large hospital systems in central Indiana, Regenstrief,
Indiana University School of Medicine, the two Indiana medical societies, one
community foundation, and some ad hoc members. IHIE management commented that
this mix of stakeholders needs to be changed to accommodate other stakeholders that
have an interest in HIE in Indiana. Each Board member has an equal vote; however, the
bylaws specify that any matter directly addressing the functionality or implementation of
IHIE’s clinical messaging project must reflect a concurrence of at least a majority of the
hospital Board members. This special voting carve-out was negotiated at IHIE’s
formation because of the importance of the project to the hospital members.

Funding and Financial Model

Initial Funding

o INPC—Initial funding (1997) came from grants from a wide variety of sources.
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e IHIE—Initial funding (2004) came from grants and a partial prepayment of the first
year’s clinical messaging subscription fees by four of the five hospital systems.

Sustainability Model

e A patchwork of funding sources has sustained INPC and IHIE across time. These
include grants and contracts from various sources, contracts from Indiana State
Department of Health, subscription fees for services provided (e.g., clinical
messaging), and software license and support fees.

e [HIE is already self-sustaining from the funding for its first project, clinical
messaging. IHIE is looking to continue to add services that are of value to
stakeholders and that will be self-sustaining business lines, such as the clinical
quality project (a pay-for-performance reporting project that is currently in
development). THIE may also be involved in some grants in coordination with
Regenstrief; however, IHIE’s business model will not depend on grants for
sustainability.

Operations and Technology

Software: Regenstrief is the software developer.

Hardware: Regenstrief is responsible for the operation of the network and maintenance
of the hardware. One of the local hospitals has allowed the use of its server room for the
Regenstrief and the IHIE hardware.

Training and Support: For software that was in use before IHIE (such as emergency
department access to patient data), Regenstrief trains and supports end users. For the
clinical messaging project, IHIE serves as the face to the customers and trains and does
first-tier support of end users, and Regenstrief provides second-tier technical support.
Technical Model: Production data feeds in HL7 format from the INPC participants and
others come in to Regenstrief’s system and are processed (mapped to LOINC standard
codes) and stored in separate “vaults” by data provider (e.g., laboratory and other data
from Hospital A are stored in Hospital A’s vault). A master patient index and common
concepts dictionary are used across all the data.

Standards: Regenstrief has been a strong developer and proponent of national standards
and actually developed LOINC, which has been accepted as the international standard
for laboratory results. Regenstrief also uses HL7 standard format for the data streams.
HIE Activities: Indiana has a mature HIE.

o Treatment: INPC enables clinical data (e.g., laboratory; radiology; transcription;
admission, discharge, and transfer information; and electrocardiography) to be
provided to physicians for treatment at the point of care. Regenstrief receives
more than 95 data feeds from various sources. Most recently, Medicaid gave
Regenstrief access to all of its claims data, which includes medication claims, for
INPC uses. Regenstrief also has an agreement with RxHub to receive medication
claims history.

o Research: As mentioned, INPC data are used for scientific research. Regenstrief
is developing a query tool to enable automated deidentified (as defined in
HIPAA) queries of the INPC.

o Public Health: Regenstrief is closely involved with the Indiana State Department
of Health (ISDH) on a number of fronts:

= Public health laboratories feed data into INPC (e.g., immunizations, lead
tests, newborn screenings).
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Worksheet 6-2. Sample HIE Barriers and Possible Solutions to Consider (continued)

POTENTIAL PRACTICAL AND BARRIER IN MY
NO. | LEGAL BARRIERS TO HIE POSSIBLE SOLUTION STATE?
The potential for HIE to raise the standard of care can be a concern; if
more data about a patient's history is easily and widely available, it is
realistic to expect that the standard of care will require providers to access
and consider it (although one could argue that a provider that does not
obtain a patient's prior history in our current paper-based system is
already violating a standard of care). This situation actually presents at
least two arguments to convince providers to adopt HIE: (1) HIE is
coming, therefore adopting it and participating in HIE will help the
provider keep up with the standard of care; and (2) to the extent that
getting a patient's medical history is already the standard of care in a
paper-based world, participating in HIE will get the provider the records
much more quickly and better treatment decisions can be made (thus,
Fear of malpractice liability potentially lowering malpractice liability that occurs when a provider
(e.g., what is it going to do to | provides treatment in the absence of prior medical records because of the
9 the standard of care) delays inherent in exchanging paper records).
Fear of liability for sharing
data with someone in violation | Legally compliant exchange policies and education are the primary
of privacy laws solutions to this issue. First, legal counsel should be engaged to ensure
For example: that all relevant state and federal privacy laws are incorporated into HIE
- Lack of understanding, if | policies. Second, education (whether through brochures, training sessions,
the law permits it online information, etc.) should be provided to HIE participants to provide
- Lack of clear guidance on | assurance that the HIE initiative and its participants are permitted by law
state laws, if the law is to exchange data for treatment (or whatever purposes it is legally
ambiguous permitted to pursue). After legally compliant policies and education,
- Actually violating the participants may find security in narrowly drawn data exchange
privacy laws by making agreements, indemnification obligations among the participants, and the
10 an error ability to withdraw from the HIE initiative.
Providers are frequently reluctant to share data with payers because of the
Payer or provider differences | perception that the payers will use the data to their detriment regarding
of perception and reimbursement. Mutually advantageous uses of data for quality should be
11 | disagreement reached by consensus.
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Worksheet 6-2. Sample HIE Barriers and Possible Solutions to Consider (continued)

POTENTIAL PRACTICAL AND BARRIER IN MY
NO. | LEGAL BARRIERS TO HIE POSSIBLE SOLUTION STATE?
The state-level HIE initiative must carefully analyze state laws about data
breach notification and develop policies and procedures for complying
Fear of being subjected to data | when breaches occur (assuming the laws apply to the kinds of data the
breach notification laws that HIE initiative exchange in the first place). Careful attention must be paid
may cause administrative and | to which entity actually has the notification obligation under state laws
financial burdens for (the HIE initiative itself or the entities that submitted the data to the HIE
compliance (e.g., if there isa | initiative). Organizations should consider clearly defining and
security breach, the HIE apportioning these obligations (and the associated costs) in data-exchange
initiative may be required to agreements. HIE initiatives must also consider the data breach notification
do a mailing to patients whose | laws of other states if its HIE contains data on patients from other states.
data was compromised under | Legal analysis is required to determine the "long-arm" applicability of one
12 | some states' laws) state's notification law on an HIE initiative in another state.
State legislators or other
elected officials raising
concerns owing to lack of
13 | understanding Help educate to ensure they grasp the value.
Lack of understanding of other
14 | stakeholders Help educate to ensure they grasp the value.
Efforts a number of years ago to create Community Health Information
CHIN failure memories and Networks (CHINs) failed for a number of reasons that have been written
15 | hesitation about by several authors.
Use of Medicaid data is both a real and perceived barrier that must be
Perception that the restriction | addressed on a state-by-state basis. One state’s Medicaid office took the
that Medicaid data may only position that it cannot share claims data with a non-Medicaid provider,
be used for state plan whereas another state's Medicaid office was comfortable sharing data for
administration would prohibit | treatment purposes—even after the patient was no longer a Medicaid
it being used for the treatment | recipient. Use of Medicaid data for research requires more approval and a
of non-Medicaid patients if close link showing the benefit of the research to Medicaid and its
shared through an HIE recipients. Allowing use of Medicaid data in an HIE initiative has the
16 | initiative benefit of literally creating a record for the uninsured.
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Worksheet 6-2. Sample HIE Barriers and Possible Solutions to Consider (continued)

POTENTIAL PRACTICAL AND BARRIER IN MY
NO. | LEGAL BARRIERS TO HIE POSSIBLE SOLUTION STATE?
Doctors delaying EHR
adoption or financial or
concerns about the effect on EHRs certified by the Certification Commission for Health IT (CCHIT)
17 | work flow may accelerate adoption.
Clinician resistance to work
flow changes slowing the
adoption of EHR systems in HIE initiatives could share time estimates on work flow effect with
18 | physician offices doctors.
The release of CCHIT certification standards should help alleviate some
of these concerns. Physicians should be educated about benefits of HIE
and how HIE could eventually save money in terms of efficiency of
electronic (versus paper) records, speed of getting results (e.g., clinical
messaging), and arguments that malpractice liability might be lowered.
Providers with existing Finally, alternative funding solutions might be sought to help physicians
systems and EMRs resistant to | pay for the cost of EMRs (see the “Initial Funding and Financial Model
19 | using a new system for Sustainability” section on funding).
Physician with little incentive
to invest in EMR because of
capitation, if Managed Care There is little incentive for the physician to make financial investments in
20 | Organizations are prevalent technology, if his reimbursement rates are capitated.
Lack of bipartisan approach if
governor announces the
initiative and the groundwork
has not been done ahead of Engage both political parties’ support and educate early on HIE. Stress
time to engage and involve that this not a partisan political issue but rather a bipartisan (or, better,
21 | both political parties nonpartisan) effort to improve everyone’s healthcare.
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Worksheet 6-2. Sample HIE Barriers and Possible Solutions to Consider (continued)

No.

POTENTIAL PRACTICAL AND
LEGAL BARRIERS TO HIE

POSSIBLE SOLUTION

BARRIER IN MY
STATE?

22

Steady drumbeat of new
stories of security breach of
medical data

Adverse public relations is always a challenge; however, with regard to
stakeholders, steps can be taken to create and maintain confidence in the
HIE initiative. First, the HIE initiative should have comprehensive
HIPAA-compliant security policies (and follow them) and make the
policies available for stakeholder review. Those policies should include
disaster plans for responding to and mitigating security breaches. The
policies should also address who can have access to the data and when
(e.g., only when a particular patient is actually under the active treatment
of a physician or is actually a patient in a hospital). The HIE initiative
could perform an annual security audit by an independent third party and
make the results of the audit (and any remedial measures taken in
response to the audit) available to stakeholders. The data exchange
agreement might address some of these concerns through indemnification
provisions and, perhaps, by providing participants in the HIE initiative an
opportunity to conduct their own audits of the HIE initiative’s practices
upon good cause.

23

Lack of consumer
understanding

Consumer education is important and should be directed to all groups that
might fall under the broad definition of "consumer" (e.g., privacy
advocates and everyday healthcare users—understand that these two
groups might not have the same interests and that they do not necessarily
speak for one another). Perhaps convene a consumer group with all
different types of consumers. Gain the interest of local television stations'
and newspapers' health-beat reporters to do positive stories on the benefits
of HIE. Consider whether to give consumers the right to obtain their own
health record directly from the HIE initiative.
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Worksheet 6-2. Sample HIE Barriers and Possible Solutions to Consider (continued)

No.

POTENTIAL PRACTICAL AND
LEGAL BARRIERS TO HIE

POSSIBLE SOLUTION

BARRIER IN MY
STATE?

24

Privacy practices that are not
required by law but that are
institutional policies of the
participating healthcare
entities or stakeholders

An HIE initiative needs to strive for consistency in the uses and
disclosures of data and in the standards related to the data. Data submitted
by entities that have privacy policies that are more stringent than legally
required can cause the HIE initiative to treat that entity's data in a more
protective manner than data from other sources (e.g., some entities may
not allow their data to be used for research purposes or for healthcare
operations of other entities; some entities may liberally grant patient-
requested HIPAA restrictions). This issue adds cost, burden, and risk to
HIE initiative administration. HIE initiatives should educate participants
on the need for consistent privacy practices and then work with them to
try to get the Notice of Privacy Practices or other policy changed. In the
event that change cannot be accomplished, the HIE initiative must ensure
that it is operationally and technologically capable of providing the extra
protections to that particular entity's data.

25

Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act (FERPA)
restrictions on obtaining health
data from school nurses

FERPA (20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99) is a federal law that protects
the privacy of student education records (including health data collected
by the school nurse). The law applies to all schools that receive funds
under an applicable program of the Department of Education. Generally,
schools must have written permission from the parent or eligible student
to release any information from a student's education record. There are
some exceptions, but none currently for health data that could be useful to
public health officials or other healthcare professionals.

26

ERISA

ERISA preempts state regulation of employer benefits. As a result, states
may find it difficult to impose requirements or assessments that affect
self-insured health plans. When looking at the environment of health
insurers in any state, it is important to understand how actions taken will
affect ERISA-qualified plans versus non-ERISA plans. Regulations or
other actions may affect each type of payer differently and may put one
type at a disadvantage versus another. Thus, the effect of ERISA should
be considered when evaluating the payer environment.
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Worksheet 6-3. Sample HIE Data Sharing Agreement Issues

(in no particular order)

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

APPROACH

Who has access to the data and under what conditions (including any exceptions like a
break-the-glass policy)?

Will a certain subset of data be required to be contributed or shared in order to participate?

For what purposes may the data be used (treatment, payment, healthcare operations,
research)?

Are there defined standards or formats that the data must comply with for sending or
receiving?

What exact data elements will be shared (e.g., payers see only aggregated data for a
provider)?

Will the agreement contain indemnification provisions?

Will participants have the right to audit the HIE initiative for security or financial reasons
(e.g., trigger for audit, maximum frequency, who pays, confidentiality of resulting report,
require independent third party to conduct the audit, action to be taken after the report)?

How will the parties address privacy requests and privacy model (requests for restrictions,
opt out, opt in)?

What can be done with the data after a participant withdraws or terminates?

Who can withdraw and under what conditions?

Can participants be expelled? Is so, for what reasons?

What are the criteria for participating in the HIE initiative?

What fees or other compensation will be required?

Are there tiered levels of participation?

What specific services or products are included?

Is there a service level agreement (e.g., minimum availability of the network, response
time)?

What are each party’s responsibilities?

Who will do training and support?

How will security breaches be handled? Who has responsibility for reporting under state
data breach notification laws?
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Worksheet 6-3. Sample HIE Data Sharing Agreement Issues (continued)

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION

APPROACH

How will the HIE initiative protect participants’ proprietary data (e.g., practice patterns,
charges)?

Approval process for new uses of the data that arise

Will the state-level HIE initiative be a business associate of covered entity participants? If
so, how will HIPAA's patient rights (restriction, access, accounting, amendment, etc.) be
administered by the state-level HIE initiative on behalf of the participants?

Who enters into the data-sharing agreement (e.g., do not require hospital-based clinicians
to sign agreement with HIE initiative, but do have hospitals sign agreement and make
hospitals responsible for clinicians’ training and use of HIE’s products or services)?

Will the agreement contain liability disclaimers and/or a cap on damages?

What remedies will be available for breach? Injunctive relief? Money damages?

Who will own intellectual property associated with the HIE initiative?
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Worksheet 6-4. Role in Determining Data Model

(in no particular order)

ROLE OF STATE-LEVEL HIE INITIATIVE IN DETERMINING
DATA MODEL

PROS

Cons

FEASIBILITY

Intimately involved in deciding on data model

Convenes and defers to experts to decide on data model

Determines use cases and business requirements, then
contracts with vendor to execute

Requests (e.g., RFI) data model solutions from vendors

Defers to local HIE efforts for guidance (if multiple effort
model)
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Table 1. State-Level HIE Initiative Governance Composition Comparison

Because the members are actually in more than one category (e.g., a hospital is also an employer), the categorization in this chart is based on
the member’s primary role or viewpoint contributed to the governing structure. This chart is current as of August 8, 2006.

State
CA: CO: FL: IN: MA: ME: RI: TN: UT:
CalRHIO | CORHIO Governor’s Two MHDC | HealthInfoNet RIQI Governor’s | UHIN
Board of | Pre-Board Health Organizations | Board of Board of Board of eHealth
Governance | Directors Steering Information (1) IHIE Directors Directors Directors | Advisory
Committee Infrast.ructure B.oard of Council
Advisory Directors
Board (2) INPC
Management
Committee
Type of legal 501(c)(3) Anticipate Governor’s THIE: 501(c)(3) | 501(c)(3) 501(c)(3) 501(c)(3) Governor’s UHIN is in
. 501(c)(3) Advisory Board. INPC: virtual (also note advisory the process
entity Note: FHIN, Inc. (no legal entity) | that MA- council of applying
will be created as SHARE is a to become
a 501(c)(3) sole a 501(c)(6).
member Currently it
LLC is a state
subsidiary nonprofit
of MHDC) and a
federal for-
profit.
Number of 22 41 on 12 members IHIE: 15 25 19 22 17 members 16,

. Steering appointed by the INPC: 7 appointed b, however
gov.ernlng or Committee. governor tl?f governoz many
voting Board of members
members or Directors to represent
directors be _ more than

determined. one “type.”
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Governance State
Composition CA CO FL IN MA ME RI TN UT
Hospitals 3 members: 6 members: 3 members IHIE: 5 1 member: 4 members: 4 members: 2 members 6 members:
including major profit members Massachusetts | CEO of 3 large CEOs of two major
healthcare or nonprofit INPC: 5 Hospital hospital largest IDN, profit or
associations systems, members Association systems, and aCEOofa nonprofit
specialty, one rural community systems,
public, hospital hospital and specialty,
hospital the hospital public,
association association hospital
association
Physicians 3 members: 4 members: 5 members are IHIE: At least4 | 4 physicians 3 members: 4 members: 1 member: 3 members:
including professional physicians, plus | on IHIE Board plus CEO of all practicing; | mental health including
medical association, 1 dentist and 1 (including 2 Massachusetts | ambulatory CEO of provider medical
associations large medical | pharmacist medical Medical physician center, | largest group association
groups, societies), plus Society and hospital Chief practice in
primary care several other Massachusetts | Medical Officer, | Rhode Island
practitioner physicians Nurses hospital Chief
INPC: One Association Medical Officer
group practice or Chief
Information
Officer
Payers 3 members 3 members: 2 members None, but they 3 members 1 member 3 members, 1 member 12
health plan are becoming not including members
association, more involved government (also see
Kaiser, now “Gov’t”)
Children’s
Basic Health
Plan
Employers 1 member 4 members No participation | 1 member on 3 members 1 member 1 member 4 members No partici-
including IHIE Board is pation
Colorado from an
business employers’
group, state forum group
department of
personnel,
Colorado
Chamber of
Commerce
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Composition State
(cont’d) CA CO FL IN MA ME RI TN UT
Government 3 members: 3 members, Not officially a IHIE: 2 4 members: 3 members: 4 members: 2 members: 1 2 members:
CMS, including member, but the | members: Massachusetts | HHS, Maine Rhode Island represents Utah
California Public health, | Governor’s Indiana State Department CDC, HHS, Rhode Bureau of Department
Department CMS Advisory Board | Department of of Public governor’s Island TennCare of Health
of Health, the advises the Health, Marion Health, office Department (Medicaid), (Medicaid),
Managed Agency for County Health Massachusetts of Health, chair of the Public
Risk Medical Health Care Department are Group lieutenant eHealth Employee
Insurance Administration, | on IHIE Board Insurance governor, Advisory Health
Board which is charged | INPC: None Commission, Rhode Island Council Plan, plus 2
with Information health ex officio
implementing Technology insurance members:
EHRs, and Division, and commissioner Insurance
which in turn Board of Commis-
advises the Registration sioner and
governor, in Medicine state Chief
speaker of the Information
house, and Officer
president of the
senate on
legislative
recommendation
Researchers 1 member: 4 members 2 universities IHIE: 1 member 1 college of 1 member 1 member 1 member
Research and | from the Regenstrief and osteopathic from Brown
or . Education university the Indiana medicine University
academia organization University
School of
Medicine
INPC:
Regenstrief is on
the INPC
management
committee
Consumers 2 members: 3 members: No participation | No participation | 2 members 2 members: 2 members: 1 member No partici-
American consumer Executive Executive pation.
Association health Director of the Director of
of Retired initiative, National Consumer
Persons and 1 | Colorado Alliance for the | Advocacy
organization Office of Mentally 111, organization
representing Rural Health, private and
the consumer | Colorado consumer Community
voice Children’s Health Center
Campaign Patient

Page 113 of 114




Composition State
(cont’d) CA CO FL IN MA ME RI TN UT
Quality 1 member 2 members No participation | No participation | 1 member No participation | 1 member No participation | 1 mem(l)oeé
. state QIO:
mprove- %—I calth-
ment Insight)
organization
Local HIE 1 local HIE 6 members No participation | IHIE and INPC | No No participation | No local HIE 3 members No partici-
ffort effort grew out of the participation pation -
cllor local effort to be however,
statewide in UHIN
scope. There are connects to
some smaller several
HIE efforts in local
the state, but networks
none are on the including
IHIE Board or Inter-
on INPC. mountain’s
Vendors No vendors No vendors No vendors None, except No vendors No vendors No vendors 1 vendor No vendors
Regenstrief is
also a “vendor”
to IHIE
Out-of-state | No No 1 member No participation | No No participation | No 1 member No partici-
expert participation participation participation participation pation
Other 2 members: 1 | 6 members: No participation | IHIE: 2 4 members: 4 members: 1 from 1 member: 1 member:
Integrated nursing members: 1 labor union, | 2 business Business pharmaceutical Utah Group
Healthcare association, BioCrossroads 1 MHDC leaders, 1 Community; company Managers
Association, 1 | community is economic supporting legislator, 1 1 attorney, 1 Association
organization clinics, force and member, 2 at- | public health Pharmacist,. (ex officio)
working with | clinical financial large professional Will be
rural and guidelines supporter of life | individuals adding a
underserved collaborative, sciences; nurse and a
populations attorney, Indianapolis mental health
Agency for mayor representative
Healthcare INPC: none
Research and
Quality
(AHRQ)
grant primary
investigator
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