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Establishment of workable and new acceptable
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2. Productive dialogue has been established

between and among fcormerly disparete
in most cormmunities as a conseguence
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la. Implerentation of quzlity control through
utilization review, peer review and continuing

.educaticn.

2. Means for conducting pilot experiment
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3. Implementing decisions made by CHP Agencies.

4. Promote HEW emoh351s, 1w ey HMO, EMS Aﬁf‘;

x .

5’\ Q\ "i Lt j < . ‘
6. 7m/w%k4u~w t#w#hﬁ d)pm&db.ﬂ»t z'{VWﬁﬁr/“ﬁa;?

II. ISSUES AND OITIONS

Issue 1(a)
Should the local RMP units be prograrmetically independent?

on A - Yes. Completely lo cally responsive.

- Yes, but incentives for working on HEW

priorities.

Option C - Most money obligated for HEW priorities
: or criteria with remaining moneys to be
spent on local priorities.



