CROSS SYSTEM FINANCING PROJECT 

Memorandum
 

 
TO:                             Participants in the Cross System Financing Learning Network
 

CC:                             Victor Capoccia, Program Officer 

                                    Joanne Stroud, National Conference on State Legislatures

FROM:                       John O’Brien, Co-Director

                                    Suzanne Gelber Co-Director

DATE:                        December 3, 2006 

RE:                             Third Learning Session Product Review Instructions

We are looking forward to our meeting next week in Juniper Beach Florida.  As you know, each team was required to develop a product to bring to this session.   These products will be reviewed by your peers and will be discussed at our meeting on Wednesday, December 13th.  We have structured the product review to provide sufficient time for individuals to review the products and for sites to obtain feedback on their products.  We will be splitting the six teams into two groups during the afternoon of the 13th.  Team one will consist of the following sites: New Mexico, Philadelphia and Franklin County.  Team two will be comprised of Georgia, Washington and Iowa.  
In the next several days you will be receiving the products developed by the three sites that comprise your team.  We are requesting that you review the products developed by the other sites in your team.  These products are project-specific and may differ in their intent and size.  Some sites are developing draft RFPs, others are developing “concept” papers or charters.  

To guide the review of these products we have developed a template which is attached to this e-mail.  Please use this template when reviewing each product.  The template is divided in three sections.  The first section requests the reviewer to rank the product in five areas:

· Whether the purpose of the product is clear and intent is well stated.  While reviewing the product ask yourself the following questions:  Is the purpose of the document clear?  Please rate on a scale of 1 through 5 (with 5 being assigned to a product whose purpose was extremely clear) whether the purpose of the product is clear. 

· Whether the overall document is understandable and clear.  The reviewer should ask the following questions:  Is the approach the site proposed clear?  Would an individual (consumer, provider, interested stakeholder) understand what the site is proposing to do?  Can you envision what is being described in the product?  Please rate on a scale of 1 through 5 (with 5 being assigned to a product that was extremely clear) whether the overall product is clear. 

· Whether the product describes a project or process that is doable.  The reviewer should ask the following questions:  Are there clear timeframes called for in the product?  Are these timeframes sufficient to accomplish what the activities set forth in the product?   Please rate on a scale of 1 through 5 (with 5 being assigned to a product that has clear and reasonable timeframes. 

· Whether the resources set forth in the product seem sufficient to accomplish the proposed project. The reviewer should ask the following question:  Does the product identify and assign resources (funding or staff) to the project?  Is there a clear point of project accountability described in the product?  Will the resources be sufficient?  Please rate on a scale of 1 through 5 (with 5 being assigned to a product that described a project that was very well resourced). 
·  Whether the project is appropriately scoped.  The reviewer should ask the following question:  Is the project described in the product too large or too small given the timeframes and resources available to the site? Please rate on a scale of 1 through 5 (with 5 being assigned to a product that described a project that was very well scoped). 

We realize that not all products will lend themselves to this review.  For instance, a charter or a memorandum of understanding may not have significant detail regarding resources and timeframes but is an immensely important document that will provide a strong foundation for the product.  In these instances assign a N/A (not applicable for those items).  The far right column allows each reviewer to provide comments that explain their rating.  We would encourage all reviewers to provide some comments regarding the product in this column.

The second section of the template requests that reviewer to suggest three action items for the site to undertake over the next 90 days.  Some of these may be obvious (disseminate the RFP).  Others may not be that apparent.  Ask yourself the following question: What would be several action steps that need to be taken to improve the site’s chances for a timely implementation?
The third section of the template requests the reviewer to identify two policy changes that will need to be addressed over the next six months that will greatly improve the chances of this product succeeding.   If the product does not provide that level of specificity, you can review the visioning exercise the site described in Chicago.  We will resend each sites Chicago presentation to assist you in identifying possible policy changes.

At the meeting each staff member on the team will review their feedback with the other sites on their team.  Project staff will facilitate the product review.  Remember—submit your products ASAP (they were due today) and most importantly to have fun and use this process constructively!
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