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From: "James Kimmey" <jkimmey@mffh.org>

To: <doug.nelson@ago.mo.gov>
Date: 5/8/2007 5:06 PM

Subject: Cooper Amendment

Hi Doug-

Since you are in JC, you are probably aware of the fact that Nathan
Cooper has recycled his 2005 bill to eliminate the CAC and give the
Governor appointment of the Board of the Foundation. He has attached
this as an amendment to SB 22, an unrelated bill being considered in the
House. We are not sure if the combination of the blogging (I trust you
saw the Foundation referred to today as the AG's "slush fund") and this
amendment are an organized effort or two unrelated events.

We need action.

James R. Kimmey M.D., M.P.H.
President and CED

Missouri Foundation for Health

1000 St. Louis Union Station, Suite 400
St. Louis MO 63103

(314) 345-5500



From: "James Kimmey" <jkimmey@mffh.org>

To: <doug.nelson @ago.mo.gov>
Date: 5/14/2007 9:30 AM
Subject: Upcoming Board Discussion

Good Morning-

As you are no doubt aware, Hancock continues daily to trot out specific
grants to specific organizations as his evidence of "Nixen's slush

fund." Granted his readership is miniscule (we're tracking it to the

extent we can) "who" is probably more important than "how many." Bearden
is clearly one of the "who" and although the Cooper amendment did not go
on SB22, there are still a number of opportunities for Bearden to attach

it somewhere and we are monitoring the GA closely. Our information
suggests that it can go away if MFH backs away from funding certain
specific organizations. The Board will not countenance that as |

believe you are aware.

We have a Board meeting on Thursday, May 17. This topic will be "top of
mind" given all that has happened in the past three weeks and will be
discussed in the meeting. | anticipate some hard questions concerning
conversations with the AGO on the issue. So that | provide the most
accurate information, let me summarize what I've heard:

1. The AG is aware of the Foundation's concemn with the smearing
of its programs through the Hancock blogging.

2. He stands by his previous position that change in the Bylaws
and the relationship between the AGO and MFH will come, but not until
December.

3. He feels that approving the amendments submitted last October
at this time would have the appearance of responding to the Hancock
issues.

4, As to the Cooper amendment issue, the AGO position is the same
as the MFH counsel-the proposal is illegal.

The Post-Dispatch seems to have a growing interest in this issue. |
don't know whether or not they intend to cover the meeting, however. In
any case, it's important to get it right, so | would appreciate your
response concerning the accuracy of the characterizations above.

Thanks.



James R. Kimmey M.D., M.P.H.
President and CEO

Missouri Foundation for Health

1000 St. Louis Union Station, Suite 400
St. Louis MO 63103

(314) 345-5500



From: "James Kimmey" <jkimmey@mffh.org>

To: <doug.nelson@ago.mo.gov>
Date: 5/18/2007 3:59 PM

Subject: Developments
Attachments: beardenmemo.doc

Good Afternoon-

The Board met yesterday and the matters of the blogging and the Cooper
issue were reviewed. There was minimal discussion and the only action
was to authorize retention of special counsel should it be required
because of legislative action.

Today's development was an email from Bearden to his fellow Republicans
(attached) urging them to have constituents contact MFH and urge the
Foundation to stop funding advocacy. As you will recognize, there are
inaccuracies in the memo re. history and operations of the Foundation.

We will await developments.

James R. Kimmey M.D., M.P.H.
President and CEO

Missouri Foundation for Health

1000 St. Louis Union Station, Suite 400
St. Louis MO 63103

(314) 345-5500
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From: Carl Bearden

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2007 12:57 PM
To: Republican Representatives
Subject: Missouri Foundation for Health

Recently, many of you may have received e-mails regarding the Missouri Foundation for Health. I would ask
that you read the following and then send a response to each of the folks who have contacted you.

The Missouri Foundation for Health was funded via the proceeds of a settlement that the State entered into
with Blue Cross Blue Shield when they went from a "not for profit" company to a "for profit" company.
This settlement was a repayment to the State of taxes that were not incurred because of their tax status. It
was believed that allowing Blue Cross Blue Shield to become a "for profit" company without making
restitution for tile many years they did not pay taxes would not be fair to the taxpayers and may have
encouraged other companies to engage in the same behavior.

Today, taxpayers have little input as to the expenditure of their taxpayer dollars that are now distributed by
the Foundation for Health. Additionally, some monies are sent to liberal, allegedly "non-partisan" advocacy
groups who use these grants to further their political agendas and activities. The fact is many of the "non-
partisan" advocacy groups they provide significant funding to are primarily partisan groups such as Missouri
Budget Project, GRO, etc. The Foundation is violating their own rule of conduct by supporting partisan
groups such as those listed above to misrepresent actions taken by the legislature. Their continued support
of such groups indicate either a poor, or worse yet no accountability system is present at the Foundation or
that they are knowingly violating their own rules and agree with the partisan groups they support through
these grants.

It is my hope that the Foundation for Health will cease the funding of any advocacy groups but especially
those who are who known partisan groups. The establishment of whether these groups are partisan is not
difficult. In the alternative a more balanced approach should be utilized in distributing those funds; these
taxpayer dollars should not be used in an advocacy role, regardless of which side of the political spectrum
they occupy.

After turther communications with several individuals, I asked Representative Cooper not to offer his
amendment to reorganize the Missouri Foundation for Health to SB 22. However, I will continue to
diligently fight to ensure that these monies are not sent to biased, advocacy groups. If I am unsuccessful, we
mav need to take legislative action to protect taxpayer dollars.

I would ask that you would consider e-mailing your constituents and ask them to communicate with the
Foundation for Health your request that they STOD funding all advocacy efforts. In addition, I ask that you
e-mail the Dr. Kimmey, President and CEO of the Foundation at jkimmey(@ mffh.org and let him know
that you are concerned with their grant activities in support of partisan groups.

As always, please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions.

Carl Bearden Speaker Pro Tern Missour: House of Representatives www.carlbearden.org

5/18/2007



From: "James Kimmey" <jkimmey@mftth.org>

To: <doug.nelson @ago.mo.gov>
Date: 8/5/2007 3:56 PM
Subject: Update

Goced Afternoon Doug--

MFH continues to take unwarranted hits from the Hancock blog. Today,
however, a "mainstream” blogger joined in creating additional concern
here re. the credibility of the Foundation should this break out of the
blogosphere (as the News-Leader suggests it should). | find it
increasing difficult to understand how this whole matter can be
considered anything but a direct attack on the AG. The last paragraph
of Hancock’s posting should put the idea that this is about Mo Budget
Project or any other advocacy or women's health organization to rest.
Our concern for the credibility of the Foundation continues. The last
time we discussed this, you indicated some continued effort to move
towards a solution. Any progress??

Here's Springfield News-Leader Editor Tony Messenger's take on some of
the Hancock stuff (from his blog @:
http://www.news-leader.com/apps/pbces.dli/section? Category=BLOGS03):

Does nonpartisan exist anymore?

Republican loyalist John Hancock has been making quite a bit of hay
lately with his MissouriPulse posts on the financial practices of the
Missouri Foundation for Health
<http://www.missouripulse.com/production/FeaturedStories/NixonSlushFundm
OFoundationforHealth/tabid/83/Default.aspx> . Hancock's assertion, and
the facts seem to back him up, is that some of the Foundation's grants
are going fo organizations that are political allies of Attorney General
Jay Nixon. This is problematic because Nixon controls the appointments
to the board, and hundreds of thousands of dollars are going to
organizations that at least in part further Nixon's agenda. For an
organization created out of a settiement with the state of Missouri,

with a very important purpose, such politicizing is problematic.

This is not to say Missouri Foundation of Health is a bad organization.
It's not. | think it does tremendous work and have relied on the
organization for a wealth of research on health care issues. So, too, do
many of the organizations that the foundation supports, such as the
Missouri Budget Project, do fair-minded research.

In fact, both parties play this sort of political deception of relying
on supposedly independent groups that they also fund, as Fired Up points
out today <http://www firedupmissouri.com/blog/1339> . But Hancock's



larger question is this: Who decides when an organization is truly
nonpartisan? Does the Missouri Budget Project qualify? The Show-Me
(nstitute? It's a slippery slope to start labeling one organization that
has financial ties to one party or another, and not use the same labels
for other groups.

The best course of action, for lawmakers and for journalists, | would
suggest, is to quote liberally from a wide variety of organizations on
many sides of the political spectrum, and leave the labels to others.

The organization's study methods and logic of their conclusions ought to
be enough to either give the group credibility or detract from it. As

for the Missouri Feundation of Health, | think they have plenty of
credibility. But that doesn't mean that Hancock hasn't identified a news
story worth pursuing. Somebody ought to follow the money.

Post Comment
<http://forums.news-leader.com/check_comment.php?articleld=70605020&sect
ion=Blogs+-+Tony+Messenger&titie=Does+nonpartisan+exist+anymore%3F&categ
oryld=BLOGS03&pubDate=20070605&relationValue=BBvalue 1%3DBLOGS03&cacheTim
e=5&display=1>

* View comments without loegon

<http://www.news-leader.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article? AID=/20070605/BLOGS03/
70605020#story_comments>

Posted by Tony Messenger - Tuesday, June 5, 2007 - 10:55 am

A Voice Of Reason

Posted by: John Hancock | 2:30pm | Permalink
<http://www.missouripulse.com/production/NewsArchives/June2007/tabid/86/
Default.aspx#9> :

The News-Leader's Tony Messenger asked the million-dollar question
<http://www.news-leader.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article? AID=/20070605/BLOGS03/
706050204#story_comments> in a post on his site this afternoon: "Does
nonpartisan exist anymore?* While we are flattered by his reference to

this site's recent research on Missouri Foundation for Health grants,

the guestion speaks volumes on the need for the reexamination of what
constitutes partisan activity in Missouri.

Like Messenger, we are convinced the Missouri Foundation for Health
contributes greatly to improving the state's health care situation, but

we are nonetheless concerned by at least $7 million in recent
guestionable grants that have been diverted from the foundation's
mission, which is to help the uninsured. Instead, by championing various
political causes on the left to the benefit of the foundation's creator

and overseer AG Jay Nixon, the foundation has opened itself up to a
crying need for scrutiny. It is disappointing to then see the media
repeatedly portray the recipients of foundation largesse as

"nonpartisan” sources in news coverage.

Thankfully, Missouri voters will have the opportunity next year to
choose a new Attorney General who will hopefully remedy Nixon's
self-dealing shenanigans through his or her appointment powers over the



foundation. In the meantime, it seems only appropriate that our friends
in the media do as Messenger has suggested and guestion the current
standards through which partisan activity is gauged. The foundation
would be a great place to start.

James R. Kimmey M.D., M.P.H.
President and CEO

Missouri Foundation for Health

1000 St. Louis Union Station, Suite 400
St. Louis MO 63103 '

(314) 345-5500



From: "James Kimmey" <jkimmey@mffh.org>

To: <bruce.horwitz@ coxhealth.com=, <walentca@ SLU.EDU>, <kentrprise @aol.com=,...
Date: 7/9/2007 12:39 PM
Friends-

The Bloggers have come and gone, spending about two hours reviewing
materials from the MFH files. They did not have a structured agenda, but
had a clear idea of what they wanted to see. They copied a very few
items, to wit:

* A Unanimous Consent for Bylaw amendments dated November 28,
2000 and signed by the then-Directors Paul Wilson, Charles Hatfield and
Paul Maguffee. The matters dealt with in the amendment were Board size,
Annual and Regular Meetings of the Board and the make-up and powers of
the CAC.

* The letter prepared by Lashly and Baer dated March 7, 2005,
analyzing House Bill 605 and outlining the reasons why the General
Assembly could not enact enforceable legislation taking state control of
MFH.

* Background materials for the April 3, 2006, meeting with the
AG and the report prepared for the Board following that meeting.

* Two letters dated December 28 2006 from the AG to retiring CAC
members Van Matre and Shelton thanking them for their service. Each one
had a hand written addition from the AG thanking them particularly for

their work in the CAC.

* Four reports on health reform legislation, particularly SB

577, prepared for MFH by Penman and Winton. All four were very straight
reporting on activities in the General Assembly around the issue.

Toni, as custodian of records, provided them with the things they
requested and they were appreciative of her support.

Interestingly, their comment at the end was "This isn't about the
Foundation...you do great work™.

James R. Kimmey M.D., M.P.H.

President and CEQO



Missouri Foundation for Health
1000 St. Louis Union Station, Suite 400
St. Louis MO 63103

(314) 345-5500



From: "James Kimmey" <jkimmey@mfth.org>
To: <doug.nelson@ago.mo.gov>
Date: 11/1/2007 12:00 PM

Doug-In case this hasn't started running in JC. It is running in this
market.

JEFFERSON CITY - Jay Nixon is coming out of hiding today with a health
care event that Missouri Republicans are exposing with a radio ad citing
Nixon's political abuses of a group that is supposed to help Missouri's
uninsured.

The Missouri Republican Party today began airing radio ads in select
Missouri markets divulging Nixon's use of his slush fund known as the
Missouri Foundation for Health to fund pro-abortion groups,
organizations that openly provide services to illegal immigrants and
Demeocrat shell groups like the Missouri Budget Project. Nixon created
the foundation and is supposed to oversee it - but instead he has used
it as an influence peddling mechanism for his political campaign.

“Now that Jay Nixon has decided to come out of hiding, the Missouri
Republican Party plans 1o expose his political use of funding that is
supposed to be going to uninsured Missourians but instead is being used
as a slush fund for Nixon's political campaign,” said Paul Sloca,
communications director for the Missouri Republican Party. "Missourians
deserve to know that Jay Nixon is an opportunist who is more interested
in boosting his political fortunes than helping Missourians in need.”
While not included in the ad, it is important to note that in 2002 and
20083, Nixon defended Bob Holden's deep cuts to dental and eye care for
Medicaid recipients and Holden's attempt to raise Medicaid's income
cutoff for the disabled, blind and elderly.

Listen to the ad at: http://www.mogop.org/media/nixon_shoot_straight.mp3

James R. Kimmey M.D., M.P.H.
President and CEO

Missouri Foundation for Health

1000 St. Louis Union Station, Suite 400
St. Louis MO 63103

(314) 345-5500



