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JULY/AUGUST 1974 REVIH4{

Nvfp FLORIDA

N\j# 00024

This application requests $1,480,730 for support of 27 new probgram
proposals, none of which were included in the IVkLyApplication.

Seven of these proposals relate to Florida RMPf.sObjective I -

“ To enhance the availability of existing health care services
throughout the region, particularly those directed at special
health problems, in order to bring health sanrices to those
not being served.”

Four to Objective II -

“ To extend prima~y health care services to Florida’s
disadvantaged populations, rural and urban.”

Eleven to Objective III -

“ To promote coordination of existing health services in order
to enhance utilization, accessibility, availability,
acceptability, and quality.”

Five to Objective IV -

“ To provide opportunities to improye and expand health care
services through educational and demonstrative activities.”

The (HP agencies are involved in the review process from the time an
application is received. There are no adverse W comnents on these
proposals. CHP comments are enclosed in the application.

In this review cycle, Florida RMP considered 53 applications, turned
dokn 26 of these in the amount of $3,300,000, and forwarded 27 for
funding.

DRMP/oD/7-15-74

JULY COMMITTEE RECOWQLTION

Critique:
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lgo CV RIS-K- FAC.TOR REVERSAL
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FLORIDA tiGIO~AL hIEDICALPROGRAM
RM 00024

/

M4Y/JUNE1974 REVIEW /

Request: $3,000,791 ‘

Committee Recommendation: $2,700,000—

Overall Assessment by Individual Reviewers:

Critiaue:

Considered by reviewers to be well organized
● program staff, excellent RAG, excellent past

Superior

?

with good leadership,
performance and

acc&nplishment, good Cliprelationships with p;ogram activities that
address key issues that are congruent with the region’s$explicit
priorities and areas of emphasis.

—

..
Reduced recommendation made on basis of whether all new activities
could be successfully completed in the time-frame left for life
of the program or couldbe continued under other funding.

JULY/AUGUST REVIEW “

Estfiated Request as of May 1974: $1,500,000

kOB/DRM?/6-6-74

suggested

--- - --- - ----- - ------------------------- - ---------- - -- - - --- - - ------------ - ---

National Advisory Council: June 13-14,1974
.

council concurred with

DRMP Funding Decision:

scoB/DRMP/7-2-74

Cotittee recommendation.

$2,565,459

●

.
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Corm2ntsto CIIP
(yes - no)

NoYes Yes Yes

Yesrl:?:T?.ALNEW YORK Yes )n July 3 the Coordinator prepared an
~ddendumto his applicationwhich explaim
]rojectby project how the RAG & the
lxecutiveCommittee considered proposals
:hathad received a low or disapproved
:ecomrnendationfrom the various CHPS

Yes Yes

.

t#61 62 63 73 74 78 57)
—

Yes Yes Yes {relationshipsremain strained.T
,., Yes

.-.

{eview& comment responses were received
=rom 4 b agencies.They fall into the
followingcategories: approved, approved
~ith advice, approved with stipulation,
reviewedwith no recommendation,apprGved
)y staff only (not enough time for review
)y CHP board) and not approved (#77)

GREATLX ui.;..,... ...!+!-i’l’Yes Yes Yes

●

,*

Yes

..—. .. .. .. . .
i

YesLAKES AREA

““’”:..LND

Yes Yes No

Yes (limited) ~pplicationshows”8 projects; 6 received
Ml endorsement by CHP. Project #69 was
mdorsed with a stipulation. Endorsement
zaswithheld from #67 on grounds of con-
Fli.ctwith state planning & an immanent
~overno~lsdecision

Yes Yes Yes

,

Yes No were not received in time
but will be forwarded as

Yes (limited)klE’lk03D.C. Yes Some responses
:0 be included
received.

. .

,



NASSAU-SUFFOLK Yes

.

NEN JERSEY I Yes

:,. NETRO I Yes

NORTIIERNNEW ENGLAND No

PUERTO RICO Yes

ROCHESTER Yes

..

.
I ~,

SUS(jtiMANNAVALLEY i Yes’

rtw~ L

EO’S RE5FONSE 10 CilP CCdiHENTS

by-%Ti~~~i;;’:Or ‘i’fi$~:f’’’ive -

cHP collY.!ien’tsMc’”d
Cements

(yes

Yes No Yes #30 was recommended for disapproval because

I

.’

No
i

I
Yes

Yes

Yes

“.

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes
,

Yes

this dental project should be-supported by
the University. NS/RMP feels through its
review committees this is an innovative
effort & seed monies through RMP is
appropriate. #29 was approved with con-
ditions that it be integrated into #28.
N/S RMP says the project sponsor has agreed
to work with other project directors.

All CHP comments will be considered by RAG
at time of funding decision meeting

.,

No

PHP issue not addressed in this application

No

Yes )ue to press of time fur this application
RRMP dropped its letter of intent procedure.
In a change from the past CHP was then in a
>ositionof reviewing “raw” applications
ith no advance perceptions. CHP responses
eflect this; at least in part. Collectively
:HP responses reflected meaningful exchange
]etweenRMP and the affected agencies.

*

Yes 50-CHP did not endorse this project
rimarily for lack of sufficient need.SVRMP
omments to follow. #40-unfavorable
ecommendationrelated to poor choice of
riorities in terms of community need. SVRMP
(:ommentsto follow.



EO’S RESPONSE 10 CliPCG{NINTS
PAGE 3

.- .—
, , ,ctitjonSent

;->”.--,&.-; ,ibJ!.-.’, to CHP
(yes - no)

.—-——.

TRI-STATE Yes

——

Vr!’!JT+~i.4 Yes -

.LSTVIRGINIA

‘.

.

I

Yes

‘,
*

Yes

.“

Yes (not all)

Yes

,,

Yes

I

—.
‘Il}cy [kc’d Prior
to RV?PRAG Fkwting

(yes - no)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Comments by CHP
(yes - no)

Yes

No

No

No””

Comments

egative comments were found regarding
25, 51 and 61. On July 3 it appears the
xecuti.veDirector sufficientlyrespondod
o nc!gativeCI1l’commcmts.

roposals submitted to 9 CHP agcncics.
esponses,received from 3. One of the
esponding agencies is an applicant

EO/7/16/74

.
‘.
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.[l.wl~t.j

l;l.( )Rl DA

11,1.!’;(11s

ISl)l,w,l

!ilSSISSIPPI

XORTI1 CAROLINA

YORTIILANDS

SOIII’11 C4ROLINA

r.. ,,~.UD-SOUTH

,,. s ;,)NSIN

I

YEs

YEs

YEs

YES

YEs

ES

YES

YEs

YEs

YET

YEs ,

Y-Es

cm conm~cntsRec’d
by RMP

(yes - no)

YEs

YEs

YEs

YES

YES

NO

ES

NO

PRELIMINARY 7~.fiKNTS

YES. FjNO

YEs

YEs

Were They Rcc’d I)rlor
to RMP P4G Meeting

(Yes - no)

YEs

YEs

YEs

Y] !s
t

YEs

NO

YEs

NO-lIOWEVERITIEDIREKXOI
OF TIE “A” AGENCY 6 .TIII
DIRECTOR OF A ‘rlY’AGENCl
ELECTED BY OTIIER “B”
AGENCIES SIT ON RAG.
CHP INVOLVED IN PROPOS1
AT THE TIME OF DEVELOPIP

YEs

YES GNO

YEs

YEs

i

I

Significant Ncgativ(
Conuncntsby ClfP
(Yes - no)

NO “

NO

NO

YES

NO

9
NO

s’.
NT.

NOT RECEIVED

NO

NO

YEs

Comments

IssuEs RAISEDImm BIXNsl;rr~i].

IUK 10N A1lJ11S’1’S l)l{OGIW ‘1’O P1,LW lW

AGENCYCOfVlhlMJTS, IF SIGN ll:lCAN’1.

wG WILL CONSIDER ALL CIw cofil~fiirs
PRIOR TO FUNDING.

IN NO CASE M llWE B0711Cl1PA AM) ).3
WN2Y COl%llNTEDlWXATIVELYiVE1/EANY
PRoJEcrs FUNDED.

)NLY 3 PROPOSALS IN TllIS APPLICATION
ULL BE CONDUCTEDIN AREAS WHERE
131EREARE ACTIVE CIIP “B” AGENCIES.
XM4ENI’S WILL BE FOIWRDED FRCld lllE
‘B1’ AGENCIES J_ATER.

rO BE SENT AS SOON AS RECEIVED. REGION
VILL SEE THAT PRQJECT SPONSOR AND
W ADVERSE CHP ISSUES ARE SOLVED
IEFORE FUNDING.

7 (lipsWILL FORWARD CONMENTS BY }lID-JUrY

)NE “B’‘AGEjjcy

INA PROPOSAL.
~pLICATION.

NEGATIVELY COMMENTED

PROPOSAL INCLUDED IN


