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RMP  FLORIDA

RM# 00024

JULY/AUGUST 1974 REVIEW

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

Seven of these proposals relate to Florida RMP's Objective 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 services to those
not being served."

Four to Objective II -

" To extend primary 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 CHP agencies are involved in the review process from the time an
application is received. There are no adverse (HP comments on these
proposals. CHP comments are enclosed in the application.

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

: DRMP/OD/7-15-74

JULY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION .

Critique:
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, : FLORIDA REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAM
RM 00024

MAY/JUNE 1974 REVIEW |

Request: $3,000,791

Committee Recommendation: $2,700,000

Overall Assessment by Individual Reviewers: Superior

Critique: - .

Considered by reviewers to be well organized with good leadership,
program staff, excellent RAG, excellent past performance and
accomplishment, good CHP relationships with program 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 suggested
could be successfully completed in the time-frame left for life

.. of the program or could be continued under other funding.

JULY/AUGUST REVIEW ' a

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

SCOB/DRMP/6-6-74

National Advisory Council: June 13—14,1974

Council concurred with Committee recommendation.

DRMP Funding Decision: $2,565,459

SCOB/DRMP/7-2-74
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EO's RESFONSE T0 Chi? CUMMENTS
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Application Sent
to CHP
(yes - no)

CHP Comuents Rec'd
by Ri4P
(yes - no)

Were Jhey Reetd Prior
to RMP RAG Meating
(yes = no)

Significant Negative
Comments by CHP
(yes - no)

Comments

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

CENTRAL NEW YORK

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

On July 3 the Coordinator prepared an
addendum to his application which explairs
project by project how the RAG & the
Executive Committee consldered proposals
that had received a low or disapproved
lrecommendation from the various CilPs
(#61, 62, 63, 73, 74, 78, 57)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Relationships remain strained

GREATER wiiuw

LAKES AREA

LLLEY

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

eview & comment responses were received
from 4 b agencies.They fall into the
following categories: approved, approved
with advice, approved with stipulation,
reviewed with no recommendation, approved
by staff only (not enough time for review
by CHP board) and not approved (#77)

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

TYTLAND

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes (limited)

pplication shows 8 projects; 6 received
full endorsement by CHP. Project #69 was
bndorsed with a stipulation. Endorsement
was withheld from #67 on grounds of con-
flict with state planning & an immanent
overnor's decision

METRO D.C.

Yes

Yes

Yes (limited)

No

Bome responses were not received in time
to be included but will be forwarded as
received.
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EO's RESFONSE TO CilP CGMMENTS

“hpplication Sent

to CHP
(yes - no)

CHP Coments Rec’d

by RwP
(yes - no)

Were They Roc'd Prior
to RMP RAG Meeting
(yes - no)

Significant Negative
Comments by CHP
(yes - no)

Comments

NASSAU-SUFFOLK

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

|#30 was recommended for disapproval because

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.

IN/S RMP says the project sponsor has agreed
to work with other project directors.

NEW JERSEY

Yes

No

No

A1l CHP comments will be considered by RAG
at time of funding decision meeting

.0 METRO

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

NORTHERN NEW ENGLAND

No

CHP issue not addressed in this application

PUERTO RICO

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

ROCHESTER

7

L8228

Yes

Yes

Yes

Bue to press of time for this application
RRMP dropped its letter of intent procedure.
In a change from the past CHP was then in a
position of reviewing "raw" applications
with no advance perceptions. CHP responses
reflect this; at least in part., Collectively
CHP responses reflected meaningful exchange
between RMP and the affected agencies.

SUSGUEHANNA VALLEY

{ Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

/50~CHP did not endorse this project
primarily for lack of sufficient need.SVRMP
¢comments to follow. #40~unfavorable
Tecommendation related to poor choice of
Priorities in terms of community need. SVRMP
¢omments to follow.




EO's RESPONSE TO CliP CGHMENTS

PAGE 3

L ..cation Sent

CHP Comments Rec'd

W

ere They Rec'd Prior

Significant Negative

IS EA TN to CHP by Ri“P to RMP RAG Meeting Comments by CHP Comments
(yes - no) (ves - no) (yes - no) (yes - no)
TRI~STATE Yes Yes Yes Yes Negative comments were found regarding
#25, 51 and 61. On July 3 it appears the
« Executive Director sufficiently responded
to negative CHP comments.
VIEOT0 A Yes ~ Yes (not all) Yes No Proposals submitted to 9 CHP agencies.
) Responses. received from 3. One of the
responding agencies is an applicant
contde PLAGSYLVANIA Yes Yes Yes No
ST VIRGINIA Yes Yes Yes No

E0/7/16/74
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WIONS § DEVELOPMENT

‘ Application Sent

(1P Conmments Rec'd

Were They Rec'd Prior

Significant Negative

Regional Medical Program - to P by RMP to RMP RAG Mceting Comments by CHP Comments
(yes - no) (yes - mno) (yes - no) (yes - no)
ALAPAMA YES YES YES NO
FLORIDA YES YES YES NO
ILEINOIS YES YIS YES NO ISSUES RAISED HAVE BEEN SETTLED.
INDIANA YES YIiS YIiS YES REGION AIJUSTS PROGRAM TO PLANNING
: AGENCY COMMENTS, IF SIGNITICANT.
MULIPHITS YES YES YES NO
MICHTIGAN YES NO NO - RAG WILL CONSIDER ALL CIIP COMMENTS -
PRIOR TO EUNDING.
MISSISSIPPT YES YES YES NO ' IN NO CASE WHERE BOTH dIP A AND B
AGENCY COMMENTED NEGATIVELY WERE ANY
PROJECTS FUNDED.,
NORTII CAROLINA YES NO NO-HOWEVER THE DIRECTOR ONLY 3 PROPOSALS IN THIS APPLICATION
OF TIIE "A'" AGENCY § I WILL BE CONDUCTED IN AREAS WHERE
DIRECTOR OF A '"'B"AGENCY THERE ARE ACTIVE (ip "'B' AGENCIES.
' ELECTED BY OTIIER ''B"* COMMENTS WILL BE FORWARDED FROM TIE
AGENCIES SIT ON RAG. ""B'" AGENCIES LATER,
CHP TNVOLVED IN PROPOSALS
AT THE TIME OF DEVELOPMINT.
NORTIHLANDS YES PRELIMINARY I~ )MENTS YES NOT RECEIVED TO BE SENT AS SOON AS RECEIVED. REGION
WILL SEE THAT PROJECT SPONSOR AND
ANY ADVERSE CHP ISSUES ARE SOLVED
BEFORE FUNDING.
SOUTH CAROLINA YES » . YES. § NO YES & NO NO 7 CHPQ WILL FORWARD COMMENTS BY MID-JUY
T .. »{ID-SOUTH YES YES YES NO
©.. «WNSIN YES YES YES YES ONE '"B'' AGENCY NEGATIVELY COMMENTED

ON A PROPOSAL,
APPLICATION.

PROPOSAL INCLUDED IN




