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1967
Awarded

Alabama............ ...
Albany............. 914,627
Arkansas........... ...
Bi-State........... ...
California......... ...
CentralN.Y.....,,. ...
Colorado-Wyoming... ...
Connecticut........ ...

D.C.Metropolitan.. ...
Florida............ ...
Georgia............ ...
GreaterDelaware... ...
GreaterNew York... 967,010
Hawaii............. ...

Indiana............ ...
Intermountain...... 1,790,603
Iowa............... ...

Unsas ............. 1,076,600
Maine.............. ...
Maryland..........* ...
Memphis...,........ 173,119
Michigan........... ...
Mississippi........ ...
Missouri........... 2,887,903
MountainStates.... ...

Nebraska- South 3
New Jersey......... ...
New Mexico......... ...

* o
Awarded

...
1,140,015

...

...
2,232,864
460,314
...
....

418,318
...

1,416,777
...

1,127,282
.*.

...
1,789,792
412,841

1,576,304
318,239
...

749,448
852,241
...

4,490,607
206,913

214,987
...

475,798

Statusof
OPE~TIONALGWNTS

1969
Awarded

903,105
139,617
579,924
...

9,602,090
1,237,940
1,146,824
1,548,257

1,427,008
779,085

2,635,789
2,862,484
371,532
903,301

1,572,396
3,113,706

73,979

1,727,063
862,529

2,236,520
890,107
989,229
731,406

5,227,008
1,997,283

501,206
1,030,563
1,959,119

~j~~j~j,
:!.,ii,F,.,~:q\i:i,’,,,,,!,..,,,...,.

4

February28, 1972

e

1970
Awarded

1,148,226
1,534,208
983,127

1,012,307
2,376,152

45,039
1,336,738
1,197,354

1,189,486
1,757,031

68,660
2,500,033
3,093,923
914,701

1,632,990
3,553,599
1,208,683

58,516
453,406

2,124,469
-1,301,111
2,725,658.
1,754,474
4;996,201
1,959,224

1,162,224
1,412,366

...

1971
Awarded

1,067,901
1,846,824
1,249,896

44,453
7,058,036

...
2,907,348
1,281,811

1,676,022
1,265,412
1,537,845
1,534,753
2,286,741
914,184

945,098
3,109,870
629,860

1,151,663
819,839

1,644,556
...

1,029,651
1,208,896
2,676,311

...

1,342,186
1,093,221

1972
Awarded

. . .
982,902

1,465,202
1,285,855

. 9,244,495
651,128

1,068,854
1,797,208

. . .

. . .
2,055,040

...
2,363,582
937,448

1,217,006
...

888,998

1,603,419
959,331
...

1,501,786
2,119,381

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
1,033,148
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0
~tatusof

OPERATION GWNTS

: 1967 1968 1969
Awarded Awarded Awarded

03
21
06
63
22
48
23
12

65
25

35
59

18
07
62

38
13
31
37

55
61
33
66
47
60
64
47

1971
Awarded

1972
Awaraea

1970
Awaraea

313,788
1,470,765
2,275,014
1,545,276
204,175

1,269,711
1,408,097
888,385

1,058,789.
939,674

1,234,457
719,427

2,668,969
2,764,538
1,642,162

2,035,610
1,413,701
2,359,490

824,846NorthernNew Englana
Northlands..........
NorthCarolina......
NorthwesternOhio...
Ohio State..........
OhioValley.........
Oklahoma............
Oregon..............

955,086
1,308,058
2,168,829

566,542
1,251,176
2,326,821
442,715

1,244,532 .
934,092
927,010
944,660

. . .

. . .

.*.

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . . . . .
1,799,654 . . .

369,114
340,835

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .
964,367
855,317

1,121,457
831,888

. . .
. . .

5W,879
. . .
. . .

PuertoRico.........
Rochester...........

909,353
382,196

238,027
724,664

253,065
1,018,675

. . .

. . .
. . .

891,656

1,341,412
...

931,507
546,067

SouthCarolina......
SusquehannaValley..

1,025,253
563,777

. . .

.**
. . .
● ☛

2,088,598
1,943,569

...

2,712,154TennesseeMia. South
Texas...............
Tri-State...........

Wash.- Alaska......
WesternN.Y.........
WesternPennsylvania
Wisconsin...........—

2,663,096
1,497,302
2,028,941

2,279,526
1,088,151
2,461,425

. . .

. . .

. . .
. . .

436,122

2,274,505
17,500

1,299,857

1,868,1681,086,764
357,761
...

1,090,197
1,647,796

...

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

. . .

643,008 1,209,914 1;841;718 1,074,609 1,763,505...

8,160,201 27,363;664 65,099,569 71,553,652. 69,701,375 46,964,003

Arizona.............
Illinois............
Louisiana...........
Nassau-Suffolk......
Nebraska............
NorthDakota........
NortheastOhio......
SouthDakota........
t

817,812
1,662,754
771,383
795,737
475,185
296,294
368,116
472,198
72A 7<<

831,951
. . .

160,000
● ✎ ✎

. . .
332,287
322,167

. . .
107 ?71
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3
1
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1

7
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1
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1
3

w
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2

6
4
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3
1

-
- 1
2
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\.”

— 17,382
290,070
66,500

1,663,745
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329;291
- 66,500
114,449
23,861
273,300
617,515
92,209

- 22,029
- 31,569
215,824
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413,243
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SusquehannaValley
TennesseeMid-South
Texas . . . . . . .
Tri-State. . . . .
Virginia . . . . .
Washington/Alaska.
Wisconsin. . . . .
WesternNew York .
WesternPennsylvania..
West Virginia. . . . .

DirectCosts $ 16,567,348
3.561.980EstimatedIndirectCosts

@ 21.5%DirectCosts t
TOTW $ 20,129;328

●
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REGION 1971

Albany $834,287

NewMexico ‘ 1,093,221

NortheastOhio 368,116

NorthwestOhio ~ 442,715

Rochester 382,196

Texas

.’

1,497,302

. 0
1972AWARDSLESSTHAN 1971

1972

$982,902 Althoughthe 1972

March1, 197

0’

than

Explanation

awardis greater
operatinglevelis lowerin 1972. 1971- $1;135,942;
1972operatinglevel- $1,009,532.~w~y
‘~-&+/971-*~”

1,033,148 “Dueto the factthatthe Councilapprove~levelwas
lowerthanthe 1971levelafterthe cutback.“However,
a higherlevelhas been approvedand thebudgetis
beingnegotiated.

322,167 Minor adjustmentsin fundingleve~in anticipationof
mergerof NE andNW Ohio~’s. .

369,114 Minoradjustmentsin fundinglevelin anticipationof
mergerof NE andNW OhioMP’s. ~ ~+~.

891,656 1970was lastfullyear of’funding- $939,674. o
awarded$382,196in 1971to extendgrantperiodfor
.6moremonths.e c-.

1,088,151 W givenadditionalfundsat end of N 1971for ~ne
timeinvestment.

. .

,,
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February28, 1972

.

ONGOINGCONTRACTS
.

Professionaland TechnicalDevelopment

..
.W”ricanNeurological Developmentof Guidelinesfor
Association FacilitiesProvidingTraining

the Field.of Stroke.
(OrganizationalLiasion)

148,000
in

American’HeartAssociation Developmentof Guidelinesand 23,500
Criteriafor PreventiveDiagnostic
and TherapeuticServices.
(OrganizationalLiasion) .

125,000TrainingEvaluationSpecialists
for educationin healthsciences..

Communitydemonstrationof out-
patientclinicfor secondary
preventionof chronicobstructive
lungdisease.

Universityof Washington

10,800Long IslandJewish
MedicalCenter

Tumorregistrytrainingprogram

Developtheprogrammingand
computercapabilitiesfor evaluating
regularhealthprograms.

48,097Universityof California

68,452ConnecticutUtilization
and PatientInformation
System(CUPIS)

EmpireStateMedical,
Scientific,and Educa-
tionalFoundation

75,475CentralNew York regionalrural
medicalplanningstudy

KidneyDiseaseControl

Mayo Foundation
,.

226,900Home trainingDialysis

‘PeterBrentBrigham
Hospital

GrasslandHospital

298,484Home trainingDialysis

384,697

187,626

Home trainingDialysis

ResearchHospital Home trainingDialysis

‘..

.,
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.. . February28, 1972
.

ONGOINGCONTMCTS.

Evaluation
.

he,ricanHeartAssociation ~aluation of HeartGuidelines 139,640

‘Institutefor Studyof Supportfor evaluationof the 10,000

Healthand Society SecondNationalHouseS,taff
Conference

,,

-..



February29, 1972

@ STATUSOF CONTRACT

FT 172ContractFundsAvailable

Obligatedto date:

.

e

*

Universityof Washington
Long IslandJewishMedicalCenter
Universityof California
AmericanNeurologicalAssociation
AmericanHeartAssociation(2)
Institutefor Studyof Healthand Society
GrasslandHospital
~yo Foundation
PeterBrentBrighamHospital
ResearchHospital

TotalObligated

Contractsin Process:
Hdney.DiseaseControl
Homedialysistraining

Mt. SinaiHospital
CharityHospitalof New Orleans
Universityof Utah

Other

PeterBrentBrighamHospital
HennepinCountyHospital
OliveViewHospital
St. FrancisHospital
CXevelandMetropolitanHos?ital

Professionaland TechnicalDevelopment

FUNDS

JointCommissionon Accreditationof Hospitals
NationalAcademyof Science
AmericanNeurologicalAssociation
JohnsHopkinsU .

Totalin process

Contractsto be

Totalplanned

processed

$4,300,000

$

1
1

3
2
2
1

$1,602,744

150,000
180,000
165,000

9,500
50,000
75,000
40,000
15,555

225,000 .
23,000
16,000
90,000

$1,039,055

$1,658,201

$4,300,000
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80,000. 9 2
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Assessing1‘

I
,

So-lso, ooo 11 ~ ‘“ 2

‘-25 ,000 13 2

15,000 1.6 ~: 3] R C
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●

I ;R
hd~~isoryGroLlpsas Deci.sion-
filaki,ngMdies

ProjectTern~inatj.onin l<\~s

.

.15,000 18 \ ~. 3

2,500 20 3

2,500 ““ 22 3
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$420-525,000
.
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‘ROhf : Sp”ticia’1ProjectsOfficer
.’

Of~lCe of Pro~ram P1.:~nn~.ngand E1’~i~.uation
‘.

.,
.~ecauseof a scheduling:o~~ersight,t~lcRevie\~Eoard\Till.be llelcl
F’ebruary28, 29, and l$larch1, insteadof February

s i s F
f l s I

f l s ]
f : ..

Reportsare stilldueiJlthisofficeFebruary17. .

e
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SUBJECT:

.- \

. . . .. 1 ‘,
.. “

,.
s Projects officer .,
Office of program Planning and. Evaluation

SecondEvaluationReviewBoard “‘

Yes, there~~illbe a secondsessionof the Evaluat~.onReviewBoard! In

preparationfor this,pleasecofi~l)letethe attachedformsfor e -
Project currently underway or being planned*

These format sheets .

shouldcover fiscalye3r 71 and fiscalyear 72. The followingguide

should‘beused in fillingout

1. Projectt
o n

each section:

shouldi’nclude
of the study.

not only the name of the

-
2.‘Contractor. ‘fiisspaceshouldbe used to j.ndicatethe name of

the contractor, If this is an in-housestudy,it shouldbe S0 indicated
If consultantsare beingused, they shouldbe named.

3. Objectj.vesof st[~. This shouldbe more than a repetitionof
the objectiveslis~edin t!)eevaluationplan. It,shouldreflectthe

s’pecificthinkingthatwent into the developmentof the RFP and the.
lettingof the contract.

.,
C s r o S ~ .
a d p P

i s

~5. Major problems. A listingof all major problems)~~hytl~eYarose?
and what has been done co solvethem.

. .

6. Expectedcompletiondate. S
-.

The schedul~for this roundofthe EvaluationReviewBoardis as follows:

~+~yrFebruary”~& - 9:00’to 10:30a.m. - CHS-CHP(a joint 6ession)*

hhdy,

.,

* .:

.

s.

..-, .
. ‘.

.Pleasebring representativesof both teans.
1 1- 12:00 noon - 10!0S
1 - 2:00p.m. - I<CHSR6D
2:00 - 3:00p.m.- NfP :..—

.. ..
,,

. .

..’



.,

p~~e 2.-.l]ro~ramLval.uatiOn‘reams ,.

I

‘. - g:oo- :10:00 a.m. - 111sJ : , : ;‘ e10:00 - 1 00 a,m.-
.. - 12 noon - I!CI.PS-

1:00 - 2:00p.m@- :’fc~~s
,. 2:00- 3:00p.m. - NIISC.

3:00 - ~:00p.m.- NIOSII
- -

. ..,

,.
. ,.”

\ ‘,

..
.. .

e

e

Once again\Jewodd like the head of OPPE.to be present1.--——--.-.-=---

be furnishedto OPPEby

tith no more than

one backupman. ‘
——-—.. -—--—---
~~rittenmater~.alrequestedin
closeof businessFebruary17
,———-— -—-.

thismemo should
(thatmeansNI}fll

4-/,/’

too). .

. .

.-

Encl.
\

Dr, Weikel .cc

.“

. .
.. .. .

. .

.
4

.

“,.

. .

-.

,.,

.

,.

.“
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Care
Commonwealth

Averrtie
Boston,.Wss 022

I,‘HaroldKeairnes,.’
H.D;~Project
Director
. .

.. : ..
., .

. . ,’

.. . .
.’

:. ..
.,

. .
. .

.~ ..

. .
. .’

. ,.
on.~~miv~s.OFSTWM
To develop,fieldtest,and
assessa newmc,thodological
toolfor programevaluation
(InformationSupportSy.tcm)
to assist&Ws in che.review
of theirown activitiesahd
thedevelopment.oftheir
propoaedpro”gfam.It’was .
basedon the.premisethat
evaluationeffortsmustbe
useful.’andmustInfluende,
if appropriate,futurepro-
gramdcyelopment. .
1SS takesintoaccountthat
~ functionsas a faciliti-
cor of change,ia a“helpfig
organization--thattsBit is
8 broadly.aimedprogramin
whichthereiscomitmcntto
ac$i~vetachan2e-for-the-
better.in a large.systemand
in wh$~.an unstandardized
and largescaleintervention
is made“inan ozgoin2system
];o~tsuch!?helpimg~torgariiza.
tioqs not initiatedto
achieve,apecificchanges.
Theyoftendo nothavecle?r~
definedobjectivesacd they
intervenein aucha wide
rangeof mattersthatitis
difficultco aelect’crfterfa
for,theirevaluation.
Specifically,1SSaeeksto
describe(1)theorganiza-
tionalclimaceint?hichthe ~
Prdzramopcratea,(2)the !
leadersandkey.peoplein
the~edicalcaresyste% (3)
thq’~problemsfacingthemediJ
calsystemof theregion,ac
(4)’the~ctivitiesofthe
program.And to evaluate(1)
theapparentrelationships

,+...,..\., ..]

A rncthodologynnd proceduresw
developedin the firstyear
(7/7076/71)rbasedon caseatudy,
surveyresearchandmarketanalys
methods.The basicprocedures
canbe classifiedas (1)semi-
structuredleaderainterviews,(2,
unstructuredkey informantinter-.
views,.(3)activityanalysis,(4)
documentanalysis. .
These1SSprogramevaluation
activitieswereconductedin four
R}!ps(Mfijne,Nassau-Suffolk, .
Weat&r~Pennsylvania,andWestern
NewYork)duringthatperiod.
Modificationsandrefinementwer~
madein themethodology.andpro-
tieduresas a resultof thefirst“
year’sexperience,and’1SSwas “.
extendedtg fourother~Ps
(Calif.,Area IV, Illinois,
rennissreMid-South,andWisconair
inthe secondyear (7/71-6/72).
In addition,twoof the initial
Courk~lPs(N/S,andWhy)are
icing“tracked”fora second
tear.
The entirepro$esstasbeen

:ompletedin twoof thews
]cheduledin thesecondyear,and
:hefieldworkin a third. In
~ddicion,a two-daymeetingWas
recentlyheld (2/9-10)involving
Liveoutsidersto critiquethe
~ethodologyand proddureswhichw
!mployedand thete;tative ~~thodology
~inrjin2s,and coriclusio~i‘~=wing:
;romthe fir,styear’sactivities.
Thesefindingsincluded(1)mqat
)eronsinterviewedbelievethatth
WIPhas a broadermandate. than
:heProgramsthemselvesbelieve..
‘rO&amswiththeSestrepreaen-
:ationof lejderson.~heRcgiona,l
,l.ri.:,>~->; .,~!.,,{!,n,:.l;f.,lf~ PO, .ll;l\ct~ ,.}. : . . ..

. . ..- ,, ,.

M )’Pl)IW,JfJl:—— -
~io“,ajorproblcmsh.~vc,beenen-
collnteredwiththis’ccncrzc~i!~
tc,rm::of contcncclcmi!tlcan;Ic!.
scheduling,Therehave,hctiever,
beensomemethodologicalproblems,
falsestarts,etc. For example,
theproblemsconcerningthe
id~ntificationof keyhealth .
leaders,structural,vs.unstructul
questionnaireappromh, timingant
nature.offeedbackto the”R>lPs
involved,and theproblemmatr~x
utilized.. ‘.
The centralquestion(orprob~em)
is whetherIas is an effective
methodologicaltool’forprogram”~
evaluation;whethe’rWPS r,eall!i’-:
wouldfindit useful. That is .“
problematicat thisjilnctc;e2iver
theexperienceand evide!lce.C?.
the’otherhand,insightaand
methodologieshavebeendeveloped”
which-probablywillhevesome
utilityand/orim.plicati>ca
theRIPsand&WS.

,.
‘. . .. ,. ;.

. .

. . .
,: ‘.
,,.

.
‘,
. . ,.,. . .. . .. ......

‘...:
—.,.
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,,

.,
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:,-

s bctycbn-p~?~activities
andproblcmsolvingactivftics
pcrceivcdbyleaders;(3)the .
rctiionsbip-bc.tw=p~POsed--
activftieaand problemsolving
activitiesrecommendedby
leaders;(4)thereported
influenceof theprogramon
ch’angesthat‘havereccntlY
occurredin tbemedicalcare
aystemof theregion;(5)the’
reportedpurpose,succesaand.
futureof thepro~an; (6).
relationof theprogramto
the”leadersin themedical
careayaten.

/
. .

,.’ . .

. .

better.correlationbccweenprO-
poacdantirecomendcdactivities.

.

(2)cbquta thirdof the persona
Sga$aociatedwith c
identifiedas key healthleadersin
theregion. Thisreaourceis ,

probablyunderutilizedby the~
in comparia~nwith‘leaderaof
poaition,” (3)activitiesof an
agencymustbe viaiblein orderto
encoutagefinancialauppOrt;
operationalprojectstendto be
more’viaiblethancorestaff .,’

activities;cOns@quentlY,~~
remainmoreconcernedwithprojecta
thanprogram,and (4)thecorrelation
betweenRY& supportedand proposed “

.,,

activitiesand eitheraRegiOn’a
atatedgoalsand objectiveor the
majorproblemaand needsas perceived

. .

by itakey healthleaders,is noc.
highlypositive.
.

. .

.,

‘/; ‘.
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SgurcesSought
Announcement:

,,.. .

.:

. ... .. ,... . .

OBJE~I;ESOF STbDY

(lj”Assessthe=nnet inwhic
theestablishedcriteria
relatingto performance,
process<andprogramare
sensitivetoolsto adequatel>
and objectivelyassessthe
effectivenes~of Regional
FledicalProgramsfromthe
standpointof thenational
H reviewprocess.

(z)Conducta serieSof+, S
interviewswithmefibersof .
advisorybodiesregarding
,theadcquacy,ofreview
criteria.

(3)Davelop”auggestionsfor
improye%ntof thereview’
criterii;

...,.

,... .

. —.-

CURRENTSTATUS
,,.

Proposednotice”forpublication
in Comme;ceBtisfne:sDaiSY .
sbbmittedto’Contracting
Officer,HSW. PrograrnrevieW
,n’ow in process.

.
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xbs/oPE
In-House
XO consultants)

.. .

.,

OBJE~IVESOF STtiY

Designedto examinefunding
levelsby variouscategories
in allRegionsforperiods
prcccdfngendfollowingthe
reb~eting (aZnd’re~o-;s~era:
tionof progra priorities)
>ccurringinallRegionsdue
:0 the$8millionreduction
intiVPallocatedgrantfunds
>rderedby the0~ in Spring
1971.

.-

1

,

.

CURRm.TSTATUS

By earlyFebruary,afterseveral
testruna,‘two of threetables
requiredby thescudywerepro-.
vialedto theOfficeof Planning
‘and”Evaluationby theOfficeof
SystemsManagement:(1).Asetof
threetables(Bydiseasecategor:
by pr+marypurpose,andby type
of sponsoringagency)sho~~ing
,totalfundsa~~ardcdforeach
categoryin Dccclnbcr19?0and
June1971,and theincreasesand
decreasesin eachcategory;
(2)A singletablecomparingdia.
easecacegorlesand primary
purposecategoriesforal~ proje<
with netchangesinfundingover
thestudyperiod.
)Thethirdtablewillbe prepared
by OPEmsfiuallylaterin Che
~~”dy--amat:i~of spOnsorand
granteeagencyforallprojecta.

In mid-February,theOPE staff.
havepreparedpercentagesforall
categoriesiathe firstset of
tablesandareworkingto obtain
indirectcostd=a; x$hichis not
availablein’entiretyfromthe
co’mputersystem.OPE is also
negotiatingdetailsof two furthf
requesta~ithOS}I:a comparison
of CorefundingforallNGs
for the twostudype~ioda(
and 6/71),anddata.fora further
tableoc the 143teminated
projects(asof 6/71).

,.

tiOR PROBLWS

Someproblemsexfst.in tercsof
dataand programming.requircmc.ctS,
especiallyin termaof date
availablefor”theehi:dtable,
whichcanno:be obtainedfrom
thecomputersystem. .

#

,.. . . -
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CO:;T?ACTOR

~s/OPE
n-hocse.
rs.Dorothy”~g~
consultant”,:.:.,

..

. .

..

. .

IBJECT.IVESOF STUO~

SS&ss the structure of
egiona”lAdvisoryGrouPs
erms,of theiroperating
haracteristic~and the
ngl”encethatthese
haracteriqticshave‘n
he+ffectiv*essof the
ecisio-king PrOcess.

.-

! .

.,
,’

. .

/

.
CU~~T~TATUS :

.. ,.
laskI of thisstudywas presen-
idforfinalreview..inJanuarY
372. The icportentitled‘Review
E RegionalAdvfsorYGroup
ylaws’tdepictsth@Patternsof

JthorftYavailableto RegiOnal
ivisoryGroupsof 56 regiOna,
nd providesrecommendationsfor
hangeand furtherstudy: we will
e developinga “mOdel”‘~t?f
ylawsbzscdon presentflndlngs.
his.mOdelwillbe distributedtO”
he R?Ps for review,acccp~ance,.
*d.in someinstances,implemen-
tation.~?ewillalsopreparean
ssuepaperon theauthoritiesOf
he WG, granteeLnstitutiOn,and
M Coordinator,baaedon present
“indi’ngs..

. .

. .,, -

. . .

,

.’

MOR PROBL~S

1

. .

*
.
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CONTRACTOR

E.2S/OPE
In-House
*O consultants)”,

.

OBJECTIVESOF ST~Y

Designedto examinefunding
levelsby variouscategories
in all Regionsfor periods
pre-c~ingand~ollowingthe——. —..
rebudgeting(andreconsidera-
tion of programpriorities)
occurringin all Regions due.
to the $8 millionreduction
in ~YP allocatedgrantfunds
orderedby the‘0~ in Spring
1971.’ -

....

4

,

.

.<

..

.—--

CURRENTSTATUS

By earlyFebruary,”afcerseveral
testruns,two of threetables
requ$redby the studywere pro-.
-vialedto the Officeof Planning
and.Evaluationby theOfficeof
Systemsllanagement:(1)A set of
threetables(bydiseasecategory
by pr~maryp

s a s
a

c D
i

d c
A c
c

p c
c
p

t p
m laterin the

study--a matrixof sponsorand
granteeagencyforall projects.

In mid-February,theOpE staff.
have preparedpercentagesfor all
categoriesinthe firstset of
“tablesand areworkingto obtain
indirectcostdata,”wll’ich,is not
availablein entiretyfromthe
‘computersystem. OPE is also
negotiatingdetailsof two furthe]
requestswith 0S11:a comparison
of Core findingforall Ns
fer the two studype$iods(12/70’
and 6/71),and data.for a further
tableon the 143 terminated
projects.(as of 6/71).

WOR PROBL~S

Some problemsexis
data ~nd programmi
especiallyin term
availablefor the
whichcannotbe ob
the computersyste
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sourcesSought
Announcement
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(1) Develop‘anoperational
definitionof facilitation

,(2)Deve,lopgrossmeasures
t~ assessfacilitation
ac~ivitiesin individual
RegionalMedkal Programs

. .

.

...*.

i

.

,..
. .

,
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,.. . , .,.<, ;.., ! ! . , ! > : L

— - -

Pro”posednotice,for publication
in CommerceEus.inessDaily
submittedto Contracting.Officer.,
HS~. ProgramrevieWin process.
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(1)S s
‘t educa-
tion for 250 evaluatorsand
healthprofessionalsto
enablethem to understand,
aridmake appropriateuse of,
educationalevaluation
‘techniqueswhich.maybe used
to guide.and evaluateeffortf
to improvehealthcare and
healthcaredeliveryservicef

(2)Consultationto local
NMPs.onproblemsof evalua~.
tion of educationalstrate-
gies.

‘.,
. .,.

.
. .
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.,. . ..-.. .

. .
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CURRENTSTATUS

Three 2-dayworkshopshave been
plannedfor r

.of’,medicalaudit
techniques.‘Continuing”consul-.
taeionis beinggivento ~he.
Vermont ~lP Core Staff.,For the
balanceof the war, a continua-
tion of emphasison developing
slcill~in educationevaluation
amongcore staffsand~othe-rs
with on-siteprogramsare
anticipated
-.

.

. .

●

.

.

.

in threeregions.

,. .

. . .
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4

. . .
,.

..
. .

. .

MAJOR PROBL~S

registration
requirementthat
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ThomasIfeyer,M~D’.
‘ProjectDirector

. .
.

.

. .

. .

O

(1”)MaIce.a&ineralassess-
ment-of thevalueo.fexistin[
dialaccess,librariesas a
methodof inforwation
‘retrievalby p!lysiciansand
nurses. This objectiveshall
be-metby utilizingdata
collectedby c~isting
services,presentingcumu-
lativeand comparativedata
on utilization,costs,and
behaviorchan~e. . ...

(2)Compareseveraldifferent
ty?esof dial access
librariesbothwith each”
otherand with a more
traditionalformof library
service.~Thisobjective
shallbe accomplishedthrough
collectionof datapertinent
to,servicesprovidedand
subsequentcomparisonin
terms-ofboth costsand .
utilization.

- ,,.,,, ,- .,
CURRiNTSTATUS . “

,,-
.,

Requestfor Contractsubmitted
to ContractsReviewiCornmittee.
Recommendations‘of~omnitteenob
yet.received.
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CO!(:T.WCTOR

~’?ed?czlCare&
EducationFounda.
tion,1*C.
30stor.,Mass.

Ha~dld-K&airnes,
M.D., ‘fioject
Director
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OEJEiTIV.ESOF STUD.f “

To uLL1ize existj.ngsl(ills
and rncthodolo~icsof infor-
mationsupportsysternand
existingorganizationand
methodologiesof the .Inter-
regionalManagementInforma-
tionSystemfor.coronarycar(
to identify:●(1)To what .
extenthave NorthernNew
England,Maine,andthe Tri-
StateRMPs takenregionaliza.
tion intoaccountin their
planningand decisionsahoui
coronarycare activities;
(2)to what extenthavethe”
coronarycare activities
?ntailedregio~.alizit.ion
;pecifical.lyin regardto
?sta’blishrnent,expansion,
Lmprovew.e’ntsjor utilization
)fcoronarycareunits and
:rainingof personnel,both
:hrouihdirectly,and indirec
:upporte’dprograms;(3)have
flfPsup?ortedcoronarycare
lni’tsandcoronarycare
~ctivitiescontributedsig-
nificantlymore to regional$-
:ationthan simi12rnon-RMP
:upportedunitsar.dactivitie:
lnd(4) if kYP supported
:oronary.care activiiie,shave
nta~ledregionaliz2rion,
ave theyhad any effecton
~gionalizationin non-

-.

.’

By

C -

c
mined tl~c’natllrcand magnitudeof
r f

Area of coronarycat,
By April 1 the analysis.of.docu-
meiltsand informationobtained
from interviewsrelated”to~~~ an<
non-RMPsupportedcoronar”yc“are
activitieswill be qompleted.
By June 30 the contractorwill
have completeda comprehensive.
data gatheringprocessrelatedto
medical,demographic;and,related
socio-economiccharacteristicsof
the patientsadmittedto
coronary‘careunits;
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MMOR PROBL~S

None
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American}Ica.rt
Association

& .East23rdSt.
Xew York, X.Y.

RichardE. Huzley
If.~.> Project
Director
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ObjectivesOF STUDY

(1) Evaluationof guidelines
establishedby the Inter-
SocietyCommissionfor Heart
DiseaseResourcesas to
thel~issemination~ d-
standing,and acceptance,and
applicabilit~~both potential
and actually.

(2)Developmentofa plan for
~valuation”oftheirimple-
mentationand short-term
impacton the processes
:areby individualand ‘.
instit,utio~alproviders.
Chisobjectivewould place
?mphasison recommendations
~hoseimplementationwould
leadto more effective
utilizationof manpowerand
Facilitiesand reductionin
:ostwhile improvingthe
~elivcryof careto patients
~ithcardiovasculardisease.
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MAJOR PROBI,R.lSOBJECTIVESOF STUDY CURRENTSTATUS . . ,
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NoneAclte1,.Limited
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ington
&actle, Wash. .-

(Washington/ ~
AlaskaRMP)

DcnalR.”Spark-
man, M.D.
P~ojcc~ DireCtO~

~~d Director,

WaShi~~tOn/AlaSkg
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OBJECTIVESOF STUDY

(1)Designand testvarious
techniques.nccessarYto
developa managementinfor-
mationsystemwhichwill
efiab-=RXPSa~d the+/4-R=--
to optimizedecisionmaking
with respectto program
evaluationa;d budgetalloca-
t
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c
C preliminaryresultsindi-
cate that the RRES itemsand for-
mats are transferableand.usable
by another%MP.. Testingwill be
continuedto ensure‘thevalidity
of thesepreliminary.tes~results
and collusions. Severalsections
of proceduresmanualnearing,
completion. Completedcurrent
revisionsto GeneralTime-Oriented
Flow Chart;submittedrevised
dopiesof theOperatimand Plannin
CycleTime-PhasedDetailFlow .
Charts,and the GeneralFlow
Chartof RegionalReportingand
EvaluationSystem (RRES). In the
near future’willcomplete ,,

definitions.andfive systems
modulesagreeduponby RMPS and
W/ARMP. “ . :
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Compositionof DirectOpe
and

ProgramDirectionandManagement

rations

Services

DirectOperations

Divisionof Operations& Development
Divisionof Professional& TechnicalDevelopment
Officeof SystemsManagement

Total ‘

ProgramDirection& ManagementServices

Officeof Director
Communications& PublicInformation
AdministrativeManagement
Planning& Evaluation

Total

GrandTotal

,

.

1973
Pres.Budget

83
92 (EMs=25)
19—,

194

12
11
29
16

262
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Positions

Personnelcompensation

PersonnelBenefits

ObjectClassIncreases

+25

+$323,000

+$34,000

Traveland transportation
of persons +$25,000

.

Othersertices +$82,000

Suppliesandmaterials +$3,000

Grants,subsidies&
contributions

-$14,200,000

For new EmergencyMedical
Servicesactivity.

For new EmergencyMedical
Servicesactivityandwithin-
gradepay increases.

For new EmergencyMedical
Servicesactivityandwithin-
gradepay increases.

For new EmergencyMqdical
Serv$cesactivity.

For new EmergencyMedical
Servicesactivityandworking
capitalfundcharges.

For new EmergencyMedical
Servicesactivity.

me decreaseof $14,200,000in
1973reflectsadjustmentsfor two
nonrecurringitemsin 1972of
$21,200,000and an increaseof
$7,000,000for a new programof
grantsand contractsfor emergency
medicalservices.

.



.,..

e
-.,,.,..,.

e

e

.“

. .“
.

p $ i E M
..

Setices Program. Theseresourceswill be usedto provide‘planningand

ev’aluation~professionalad technicalassistance>standardSettingsproject

review} p rgrants and contracts management~d SYStemS

and programdirectionandmanagementservices.

,,
.“

DirectiveStaff

.MD- SupervisoryPHA
AdministrativeAsst/Evaluation
Seeetary

Technical/Consultative

EmergencyMedicalAdvisors/
CommunityOrganizers- PHA

ProjectOfficersforContracts
PublicHealthAnalysts

Secretary
Secretary

DataDevelopment
SupervisorySystemsAnalyst
Systems”Analyst
SystemsAnalyst
Secretary
Secretary

.“

Grade Number

GS-15 1.
GS-9 1
GS-6 1

GS-12

GS-13
GS-5
GS-4

GS-14
GS-13
GS-12
GS-5
GS-4

7

3
3
4

1
1~.

1
1

25

development,

Annual
Salary

$24,251
10,470
7,727

53,283
20,814
24,808

20,815
17,761
15,040
6,938
6,202

313,389


