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Ap21ic~tica - This application requests $2,141,602 for support of core
sc2ff, 343,328, four feasibility studies (23,750), one grantee FY,76
contract S355,000 and fifteen projects, $1,419$524.

,
1

Since June Council recommended no funding for the May application, this
represents Xassau-Suffolk’s total request for support of the program from
Septen’oer through June 1975, ‘
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r

I
Cf the projects submitted:

1.(
.. five were in the+ay application and are requesting identical
‘ “ fundi~g.

I
1

. .the sixth project was submitted as a feasibility study for $50,000
in }faj~, it is now requesting $252,867 as a project’.

I*
. only cne project was d’ropped that was submitted in May and ~0 other

projects were added. Of these 10,.one is a continuation & the rest
are new.

. Five of the fifteen projects are requesting support until 6/76.

The application includes CHP comments and the R@s consideration of the
one negative and one conditional comment.
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RMP Nassau-Suffolk

MAY/JuNE 1974 REVIEW ‘

Request: $1,096,910

RM 00066

CommitteeRecommendation:-O-

Overallassessmentby individualreviewers: Poor

. Critique: This applicationrequestingsupportfor an expandedstaff
(from8 to 15 professionals),six ongoingprojectsand’one new project,
was discussedat lengthby Panel B. The reviwerspointedout that this
IWP had previouslybeen an RMP-CHPagencyunder one directorwith
prioritiesfor the two:countyarea developedjointlyby the RAG and
C’HP’Council.The dichotomousarrangementwas terminatedlast Fall,
with the R~IPconcentratingon the non-planningpriorities. In the
past year the Rllphas had three coordinators,but the programappears
to representa holdoverfrom the originalcoordinatorin the grand
designof previousactivityand programning. The presentstaff,it
was noted,appearsweak; no memberhas an advanceddegree,including
the coordinatorand the backgroundsof the proposednew staff are in
the fieldsof socialsciences. The reviewerswere concernedthat staff
does not have the leadershipqualitiesand exq?eriencethat are needed
to develophealthcare programsbased on the statedpriorities.
Furthermore,the reviewersquestionedthe effectivefunctioning
of the RegionalAdvisoryGroup and the granteeduringthe hiatus .
of staff leadership.

.

The lW has not compliedwith the RAG-granteepolicyalthoughit is
understoodby staffthat thismay be finallynear resolution. The
problemup to now has been a preponderanceof corporateboardmembers
on the RegionalAdvisoryGroup.

~ter,consideringthe historyof this RMP togetherwith an analysis
of the currentapplication,Panel B recommendedthat this RMP grant
have an early,orderlytermination. The Panelreconsideredthe
recommendationupon reviewingall its actions,but came to the same
conclusion. The Comnitteeconcurred. While no fundsare recommended,
Committeeurges that Counciland DRMP make available . additional
funds thatmay be neededfor appropriatephase-outcosts.

JULY/AUGUSTREVIEW

Estimatedrequestas ofhfay1974: $.850,000

EO/5/27/74

NATIONAL AD~rISORY COUNCIL.- June 13-14, 1974

Council concurred with Committee recommendation

DRW FUNDING DECISION - 0

.EO/7/2/74


