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Application - This application requests $870,329 for support of $259,&51
of core staff (to be reconsidered), $73,735 for 3 feasibility studies znd
$677,918 for thirteen projects. Since June Council recoxr.ended $30Q,GC’O
(100,000 below review committee) the region has requested reccmsider~tion
for its program staff support,

Of the 13 projects submitted for support:
1’

. six are new ($192,474 or 28.3%)

. three are ongoing ($263,955 or 38.9%)

. four are revised~rojects, $221,484 or 372. .

About 47% of the pro.:ect dollars are assumed at increasinzz
of services for the ~edically

A follow-up letter addressti,g

underserved.

two CHP negative comments

avzilab:lity

v7ill be forthco~ing.
I
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Critiu{le: The Committee expressed concern’ over the lick of planning for

presen~ and future activities. I

The application appear~”d to be essentially a rebuilding of their budget.

The request was primarily for staff support and a request to fill 10 -
vacant positions, plus support for 2 projects. Committee recommended

$250,000 in program staff support, $60,000. for grantee costs and $95,000
for ongoing projects. This would in effect give,SVRMP some room for
expansion as well as keep the remaining 14 positions. Further hiring

should cease until a definite program can be identified.

Committee recommended a site visit to this region prior to Council
, meeting or if this could not be arranged, to have key representation

of the program visit DRMP to provide additional .information regarding,
future plans for the program.
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JULY/AUGUST REVIEW

Es~imated request as of May 1974: $705,860

‘EO/5/27/74
ljATIONAL”ADVISORY ‘COUNCIL = June 13L14, 1974
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Council recommended that the Susquehanna Valley RMP application be
i funded at the level of $300,000 rather-than $4(’0,000. A spfrited

exchange took place between Council reviewers and DRMP staff who had
met with the SVRMP RAG chairman, Grantee official and Coordinator
which resulted in Council upping its initial recommendation by $100,000.
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“DRMP FUtiING DECISION:- $338,000
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