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‘fiese revised criteria constitute the major factors to be taken ;nto account. .
in the national review process, inclu(llng site vl~lt.s,

m assessing or

evaluating Regional likdical Progral]lS.
They are a~.med at assessing a Region’s

overall progress arid current status -- in short, its perfo~ance to date ‘-

ad only secondarily the”merits of its overall proposal or the Region’s

future prospects except insofar as directly reflected by its past performmce

ind present strengths. &loreover$ their focus is esscm.tially on program rather
thar-projects.

These criteria are in large measure a synthesis
of several earlier but similar

efforts, inducting those of individual Review Committee members.
An earlier

version of them was utilized and tested in the course of the several site
visits made in December.

,,

These criteria are being incorporated as an integral element of the national
review process. A critical assessment flowing from that process, in turn, is
whether a given Regional Iiedical Program has:

[1) Demonstrated outstanding program quality and maturity as reflected
by its performmce and overall progress to date.

(2) Shown satisfacto~p rogramprogress.

(3) performed poorly and refl-ects unsatisfactory progress and program
status.

The review criteria to be employed are as follows:

. . {1) Goals, Objectives and Priorities. Are these -

●

●

✎

●

●

●

✎ ✎

explicitly stated?
s~ecific?*
reasonable and relevant?
based on assessment of regional needs, problems and resources?
congruent with national priorities?

...

understood a d =e~ted b
a

f ;egion?
~ ‘&~~i~’~$i~~~$~{~~~aY~r$OZk s.a factor m etermnlng tle o

[2) Organizational Effectiveness.

a. Coordinator. Has he been successful in developing and mati-
tairmg a - .

● strong sense of progr~. direction and cohesion?
● effectively functioning core staff?

b. Core Staff. Does it reflect a -

broad range of professional and discipline co~etence?
adequate administrative and management capability?
balanced relatiomhip between central, field, and iMti-

tutional components? ,.
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.(3)

(4)

(5]

c.

d.

e.

+;”

.. 1
@:antee Orgmizatj.on (or Organizational Base). Does ,it pro~ide——
am perlnlt - ,, I

adequate support, inc~uding administrative and housekeeping
services?

sufficient degree of freedom, especially in distinguishing
between. its administrative role and the RAG’s policy-
making one?

~ional Mvi.sory Chnm, including the corollary planning, review,
and other committees. Does this advisory structure have -

* participation of key regional groups and interests? .
● policy control over the progrcm?
● creditability within tl~e progr,am and region?
● adequate technical revi,ew structure and process?

Sui3regi0_naliz2tion. IS an adequate ccmmmity organization and
Fliting c~~fl~~ being developed by the region, separately
or in conjunction with (39? and others, at the local ( or
sub-region;l) level?

Involvement of Regional Resources. To what extent are the Region’s -- —.-.:
health and rel.ateci interests, institutiomj groups, and agencies
actively involved in and comited to NIP; or, conversely, has the
IMP in effect been captured or co-opted by a single major interest?
Among others -

.
●

✎

☛

●

●

●

☛

practicing physicians and organized medicine?
,,.

comity hospitals, including their boards as well as staff?
nursing and allied health professions?
medical schools and centers?
voluntary and official health agencies?

-.’-

CHP and other related health and pla.nmiilg programs?
consumers and community groups?
regionfs political and economic power structure?

Assessment of Needs, Problems and Resources. To what extent are”these

● the result of a systematic identification and analysis based on
data?

● related to Region’s objectives and priorities?
. reflected by the scope and nature of core and operational

Program Implementation and Accomplishments.

a. Core Activities, Have t~ese resulted in - ..

.
●

●

✎

action-oriented planning?
development of community organization and planning at

activities:

,.

the local

level? ‘
coordinated, cooperative, and conjoint activities with others

(e. g., OEO, CHP, Appalachia)?
adequate surveillance of ongoing operational activities?
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Omrational Proi ccts. Have tilese - . .

.. . .

. .
. b.

reflected Region’s present ob-jcct.ivcs and
strend~tened Oi.utilized Iinka.Scs between

prj.or;.ti.es?
and among insti-

●

☛

✎☛

☛

0 tutiom$, groups and agencies?
been of high quality and generally
resulted in. a turnover of funds?
been phased out where unsuccessful

productive?
J.,. \

or now irrelevant?.

.

J

(6) Evaluation. Is (or are) there - .

a fommal evaluation plan or strategy?●

●

●

●

●

adequate staff and o-tier resources available?
assessment of the overall procgram as well as evaluation of projects?
a feedback mechanism relating progm.m and project evaluation to the

~~?

ongoing monitoring and surveillance of projects?
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