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Introduction 
The 2002· State Medical Facilities Plan requires semiannual determination of need for 

new dialysis stations in North Carolina. This approach calls for publication of "Semiannual 
Dialysis Reports" (SDR) during January and July. The 2002 Plan specifies that the 
Semiannual Dialysis Reports" ... will use facility, station and active patient data provided as of 
June 30, 2001 for the January 2002 SDR and as of December 31,2001 for the July 2002 SDR. 
A new five-year trend line will be established in the July 2002 SDR, based on validated data 
as reported to HCFA for the time period ending December 31,2001." This document is the 
January 2002 SDR. It reiterates the methodology and presents need determinations for the 
Certificate of Need Review beginning April 1, 2002. 

Summary of Dialysis Station Supply and Utilization 
For purposes of the Semiannual Dialysis Report, as of December 21,2001 there were 

114 End-Stage Renal Disease (ESRD) dialysis facilities certified and operating in North 
Carolina (i.e., facilities reporting patient data via the Southeastern Kidney Council), 
providing a total of 2,652 dialysis stations. Certificates of need had been issued for an 
.additional 181 dialysis stations, but the stations were not yet certified. Another 139 dialysis 
stations had been requested, but had not completed the certificate of need review and appeals 
process. The number of facilities per county ranged from zero to eleven. 

Utilization data as of June 30, 2001 are presented in the final two columns. of Table A. 
Of the 112 certified facilities operational on that date, 69 were at or above 80% utilization 
(i.e., operating with "at least 3.2 patients per station). 

Sources of Data 
Inventory Data: 
Data on the current number of dialysis facilities and stations were obtained from the 
Certificate of Need Section and from the Licensure and Certification Section, Division 
of Facility Services, Department of Health and Human Services. 

Dialysis Patient Data: 
Data on the dialysis population by county and by facility as of June 30, 2001 """"·",,,.
provided by the Health Care Financing Administration (RCF A) 

. Southeastern Kidney Council, Inc. (SEKC) and the Mid-Atlantic Renal ~V'''-H."'VH, 



-2- 

County Data are designed to include all North Carolina residents of each county who are ---, 
receiving dialysis, regardless of where they are currently being served. The numbers of 
North Carolina patients being served in North Carolina, Georgia and South Carolina as 
of June 30, 2001 were provided by the SEKC on November 9,2001. The SEKC noted 
that these figures reflect data submitted to the Southeastern Kidney Council by dialysis 
facilities in Network 6 and were current as of November 8, 2001. These data are not 
validated and are subject to change. County totals from the SEKC were supplemented 
by data from the Mid-Atlantic Renal Coalition indicating the number of patients residing 
in North Carolina counties and receiving dialysis in Virginia. Data for December 31 st of 
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 and 2000 have been provided by the same sources for the five- 
year trend analysis. 

Facility Data include all patients being served by each provider as of June 30, 2001 
regardless of the county or state of each patient's residence. These figures were also 
provided by the SEKC on November 9,2001. Again, the SEKC noted that these figures 
reflect data provided to the Southeastern Kidney Council by dialysis facilities in 
Network 6 and were current as of November 8,2001. The SEKC also noted that these 
figures are not validated and are subj ect to change. 

Method for Projection of New Dialysis Station Need 
The 2002 State Medical Facilities Plan (SMFP) directs the Medical Facilities Planning 

Section to " ... determine need for new dialysis stations two times each calendar year, 
and ... make a report of such determinations available to an who request it." The basic 

,principles, methodology and timeline to be used were specified in the 2002 SMFP and are 
presented below: 

Basic Principles 
The principles underlying projection of need for additional dialysis stations are as 

follows: 

1. Increases in the number of facilities or stations should be done to meet the specific 
need for either a new facility or an expansion. 

2. New facilities must project a need for at least 10 stations (or 32 patients) as of the 
first day of operation of the facility to be cost effective and to assure quality of care. 

3. The Medical Facilities Planning Section will maintain a list of existing facilities and 
stations, utilization rates and proj ected need by county that is up-dated 
semiannually. Up-dated projections will be available two times a year on a 
published schedule. Existing or potential providers interested in expanding in any 
area of the State may contact the Medical Facilities Planning Section for projected 
need in the area of interest. 
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4. Up-dates of the projections may target counties that have developed sufficient need 
to warrant consideration for facility expansion Of for establishment of a new 
facility. Actual numbers are not published in the Plan so they can be up-dated as 
appropriate by the Medical Facilities Planning Section. 

5. Home patients will not be included in the determination of need for new stations. 
Home patients include those that receive hemodialysis or peritoneal dialysis in their 
home. 

6. No existing facility may expand unless its utilization is 80% or greater. , Any facility 
at 80% utilization or greater may apply to expand. 

7. Facilities reporting no patients through the Southeastern Kidney Council for four 
consecutive Semiannual Dialysis Reports, beginning from March 1997, will be 
excluded from future inventories. 

8. Quality of Care: All facilities should comply with Medicare and Medicaid 
regulations relating to the delivery and certification of ESRD services and with 
relevant North Carolina statutory provisions. An applicant already involved in the 
provision of end-stage renal disease services should provide evidence that care of 
high quality has-been provided in the past. The following are considered indicators 
of quality of care and existing providers proposing to expand their operations 
should include in their applications data which includes, but is not limited to, the 
following: 

a. utilization rates 
b. morbidity and mortality rates 
c. numbers of patients that are home trained and patients on home dialysis 
d. number of patients receiving transplants . 
e. number of patients currently on the transplant waiting list 
f. hospital admission rates 
g. conversion rates for patients who have acquired hepatitis or AIDS 

9. Availability of Manpower and Ancillary/Support Services: The applicant should 
show evidence of the availability of qualified staff and other health manpower and 
management for the provision of quality ESRD services as well as the availability of 
a safe and adequate water supply, provision for treatment of wastewater discharge 
and a standing electrical service with backup capabilities. 

10. Patient Access to In-Center ESRD Services: As a means of making ESRD services 
more accessible to patients, one of the goals of the Department of Health and 
Human Services is to minimize patient travel time to and from the center. 
Therefore, 
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a. End-stage renal disease treatment should be provided in North Carolina such 
that patients who require renal dialysis are able to be served in a facility no 
farther than 30 miles from the patients' homes. 

b. In areas where it is apparent that patients are currently traveling more than 30 
miles for in-center dialysis, favorable consideration should be given to proposed 
new facilities which would serve patients who are farthest away from existing, 
operational or approved facilities. 

11. Transplantation Services: Transplantation services should be available to and a 
priority for all ESRD patients whose conditions make them suitable candidates for 
this treatment. New enrollees should meet with and have access to a transplantation 
representative to provide patient education and evaluation for transplantation. 

12. Availability of Dialysis Care: The Council encourages applicants for dialysis 
stations to provide or arrange for: 

a. Home training and backup for patients suitable for home dialysis in the ESRD 
dialysis facility or in a facility that is a reasonable distance from the patient's 
residence; 

b. ESRD dialysis service availability at times that do not interfere with ESRD 
patients' work schedules; 

c. Services in rural, remote areas. 

Methodology: 
Need for new dialysis stations shall be determined as follows: 

(1 )~ar the January 2002 SDR ~ Using the trend line ending with 12/31100 data) 

(A) The average annual rate (%) of change in total number of dialysis patients resident in 
each county from the end of 1996 to the end of 2000 is multiplied by the county's 
June 30, 2001 total number of patients in the SDR. and the product is added to each 
county'S most recent total number of patients reported in the SDR. The sum is the 
county's projected total June 30, 2002 patients. 

(B) The percent of each county's total patients who were home dialysis patients on June 
30,2001 is multiplied by the county's projected total June 30, 2002 patients, and the 
product is subtracted from the county's projected total June 30, 2002 patients. The 
remainder is the county's projected June 30. 2002 in-center dialysis patients. 
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(C) The projected number of each county's June 30, 2002 in-center patients is divided by 
3.2. The quotient is the projection of the county's June 30, 2002 in-center dialysis 
stations. 

(D) From each county's projected number of June 30, 2002 in-center stations is 
subtracted the county's number of stations certified for Medicare, CON-approved 
and awaiting certification, awaiting resolution of CON appeals, and the number 
represented by need determinations in previous State Medical Facilities Plans or 
Semiannual Dialysis Reports for which CON decisions have not been made. The 
remainder is the county's June 30, 2002 projected station surplus or deficit. 

(E) If a county's June 30, 2002 projected station deficit is ten or greater and the January 
SDR shows that utilization of each dialysis facility in the county is 80% or greater, 
the June 30, 2002 county station need determination is the same as the June 30, 2002 
projected station deficit. If a county's June 30, 2002 projected station deficit is less 
than ten or if the utilization of any dialysis facility in the county is less than 80%, the 
county's June 30, 2002 station need determination is zero. 

(2(F;i~~ 
A dialysis facility located in a county for which the result of the County Need 
methodology is zero in the current Semiannual Dialysis Report (SDR) is determined to 
need additional stations to the extent that: 

(A) Its utilization, reported in the current SDR, is 3.2 patients per station or greater (as 
shown in Table A). 

(B) Such need, calculated as follows, is reported in an application for a certificate of 
need: 

(i) The facility's number of in-center dialysis patients reported in the previous 
Dialysis Report (SDRl) is subtracted from the number of in-center dialysis 
patients reported in the current SDR (SDR2), The difference is multiplied by 2 
to project the net in-center change for I year. Divide the projected net in-center 
change for the year by the number of in-center patients from SDR 1 to determine 
the projected annual growth rate. 

(ii) The quotient from (2)(B)(i) is divided by 12. 

(iii) The quotient from (2)(B)(ii) is multiplied by 6 (the number of months from 
June 30,2001 until December 31, 2001) for the January 2,2002 SDR. 

~~ 
~ 
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(iv) The product from (2)(B)(iii) is multiplied by the number of the facility's in 
center patients reported in the current SDR and that product is added to such 
reported number of in-center patients. 

(v) The sum from (2)(B)(iv) is divided by 3.2, and from the quotient is subtracted 
the facility's current number of certified stations as recorded in the current SDR 
and the number of pending new stations for which a certificate of need has 
been issued. The remainder is the number of stations needed. 

[NOTE: "Rounding" to the nearest whole number is allowed only in Step 1 (C) 
and Step 2(B)(v}. Fractions of 0.5000 or greater shall be rounded to the next 
highest whole number.] 

(C) The facility may apply to expand to meet the need established in (2)(B)(v), up to a 
maximum of ten stations. 

Unless specific "adjusted need determinations" are recommended by the North 
Carolina State Health Coordinating Council, an application for a certificate of need for 
additional dialysis stations can be considered consistent with the need determinations of the 
2002 State Medical Facilities Plan only if it demonstrates a need by utilizing one of the 
methods of determining need as outlined above. 

Timeline: 
The schedule for publication of the North Carolina Semiannual Dialysis Reports and 

for receipt of certificate of need applications based on each issue of that report in 2002 shall 
be as follows: 

Data for Due Date for Publication Receipt of Beginning 
Period Ending . SEKC ReI20rt ofSDR CON AI2I2lications Review Dates 

June 30, 2001 Nov. 12,2001 January 2, 2002 March 15,2002 April 1, 2002 

Dec. 31, 2001 May 10,2002 July 1,2002 September 16, 2002 October 1, 2002 

Please be advised that 5:00 p.m. on the specified Application Due Dateis the filing 
deadline for any certificate of need application in response to these dialysis reports. The filing 
deadline is absolute. 
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Table A: Inventory of Dialysis Stations and Calculation of Utilization Rates 
(Inventory Compiled 12/2110 I; Utilization Rates Calculated for 6/30/0 I) 

13 0 0 0 

18 7 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
13 0 4 0 
11 0 0 0 
36 0 0 -10 
0 0 0 10 

12 0 0 0 
15 0 10 0 

'll -:ll II ,ll 
29 0 0 0 

15 0 0 0 

~:lBWRKE 251 151 6211103.3% 1 4.13 1 

Ili~m~m:U:S :: :'i' llll:'::':mm:'~~~::::::mm:i ~ilmf~i~:m::j:::m ':i"":: illl 
:~rC~A~L~D~W~E~LL~ __ -r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~.~ __ ~ ~ ~r- __ ~+- __ ~294~ ~2~9~ ~794t~68~.~1°~~-r~2~.7~2~~ 
;:rC~A~M~D~E~N -+ ~ ~~ ~.~ __ -+ ~ -r -+ __ ~0~ ~ 1~ -+ ~ 
~:rC~A~R~T=E~R~ET~ __ -r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~.~ __ ~ ~ ~r- __ ~+- __ ~154~ ~1~5~ ~52~~~86~.~7°~~-r~3~.4~7~~ 
::pC=A;:;S=W;:::E;::;l:;:,L==*==,:;::;:i:i:#::;:;~=~~:;:;:;':;:~~~====?~~~'===l?==i:i1 O=?===~O*",==O*==ci0*",=:!:10'=l 1 0 27 67.5% 2.70 

:~s:C.;,;AT~A~W~B:;,:A=~t----:::":"":;'~-t:~~~~~~~~~'.J__-j.!,;~:!.L__~ f----=3.;J03 -----;°0+---:1-;.J221-----:°0:t-__:31;..:{21, ',I:, :::.::::::::::::::'.:::::::.?::.~:::I::: .... ,:::.:::. :.:.:.::: .. :.: .. : .. ~ ... :.~.::t. :: .. :1.' ::: .. :.:.9. :.~.: .. ::.:.~.: .. ~:y. .. ~ .. : .. ::: ... : .... .; .. ::: .. :.: .. ~: ... :7.:::0 .. :::.':: : .. :.'.::: ):i:)in~U1H~:j:~n})HHl. _j iii i - iii . . 

II~:~~~~~;~~~~~T~:::~:::~:::~!!:~!:~::I~~~~~~~~~~~?~--------~E~~--~~--~~~-----1~g+-----g~----~g+---~1~~1 ~I ~I ~~ ~: 
II~~~;O:~E--t-E ~===----+==~I:: 171 .1 01 .1 '~II: 171 :::: "I 57.4% 

:: 8~:~Y:~~~~?. . ;::~:~~ ~~:y~!~Q~li~~~~~~i~~CI Shelby) ~~~~YMtn. ~; g g g ~;Il :::.).:::!:~~L -::= ::.:::~:~~11 .. :9~: r1! I· . ?:.~~:: : I· 
~·:~~~:~~:~t~~· :.:.:. 34-2521 Southeastern Dialysis Center Whiteville 25 0 0 0 251: 251 7911 79.0% I 3.16 1 
:::;:;:::::;:;::: :::::·:}f.:.~::l:: ::::;:::; :;:;:;:;:;:::;:;::: ;:;:;:;:;:::;:;:;: ::;:::;:;: ::::;:::::::::::::::::::::::: . ',' . ':: :.: :.; ::;:,:<. ::::: ... .':.::: .. ::.:. '. ": .. ,::.:,' ::: .. ,' :::': ..: ;.: ;.; .:: .... :.;;,.:: .. ':::.: : .:::'::::;::::::::::::::::::::::.;.:.::::::: :::;:;.:.;:;.:.;::. :'.:.:.:. . :-:-:.:.: ;.:<.; 

• Proposed 1~W'"gJt composed of existing dialysis stations. Utilization of existing stations included with current location shown above. 
•• Proposed nev.tf.ie composed ,of existing dialysis stations. Utilization of existing stations is shown with "Dialysis Care of Kannapolis" ill Rowan COIDlty. 
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Table A: Inventory of Dialysis Stations and Calculation of Utilization Rates 
(Inventory Compiled 12/21/01; Utilization Rates Calculated for 6130101) 

:.: .:;::;:;::;: :;:;: 

COUNTY 

_4 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

.J 10 
U 0 
0 0 
0 _0 
5 0 
4 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
C C 

~ : :0 : 
c 0 
c c 

, 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 7 
0 0 
0 0 
5 0 
2 0 

I 
co 
I 

.•. Proposed new site composed of existing dialysis stauous, Utilization of exisnng stations included with current location shown above. 
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Table A: Inventory of Dialysis Stations and Calculation of Utilization Rates 
(Inventory Compiled 12/21101; Utilization Rates Calculated for 6/30/01) 

•• : : -: ::::: ::: :::: :::'.::.:.: :' ::::::; . :',' -t- ": ::: • ::::'::':":::.:"":.,: :.'. :::: .:.:.:: ::.:.:. : : ••• : .• ::.::::::::::::::.:., '. ':' ,.:;::: -, : ", : •• : •• '::::::::::: •• -:';::~ ••• , .::::::. ':;'; •• r.: ",:'.:.:: :::: :::::.::., . -:' ::: ::l: :;!::;::;:: :::;. -. :::::' I - -I 1 I I' Number of'Dialvsis S.H,", M of ImliOi c.rtifi;;d. In-C..,,, Utilization Rates 
COlJNTY PROVIDER FACILITY CITY: 1 CON Issued 1 Decision 1 Decision 1 Stations Patients By 1 Patients 

NUMBER . Certified 1 /Not Cert. 1 Rendered Pending TOTAL 6/30/01 6/30/01 Percent per StatIOn 

nY\Hf HHU).............................................. . :... . ,................... . 
HARNETT 34-2557 Dunn Kidney Center (BMA) Dunn 30 0 0 0 30 30 93 77.5% 3.10 
HAYWOOD nla (One application was submitted in response to the June 2001 County Need Determination.) 11 11 »;:;« ))HHY I) ::V: 1:/::::::/::::: 
HENDERSON 34-2564 Hendersonville Dialysis Center, Inc. Hendersonville 20 0 0 0 20 20 58 72.5% 2.90 
HERTFORD 34-2570 Gambro Healthcare Ahoskie Ahoskie 14 0 0 0 14 14 53 94.6% 3.79 
HOKE 34-2579 DialysisCareofHokeCounty Raeford 17 8 0 0 25 17 76111.8% 4.47 
HYDE 0: 

,I,"i);;l});,;,;,;,; :::~;~ .1 :::::::n~:'~i~:~:~:~ .. ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.1 ~,::::~ r ::[ . :1 :1 ~ I. .. ::11 H ::, •••••• ; lill 1';O~~ 1 . ::: ;' 

:IJAC~~9~ .' t . 3.~:2556 ISYlv~.D..i.a.I.YsiS Center . .. . 1§~lv.~ .. ' " ..1:1 ~~J. . . .. ~t ?!.... .?I.. .2411.. . .' .. 2~1 .. ' ~~!I. ~1.5°/~ . .I. 2.4? . 

JOHNS10N 34-2545 Smithfield Kidney Center (SMA) Smithfield :1 131 01 01 01 1311 131 391 75.0% 1 3.00 
HHTHn=H Y: 34-2572 Johnston Dialysis Center, Inc. (SMA) Smithfield : 15.. O ?. 0:.. .22:. 14.. 57~. 101.8% I .4.07 

JONES nla BMA Jones County Dialysis Center . Trenton :1 1 101' 1 1 1011 01 01 0.0% 1 0.00 
LEE 34-3500 Carolina Dialysis Sanford (UNC) Sanford : 16 8 0 0 24 16 ... 99 ... 154:7% 1 6.19 

;~-~';1'~" Ki~~t~~ ~iaIY~i~ C~;t'('BM~ ~i'~~ton)'" .... ~i~~;~~' . ..... ·1···· ~~I .... '.' ~l' ." ~'I' .. '~r' "'~~n"'" '3~r" 1'231' . 78:80/0 1 3.15 
34-2609 IFMCVernon Dialysis' I Kinston I: 18 0 0 0 18 18 5611 77.8% I 3.11 ";~:~;6~ 'IB'~~~; ~incolnton .. ' ' '. .'. 'I~i~~~;~t~~ H' ······1;r '. ~l '~r .'. ~r' . ~~n ' . '1;1'" '. ~~II' 6~.2% r ;.~3 

o 

:;ILENOIR 

:l ~ j ~~: ~ ~~; ~! :~i;~;:~ ~ ~ j ~ ~ ~ j)~ ~ 1 ~ 
LINCOLN 

ell 

MAnl~nt-J o 
IMACON 

UvIARTIN 

:1 MECKLENBURG 

1,1.lllllllilillll"··· 

34-2584 1 Dialysis Care of Martin County 

34-2554 BMA-West Charlotte 
34-2581 BMA of Beatties Ford(Metrolini) 
34-2549 BMA of North Charlotte 
34-2306 Carolina's Medical Center 
34-2523 Gambro Healthcare South cnanotte 
34-2§!52 ,Dialysis Care:::_e.f Cmafllette (Meck. entv1 
34-2591 TRC -'Mecld(:lI1bl!lF!!J/lJnivers'i!Y' 
34-2548 Gambro Healthcare Charlotte 

nla Gambro Healthcare East Charlotte' 
34-2503 BMA of Charlotte 
34-2605 BMA of East Charlotte 
34-2594 SMA of Nations Ford 

::;:;:;:;;;:;::;:;::;:;:;::::::;;:::;:::;:::;:;:: : : :: ~ : : : : : ~ : . : . : .. : : : : : . : : : : :' - 

o 

21 01 2311 211 8111 96.4% 1 3.86 

TCharlotte 19 0 0 0 19' 18 60' 83.3% 3.33 
I Charlotte 16 10 0 0 26 16 57 89.1% 3.56 
I Charlotte 14 0 3 0 17 14 55 98.2% 3.93 
Charlotte 9 0 0 0 9 9 8 22.2% 0.89 
Matthews 17 -2 0 0 15 17 57 83.8% 3.35 
lCharl~fte 15 0 __ 0 0 15 15 45: 75,0",10 3.Q0 ::It 
Omar.lmtte 20 0 0 0 20 20 55' 68.8% 2.75 I': 

1 Charlotte 24 -1 0 0 23 24 111115.6% 4.63 
Charlotte 0 10 0 0 10 »:;~;:<:: :;;:;;"':':;:::::; .. ,.:<:;::;:>::;: ::::;>;::.;< 
Charlotte 36 0 0 0 36 34 136 100.0% 4.00 
ICharlotte 20 0 0 0 20 13 43 82.7% 3.31 
Charlotte 14 0 0 0 14 14 40 71.4% 2.86 

2:;::::;:;:::; :::;:;:;:::;:; ;:; ::;:~~~ ~ 
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• Proposed new site composed of existing dialysis stations. Utilization of existiug stations included with current locationts) shown above. 
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Table A: Inventory of Dialysis Stations and Calculation of Utilization Rates 
(Inventory Compiled 12/21/01; Utilization Rates Calculated for 6130101) 

iii ,: ::~:~: ': r:;i~~~RI' :: ':, : :~~I~~::::::: : : :::::: r :: :,~I,~<: :J::~rt,~,~~;i~;~~~f~:~~;;~~~~:,::Jt;(: }~~f':::':';'~f~:":i;~~::" ii 
: MITCHELL 

:: NEW HANOVER 

0 
34-2583 Dialysis Care of Montgomery County Troy 12 0 0 0 12 12 35 72.9% 2.92 
34-2555 Dialysis Care of Pinehurst (Moore cntv.) Pinehurst 32 0 7 0 39 32 115 89.8% 3.59 
34-2517 Rocky Mount Kidney Center (SMA) Rocky Mount 42 0 0 0 42 42 125 74.4% 2.98 
34-2511 Southeastern Dialysis Center Inc. Wilmington 51 0 0 0 51 51 182 89.2% 3.57 
34-2586 Rich SQuare Dialysis Unit (BMA Northampton) Rich Sguare 14 0 0 0 14 14 48 85.7% 3.43 
34-2532 Southeastern Dialysis Ctr. Jacksonville Jacksonville 35 0 0 0 35 35 107 76.4% 3.06 
34-3503 Carolina Dialysis Carrboro_(UNC) Carrboro 25 2 0 0 27 25 113 113.0% 4.52 

0 
34-2515 Gambro Healthcare Elizabeth City Elizabeth City 16 0 0 0 16 16 63 98.4% 3.94 
34-2558 Southeastern Dialysis Center Inc. Burgaw 13 5 0 0 18 13 51 98.1% 3.92 

0 

:: MONTGOMER'f 

:: MOORE 
:: NASH 

:: NORTHAMPTOf.l 

:: ONSLOW 

" ORANGE 

:: PENDER 

:: PERQUIMANS 

Proposed new sie composed of existing dialysis stations. Utilization of existing stations included with current location shown above. 
•• Proposed new si Ie composed of existing dialysis stations. Utilization of existing stations is shown with "Greensboro Kidney Center" in Guilford County, 

j--..:"'=:":::":'::"'-+---=:':='-l,: 
~:'::':":::":'::"'-+-__':::;='-l:: 
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Table A: Inventory of Dialysis Stations and Calculation of Utilization Rates 
(Inventory Compiled 12/21101; Utilization Rates Calculated for 6/30/01) 

• Proposed new site composed of exisnng dialysis statious. Utilization of existing stations included with current location shown above. 
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I-' 
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Table B: ESRD Dialysis Station Need Determinations by County 
::::::::::: ::: ::::::::::::::: .:::::::::::::: ::;' ;:;:;:::::;'::;::': :::::::;: ::::::::;:: ::;:::;'::::::;: :::; ::;::::; :::; :::; :;:::::::::::::::::::; :::::;:: ::::;:::; 

12/31/1996 1213111997 1213111998 1213111999 12/3112000 Average Annual 6/3012001 Projected 613012001 6/30/2001 Projected Projected Projected 6130102 Total Projected County 
COUNTY Tolal Tolal Tolal Total Total Change Rat. for Tolal 61301200Z Home -/0 Home 6130/Z00Z 61301200Z In-Center Available Station Dencn Station Need 

Patients Patients Patients Patients Patients Past Five Years PaUents Total Patienls Patients Patients Home Patients In-Center Patients Slation Utilization Stations n;;:of SUipfiJiP: DetermlnaUon 
:::::;:;:: ::::: :::::;::::: :::::::::::;:: ::::::::;:::::::::; 

Alamance 115 131 139 150 166 0.097 171 187.5 7 4.1% 7.7 179.8 56 57 $Urplu$'oU· 0 
Alexander 18 16 21 18 22 0.070 25 26.8 4 16.0% 4.3 22.5 7 0 7 0 
Alleghany 4 4 5 6 9 0.238 10 12.4 3 30.0% 3.7 8.7 3 0 3 0 
Anson 36 39 45 41 53 0.110 59 65.5 5 8.5% 5.6 60.0 19 13 6 0 
Ashe 11 12 12 11 11 0.002 9 9.0 1 11.1% 1.0 8.0 3 0 3 0 
Avery 5 7 7 8 9 0.167 11 12.8 2 18.2% 2.3 10.5 3 0 3 0 
Beaufort 55 57 68 73 90 0.134 85 96.4 16 18.8% 18.1 78.2 24 25 :Surplus'of 1 0 
Bertie 38 46 50 49 52 0.085 52 56.4 3 .5.8% 3.3 53.1 17 16 1 0 
Bladen 46 42 42 44 55 0.053 51 53.7 4 7.8% 4.2 49.5 15 17 :-Surplu5:'of.2 0 
Brunswick 49 53 56 62 70 0.094 68 74.4 13 19.1% 14.2 60.1 19 11 8 0 
Buncombe 133 160 163 167 181 0.083 185 200.3 30 16.2% 32.5 167.8 52 48 4 0 
Burke 57 62 63 70 83 0.100 80 88.0 19 23.8% 20.9 67.1 21 25 . Surph-is of 4 0 
Cabarrus 112 96 108 143 152 0.092 156 170.4 15 9.6% 16.4 154.0 48 40 8 0 
Caldwell 74 68 91 89 98 0.084 93 100.8 13 14.0% 14.1 86.7 27 29 ~'Sufplus of 2 0 
Camden 8 9 11 11 11 0.087 14 15.2 1 7.1% 1.1 14.1 4 0 4 0 
Carteret 25 32 37 29 35 0.107 39 43.2 1 2.6% 1.1 42.1 13 15 Surplus' of 2 0 
Caswell 29 33 35 40 34 0.048 34 35.6 4 11.8% 4.2 31.4 10 10 0 0 
Catawba 97 101 113 130 134 0.085 133 144.3 27 20.3% 29.3 115.0 36 43 ;SufPhls of'1 0 
Chatham 52 51 58 49 53 0.011 52 52.6 5 9.6% 5.1 47.5 15 19 ;surl%ls~of" 0 
Cherokee 7 12 11 12 13 0.201 15 18.0 4 26.7% 4.8 13.2 4 0 4 0 
Chowan 22 30 37 33 35 0.137 33 37.5 3 9.1% 3.4 34.1 11 17 ~Surphjs:'of 6 0 
Clay 5 5 6 8 6 0.071 6 6.4 1 16.7% 1.1 5.4 2 0 2 0 
Cleveland 87 96 114 133 147 0.141 156 178.0 27 17.3% 30.8 147.2 46 41 5 0 
Columbus 67 75 88 86 104 0.120 101 113.1 8 7.9% 9.0 104.1 33 25 8 0 
Craven 94 103 122 143 145 0.117 155 173.1 3 1.9% 3.3 169.7 53 67 Suri)hls:t>f:14 0 
Cumbertand 253 299 330 323 382 0.112 418 464.7 46 11.0% 51.1 413.6 129 109 20 O· 
Currituck 6 7 6 8 7 0.058 9 9.5 0 0.0% 0.0 9.5 '3 0 3 0 
Dare 15 13 15 25 20 0.122 16 17.9 3 18.8% 3.4 14.6 5 9 SUfplusof4 0 
Davidson 88 93 100 115 130 0.103 145 160.0 15 10.3% 16.5 143.4 45 37 8 0 
Davie 12 16 16 16 19 0.130 24 27.1 6 25.0% 6.8 20.3 6 0 6 0 
Duplin 64 73 88 88 104 0.132 111 125.6 9 8.1% 10.2 115.5 36 34 2 0 
Durham 257 271 301 333 378 0.102 376 414.2 17 4.5% 18.7 395.5 124 125 !.Si.JrpJus'of.1 0 
Edgecombe 111 118 108 107 121 0.025 131 134.3 12 9.2% 12.3 122.0 38 39 ;suiDius':o'f:1 0 
Forsyth 348 394 407 412 442 0.063 458 486.7 50 10.9% 53.1 433.5 135 140 tSurplUs'of5 0 
Franklin 60 58 56 65 61 0.008 60 60.5 1 1.7% 1.0 59.5 19 18 1 0 
Gaston 148 147 164 189 182 0.056 182 192.2 29 15.9% 30.6 161.6 50 55 SUrplus'of 5 0 
Gates 12 13 14 12 17 0.109 18 20.0 0 0.0% 0.0 20.0 6 0 6 0 
Graham 5 4 9 7 9 0.278 12 15.3 2 16.7% 2.6 12.8 4 0 4 0 
:;:::::::::::;:;:;:;:;: ::;:::;:;:;:::::::: ;:;:j:;: :::::«;; :::::;::;;;;:; <:=;::::;:; :; ;;::;::::::::::::: :::;:::;:;:;;;:::;;: ;;;:;::=;::;;:;: :;;:;:::y< :;::::;::::::;;:;;;;; ::=;::>:; ::::::: ::: ::;::;:::;::::;::: :;:::;::::::;:;::;;:: .. . . • Pursuant 10 10 NCAC 03R .6376(b)(1 )(E), the need determination IS zero because a facility In this county was operating below 80% utilization (see "Utilization Rates" in Table A) . 
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Table B: ESRD Dialysis Station Need Determinations by County 
:::,:, ::,:":,:",:,,,: ,«< :,:,:::,:,::::: ::::; ':: "'""'",,,',,:,,,:, "":"":,,,:, :"""",:"", """,:' """,::,:::,:, :,: :,:,::::' :::,:: ::;:::,:::::::: :::.:'::::::::: 

12131/1996 12131/1997 12nt/1998 1213111999 12/31/2000 Average Annual 613012001 Projected 613012001 6/30/2001 Projected Projected Projected 6/30/02 Total Projected County 
COUNTY Total Total Total Totnl Total Change Rate for Totnl 6/30/2002 Home t% Home 6/30/2002 6/30/2002 In-Center Available Station Deficit Station Need 

Patients Patients Patients Patients Patients Past Five Years Patients Total Patients Patients Patients Home Patients In-Center Patients Station Utilization Stations ~f,or:!?ilr~lus "; Determination 

28 ;:::;:,::::::: :::::::::::: :::: :::: ::::::,:::::: ::'::::':'::::: ::,:;:::::,:: :::::: ::::: ::::::::: ::~ C8 
Granville 56 67 75 76 74 0.076 82 88.2 7 8.5% 7.5 80.7 25 23 2 0 
Greene 21 29 21 24 23 0.052 28 29.4 3 10.7% 3.2 26.3 8 0 8 0 
Guilford 425 462 491 529 580 0.081 608 657.2 44 7.2% 47.6 609.6 191 200 iSurplus:,of..9 0 
Halifax 91 103 108 110 116 0.063 114 121.2 5 4.4% 5.3 115.9 36 40 :s!.ifrii(]s/6fA 0 
Harnett 77 89 83 84 98 0'.067 106 113.1 12 11.3% 12.8 100.3 31 30 1 0 
Haywood 28 37 30 25 41 0.151 48 55.3 8 16.7% 9.2 46.1 14 11 3 0 
Henderson 42 45 48 50 53 0.060 58 61.5 , 16 27.6% 17.0 44.5 14 20 ;SUhllus 01:6 0 
Hertford 38 32 36 49 45 0.062 48 51.0 4 8.3% 4.2 46.7 15 14 1 0 
Hoke 45 ,52 61 58 63 0.091 61 66.6 3 4.9% 3.3 63.3 20 25 fuSllrplUi"ofi5' 0 
Hyde 7 6 8 7 10 0.124 11 12.4 2 18.2% 2.2 10.1 3 0 3 0 
Iredell 99 113 124 140 149 0.108 162 . 179.5 21 13.0% 23.3 156.2 49 41 8 0 
Jackson 22 29 26 15 17 -0.019 23 22.6 1 4.3% 1.0 21.6 7 24 .si1Fblu~ofd7 0 
Johnston 108 112 103 110 122 0.033 137 141.6 11 8.0% 11.4 130.2 41 35 6 0 
Jones 19 19 19 26 20 0.034 23 23.8 1 4.3% 1.0 22.8 7 10 Isiif'i)t(f's,of)3 0 
Lee 75 92 96 100 99 0.075 98 105.4 17 17.3% 18.3 87.1 27 24 3 0 
Lenoir 125 129 137 155 170 0.081 176 190.2 16 9.1% 17.3 172.9 54 57 ~sur~tuS'6f 3 0 
Lincoln 25 28 34 34 33 0.076 34 36.6 3 8.8% 3.2 33.4 10 17 fSU(Diils~o"7J 0 
Macon 10 8 15 13 17 0.212 18 21.8 10 55.6% 12.1 9.7 3 0 3 0 
Madison 5 5 10 4 7 0.288 6 7.7 0 0.0% 0.0 7.7 2 0 2 0 
Martin 39 47 52 66 68 0.153 74 85.3 4 5.4% 4.6 80.7 25 23 2 0 
McDowell 21 23 26 25 28 0.077 27 29.1 5 18.5% 5.4 23.7 7 0 7 0 
Meckleni;lurg' 5'12 547' 625 605 702 0.085 736 798.4 99 13.5% 107.4 691.0 216 224 :{SU'(plu~iof.8: 0 
Mitchell 5 3 6 - -10 0-9 0.292 9 11.6 1 11.1% 1.3 10.3 3 0 3 0 
Montgomery 38 40 50 40 42 0.038 39 40.5 2 5.1% 2.1 38.4 12 12 0 0 
Moore 71 78 84 97 117 0.134 119 135.0 5 4.2% 5.7 129.3 40 39 1 0 
Nash 76 95 108 117 123 0.130 125 141.3 14 11.2% 15.8 125.5 39 42 isliililus;o(3 0 
New Hanover 131 151 150 155 140 0.021 158 161.3 17 10.8% 17.4 143.9 45 51 rSmpfll$"c)fiS' 0 
Northampton 39 41 51 52 58 0.108 56 62.0 6 10.7% 6.6 55.4 17 14 3 0 
Onslow 71 76 97 101 108 0.114 106 118.1 6 5.7% 6.7 111.4 35 35 0 0 
Orange 83 73 78 76 85 0.010 96 97.0 4 4.2% 4.0 92.9 29 27 2 0 
Pamlico 12 10 16 19 16 0.116 14 15.6 0 0.0% 0.0 15.6 5 0 5 0 
Pasguotank 40 45 49 50 < 46 0.039 49 50.9 9 18.4% 9.3 41.5 13 16 :surplil$~of,3 0 
Pender 48 52 52 53. 61 0.063 67 71.2 9 13.4% 9.6 61.7 19 18 1 0 
Perquimans 14 14 13 12 13 -0.016 12 11.8 1 8.3% 1.0 10.8 3 0 3 0 
Person 42 50 59 60 69 0.134 66 74.9 3 4.5% 3.4 71.5 22 20 2 0 
Pitt 180 187 188 204 206 0.035 223 230.8 31 13.9% 32.1 198.7 62 76 stitp!i1$:&fH4 0 
Polk 17 18 13 14 18 0.036 16 16.6 2 12.5% 2.1 14.5 5 0 5 0 
Ran~~ 70 72 76 73 101 0.107 104 115.1 6 5.8% 6.6 108.5 34 37 f$Il'fplus~.onr 0 

:~':'::>:'~;;).':::::: :::::::::::::; ':: > ::: ,::: :,:: ::: :,::: :::;:"::::';:::;:::;::: >:::: ::,::::::::,::,:>,:~:j i:>::: ,::::,:: 
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Table B: ESRD Dialysis Station Need Determinations by County 
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• Pursuant to 10 NCAC 3R .6376(b)(I)(E), the needdetennination is zero because a facility in this county was operating below 80% utilization (see "Utilization Rates" ill Table A). 
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Table C: Need Determinations for New Dialysis Stations by County 
(Based on the "County Need" Methodology -- January, 2002) 

* Application Due Dates are absolute deadlines: The filing deadline is 5:00 p.m. on the Application Due Date. 
The filing deadline is absolute. 
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