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Program Evaluation Division

The Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor
was established in 1973, replacing the century-old
Public Examiner's Office. Its role is to audit and
evaluate public programs and ensure accountability
for the expenditure of public funds. In 1975, the
Legislature created the Program Evaluation
Division within the auditor’s office. The division’s
mission, as set forth in law, is to determine the
degree to which activities and programs entered
into or funded by the state are accomplishing their
goals and objectives and utilizing resources
efficiently.

Topics for evaluation are approved by the
Legislative Audit Commission (LAC), a
l6-member joint, bipartisan commission, The
division’s reports, however, are solely the
responsibility of the Office of the Legislative
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STATE OF MINNESOTA « James Nobles, Legislative Auditor

February 18, 2004

Members
Legislative Audit Commission

Minnesota’s Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver programs provide alternatives to
institutional care for certain Medicaid-eligible persons and cost about

$1 billion in fiscal year 2003. The programs have expanded significantly over the years, with
annual rates of growth averaging 23 percent since 1991. The Department of Human Services
oversees Minnesota’s five Medicaid Waiver programs, and counties administer them.
Because of concern over spending increases and questions about variation in county
expenditures and practices, the Legislative Audit Commission directed the Office of the ,
Legislative Auditor to evaluate Minnesota’s Medicaid Waiver programs. We started the
evaluation in June 2003.

We identified problems with the Department of Human Services’ method of allocating funds
for the Mental Retardation or Related Conditions (MR/RC) Waiver program, which is the
largest of Minnesota’s Medicaid Waiver programs. The department should improve how
funding is distributed among counties. We found that the department lacks sufficient controls
over the component of the MR/RC Waiver program known as Consumer—Directed
Community Supports, which allow waiver recipients greater control over their services. To
ensure appropriate spending, the department should implement additional safeguards.

This report was researched and written by Jody Hauer (project manager), Dan Jacobson, Jan
Sandberg, and Todd Wilkinson. Department of Human Services’ staff and county waiver
personnel provided full cooperation with our work.

Sincerely,

oo

James R. Nobles
Legislative Auditor

Room 146 Centennial Building, 658 Cedar Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-1603 « Tel: 651/296-4708 « Fax: 651/296-4712

E-mail: auditor@state.mn.us » TDD Relay: 651/297-5353 » Website: www.auditorleg state.mn.us
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The Department
of Human
Services should
improve its
method of
allocating funds
for the Mental
Retardation

or Related
Conditions
Waiver program.

Summary

Major Findings:

¢ During the past 12 years, total
spending on Minnesota’s five
Medicaid Home and Community-
Based Waiver programs grew at an
average annual rate of 23 percent,
far higher than inflation and
population growth. Caseload
growth was the primary factor
driving costs (p. 18).

* Average annual costs per recipient
for services under the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions
{MR/RC) Waiver program have
consistently been lower than costs
per recipient for institutional care.
But, savings achieved by shifting
recipients from institutions to the
MR/RC Waiver program have been
more than offset by increased
spending due to large caseload
growth in the waiver program

(p. 25).

* The large number of children
currently enrolled in the MR/RC
Waiver program and the numbers of
people waiting for MR/RC Waiver
services will likely add pressure for
mcreased spending (p. 36).

* The Department of Human
Service’s method for setting
counties’ MR/RC Waiver budgets
creates incentives for counties to
spend to their budget limits and
only partially reflects the needs of
waiver recipients, which raises
equity concerns that funds are not
targeted to counties in proportion to
their caseloads’ needs (p. 31).

¢ The Department of Human Services
lacks sufficient controls over
Consumer-Directed Community
Supports, leading to questionable
purchases, inequitable variation in
administration, and unmet prospects
for cost efficiencies (p. 42).

¢ Counties generally follow state rules
on determining and updating
MR/RC Waiver recipients’ needs in
a timely way and ensuring the
availability of services, but there are
exceptions (p. 53).

Recommendations:

* The Department of Human Services
should modify its method of
allocating MR/RC Waiver funds to
1} avoid incentives that encourage
counties to spend to their budget
limits and 2) improve the
distribution of funding to counttes
by better reflecting the needs of
waiver caseloads (p. 34).

¢ The department should set
additional controls to ensure
appropriate spending of
Consumer-Directed Community
Support funds. Before expanding
Consumer-Directed services
statewide, the department should
first evaluate how well its proposed
controls work (pp. 50-31).

* When the department reviews how
counties administer Medicaid
Waiver programs, it should evaluate
county compliance with state rules
governing the MR/RC Waiver

program (p. 58).




Expenditures for
Medicaid Waiver
programs grew
rapidly as state
policies
encouraged
community
alternatives to
institutions,

Average annual
costs of the
MR/RC Waiver
program have
been less than
those for
institutional care,
but caseload
increases have
more than offset
savings.

MEDICAID HOME AND COMMUNITY-BASED WAIVER SERVICES

Report Summary

Medicaid Home and Community-Based
Waiver programs, which are granted by
the federal government, allow the state
to use Medicaid money to fund services
in altemative settings for people who
would otherwise receive care in
hospitals, nursing facilities, or
intermediate care facilities. Minnesota
has five waiver programs targeted to
separate populations: the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions
Waiver, the Community Alternative
Care Waiver, the Community
Alternatives for Disabled Individuals
Waiver, the Traumatic Brain Injury
Waiver, and the Elderly Waiver.
Minnesota’s Department of Human
Services oversees the waiver programs,
but counties administer them. The
watver programs allow recipients 1o
receive medical and nonmedical
services beyond those covered by
traditional Medicaid.

Expenditures for Minnesota’s five
waiver programs totaled $1 billion in
fiscal year 2003, which is about 21
percent of all Medicaid spending in the
state. About 79 percent of waiver
expenditures were for the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions
{MR/RC) Waiver program. Minnesota
spends more per capita than most other
states on waiver programs and
instimtional care for persons with
mental retardation or related conditions.

The MR/RC Waiver program has
changed substantially in the last few
years. In 1998, the state introduced
“Consumer-Directed Community
Supports” in certain counties. This
option allows recipients and their
families to select their services and
employ informal care providers such as
friends and family members. In
addition, the MR/RC Waiver program’s
caseload jumped more than 50 percent
in 2001 following an “open enroliment”
period used to reduce the program’s

long waiting list. However, due to that
surge in program enrollment and
subsequent state budget problems, the
department reduced the rate of growth
in counties’ MR/RC Waiver budgets in
2003. The department also changed the
way it allocates waiver funds fo
counties, by basing budgets on
prior-year spending. Lawsuits filed in
early 2003 limited counties’ options for
cuiting spending, making it more
difficult to manage tighter budgets.

Medicaid Waiver Expenditures
Grew Far Faster Than Inflation

Expenditures for the state’s Medicaid
waiver programs increased from $82
million in fiscal year 1991 to about $1
billion in 2003, an average increase of
23 percent per year. This far exceeds an
average inflation rate of 3 percent and
general population growth of 1 percent.
The rapid growth reflects state policies
that promote community alternatives to
institutional care.

Caseload growth was the primary cost
driver. Enrollment growth rates for the
five programs over the past 12 years
ranged from 7 to 30 percent annually.
Average costs per waiver recipient grew
slower than caseloads but faster than
inflation for all but the smallest of the
waiver programs {Communnity
Alternative Care Waiver). For the
MR/RC Waiver program, average costs
per recipient outpaced inflation due in
part to increases in average provider
reimbursement rates and an expansion
of services.

MR/RC Waiver Caseload Growth
Has More Than Offset Savings
From Replacing Institutional
Care

Each vear since the MR/RC Waiver
program began, its average costs per
recipient have been less than costs per
recipient for institutional care. For
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SUMMARY

Limiting access
to the MR/RC
Waiver program
helps control
spending but
creates equity
concerns.

Services funded
through
Consumer-
Directed
Community
Supports vary
among counties
offering them.

example, in fiscal year 2002 the
average annual cost of medical services
and group residential housing was
$55.449 per MR/RC Waiver recipient,
while the average cost of institutional
care for persons with mental retardation
or related conditions was $76,977 per
recipient. To the extent that waiver
programs replaced institutional care, the
state saved money. However, these
savings were more than offset by cost
increases resulting from rapidly
expanding MR/RC Waiver enrollments.
The growth in waiver caseloads
exceeded the decline in institutional
caseloads by a ratio of 4 to 1 between
fiscal years 1991 and 2003,

Pressures for Increased Spending
Will Continue

The Legislature controls overall
spending on the MR/RC Waiver
program by setting the number of new
openings the program will have each
year. In addition, the Department of
Human Services controls spending
when it sets counties” MR/RC Waiver
budgets, which counties may not
exceed unless they pay for the excess.

Pressures to increase spending on the
MR/RC Waiver program are likely to
continue for two reasons, First, as the
large numbers of children currently
enrolled in the waiver reach an age
when they may leave the care of their
families, there will be pressure to
accommodate their more independent
{and costly) living arrangemenis.
Second, growing waiting lists will
continue to exert pressures to expand
access to the programt.

Addressing these budget pressures
poses difficult policy choices.
Appropriating more money to a
program that has recently experienced
significant spending growth would be
difficult, Bui altematives, such as
spending less per recipient by limiting
the amray of services that the MR/RC

xi

Waiver program covers, could result in
unmet needs for some waiver recipients.

The Method for Allocating
MR/RC Waiver Funds Needs
Improvement

The Department of Human Services’
method for allocating MR/RC Waiver
funds to counties is based on pricr-year
spending, which creates an incentive for
counties 10 spend to the maximum level.
Plus, it does not fully reflect the relative
needs of waiver recipients, raising
concerns that the method does not
distribute funds to counties in
proportion to their caseloads’ needs.

When recipients fill new openings in the
waiver program, the department assigns
the recipients one of four “profiles”
based on criteria such as their
functioning level and behavioral
challenges. Each of the four profiles
has a different funding amount. But the
profiles do not account for large cost
differences between living at home and
in foster care; nor do they account for
other factors that clearly influence costs.

The Department of Human Services
should change its method of allocating
MR/RC Waiver funds to counties to
better reflect characteristics of caseloads
and differences in key factors, such as
living arrangement, that drive costs.
Waiver recipients’ age correlates
strongly with living arrangement and
could be used in the methodology. In
addition, the method should avoid
incentives to spend to the limit and
reduce administrative burdens on
counties.

Consumer-Directed Community
Supports Need Additional
Controls

The Department of Human Services
lacks sufficient controls over
Consumer-Directed Community
Supports, a component of the MR/RC



The department
should set
additional
controls to
ensure
appropriate
spending of
Consumer-
Directed funds.

MEDICAID HOME AND COMMUNITY-BASED WAIVER SERVICES

Waiver program that gives recipients
and their families greater control over
their choice of services and care
providers. Presently, only 33 counties
offer Consumer-Directed services to
MR/RC Waiver recipients, although the
department has submitted a proposal to
the federal government to expand the
program statewide and cover the other
four Medicaid Waiver programs.

Not all Consurner-Directed purchases
in the past year appeared justified when
we reviewed case files in 12 counties.
For example, we found instances in
which Consumer-Directed funds paid
for questionable items, such as Internet
connectivity fees and tickets to
Minnesota Wild games. In our review,
we noted purchases that were unusual
by type or amount, and although most
items were related to needs articulated
in individual service plans, about 11
percent were not connected to any
stated recipient need.

Lacking sufficient state controls,
counties” administration of
Consumer-Directed services has varied
arourd the state. Some items allowed
in one county are forbidden in another,
which raises equity concemns. Also,
recipients and their families in many
counties decide whether to use
Consumer-Directed services, but in
some counties, they are involved very
little, if at all, in deciding to use the
program, which undermines an
cbjective of consumer direction. Five
of the counties offering
Consumer-Directed services reported
that they do not have policies to
ferminate use when problems occur. In
addition, even though the
Consumer-Directed option offers
opportunities for achieving efficiencies,
we found that MR/RC Waiver spending
on Consumer-Directed participants was
higher than spending on other MR/RC
Waiver recipients with similar
characteristics.

The Department of Hurnan Services
should set additional controls to ensure
equitable and appropriate spending of
Consumer-Directed funds. Although
the departinent’s pending proposal to
change Consumer-Directed services
does offer more guidance, additional
questions are likely to arise, including
what factors counties should consider
when deciding among various proposed
expenses. Once the department receives
federal approval to revise the program,
it plans to phase in implementation,
starting with the counties that currently
offer Consumer-Directed services. The
department should evaluate its proposed
controls for Consumer-Directed
Community Supports in these counties
before implementing the program
statewide.

Counties Generally Follow State
Rules for the MR/RC Waiver
Program, But There Are
Exceptions

State rules require counties to take
ceriain steps when determining and
updating waiver recipients’ needs. For
instance, although the state requires
counties to update each recipient’s
individual service plan annually, we
estimated that 6 percent of the case files
in 12 counties we visited lacked an
up-to-date service plan or similar
document. State rules also require
case managers to visit each waiver
recipient at least semiannually. In the
counties we visited, 40 percent of the
waiver recipients or their families had
fewer than two face-to-face visits with
case managers in the past year, and

17 percent had no meeting.

In 2004, the Department of Human
Services plans to formally review how
counties administer the Medicaid
Waiver programs. In conducting the
reviews, the department shouid
specifically evaluate county compliance
with practices required in state rules for
the MR/RC Waiver program.
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The Medicaid
Waiver program
for persons

with mental
retardation

or related
conditions is by
far the largest of
Minnesota's five
walver programs
and the only one
currently with a
waiting list.

Introduction

edicaid program waivers, which are granted by the federal Centers for

Medicare & Medicaid Services, allow the state to use Medicaid money to
fund services in alternative settings for Medicaid-eligible people who would
otherwise receive care in hospitals, nursing facilities, or intermediate care
facilities. Since 1982, when the waiver programs began in Minnesota, eligible
persons have increasingly chosen home and community-based settings over
institutions.

Miunesota has five Home and Community-Based Waiver programs, each targeted
to different populations. By far the largest is the Mental Retardation or Related
Conditions (MR/RC) Waiver program, Because of a long waiting list of persons
eligible for MR/RC Waiver services, the 1999 Legislature directed the Department
of Human Services to reduce the size of the list. The department opened
enrollment to all eligible persons for a three-month period in 2001, resulting in
about a 50 percent increase in MR/RC Waiver program recipients that year alone.
Shortly after this enrollment surge, the state’s budget situation deteriorated. To
manage waiver expenditures during a time of tight resources, the 2003 Legislature
discontinued new openings in the MR/RC Waiver program, and the department
changed its method for allocating MR/RC Waiver funds.

Although the state oversees the waiver programs, counties administer them.
Questions about variation in counties’ expenditures and practices, combined with
concern about the current waiting list and the department’s response to forecasted
growth in spending, led 1o legislative interest in more information on the MR/RC
Waiver program. In June 2003, the Legislative Audit Commission directed the
Office of the Legislative Auditor to evaluate the Medicaid Home and
Community-Based Waiver programs, in particular the waiver for persons with
mental retardation or related conditions. Our evaluation addressed the following
questions:

*  How much does Minnesota spend on the Medicaid Home and
Community-Based Waiver programs? What factors drive spending?

* How well does Minnesota’s system for allocating MR/RC Waiver
program resources to counties work?

*  Does the state have sufficient controls to ensure that funds are spent
appropriately for the component of the MR/RC Waiver program
known as Consumer-Directed Community Supports (which allow
waiver recipients greater control over their care and service
providers)?

To answer these questions, we analyzed Department of Human Services’ data on
caseloads, spending, and forecasted growth. We also analyzed data on
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characteristics of individual MR/RC Waiver recipients and their waiver spending.
We interviewed department personne! as well as county personnel in charge of
administering waiver programs. For additional information on counties’
administrative practices, we surveyed county MR/RC Waiver program
administrators. For a broader set of perspectives, we interviewed representatives
from organizations that advocate on behalf of recipients, and we surveyed
advocacy organizations and associations of providers. We also reviewed 267
randomly selected case files from 12 counties offering Consumer-Directed
Community Supports.

We did not evaluate the quality of care that Medicaid Waiver recipients receive.
Nor did we assess questions about how well counties determine eligibility for the
Medicaid Waiver programs.

Chapter 1 of this report provides background information on the Medicaid Home
and Community-Based Waiver programs in general and the MR/RC Waiver
program in particular. In Chapter 2, we examine spending and cascload trends for
Medicaid Waiver programs and for institutional care. We also discuss funding
issues for the MR/RC Waiver program. Chapter 3 focuses exclusively on the
MR/RC Waiver program and evaluates controls intended to ensure appropriate
MR/RC Waiver spending as well as county compliance with select state rules.




Medicaid Waiver
programs offer
community
alternatives to
institutional care.

Background

SUMMARY

Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver programs provide
alternative health care settings for Medicaid-eligible individuals who
would otherwise need institutional care. Minnesota has five Medicaid
Waiver programs for: Mental Retardation or Related Conditions,
Community Alternative Care, Community Alternatives for Disabled
Individuals, Traumatic Brain Injury, and the Elderly. The Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions (MR/RC) Waiver program accounts
Jor the majority of Minnesota’s spending on waiver programs.
Minnesota is a heavy user of the Medicaid Waiver for persons with
mental retardation or related conditions, generally serving more
individuals and spending mare dollars per capita than the national
average and most neighboring states. The Minnesota Department of
Human Services plans to expand Consumer-Directed Community
Supports, which allow waiver recipients and their families to direct
their own care, because the option is currently available only for
MR/RC Waiver recipients in certain counties.

Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver programs provide an
alternative to institutional care for Medicaid-eligible individuals.
Minnesota’s Medicaid Walver programs apply to persons with long-term health
care needs.’

This chapter answers the foliowing questions:

*  What are the Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver
programis, and how are they administered? What are their eligibility
requirements, and what types of services do they cover?

*  What does Minnesota spend on the Mental Retardation or Related
Conditions (MR/RC) Waiver program, and how does Minnesota’s
spending compare with other states?’

+ How have Minnesota’s Medicaid Waiver programs, in particular the
MR/RC Waiver program, changed in recent years?

I Although Minnesota refers to its Medicaid programs as “Medical Assistance,” in this report we
use the federal povernment's ferm “Medicaid™ in sl references to the Home and Conumunity-Based
Waiver programs.

2 Throughout this report, we refer to persons with “mental retardation or related conditions”
because Minnesota Statutes use this language. Elsewhere around the country, the more commonty
used term is persons with “developmental disabilities.”




By law, average
spending per
recipient for
Medicaid Waiver
programs must
be less than that
for institutional
care.
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To answer these questions, we reviewed documentation and analyzed data
provided by the Minnesota Department of Human Services, and we examined
relevant state and federal laws, We surveyed county waiver administrators about
Consumer-Directed Community Supports. In addition, we reviewed literature
regarding watver caseloads and expenditures around the country.

MEDICAID HOME AND COMMUNITY-
BASED WAIVER PROGRAMS

In 1981, Congress amended Title XIX of the Social Security Act to permit the
deve lopment of the Medicaid Home and Communitv-Based Services Waiver
prooram The Medicaid Wawer program was initially created to reduce the
srowth of Medicaid spcndmg Congress believed that serving persons in their
homes and communities would be lcss costly than providing care in institutions,
Under federal law, program costs are limited by restricting participation in the
waiver program to only those individuals who would otherwise require
institutionalization, such as in a hospital, pursing f aczht}, or intermediate care
facility for persons with mental retardation (1CF- MR},

States have some flexibility in designing waiver programs, but approval by the
federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services requires states to meet certain
requirements. For example, states must demonstrate cost-effectiveness, ensuring
that the average annual spending per waiver rcuplent is no greater than the
average spending per person in institutions.® Each state must provide for an
evaluation of the individeal applicants to determine whether they would require
institutionalization, The plan for providing services must ensure recipients” health
and welfare. As another example, funding provided through the program must
not replace funding available through other sources, and states must exhaust other
sources, such as a state’s traditional Medicaid program or special-education
services provided by school districts, before using waiver funding.

Medicaid Waiver program requirements differ from those of the traditional
Medicaid plan in a number of respects. Medicaid is an entitlement program,
meaning anyone eligible may receive services, whereas for the waiver programs,
states must set a cap on the number of individuals who can participate.” In
addition, Medicaid provides uniform services to eligible individuals throughout
the state, while the waiver program allows a state to vary the types of services and

3 Osmibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. Pub. L. 97-35. sec. 2176.

4 Steven Lutzky. Lisa Maria B. Alecxih, Jennifer Doffy, and Christina Neill, Review of the
Medicaid 1915(c} Home and Community Based Services Waiver Program Literature and Program
Duiu {Prepared for the Health Care Financing Administration of the Department of Health and
Buman Services under a contract through the Lewin Group, June 15, 2000, 2,

3 42 CFR subpart G, sec. 441.302 () 1), {October . 2003 edition).

6 42 CFR suhpart G, sec. $41.303 (£)( 1), éOctober 1, 2003 edition). A previous “cost-neutratity”
requirement was more stringent, requiring states to demonstrate that 13 a bed in a Medicaid-certified
institution was availabie or would be available for each waiver participant and 2) the average cost for
waiver recipients was lower than the average instisutional cost. See Lutzky. Alecxih, Duffy, and
Neith, Review of Waiver Program Literanre, 2.

-

¢ 42 CFR subpart G. sec. 441,303 (£)(6}, (October !, 2003 edition). Minnesota's cap for fiscal
year 2004 is 16,715 or the number authorized by the Legislature,
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individuals it serves. Furthermore, the waiver program atlows for different
financial eligibility requirements for certain populations in different areas of the
state, as opposed to Medicaid. which requires use of the same standards
throughout the state.”

States that comply with requirements receive federal funding for their waiver
prograins. Federal contributions for each state’s waiver programs are determined
ycariv Historically, the federal share has accounted for slightly more than half
of the total funding of the waiver programs in Minnesota. In fiscal year 2003, the
federal government paid 50.7 percent of total expenditures for Minnesota's
Medicaid Waiver programs, with the state paying the remainder.

The federal government grants “az\»ers for an initial period of three years and may
renew programs for five-year perlods Current!w all states have at feast one
waiver program for Home and Community-Based Services. Minnesota has five
separate Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver programs, as described
in Table 1.1, These are: the Mental Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver,
the Community Alternative Care Waiver, the Community Aliematives for
Disabled Individuals Watver, the Traumatic Brain Injury Waiver, and the Elderly
Waiver.

Administering the Waiver Programs

Minnesota’s Department of Human Services sets policy and oversees the use of
the Medicaid Waiver programs while the state’s 87 counties administer them.'

The state determines how much waiver funding each county receives annually to
operate the MR/RC Waiver progmm.12 For all Medicaid Waiver programs, the
department is responsible for assuring compliance with federal requirements, for
proposing waiver changes to the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services
when needed, and for applying to renew the waivers. The department administers
the Medicaid Waiver programs’ computerized billing system and offers training
and education on the waiver programs to county staff, service providers, and
others.

The Department of Human Services sets maximum reimbursement amounts that
counties may pay 1o providers for most of the services covered by the waiver
programs. Counties negotiate rates with service providers within the state-set
limits, although counties may petition to exceed the caps. The department has set
standard, statewide reimbursement rates for day training and habilitation, which is
an MR/RC Waiver program service offering training on vocational and life skills;
it sets individual rates for each of the nonprofit day training and habilitation
providers. Waiver services are described in more detail later in this chapter.

& 42 .S Code. sec. 1396n. (K3}, (2000},

9 42 .S Code, sec. 13964, {b}, (2000). Based on a formula, states with lower per capita incomes
receive greater percentages (within upper and lower limits} of federal funding thar other states. In
fiscal vear 2004, the federal contribution in Minnesota is 50 percent.

10 42 1S, Cade. sec. 1396n. {cx3}, (20000

11 Programs are administered by censortia for two groups of counties: 1) Lincolr, Lyon, and
Murray counties and 2) Faribault and Martin counties.

12 The department plans 10 also set county budgets for the other waiver programs beginning in
2004, with the exception of the Elderly Waiver program.
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Table 1.1: Minnesota’s Medicaid Home and
Community-Based Waiver Programs

Targeted Population

People age 65 or older who require a nursing
facility tevel of care.

People with mental retardation or a related
condition who require the level of care provided in
an intermediate care facility for persons with mental
retardation. Related conditions include cerebral
paisy, epilensy. autism, Prader-Willi syndrome, and
any octher condition other than mentat iliness or
emotional disturbance that is related to mental
retardation in its manifestation or the individual's
levet of tunclioning or required treatment.

Community Alternative Carg People who are chronically il or medically fragile
{1985} and who require a level of care provided at a
hospital.

People who are disabled and require a nursing
facility tevel of care. inciudes individuals with
physical disabifities or mental iliness.

Pecple with a traumatic or acquired brain injury that
is not congenital, who have significant cognitive
and behavioral needs related {o the injury, and who
require the level of care provided in a specialized
nursing facility or neurobehaviorat hospitai,

Waiver Program and Year Started
Eiderly {1982)

Mental Retardation or Related
Conditions (1984)

Community Alternatives for
Disabled individuals (1987}

Traumatic Brain injury {1992)

SOURCE: Minnesota Department of Human Services, Health Care Programs Manual (Eligibility
Policy) Chapter 0907 (St. Paul, November 2003); htp://www.dhs.state.mn.us/HealthCare/
reportsmanuais/imanualcounty/chapterG7.im#0807.23; accessed December 18, 2003; and Micheile
Long, Federal Refations, Health Care Administration, Depariment of Human Services, interview by
author, Telephone conversation, St. Paul, Minnesota, Decamber 12, 2003,

For the MR/RC Waiver program in particular, the state controls both program
budgets and the availability of new openings. The DPepartment of Human Services
sets county budget allocations annually. The Legislature has controlled the
number of new openings available for eligible waiver program enrollees not living
in an institution. These openings, called diversion allocations because they divert
individuals from entering an institution, numbered 300 per year from 1999
through 2002, At the same time, conversion allocations. so called when
individuals leave institutions and an institutional bed is “converted” to one in a
community setting, have varied according to the demand for such relocations.
There are no limits on the number of conversion allocations because money spent
on institutional care transfers instead to community-based care: about 150
conversion allocations occur annually on average.

Counties play many roles in administering the waiver programs, from initially
determining eligibility to coordinating service delivery. For persons with mental
retardation or a related condition, the county human services agency determines
applicants” eligibilily using program-specific eligihility criteria (discussed later in
this chapter). Once eligibility is determined. the county provides case
management services and helps recipients develop individual service plans. which
document the individual’s needs and goals. County case managers work with
each waiver recipient and his or her legal representative to determine the level of
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care needed and the services to be provlded.;' By Minnesota Statutes, individual
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service plans must be tailored to a person’s needs and goals. ™ Tabie 1.2 describes
elements that these individual service plans must contain, including the recipients’

Table 1.2: Content Required in Individual Service
Plans for Mental Retardation or Related Conditions
Waiver Recipients, 2003

+ Preferences for services as stated by the person or the person's legal representative
« The person’s service and support needs based on results of assessment information
« The person’s long- and short-range goals

+ Specific supports and services te be provided to the person based on available
resources, and the persor's needs and preferences

+ Needed services that are not available and actions to obtain or develop these
sefvices

+ Whether the provider needs 1o develop a plan to provide services to the recipient
« Additional assessments o be completed by the provider after iniliating service

+ Alist of any information that providers must submit {o the case manager, inciuding
how frequently it must be submitted as welf as provider responsibilities to implement
and make recommendations for modifying the individual service plan

« Notice of the right to request a conciliation conference or a hearing if g person is
aggrieved or wishes to appeal an action or decision regarding the waiver program

« Signatures of the person, the person's legal representative, and the case manager at
ieast annuafly and whenever changes are mate

+ A heaith professional's review of the plan if the person has overriding medical needs
that impact the detivery of services

SOURCE: Minn. Rules {2003}, ch. 9525.0024. subp. 3.

preferences for services. Another county responsibility is managing contracts
with service providers and overseeing provider qualifications and performance.
Counties must authorize services by specific providers for waiver recipients and
enter recipient and service data into the department’s computerized system. They
must then ensure that waiver recipients receive the services listed in their plans of
care. Counties are also responsible for managing the counties’ allocations from
the state to pay for the services.

Eligibility

In addition 1o being eligible for Medicaid, individuals applying to a Home and
Community-Based Waiver program must meet a number of eligibtlity standards,

13 Minn. Rudes (2003) ch. 9525.0024, subp. 2. Minnesota Statutes and adminiswative rules require
counties to assemble a service planning team, consisting of the recipient, case manager. the
recipient's legal representative or parent if the recipient is a minor, and a qualified mental retardation
professional, who may be the case manager if sppropriately qualified. See Mimn. St (2003)
§256B,092, subd. 7 and Minn. Rules (20033 ch, 9525.0004, subp. 24.

14 Minn. Siar. (2003) §256B 092, subd. 1b{1)-(4).
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as outlined in Table 1.3, According to federal requirements, states with Home
and Community-Based Waiver programs must review applicants’ conditions to
determine 1) whether they might presently or in the near future need the lfevel of
care provided by a hospital, nursing facility, or ICF-MR and 2} whether they
would be institutionalized in such a facility unless they receive home or
community-based services. '’ Similarly, for waiver programs targeted to
individuals of 65 years of age or older, the federal government requires states o
serve only people who 1) meet the age requirement, 2) are not inpatients of a
hospital or nursing facility, and 3) would be likely to need the level of care
fumished in a nursing facilily.” Recipients must also meet requirements
regarding age, Medicaid eligibility, and prescribed levels of care.'® In addition.
recipients of any of the Medicaid Waiver programs must make an informed choice
10 live in the community rather than an institution.

Services

The Medicaid Waiver programs may provide services beyond those covered by
Medicaid, including both medical and nonmedical services. The Social Security
Act specifies the services that the waiver programs may cover. " in Minnesota,
some services are extensions of traditional Medicaid services, such as
occupational therapy and transportation services, while others are unique to the
waiver programs. Service providers include for-profit and not-for-profit
businesses and individuals; providers must enroll with the Department of Human
Services and meet specific standards to bili the department and receive payment
for services provided to waiver recipients.m

In Minnesota, six services are part of all five of the waiver programs. Services
common to all are:

* case management (locating, coordinating, and monitoring social and daily
living activities, medical services, and other services needed by a person
and his or her family);

« homemaker services {providing general household activities by a trained
homemaker when the usual homemaker is unable to do so);

15 Some families that are ineligible for Medicaid may have children enrolled in a Medicaid Waiver
program because the child’s eligibility iz determined without regard to the parents’ income or agsets.
Families pay 2 fee based on family size and the income schedule in Minn. Star. (2003} §252.27,
subd. 2a.

16 42 CFR subpart G, sec. 441.302 {c){1) - (2}, (Ocrober 1. 2003 edition). The code specifies that
states shoubd ascertain when there is a “reasonable indication that a recipient might need the
finstitutional] services in the near future (that is, a month or less) unless he recetves home and
community-based services.”

17 42 CFR subpart H. sec. 441.351 (e). (October 1, 2003 editions.

18 in Minnesota, eiderly individuals whose incomes or assets are oo high to qualify for the Elderly
Waiver may be eligible to receive some home and community-based services through Alternative
Care, a state-funded, county-administered program for mdividuals over age 65 with Iimited income
but not eligible for Medicaid. Policy changes by the 2003 Legisiature, however, will shift many
persons away from Ahternative Cave and toward the Elderly Watver program.

19 42 78 Code, sec. 1396n. {c)4%B). (2000).

20 Providers of Consumer-Directed Community Supports include individuals who do not enroli
with the department and are typically paid through fiscal agents.
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Table 1.3: Eligibility Requirements for Minnesota’s Medicaid Home and
Community-Based Waiver Programs

iLevet of Care Age Requirement Medicaid Financial Efiqgibility
Mential Retardation Person with mental Any age. Must meet Medicaid financial

or Related
Conditions

Community
Alternatives for
Disabled individuais

Community
Alternative Care

Traumatic Brain
Injury

Elderly

retardation or related
conditions requires
24-hour care and neads
a level of care normaily
provided by ICFs-MR,
but requests community
care.?

Person with a certified
disability heeds a
nursing facility level of
care but requests
community care.

Person certified as
disabled with a chronic
illness needs a fevel of
care normally provided
in a hospital and would
require frequent or
continuous inpatient
hospitalization over a
year, but requests
community care.

Person certified as
disabled with a traumatic
brain injury needs a
level of care that is
provided in a speciatized
nursing home orin a
long-term
neurobehaviorat
hospital, but requests
community care.

Person needs & level of
care normally provided
in a nursing factity but
requests community
care.

Under age 65 at the time
of screening. Clients who
turn 65 are aliowed to
continue services if other
eligibility factors are met,

Under age 65 af the time
of screening. Clients who
turn 65 are allowed te
continue services if other
eligibility factors are met.

Under age 65 at the time
of screening. Clients who
turn 65 are allowed to
corntinue services if other
eligibitity factors are met.

Age 65 years or older.

requirements based solely on the
individual's income and assets,
digregarding income and assets of
spouses or parents. Parents with
incomes above 100 percent of
federal poverty guidelines pay
parental fees for their child's
senvices.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Same as above.

Must be eligible for Medicaid based
on one of two income Himits.

Pecple with monthly incomes at or
below $1,692 are eligible without
having o spend down their
incomes but must pay for part of
walver services if incomes are
above $752. Those above $1,692
are required to spend down.

%CFs-MR are Intermediate Care Facilities for persons with Memtal Retardation. State rules specify that an eligitle person is eithera
rasident of an ICF-MR or would be placad in one within a year. See Minn. Rules (2003) ch. 8525.1820, subp. 1.A.

PA faderal option allows disabled individuals in famities with middie and upper incomes to gualify for waiver programs on the basis of their
own income and assets, without regard for a spouse’s or parents' income and assets. Minnesota has adopted this option for the MR/RGC,
CADI. CAC, and TBt Waiver programs.

SOURCE: Minnesota Department of Human Services, Health Care Programs Manual (Eiigibility Policy) Chapter 0807 (St. Paui,
November 2003}; hitp://www.dhs.state. mn.us/HealthCare/reportsmanuals/manualcounty/chapter07 m#0907.23; accessed

December 18, 2003,
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= eguipment, home, or vehicle modifications {modifyving equipment, homes,
or vehicles, consistent with the person’s disability, to help the person
achieve greater independence);

* extended personal care assistant services {assisting with cating, bathing.
dressing, personal hygiene, and other activities of datly living beyond the
scope or variety of services available under the staie’s traditional Medicaid

Some services, plan);

such as respite

care, are *  respite care {providing shori-term care in the home or out of it, when the
available usual caregiver is unavailable or needs a rest); and

through all of L ) _
Minnesota's * transportation {giving the person access tc community services, Fesources,

s s . and activities tied to the person’s needs and preferences as demonstrated in

Medicaid Waiver *the plan of care). P
programs.

Other services are avatlable only for
certain waiver prograins. For
example, extended prescription
medication i3 covered only by the
Community Alternative Care Waiver
program; supported employment
services are covered only by the
Community Alternatives for
Disabled Individuals, MR/RC, and
Tranmatic Brain Injury Waiver
programs. Some services are unique
to one waiver program; the MR/RC
Waiver program covers

14 services that other waiver
programs do not include. Two
services unique to the MR/RC
Waiver program are supported living
and day training and habilitation.
Supported living services are a set of
related services that includes
training and assistance in the areas :
of self-care, communication, g i
interpersonal skills, sensory and Minnesota's Medicaid Waiver programs pay for
motor development, money home modifications consistent with a person's
Day training and management, health care, disability.
habilitation, comumunity living, leisure and
which offers recreation, and the reduction of challenging behaviors., Typically. waiver
assistance with recipients purchase these services as part of a bundle of services provided by

‘ocati 1and foster care providers. Day training and habilitation includes training and
\ O?a l{,ma a_n . assistance to help recipients develop vocationa! and daily life skills and become
daily life skills, is more involved in the community.
covered only by

the MR/RC Persons eligible for, but unable to obtain, MR/RC Waiver services may receive
Waiver program. traditional Medicaid services. Medicaid provides services to meet the medical
needs of its recipients, including physician and hospital care, personal care

.
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services, and ICFs-MR. In addition, all individuals with mental retardation or a
related condition seeking assistance are eligible to receive case management
services and home care services and may also receive services through Family
Suppost Grants, Consumer Support Grants, or Semi-Independent Living
Services.™!

WAIVER PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Expenditures for Minnesota's Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver
programs totaled $1 billion in fiscal year 2003, representing 21 percent of all
Medicaid spending in the state. The MR/RC Waiver program had the largest
enrollment and highest spending of the waiver programs. as shown in Table 1.4,
The Community Alternative Care Waiver program had the smallest enrollment
and expenditures.

Table 1.4: Minnesota’s Medicaid Home and
Community-Based Waiver Program Enroliment and
Expenditures, FY 2003

Average
Waiver Program Monthly Enrollment  Expenditures
Mental Retardation or Related Conditions 14,677 $799,400,194
Etderly 9,644 93,673,680
Community Alternatives for Disabled Individuals 6,014 73,485,633
Traumatic Brain Injury 736 37,646,158
Community ARernative Care 132 7,666,016

SCURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of unpublished tables used in the Department of
Human Services’ November 2003 forecast.

MR/RC Waiver Program Spending

Although the MR/RC Waiver program accounts for the majority of total waiver
expenditures, most of the MR/RC Waiver program spending is concentrated in
only a few service categories, as Table 1.5 shows. At 60 percent of total MR/RC
spending in f"ijscai year 2002, supported lving services were by far the most costly
service type.””

21 Department of Hurman Services, Bulletin 02-56-11. {51, Paul. June 21, 2002). Attachment F,
Semi-Independent Living Services include training and assistance services intended to help adulis
with mental retardation or related conditions remain in the community. Family Support Graats are
state cash grants to families of children with mental retardation or related conditions. Both
programs are for individuals not receiving MR/RC Waiver program services. but Semi-Independent
Living Skills are not available to anyone needing a 24-hour plan of care including anyone eligible
for the MR/RC Waiver program. Home care services include medical and health-related assisiance
with daily activities. Consumer Support Grants are state-funded cash grants for services, such as
personal care attendants or assistive technology, intended to prevent persons with disabilities or
iinesses from being placed out of their homes.

22 We focused on fiscal vear 2002 data to ensure that expenditure data caprured all or nearly ail of
providers’ claims for services. Providers have up to one year to bill for services.
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Table 1.5: Mental Retardation or Related Conditions
Waiver Program Spending by Type of Service, FY 2002

Expenditures
{in Miions of Dotlars} Perceniage

Supported living services $437 60%
Day training and habilitation 111 15
Consumer-Directed services 53 7
in-home services 37 5
Case management 24 3
Personai care 19 3
Respile care 12 2
Crisis respite care 8 1
Environmentat modifications and adaptive technology 7 1
Cther _15 _2
Total $725 100%

NOTE: Columns do not sum to totals due to rounding.

SOURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of Department of Human Services’ data on
individual MB/RC Waiver recipisnts.

Day training and habilitation is the second largest category, representing

15 percent of total MR/RC Waiver program spending. Consumer-Directed
Community Supports, a service that allows recipients greater conirol over their
services and who provides them, made up 7 percent of total spending in fiscal
year 2002, an increase from 1 percent or less of the total in previous years.
In-home services, which include training of recipients and their families to
increase their ability to care for recipients in their homes, represented 5 percent of
waiver program spending that vear. Other services each represented 3 percent or
iess of total MR/RC waiver spending.

Comparison With Other States

Minnesota ranks among the highest spending staies in expenditures for persons

. . .. 3 .
with menta! retardation or related conditions.™ In fiscal year 2002, Minnesota
ranked Tourth highest in the nation with $183 per state resident in combined
spending for all of the MR/RC Waiver program, ICFs-MR, and state institutional
care for persons with mental retardation or related conditions, compared with
$103 nationally.

When we looked separately at spending on the Medicaid Waiver programs for
persons with mental retardation or refated conditions, Minnesota spent
substantially more on a per state resident basis than most states. Table 1.6 shows
that in fiscal year 2002, Minnesota spent $139 per capita on the MR/RC Waiver

23 K.C. Lakin, R.W. Prouty, and Gary Smith, eds.. Residensial Services for Persons Witk
Developmental Disabilities: Status and Trends Throngh 2002 (Minneapolis: Untversity of
Minnesota. Research and Training Center on Community Living, Instimute on Community
Integration. June 2003}, 103. To make interstate comparisons, we cortbined spending on the
MR/RC Waiver program (or its equivalenty, ICFs-MR, and state institutional care for persons with
mental retardation or related conditions. These figures do not include the cost of serving persons
with mental retardation or related conditions in nursing homes, but Minnesota also has more such
persons in rursing homes than the national average.
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Table 1.6: Spending per Capita for Waiver Services
and Institutional Care for Persons With Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions, Minnesota
Compared With Other States, FY 2002
Waiver institutional Total Total
Spending Spending Spending Spending Per
State Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita Capita Rank
Minnesota $139 $44 $183 4
National Average 46 56 103 -
Nearby States
North Dakota 75 i12 187 3
{owa 43 100 143 10
South Dakota 77 48 126 14
Wisconsin 55 64 119 17

NOTE: institutionat spending excludes spending on nursing facitities. Minnesota uses the term
*mental retardation or refated conditions,” whereas elsewhere the terms “inteflectual disabilities” or
*developmental disabilities” are more commonly used.

SOURCE: K.C. Lakin, R.\W. Prouty, and Gary Smith, eds., Residential Services for Persons With
Developmental Disabilities: Status and Trends Through 2002 {Minneapoiis: University of Minnesota,
Research and Training Center on Community Living, Institute on Community integration, June 2003),
103,

program, which was second highest in the nation and three times as much as the
national average. At the same time, compared with the national average,
Minnesota spent 22 percent less per capita on institutional care for persons with
mental retardation or related conditions, reflecting the state’s efforts to downsize
institutions and substitute home and community-based seltings.

Minnesota’s MR/RC Waiver program serves a larger proportion of the state’s
population than do programs in most other states.” in fiscal year 2002,
Minnesota’s MR/RC Waiver recipients represented 0.29 percent of the state’s
population, more than twice the national average of 0.13 percent and ranking fifth
in the nation. Among bordering states, Minnesota had a slightly lower rate than
North Dakota and South Pakota, but its rate was significantly higher than rates in
Wisconsin and Iowa.

In addition to caseload and expenditures, we compared Minnesota's array of
MR/RC Waiver services to a sarple of other states. A study conducted in 2000
compared, among other things, the types of waiver services offered in six different
states.” We compared the services covered in Minnesota to those offered in these

24 Possible reasons for this difference include state administrative practices and eligibility
requirements, greater public awareness, and the prevalence of mental retardation and related
conditions in the states” population. 1t was beyond the scope of our report to identity specific
reasons for the differences described above.

25 Chalie Lakin and Amy Hewitt, Medicaid Home and Conmunire-Based Services for Persons
with Developmental Disabilities in Six States (Prepared for the Health Care Financing
Administration of the Department of Health and Human Services under a contract through the
Lewin Group, 20003 The states were Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, New fersey, Vermont. and
Wyoming: they represented a range of states from those with well-developed programs o others

with programs still developing.
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states. Minnesota offered at feast 23 services compared with a range of 910 19
services in the other states, even though half of the states were included in the
original sample because they offered a well-developed program.

RECENT CHANGES TO MINNESOTA’S
MEDICAID WAIVER PROGRAMS

The 2003 Legislature enacted changes limiting increases in enroilment and
reducing spending for the Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver
programs. The Legislature limited enrotlment in the Community Alternatives for
Disabled Individuals Waiver program to a maximum average caseload growth of
35 per month, and it capped the Tr aumatlc Brain Injury Waiver program caseload
growth at 150 per year of the biennium.”" Another change to the MR/RC Waiver
program prohibited aliocating 300 diversion openings in each year of the 2004-05
biennium. The Legisiature reduced county budgets to achieve a 1 percent
reduction in MR/RC Waiver prograni spending. In addition, legisiators reduced
provider payment rates 1 percent for the Elderly Waiver program, as well as

I percent for the Community Alternative Care, Community Alternatives for
Disabled Individuals, and Traumatic Brain Injury Waiver programs to achieve

a 1 percent reduction in state waiver program spending.

Open Enrollment

In 1999, the Legislature passed a law to reduce or chmmate the waiting list for the
MR/RC Waiver program (3,300 persons at the time).”’ It increased funding to add
an additional 100 persons (for a total of 300) to the waiver program each year.
Further, the Legislature required the Department of Human Services to reallocate
any waiver program money unused by persons wishing to leave ICFs-MR 1o other
persons on the waiting list. Legislators also designated one-haif of the increase in
waiver program funding between fiscal years 2000 and 2001 towazd serving
persons other than those affected by ICF-MR closures. At about the same time, a
report commissioned by the Department of Human Services raised concerns about
the MR/RC Waiver program’s long waiting list. among other issues. =

In response to the 1999 legislative requirements, the department instituted “open
enrollment.” a three-month period from late March through June of 2001 when
the state opened the waiver program to all eligible applicants. Counties, waiver

26 Lews of Minnesota (1Sp2003), ch. 14, art. 13C, sec, 2, subd, §4f).

27 Lews of Minnesota {1999}, ch, 243, art. 4. sec. 61, subd. 1 {a). The 2002 Legislature
subsequently repealed the subdivision 1o reduce the waiting list. See Laws of Mimresota {2002).
ch. 220, art, 14, sec. 20.

28 Amy Hewitt. Shervl A. Larson, and K. Chatlie Lakin, An Independent Evaluation of the Qualirv
of Services and Svstem Performance of Minnesoia’s Medicald Hame and Communiny Based Services

for Persons with Mental Retardation and Related Condivions, Executive Summary Report #35

{Minneapolis: University of Minnesota. Cotlege of Education and Human Development, Research
and Training Center on Community Living, Institute on Community lategration, November 20003,
55. Other recommendations addressed concerns abous the need for alternatives to foster care
provided by comporations rather than individuals, the shortage and turnover of direct support staff,
and a need to improve the svstem for monitoring and assuring gnality of services,
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program applicants, their families, and advocates for persons with developmental
disabilities responded in an unprecedented fashion to inform and then enroil
eligible individuals, About 5,500 new recipients enrolled accor ding 1o the
department, more than a 30 percent increase in the caseload.” Man) of the
children currently served by the MR/RC Waiver program joined the program
during open enroliment. In fiscal year 2002, some 3,500 children, about
two-thirds of whom started during open enroiiment, were enrolled in the MR/RC
Waiver program.

Consumer-Directed Community Supports

In late 1997, the Department of Human Services received federal approval to add
1o the MR/RC Waiver program a component calied Consumer-Directed
Community Supports. With Consumer-Directed services, waiver recipients take
direct responsibility for planning and managing their care. They have the option
of choosing what services to purchase and whether 1o use informal providers such
as neighbors or family. Participants in Consumer-Directed Community Supporls
have access to certain services that neither Medicaid nor the yegular waiver
program covers. According to our survey, 33 counties offered Consumer-Directed
services in 2003 (although in 5 counties, no waiver recipients used the services.)
Counties have heen operating the Consumer-Directed option using procedures
spelled out in memoranda of understanding that each county individually
developed and had approved by the department.

In line with a 1999
U.S. Supreme Court
decisioen, the intent of
Consumer-Directed
services is to
individualize services
and give waiver
recipients greater
control over them. In
the 1990 ruling on
the Ohnstead v. L.C.
case, the U.S.
Supreme Court said
that services for
persons with mental
disabilities should be :
provided in the most  Services for persons with mental disabifities are to be provided in
integrated setting the most integrated setting appropriate to the needs of the person.
appropriate to the

needs of the perqon " Increasi ng waiver recipients” self-rehance is one of the
Minnesota Department of Human Services” objectives for Consumer-Directed

29 Minnesota Department of Human Services, Programs for Persons with Disabilities: Fact Sheets
(St. Paul, November 20023, 2.

30 Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, Americans with Disahilities Act/Olmstead
Decision {Baitimore: Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, May 10, 2002%
cms.hhs.gov/olmstead/default.asp: accessed December 2, 2003.
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The Department
of Human
Services awaits
federal approval
of a proposal to
expand the
Consumer-
Directed option
statewide and to
use it in other
Medicaid Waiver
programs,
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services, along with increasing consumer control and choice and improving
. 3
access 1o formal and informal resources.”

Since 1998 when Consumer-Directed services first became available in
Minnesota, expenditures for these services have expanded dramaticaily, from just
over 344,100 in fiscal year 1998 to nearly $53 million in fiscal year 2002, By
fiscal year 2002, counties authorized 3,024 individuals to receive
Consumer-Directed services, accounting for 20 percent of all MR/RC Waiver
recipients.

In 2001, the Legislature directed the department to expand Consumer-Directed
services, and the department plans to make them available in every county.?" The
department has been negotiating a proposal for Consumer-Directed services with
the federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, submitied # for final
approval in December 2003, and expects to implement it in 2004. The proposal
would also extend Consumer-Directed services to the other Home and
Community-Based Waiver programs. When implemented, the redesigned
Consumer-Directed services for the MR/RC Waiver program wili be available
initially only 1 those counties that have previously offered Consumer-Directed
services; as experience with the program increases, other counties wili offer the
option.

31 Minnesota Department of Human Resources, “The Shift to Increased Consumer Control,”
Consumer Divected Community Suppaorts Tool Kit (St. Paul. 2003). 3.

32 Levws of Minnesota {1Sp2001}. ch. 9. art. 3, sec. 43,
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Medicaid Home
and Community-
Based Waiver
programs were
intended to be
less costly than
institutional care.

Waiver Spending and
Funding

SUMMARY

Minnesota’s spending on Medicaid Home and Community-Based
Waiver programs has increased at an average annual rate of

23 percent during the past 12 years, far above the rate of inflation.
Although cost per recipient increased faster than inflation in the four
largest Medicaid Waiver programs, caseload growth has been the
primary cost driver. The Mental Retardation or Related Conditions
(MR/RC) Waiver program has a lower average cost per recipient than
institutional care, but these savings have been more than offset by
increased spending due to caseload growth, particularly during the
2001 open-enrollment period. Minnesota allocates MR/RC Waiver
Sfunds to counties based on prior-year spending, giving counties an
incentive to spend to their budget limits. In addition, the allocation
method only partially reflects the needs of waiver recipients, raising
equity concerns that funds are not distributed to counties in
proportion to their recipients’ needs. We recommend that the
Department of Human Services modify its method of allocating funds
to counties to 1) avoid incentives that encourage counties to spend to
their budget limits and 2) improve the distribution of funding to
counties by better reflecting the needs of each county’s MR/RC Waiver
caseload. Demographic factors and waiting lists will likely add
pressure for increasing MR/RC Waiver program spending. The state’s
policy of limiting access to the program helps control spending but
raises equity concerns.

edicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver programs were originally

designed to help control rising Medicaid costs while also providing
community alternatives to institutional care. In this chapter, we explore the extent
to which increasing reliance on the waiver programs has actually resulted in
savings for Minnesota. Specifically, we address the following questions:

+  How much does Minnesota spend on Medicaid Waiver programs?
How have waiver program expendifures changed compared with
inflation and population grewth?

*  What factors drive spending on Minnesota’s waiver programs?

« Have waiver programs resulted in lower spending per recipient and
lower overall state spending?
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Rapid growth in
Minnesota's
Medicaid Waiver
programs
reflects state
policies to
encourage
community
alternatives to
institutions.
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* How well does Minnesota's method for allocating reseurces to the
Mental Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver program work?

» How are spending and caseloads forecasted to change?

¢  What are the main policy options for controlling the MR/RC Waiver
program spending?

To answer these questions, we obtained spending and recipient data from the
Department of Human Services for each of the Medicaid Waiver programs. We
obtained similar data for institutional care under Medicaid, including intermediate
care facilities for persons with mental retardation, stale regional treatmeni centers,
and nursing homes. We analyzed the Mental Retardation or Related Conditions
Waiver program in more depth, using individual data on recipient characteistics.
Finally, we reviewed a sample of case files for MR!RC Waiver recipients who
received Consumer-Directed Community Suppom

SPENDING TRENDS

Overall expenditures for the Medicaid Walver programs increased from

$82 million in fiscal year 1991 to about $1 billion in 2003, an average increase
of 23 percent per year.” In comparing this rate of increase with inflation rates

and population growth, we found:

« During the past 12 years, overall Medicaid Home and
Community-Based Waiver expenditures grew at rates far higher than
inflation and population growth rates.

As Figure 2.1 shows, the four largest Medicaid Waiver programns (the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver, the Elderly Waiver, the Community
Alternatives for Disabled Individuals Waiver, and the Traumatic Brain Injury
Waiver) grew at annual rates of more than 20 percent per vear, much higher than
the average annual inflation rate of 3 percent and population growth of 1 percent.
In contrast, the Community Alternative Care Waiver, the smatllest waiver program,
grew by an average of just 2 percent per yeat, a rate that was less than inflation.
Table 2.1 lists the spending trends for each program.

This rapid growth in spending on waiver programs reflects the state policy to
promote less expensive community alternatives to institutional care. Later in this
chapter we examine trends in institutional spending and address the extent to
which the increased spending on the waiver programs resulted in cost savings for
the state,

! Addidenal details on the methodologies we followed are available on-line at
wwrw auditor leg. state. mn.usiped/2004/pe0403 htm.

2 These fioures were not adjusted for intlation.
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Expenditures

on Minnesota's
four largest
Medicaid Waiver
programs grew
at average
annual rates of
23 to 49 percent
over the past

12 years.

Figure 2.1: Average Annual Rates of Change in
Medicaid Waiver Program Expenditures, FY 1891-2003

%
23%

2%

Mental Eiderly Waiver Community Traumatic Brain Community
RAetardation or Program Alternatives for Injury Waiver  Alternative Care
Hetated Disabled Program Waiver Program
Conditions Inctividuals
Waiver Program Waiver Program

NCTE: The rata for the Traumnatic Brain injury Waiver program is based on the change from fiscal
years 1994 fo 2003 because this waiver program did not start unéll 1982,

SOURCE: Office of the Legisiative Auditor, analysis of unpublished tables used in the Depastment of
Human Services' November 2003 forecast.

Table 2.1: Expenditures on Medicaid Waiver Programs
for Select Years Between FY 1991-2003 (In Millions of
Dollars)

iMental Community
Retardation Alternatives Community
or Related for Disabled Traumatic  Alternative
Conditions Elderly  individuals Brain tnjury® Care
Waiver Waiver Waiver Waiver Waiver
Fiscal Year Program Program _Program Program Proaram  Jotal
1991 % 65 $8 $3 — $6 $ 82
1994 129 14 8 $ 1 10 161
1997 252 24 12 7 g 305
2000 412 43 24 14 5 498
2001 508 58 30 18 5 618
2002 702 74 44 25 g 851
2003 799 94 73 38 8 1,012

NOTE: Rows may not sum to totals due to rounding.
*The Traumatic Brain injury Waiver program began in 1992,

SCURCE: Depariment of Human Services, Reports and Forecasts Division, unpublished tables used
in November 2003 foracast.
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Caseloads for
Minnesota's
Medicaid Waiver
progranms grew
faster than costs
per recipient
since fiscal vear
1991,
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FACTORS THAT AFFECT WAIVER
SPENDING

For each waiver program, we broke down cost increases between 1991 and 2003
into two components: caseload growth and increases in cost per rectpient. We
found that:

«  Although waiver program costs per recipient increased faster than
inflation, caseload growth was the primary cost driver for Minnesota’s
Medicaid Home and Commaunity-Based Waiver programs between
fiscal years 1991 and 2003.

As Figure 2.2 shows, annual enroilment growth rates were substantially higher
than the average annual growth rates in cost per recipient. Among the four largest
waiver programs over the past 12 years, average annual enroliment growth rates
ranged from 16 percent for the MR/RC Waiver program to 30 percent for the
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI} Waiver program,” For the smaliest warver program

Figure 2.2: Average Annual Rates of Change in
Caseload and Cost per Recipient by Waiver Program,
FY 1991-2003

30%

[2 Caseload 25%
DO Cost per recipient ;

17%
16%

7%

% 6%

Mentat Etderly Community Traumatic )
Retardation Waiver Alternatives for  Brain jury -5%
of Related Program Disabled Waiver Community
Conditions Individuals Program Alternative Care
Waiver Waiver Waiver Program
Program Program

NOTE: The rates for the Traumatic Brain injury Waiver program are based on the change from fiscai
years 1994 10 2003 because this waiver program did not start untit 1992,

SOURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of unpubfished tables used in the Department of
Hurman Setvices' November 2003 forecast.

3 We measured enrollment using average monthly enroliment. Because the TBI Waiver program
did not begin until 1992, we used the average annual growth rate between fiscal years 1994 and
2003
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Changes in
eligibility
requirements
added to
caseload growth.

Between fiscal
yvears 1995 and
2002, average
provider
reimbursement
rates generally
increased faster
than inflation.

(Community Alternative Care or CAC), enrollment grew by an average of
7 percent per veat.

For three of the waiver programs, administrative and eligibility changes
contributed to enroliment spikes. Although enroliment growth continued
throughout this 12-year period. the Community Alternatives for Disabled
individuals (CADI), TBI, and MR/RC Waiver programs had unusually large
enrollment increases in recent vears. For example, enrollment in the CADI
Waiver program increased by 43 percent from fiscal years 2002 to 2003. A few
years ago, the Department of Human Services clarified for counties that people
with mental iliness who were certified disabled and at risk of nursing home
placement were eligible for the CADI Waiver program. After the depariment
clarified this policy and provided training for counties, enroliment increased at a
faster rate. This suggests that it was the administrative change, not an increase in
prevalence, that led to the higher rate of increase. Similarly, enroliment in the
TBI Waiver program grew 49 percent between fiscal years 2002 and 2003.
According 1o the department, three changes contributed to this increase,
including: (1) allowing persons with degenerative brain injuries to be eligibie for
the TBI Waiver program, (2) moving control over TBI Waiver program entry from
the state to the counties, and (3} increasing demand in the community to move
disabled persons under age 65 out of nursing homes. For the MR/RC Waiver
program, following annual growth rates averaging 13 percent between fiscal years
1991 and 2000, enroliment increased by 53 percent between fiscal years 2001 and
2002. As discussed in Chapter 1, this dramatic growth was due in large part to
open earoilment.

Although caseload growth was the primary cost driver, average cost per recipient
increased faster than inflation for the four largest waiver programs. Between
fiscal years 1991 and 2003, average costs per recipient grew at annual rates of
about 4 to 7 percent for the MR/RC, Elderly, and CAD{ Waiver programs and
about 15 percent for the TBI Waiver program. This compares to a 3 percent
annual inflation rate during that same time span. In contrast, the average cost per
recipient for the CAC Waiver prograin declined by 5 percent per year.

For the MR/RC Waiver program, we examined additional factors contributing to
cost increases. We found:

« Increases in average rates paid to providers and expansion of services
contributed to the growth in average costs per MR/RC Waiver
recipient,

Average provider reimbursement rates for MR/RC Waiver services tended to
increase faster than inflation between 1995 and 2002, as Figure 2.3 shows. For
instance, rates paid for supported living services (the largest sector of MR/RC
Waiver spending) grew at an average annual rate of nearly 7 percent during this
time pertod. Average annual rate increases for other services were between 3 and
6 percent.

The arrav of services covered by the MR/RC Waiver program expanded during
this period, which also contributed sormewhat to growth in spending. In 1998,
the MR/RC Waiver program added or expanded several services, including
Consumer-Directed services, transportation services, extended personal care
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Average daily
costs in fiscal
year 2002 for
MR/RC Waiver
recipients living
at home were
about one-third
of those for
recipients in
nonfamily foster
care.
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Figure 2.3: Average Annual Provider Reimbursement
Rate Increases by Type of Service in the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver Program,
FY 1995-2002

6.7%

5.3%
4.8%

32%

Respite Care Case Personal Care

Management

Supported  Day Training in-Home
Living and Services
Habilitation

Mental Retardation or Related Condition Waiver Services
NOTE: The increase in rates for supported fiving services is based on fiscal years 1995 to 2001
because fiscal year 2002 rates are not comparable o rates from provious years.

SCURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of Department of Human Services’ data on
MR/BC Waiver program spending by fype of service.

attendant services, chore services, and live-in caregiver expenses. As we describe
in Chapter 3, our analysis of a sample of 168 Consumer-Directed cases found that
11 percent of the Consumer-Directed services were not typically funded by the
MR/RC Waiver program. If these new services were used by the statewide
Consumer-Directed caseload in the same proporiion as in our sample. the cost of
these new services would have been about $5.7 million in fiscal year 2002. The
other services added in 1998 accounted for about $1.2 million in fiscal year 2002,

We also examined individual characteristics that affecied MR/RC Waiver
spending. We found that:

*  The MR/RC Waiver recipient’s living arrangement affected spending
more than other recipient characteristics.

Average costs for recipients living at home were $72 per day, compared with
$204 per day for recipients living in nonfamily foster care. Other factoss that had
smaller effects on spending include the degree of mental retardation, medical
needs, behavior problems, size of county, and time of enroliment (whether or not
recipients enrolled during the 2001 open-enrollment period). Table 2.2 shows
how average daily spending varied by these individual characteristics during fiscal
yvear 2002,
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Table 2.2: Average Spending per Day for the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver Program, by
individual Characteristics, FY 2002

Number  Average Spending
of Recipients Per Day

Living Arrangement

Home 6,375 $72
Family foster care 764 104
Nonfamily foster care 6,629 204
Recipient Age
G-16 3,455 84
17-21 1,621 103
22-25 2,285 142
30-39 2,426 163
40-49 2,232 171
50 or older 2,644 173
Diagnosis
Mild mentai retardation 5170 121
Moderate mental retardation 3,820 127
Severe mental retardation 2,171 168
Profound mental retardation 1,445 222
Related conditions 1,322 107
Under 5 years of age with probable mental retardation 533 80
Profite of Recipients’ Functional Characteristics®
Profile 4 3,150 g
Profile 3 5812 132
Profite 2 4,336 161
Profite 1 1,565 172
Aggressive Physical Behavior®
None 7,481 120
Mad 3,238 141
Moderate 2,045 153
Severe 1,209 172
Very severe 599 189
Medical Needs
No serious/specialized needs 3,342 105
Needs specialized medical aftention in-office 9.561 137
Needs on-cali medicai attention 589 138
Needs on-site medical attention, but less than 502 215
24 hours per day
Needs on-site medical attention 24 hours per day 164 206
Time of Enrofiment in Waiver
During open enrollment 5,268 74
Not during open enroflment 9,295 173
Size of County
Small 4,116 126
Medium-sized 1,985 128
Large 8,455 144
Total 14,563 137

NOTE: The table includes recipients who received services for at least six months in fiscal year 2002,
Totai number of recipients varies by characteristic because of missing data.

*Profiles rank recipients from 1 to 4 with Prafite 1 reftecting high needs and Profile 4 reflecting
retatively iow needs.

PAggressive physical behavicr is ene of nina behavior scales used on the Department of Human
Services' screening document used to document waiver recipients’ needs.

SQURCE: Office of the Legisiative Auditor, analysis of Depariment of Human Services’ data on
individua! MR/RC Waiver recipisnis.




The department
assigns MR/RC
Waiver recipients
into one of

four profiles
associated with
recipients’
service needs.

Because older
waiver recipients
are more likely
to live away

from home

than younger
recipients,
average spending
tends to increase
with age.
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Average spending also varied by recipients’ “protile.” Based on recipients’
functional characteristics, the department assigns recipients into one of four
profiles that are designed to correlate with recipients’ service needs, Profile
reflects high seif-care needs and/or obstructive behavior, and Profile 4 reflects
limited self-care needs and no major behavior problems. As we discuss later in
this chapter, profiles are used to allocate part of the MR/RC Watver program
funds to counties.

While spending also varied by recipient’s age. this is explained by the fact that
older recipients tend to live away from home more so than younger recipients,
Spending varied fittle by age within the same living arrangement and showed no
consistent pattern.

Time of enroliment also affected spending during fiscal year 2002 because of
delays in making the full range of services available to people who enrolled
during the open-caroliment period of 2001. The spending figures in Table 2.2
reflect these delays as well as the fact that MR/RC Waiver recipients who enrolled
during open enroilment were more likely than other recipients to be lower-cost
children living at home,

Variation in County Spending for the MR/RC
Waiver Program

From our analysis of MR/RC Waiver recipients’ expenditures we found that:

»  Average dailv MR/RC Waiver program expenditures per recipient
vary among counties, but the characteristics of counties’ caseloads
explain much of the variation.

We categorized counties into three groups of large, medivm-sized, and small
counties and compared each county’s expenditures per recipient with the average
of its peer group of similar-sized counties. Figure 2.4 shows that in fiscal year
2002, average daily expenditures per recipient for 18 counties were more than

10 percent above the average of their peer counties. Average spending per
recipient exceeded peer spending by more than 20 percent in 6 of the 18 counties.

Among these 18 counties with higher than average spending per recipient, about
half of the difference with peer spending levels is due to differences in living
arrangement, profile ratings, degree of mental retardation, and whether recipients
enrolled during open enroliment. Among the 6 counties that spent more than

20 percent above peer spending levels, these four factors explain 62 percent of
the difference,

Another factor that helps explain variation in county spending, especialty for
counties with small caseloads. is unusually expensive cases * Even a small
number of high-cost cases can affect a county's average spending. Statewide,
19 cases each cost over $200,000 in fiscal year 2002, compared with an average
annual cost of 549,000 per recipient. In a few counties, eliminating these cases

4 According to one county, such cases involve waiver recipients who are medically fragile with
multiple needs and challenging behaviors.
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In 18 counties,
average daily
expenditures per
MR/RC Waiver
recipient were at
least 10 percent
higher than in
similar-sized
counties,

b
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Figure 2.4: Number of Counties Above or Below
Average Spending per Recipient for the Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver Program,
FY 2002

20% or More 10-20% Within 10%  Within 10% 10-20% Below 20% or More
Above Above Above Below Average Below
Average Average Avetage Average Average

Percentage Above and Below Average Spending of Simitar-Sized Counties
NOTE: We grouped counties by size and comparad each county's spending to the average for its size
category.

SOURGCE: Cffice of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of Department of Human Services' data on county
spending.

from the analysis substantially reduced the spending disparity between the county
and its peers, although most were still above their peer average.

WAIVER AND INSTITUTIONAL SPENDING

To determine whether waiver programs helped contain Medicaid spending, we
compared the cost of serving waiver recipients in the community with the cost in
institutions, However, while waiver programs are substitutes for institutional care,
they also attract people who are not interested in institutional care. Accordingly,
we also examined recipient and expenditure trends for waiver and institutional
programs combined.

MR/RC Waiver Program

The MR/RC Waiver program was originally designed as an alternattve to
institutional care in state-operated regional treatment centers or intermediate care
facilities for persons with mental retardation (ICFs-MR}). We found that:

*  Although the MR/RC Waiver program has a lewer average cost per
recipient than institutions, these savings have been more than offset by
increased spending due to large caseload growth,
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Each year since the waiver program began in 1984, MR/RC Waiver services have
cost less per recipient than institational care. For example. in fiscal year 2002 the
annual cost of Medicaid services and group residential housing was $35,000 per
MR/RC Waiver recipient, compared with $77,000 per recipient for
mstitutionalized Medicaid recipients with mental retardation or related
conditions.” This difference of $22,000 is a rough estimate of the average cost
savings when institutionalized care is replaced by MR/RC Waiver program

On average,
institutional care

cost about services
$22,000 more per '
recipient each While the MR/RC Waiver program has reduced costs by replacing institutional
year than the care, these cumulative savings are smaller than the increase in costs due to
MR/RC Waiver expanding enrollment. Between fiscal years 1991 and 2003, the number of
progran. Medicaid recipients with mental retardation or refated conditions living in
institutions declined by about 3,000, saving roughly $260 million in institutional
spending. However, during the same time period. the number of MR/RC Waiver
program recipients increased by about 12,000, as shown in Figure 2.5.° Even
atlowing for the fact that many of the new recipients had below-average costs, we
estimate that these cases cost roughly an additional $600 million.
Figure 2.5: Number of Waiver Recipients and
Institutionalized Persons With Mental Retardation
or Related Conditions, FY 1991-2003
Number of Persons
18,000 -
16,000 A
14,000
Caseloads for the 12,000
MR/RC Waiver 10,000
program grew 8,000
far more since 5,000
1991 than 4,000
institutional 2,000
caseloads o
declined. 1891 1993 1985 1997 1999 2001 2003

Fiscal Year

NOTE: Recipient counts are average monthly enroliments.

SQURCE: Office of the Legislative Augitor, analysis of unpublished tables used in the Depanment of
Human Services' November 2003 foracast.

5 These cost figuzes are from unpublished data from Department of Human Services® reporis 1o
the federal government for fiscal years 1985 1o 2002. The $55.000 and $77,000 cost figures differ
from other figures in this chapler because they inciude expenses covered by regular Medicaid as
well as the waiver program. Because institutions® normal rates include some services nermally paid
for by regular Medicaid, the department included these nonwaiver costs to make a fairer comparison.

& Infiscal year 1991, there were 1,233 persons with developmental disabilities who lived in
state-operated regional treatment centers and about 4,106 people who lived in ICEs-MR. Al people
with developmental disabilives left regional treatment centers by 1998, and by 2003, the number in
1CF5-MR had declined 1o 2,314, The number of MR/MRC Waiver recipients increased from 2,595 in
fiscal vear 1991 to 14,677 in 2003, All of the above figures are average monthly recipient counts.
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Open enrollment
in 2001
significantly
increased
spending on the
MR/RC Waiver
program but did
not significantly
reduce spending
on institutional
care.

MR/RC Waiver
recipients who
joined during
open enroliment
were much more
likely than others
to be children
living at home
with their
families.

The three months of open enrollment {fate March through June 2001) clearly
increased combined Medicaid institutional and waiver spending by a large
amount. During open enrollment, waiver enroilment increased by about 5,500
persons, but the institutional caseload declined by only about 200 between fiscal
years 2001 and 2002. While the growth in waiver enroilment was unprecedented,
the decline in institutional caseload was not much different than previous years, as
Figure 2.5 shows. The cost of serving persons who enrolied during open
enrollment was $142 mitlion in fiscal year 2002. This is much larger than the
savings associated with the 200 people leaving institutions, which is roughly

$16 million.’

To some extent, this increase in Medicaid spending following open enrollment
could represent a shift in funding from counties to the state and federal
governments since these recipients may have been receiving county-funded
services prior to enrolling in the MR/RC Waiver program. However, county
officials told us that the waiver program provides a much more extensive array of
services than county-funded programs, which means that the amount of county
funds that could have been shifted was small compared with the spending
increases in the MR/RC Waiver program.

Rather than replacing institutional care, open enrollment appears to have replaced
or supplemented services provided in the home.® Open-enrollment recipients are
much more likely than other recipients to live at home where they receive
supports and services from their families. In fiscal year 2002, 85 percent of
open-enroliment recipients lived at home, compared with 26 percent of other
MR/RC Walver recipients. In addition, open-enroflment recipients are less hikely
than other recipients to have diagnoses of severe or profound mental retardation
and more likely than other recipients to have diagnoses of mild mental retardation.
At the same time, when comparing recipients’ profiies—a measure of recipients’
functional abilities—open-enrollment recipients are similar to other MR/RC
Watver recipienis.9

Other factors that may affect the combined institutional and MR/RC Waiver
caseload growth include population growth and changes in prevalence, but their
impact on caseload growth has not been measured. For example, according to the
University of Minnesota’s Institute on Community Integration, medical advances
have extended the lifetimes of people with mental disabilities. This suggests that
the number of Minnesotans with mental retardation or related conditions is
increasing by more than the state’s population growth rate of 1 percent per year,
but how much more is not clear.

In addition, part of the growth during open enrolhiment consisted of children from
middie- and upper-income families. Although the MR/RC Waiver program

7 Between fiscal vears 2001 and 2002, the average monthiy recipients in TCFs-MR declined by
{86, In fiscal year 2002, ICFs-MR had an average cost of $83,47{) per recipient for a full vear of
service. This figure differs from the figure used in the department’s institutional cost comparisen
because the department's figure was based on the average annuat cost for all recipients regardless of
how long they were in the instimution.

8 In this study. we did not review ehigibility of MR/RC recipients. including those who enrolted
during open enrollment.

Y While we did not study differences in participation rates among racial and ethnic groups for the
MR/RC Waiver progran, the department reported that because of open enroliment, the waiver
program made significant progress in serving persons with minority racial and ethnic backgrounds.
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Annual costs per
recipient in the
Elderly Waiver
program were
one-fourth of the
cost per recipient
in nursing
homes.
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primarily serves a low-income population, children from middle- and
upper-income families can qualify on the basis of their own income and assets
without regard to their parents” income and assets. Many of these parents pay fees
to the department that are based on family size and income. Not all parents of the
3.500 children receiving waiver services reported income to the Department of
Human Services to determine their waiver fees, but of the two-thirds who did, the
average family income was $30.000 in 2002 (and the median was $46,000). The
average fee paid by these families in early fiscal year 2004 was $151 per month. 1
About 1,000 of MR/RC Waiver children had parents with incomes exceeding
$50.000 during 2002.

Waiver Alternatives to Nursing Home Care

Three waiver programs are designed as alternatives (o nursing home care—the
. ~ . s . il sk
Eiderly Waiver, the CADI Waiver, and the TBI Waiver. In addition, the
state-funded Alternative Care program is an alternative to nursing homes for
elderly persons who are at risk of nursing home care but whose income or assets
. . . . P ;o
make them ineligible for Medicaid. /e found that:

* The Elderly Waiver, Comnwunity Alternatives for Disabled Individuals
Waiver, and the Tranmatic Brain Injury Waiver programs each cost
less per recipient than nursing home care. Savings for the Eiderly
Waiver program have been roughly matched by spending increases
due to expanding enroilments, but it is not clear how the other two
watver programs affected overall spending.

In fiscal year 2003, the average annual cost per recipient for nursing homes was
about $40,300, about four times as high as the cost per recipient for the Elderly
Waiver and the Alternative Care programs, about three times as high as the cost
for the CADI Waiver program, and about 20 percent higher than the cost of the
TBI Waiver programy, as shown in Figure 2.6. '> This means that the enrollment in
these waiver programs can increase by a substantially higher amount than the
resulting decline In nursing home usage without increasing overall spending. For
exaraple, to break even, the state needs to reduce nursing home usage b}' just one
person for every four recipients added to the Elderty Waiver program.’1

Results of the model used by the Department of Human Services to forecast
Medicaid expenditures indicate that the state roughly breaks even for the Elderly
Waiver program. This model takes into account some of the other factors that
affect nursing home usage, including changes in Minnesota’s elderly population

10 Fees for fiscal year 2004 are based on income during 2002

11 The TBI Waiver program has two components—one is an alternative to aursing home care and
the second is an alternative to neurobehavioral hospital care. In this section. all of the data refers to
the pursing home alternative.

12 People over age 65 may gualify for Alternative Care if they would become eligible for Medicaid
within 180 days of entering a nursiag facility and meet other assef requirements.

{3 TR is a much smaller program than the other three nursing-home alternatives. With an
enroliment of only 570 persons in 2003, TBI bad only a small effect on nursing home usage.

14 Enrollment in these three programs increased by 19,075 between 1991 and 2003 (from 4,571 in
fiscal year 1991 to 23,646 in 20031, During the same time pericd, nursing home enroliment
declined by 5,676 (from 28.508 t 22,832). Enrollment in the rursing home component of the TBI
Waiver program increased by about 570.
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Figure 2.6: Annual Costs per Recipient for Nursing
Homes, Medicaid Waiver Programs, and Alternative
Care, FY 2003

$40,317
$33.000

$12,218

MNursing Home  Elderly Waiver  Alternative Care Community Traumatic Brain

Care Program Program Alternatives for injury Waiver
Disabled Program
Individuals

Waiver Program
NOTE: Figure for Traumatic Brain Injury Waiver Program includes only the nursing home portion of the
waiver.

SOURCE: Ofiice of the Legislative Auditor. analysis of unpubliished tables used in the Department of
Human Services' November 2003 forecast.

and general economic conditions, Specifically, the model’s results suggest that
the number of nursing home residents declines by one for every four recipients
added to the Eiderly Waiver program. The model indicates that the Alternative
Care program affects nursing home usage by about the same amount as the
Elderly Waiver program, but the Alternative Care program has a less beneficial
impact on state spending because the state pays the full cost of the Alternative
Care program while the cost savings from people leaving nursing homes are
divided between the federal and state governments. In the past, the department
tried estimating the impact of the CADI Waiver program on nursing home usage,
but the results were not statistically significant. The impact of the TBI Waiver
program is difficult to measure because it is much smatler than other programs
that affect nursing home usage.

MR/RC WAIVER ALLOCATIONS TO
COUNTIES

In 2003, the state

began basing its To control spending increases, the Department of Human Services in January
MR/RC Waiver 2003 adopted a new method for allocating MR/RC Waiver funds to counties. Ina
allocations on process known as “Tebasing,” the department decided to base 2003 ailocations to
spending from counties on the amounts of actual paid claims during the prior vear plus an

the prior vear. acjustment for inflation and other cost factors. initially, this change reduced

£53 The initial rebasing arount was actual spending for fiscal year 2002 with increases of 3 percent
for mflation, 1 percent to cover the cost of changes in recipients’ needs. and nearly 4 percent to
cover the full annual costs of persons added to the walver program during the vear.
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MR/RC Waiver funds that counties could spend by $55 iniilion from what the
previous method would have provided. After the department made three
adjustments to the rebasing during 2003, the size of the reduction was reduced to
$16 million. Also, the department for the first time allocated money for reserve
accounts (intended to provide respite services when waiver recipients experience
crises) within county budgets instead of keeping the reserves as separate
accounts. ' Finally, the 2003 Legislature adopted a department initiative 1o make
counties responsible for funding any spending in excess of their allocation
amounts.

These changes were designed to ensure that spending would stay within the state
budget by reducing the flexibility counties had to increase their spending. Under
the previous allocation method, most counties had flexibility to increase spending
because their allocations were often considerably higher than their actual
spending. For example, during the past five years, the statewide difference
between actual spending and the amount allocated to counties ranged from 5 1o 18
percent, " These gaps between allocations and actual spending were common
because counties did not want to risk overspending their aliocation. The gap
between budgeted and actual expenditures often occurs because unanticipated
changes, such as recipients using fewer respite care hours than planned or
emergencies forcing a recipient off the waiver and into an ICF-MR for some
period of time, affects how much money is actually spent on waiver services.

While the department’s 2003 allocation method reduced the amount by which
counties can increase their spending, counties have various ways to manage their
budgets to meet the needs of their recipients. First, alter counties receive their
altocations for a year, they are free to use their resources as they think best meets
the needs of their waiver recipients, as long as the counties stay within their
overall allocations. Secomd, when recipients leave the program, counties may use
the funds they spent on those recipients to increase services for other recipients or
to fund services for new recipients. In addition, when counties have lacked
resources to meet the health and safety needs of waiver recipients, the department
has adjusted county budgets to meet those needs.

We examined the department’s current funding allocation method in terms of the
following dimenstons:

1. State budget control, meaning whether the system allows the state to
manage its budget:

2. Equity among counties, that is, how well the allocation method provides
resources to counties in proportion to their recipients’ needs;

3. Incentives to spend prudently; and

16 The result. according to some counties, was a reduction in thelr general waiver budgets by
whatever amount they set aside for the reserve.

17 The gap between aflocations and actual spending reached a peak of 18 percentin fiscal year
2002, when counties were allocated S883 million but actually speat $723 million. This gap was
especially large because many tow-cost children who Hived at home enrolled during the
open-enrollment period in 2001, bur the amount allocated 1o counties for those children did not take
into account their fower spending reguiremenis. The $723 million in actual spending includes about
$21 million in home care services that are not part of the MR/RC Waiver program, The department
includes funds for these services in county allocations. MR/RC Waiver expenditures presented
earlier irn this chapter do not include this program.
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The allocation
method rewards
counties that
were high
spending and
penalizes
counties that
were frugal.

4. Administrative simplicity, meaning the degree (o which the allocation
method creates administrative burdens on counties or the state.

We found:

»  The Department of Human Services’ method of allocating MR/RC
Waiver funds to counties allows the state o contrel spending, but it
only partially reflects the needs of MR/RC Waiver recipients. It also
creates incentives for counties to spend to their budget limit. In
addition. delays in setting final county allocations make it difficult for
counties to manage their budgets.

State Budget Control — The new allocation method appears to have reduced
spending growth in the MR/RC Waiver program. The department reported that
counties as a whole have kept their spending under the new reduced budget
amounts during the first three months of fiscal year 2004.

Equity Among Counties — The new allocation method does not allocate
resources 10 counties in proportion to the needs of their caseload. Because the
department is basing county allocations largely on the prior year’s spending
levels, counties that spent prudently in the prior year would receive
disproportionately low atlocations compared with other counties with similar
needs. In effect, the allocation method rewards counties with high spending and
penalizes counties that were frugal.

A second problem with using historicai spending as a basis for county allocations
is that the allocations will not change when a county’s overall needs change more
(or iess) than in other counties. For instance, counties with relatively large
propottions of children on the waiver program are likely to bear a larger burden
than other counties when these children move away from home. Recipients who
{ive with their families one year but move into foster care the next will require
higher expenditures that
the initial year's
spending does not
recognize. The large
variation in proportions
of children enrolled in
the MR/RC Waiver
program after open
enroliment heightens this
problem over time.

After open enroliment,
the proportion of
children age 16 or under
in county caseloads
ranged from 46 percent
in Chisago County to .
5 percent in Ouertail Whether waiver recipients live in their families’ homes or in
C{}unzy.lg Also, should a foster care affects costs.

very needy recipient be

18 This comparison excludes two small counties thag did not have any children uader age 7
enroled in the MR/RC Waiver program.
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replaced by a less needy recipient, the county receives a higher level of funding in
the current year than it actually needs because the Brior year's spending will
include doliars spent on that very needy recipient.

Another problem is the department’s use of profiles. In developing its profile
methodology, the department explicitly decided against including the recipient’s
living arrangement because it wanted instead to base watver resources on
recipients” functional characteristics.”® This was predicated on the belief that
recipients generally needed similar levels of support to address their functional
abilities regardless of their living arrangement or the availability of
family-provided supports. While important at the time because of the concern
that recipients were being “Institutionalized unnecessarily to receive additional
wajver yesources,” the methodology does not reflect the large cost differences
hetween Hving at home and foster care. Figure 2.7 shows that costs vary
significantly by living arrangement within each profile. In Profile 1, for example,
recipients living at home had average expenditures of $109 per day, which is

Figure 2.7: Mental Retardation or Related Conditions
Waiver Expenditures per Day by Profile and Living
Arrangement, FY 2002

8259 OHome £ Nonfamily foster care
$233
$196
$152
$109
] $81
$65
$51
Profile 1 Profile 2 Profife 3 Profile 4

NOTE: Profiles were catculated for all recipients, including those without an official profite.

SOURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of Deparntment of Human Services' data on individual
MR/RC Waiver secipients.

19 In addition, basing allocations on historical spending perpemates problems that existed in the
previous allocation method. For example. recipients who were already enrolled in the waiver when
the profile system stasted in 1995 were not assigned a profile; instead they became part of 4 “bage™
for which the department made a separate allocation that was based on historical spending. Second.
after the profile of a new recipient was determined. the allocation for that recipient continued to be
based on his or her original profile regardless of whether the reciptent’s characteristics changed.
Third, when a new recipient replaced a person who left the waiver program, the allocation for the
Aew 1ecipient was based on the profile of the previous tecipient. As aresult, if this profile system
were continued unchanged for decades, the allocations would have eventually been based primarily
on the characteristics of people who were no longer in the program.

20 Depariment of Human Services, Division for Persons with Developmental Disabilities,
Summary Report: The MR/RC Waiver Allocation Structure (St. Paul, March 1996), 9.
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The
department's
profiles do not
fully reflect cost
differences
associated with
the severity of
MR/RC Waiver
recipients’ degree
of mental
retardation.

$150 dollars less than the average expenditures for recipients living in nonfamily
foster care at $259 per day.

Using age in the profiles would reflect the costs of waiver recipients differing
needs without creating an incentive to inappropriately place persons in
institutions. Age is highly correlated with living arrangement, as is shown in
Figure 2.8. Age, by itself, is not a measure of need. k does, however, reflect the
fact that younger recipients are more likely to live at home and receive support
from their family, reducing the need 1o provide expensive public supports as in
corporate-style foster care.

Figure 2.8: Percentage of Mental Retardation or
Related Conditions Waiver Recipients Living at
Home, by Recipient Age, FY 2002

97%

72%

46%

28%
21%

17%

13%
8%

2-16 17-21 22-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+

Recipient Age

SOURCE: Office of the Legisiative Auditor, analysis of Depariment of Human Services' data on individual
MR/RC Waiver recipients.

The profiles also do not reflect cost differences associated with the degree of
mental retardation. All four profiles contain recipients that range from mild
through moderate, severe, and profound levels of mental retardation. Regardless
of the profile, persons with a higher degree of mental retardation typically cost
more than others. Within Profile 1, waiver spending in fiscal year 2002 differed
by an average $32 per day between recipients with mild mental retardation and
recipients with profound mental retardation. The corresponding difference within
Profile 2 was $97 per day, and within Profile 3 it was about $83 per day.:l

Incentives — Because the allocation method used for 2003 is tied to prior-year
spending, it creates incentives for counties to spend to the maximum. If they
spend less than the full amount budgeted, they jeopardize the size of future years’
budgets.

21 The difference in Profile 4 was $39 per day, though this is not a very meaningful comparison
because there were only 13 cases with profound mental retardation who were classified as Profile 4.
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Administrative Burden — The department’s MR/RC Waiver funding allocation
method increased administrative burdens on counties. Counties did not know
what their actual allocation would be for calendar year 2003 unti the second haif
of 2003, making it difficult to plan for services. Initially, the department based
coanty atlocations for 2003 on the actual claims submitted for services in fiscal
vear 2002, plus an adjustment for inflation and other factors. Three adjustments
totaling about $39 million were made between June and October 2003 to reflect
the full annual cost of services that were being provided in 2002, The
adjustments occurred this iate in the year because of lags between the dates that
services were provided and the dates that providers submitted the claims. H the
department continucs to use this process in the future, counties will not know their
actual allecations unttl late in the year.

More than two-thirds of counties reported it is difficuit or very difficult to manage
the gap between amounts alfowed and amounts actually spent. The current
allocation method heightens the consequences of not managing this gap because
counties’ future budgets are at risk if they do not spend to their budget mit. In
their responses to Our survey, numerous counties wrote of the mability of current
mechanisms to provide an accurate and up-to-date description of spending for
their MR/RC Waiver recipients. Many counties believe additional state assistance
is needed to help administer the MR/RC Waiver Program. One form of assistance
that counties reppned would be very uscful is a method to monitor spending on a
real-time basis.™

The department’s new allocation method also increased administrative burdens on
counties because the budget cuts led to an increase in appeals filed by recipients.”™
Minnesota Statutes provide the right to challenge counties” social service
decisions ander various circumstances, including the reduction of MR/RC Watver
services.” This increase in appeals could occur under any change that cuts
recipients’ services.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department of Human Services should change its allocation method to
1) improve the distribution of funding by better reflecting the needs of
county caseloads, 2) avoid incentives for counties to spend io their budget
limits, and 3} reduce administrative burdens on counties.

Although designing a new allocation method falls outside the scope of this study,
it is important that the Department of Human Services consider the effects over
time of basing allocations on prior-year spending. The department is studying its
pracesses for determining eligibility and assigning benefits across all of the

22 Although such a tool may not be possible, the department may be able 1o make improvements,
such as by updating Waiver Management System data on a more frequent basis. One of the
impeding factors is that under federal Medicaid regulations, providers have up to a year to submit
claims for services provided.

23 Department personnel roughly estimaled that whereas the deparunent might have received
one or two MR/RC Watver appeals a month in previous vears, it received about 100 duning the
first 11 months of 2003.

24 Minn. Stat 20033 §256.045, subd. 3(a) (1),
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Over the next
four years,
growth rates for
the MR/RC
Waiver program
are forecasted to
be much smaller
than growth in
the other
Medicaid Waiver
programs.

Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver progl‘ams.b 1t hopes to achieve a
streamniined process for assessing waiver recipients’ needs and a new method of
rationally assigning benefits to waiver recipients. As part of this study, the
department should examine how 1o more closely tie the allocation method to the
cost of services needed by recipients. This would not only make the method more
equitable, it would avoid the incentive to spend to the budget imit. It could also
reduce the administrative burden on counties by using readily availabie data on
recipient characteristics rather than prior-year claims data, which is not complete
until about six months into the following year. This would aliow the final budget
to be set earlier than is possible under the current method.

FUTURE WAIVER SPENDING

While MR/RC spending accounts for a majority of iotal waiver expenditures,
growth in the MR/RC Waiver program is expected to be far smaller than in the
other waiver programs, as shown in Figure 2.9. The Department of Human
Services has forecast annual spending on the MR/RC Waiver to increase 2 percent
annually, a much slower rate than the double-digit annual increases expected for
the CADI, TBI, CAC, and Elderly Watver programs.

Differences are similarly striking in forecasted caseload growth. MR/RC Waiver
program enrollment is expected to increase 2 percent annuaily over the next four

Figure 2.9: Projected Average Annual Growth in
Spending and Enroliment for the Home and
Community-Based Waiver Programs, FY 2003-07

39%
34%

ESpending

26%

OEnroliment 23%,

22%

14%

2% 2%

Mental Community  Eiderly Waiver Traumatic Brain Community
Retardation or Alternative Care Program Injury Waiver Alternatives for
Related Waiver Program Program Disabled
Conditions individuals
Waiver Program Waiver Program

SOURCE: Office of the Legistative Auditor, analysis of Department of Human Services' November 2003
forecast data.

25 Minnesota Department of Human Services. Continuing Care Administration, Requeest for
Proposals for: Technical Assistance for the Development of a Comprehensive Long-Term Care
lifrastructure Framework (8t Paul, December 2003).
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fiscal vears, compared with far higher increases for the other Home and
Community-Based Waiver programs.

The department has forecast low growth rates for the MR/RC Waiver program
because of actions laken by the department and the Legislature in early 2003, As
we described earlier in this chapter, the department reduced county allocations in
January 2003. In addition, the 2003 Legislature reduced MR/RC Waiver program
caseload grow th by eliminating diversion allocations entirely for the 2004-2005

I — blennlurn

The 2003 n i . : -

Lesislature In eqzéy 2003, some waiver recipients along with an advoca?y organization and a
8 A provider assoctiation filed lawsuits related to the department’s rebasing, but these

reStrfCted. new lawsuits have not affected the department’s forecast. A temporary restraining

openings in the order imposed in March 2003 directed counties to refrain from any further

MR/RC Waiver changes to provider contracts due to the rebasing and directed the state to ensure

program for no further reductions in authorized spendmg for individual beneficiaries.”’

the 2004-05 Although the order limited counties’ opportunities to reduce spending, the

bienniam. department did not revise its forecast because counties held down MR/RC Waiver

spending below the evels of their allocations.

The Legislature and county and state officials who operate the MR/RC Waiver
program can expect ongoing pressures for additional spending. We found that:

* Long waiting lists for the MR/RC Waiver program and a large
propertion of children currently enrclled in the program will llkely
add pressure for increased spendmg

As the large share of
children now receiving
MR/RC Waiver services
age, they will be more
likely to live away from
home and require higher
spending. Children under
17 years of age made up
23 percent of MR/RC
Waiver recipients
foltowing open
enrollment, compared
with just 11 percent prior
to open enrollment. The
percentage of recipients
tiving at home declines

When children now receiving waiver services age, they will
be more tikely to live away from home.

26 Tn 2003, the Legistature also limited the growth in allocations for the Traumatic Brain Injury
and Community Altemnatives for Disabled Individuals Waiver programs, but these limits were less
restrictive than the growth limits imposad on the MR/RC Waiver program. Also, the forecast,
reflecting current Jaw, assumes that the Legislamure will not continue the restrictions for the TBY and
CADI Waiver programs bevond the 2004-05 biennium.

27 Although the March temporary restraining order was lifted at the end of Asgust, the judge
rmposed a second temporary restraining order in mid-September prohibiting reductions in spending
for waiver beneficiaries. The judge lifted the second order in early January 2004,
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Waiting lists for
the MR/RC
Waiver program
decreased
following open
enroliment in
2001 but
increased 30
percent over the
next two years.

with age, and foster care living arrangements are more costly than living at home.
In fiscal year 2002, 92 percent of waiver recipients 16 years of age or younger
lived at home, compared with 14 percent of recipients aged 50 and older.

Although waiting lists shrunk during the open-enroliment period in 2001, many
people are currently on waiting lists. and the number is growing. With the
addition of 5,500 MR/RC Waiver programn recipients during open enrollment from
late March through June of 2001, the number of people on waiting lists fell 35
percent, from 4.568 to 2,986 individuals. The decrease did not last long, however,
as the waiting list increased about 30 percent over the next two years, reaching
3,877 at the end of fiscal year 2003. The actual number of people potentiaily
waiting for the MR/RC Waiver program is even higher, as county staff told us that
not ali residents eligible for the MR/RC Waiver program are on the waiting list.
The number of people on waiting lists may also grow because of the 2003
Legislature's decision to eliminate diversion allocations in fiscal years 2004 and
2005.

As might be expected, waiting lists are longest in the me{ropohtan area counties,
which tend to have the highest MR/RC Waiver caseloads.” ¥ Numbers of
individuais on waiting lists in the seven-county metropolitan area represented
49 percent of all persons waiting for the waiver program at the end of fiscal year
2003; Hennepin County alone accounted for 22 percent of the state total. Only
three counties {Kittson, Norman, and Wilkin) had no individuaals on waiting lists
at that time.

Waiting lists are likely to remain tight because once recipients begin receiving
waiver services, they may continue to do so as long as they remain L,iigible With
any action the state takes to reduce waiting lists, it must continue to aSSure the
health, welfare, and rights of all individuals already enrolled in the waiver.”

This prevents the department from rentoving persons from the watver program
even if others on the waiting lists have more severe needs.

POLICY OPTIONS FOR CONTROLLING
MR/RC WAIVER PROGRAM SPENDING

The state controls MR/RC Waiver program costs largely with limits on access to
the program and through the department’s method for allocating county MR/RC
Waiver budgets. We found that:

*  The state’s policy of limiting access to the MR/RC Waiver program
helps control speading but raises equity concerns. Alternative
metheds to control spending will involve difficult policy decisions.

28 Minn. Star. §256B.0916, subd. 2{b) requires counties to consider certain factors, such as
applicanis’ unstable living sitaations and the need to avoid out-of-home placement for children.
when determining which applicants should have priority. According to our survey of county waiver
administrators. counties were similar in their ratings of important or very importani criteria for
managing their waiting lists.

29 Timothy M. Westmoreland, Director. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Center for
Medicaid and State Operations, letter to State Medicaid Directors. mstead Update No: 4 Subject:
HCFA Updare, January 10, 2001,
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Waiver services
may have needs
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greater than
current waiver
recipients, which
creates equity
concerns.

Options to
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By controlling the number of new openings for the MR/RC Waiver program, the
state limits access to the program but creates waiting lists. Because persons
waiting for MR/RC Waiver services may have needs that are the same as or
greater than persons already receiving waiver services, the waiting lists raise
equity issues. The state could change how it manages MR/RC Wailver resources
by using some mix of other cost controls. But while the options to control
program costs may ease equity concerns, cach has drawbacks and presents the
Legislature with difficult dilemmas over the extent to which current MR/RC
Watver recipients can be served.

Obviously, one option for dealing with funding pressure and limited access 1s 10
increase appropriations for the waiver program. More dollars can serve more
people and avoid Hmiting services. The feasibility of this approach, however, is
iimited by the budget realities the state faces. According to the Minnesota
Department ol Finance, Minnesota's economic outlook has weakened shghtly
since the end of the 2003 legislative session. In its November 2003 forecast. the
department predicted a $183 million deficit for the existing 2004-2005
biennium.” Although the forecasted deficit appears small compared to the
$4.6 billion deficit that confronted the 2003 Legislature, it portends a smaller
likelihood for increased program spending. While the forecast showed that the
state’s budget reserve has grown by $110 million to $631 million, use of that
reserve can only oceur through legislative and gubematorial action and is at best a
short-term solution.

Other options to manage MR/RC Waiver resources are summarized in Table 2.3.
Each option would reduce spending and leave room for new recipients, either by
reducing the numbers of existing waiver recipients or reducing dollars spent on
them, but each option has disadvantages. Controlling spending will produce
tradeoffs regardiess of the method or combination of methods used. Further, for
any spending control. the Legislature would have to decide whether to apply it to
al} persons, in which case some portion of current recipients may lose eligibility,
ar apply it to only new enroilees, which would protect current recipients but
bifurcate the caseload and slow the opportunity for capturing savings. A
summary of these spending controls follows.

Table 2.3: Options to Control Mental Retardation or
Related Conditions Waiver Program Spending

Further restrict eligibifity

Limit the array or amounts of waiver services

Lower expenditure levels for current recipients or set statewide caps on their budgets
Further conirol payments to providers

Design incentives to encourage lower-cost living arrangements

L I I I I |

SOURCES: Oflice of the Legisiative Auditor, analysis of Steven Lutzky, Lisa Maria B. Atecxih, Jennifer
Dutty, and Christina Neill, Review of the Medicaid 1915(c) Home and Community Based Services
Waiver Program Literature and Program Data (Prepared for the Health Care Financing Administration
of the Department of Health and Human Services under a contract through the Lewin Group, June 15,
2000), 29-31.

30 Minnesota Department of Finance, November 2003 Economic Forecast {St. Paul, December 3,
2003). 3.
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Expenditures
could be lowered
while still
retaining
counties’
flexibility over
distributing their
pool of funds,
but lowering
expenditures
might still pose
dilemmas over
providing
adequate services
to waiver
recipients.

Further Restrict Eligibility — The state could further restrict eligibility for the
MR/RC Waiver, but federal approval would be required. Pending approval, the
state could base eligibility on the severity of individuals’ needs or restrict program
openings te those individuals who are at immediate risk of institutionalization.”
Either of these actions would create policy issues for the Legislature, such as
determining to which group of eligible participants the waiver program should
target funds.

Limit the Array or Amount of Services — The state could limt the types or
amounts of services covered by the MR/RC Waiver program. As mentioned
earlier, Minnesota’s MR/RC Waiver program covers a broad array of services,
which advocates have pointed to as a program strength. Limiting the type or
armount of service would prevent the waiver from tailoring services to individual
needs as much as has occurred in the past. A variation of this spending control
would be to impose a statewide definition of "need.” The focus could be on
services that meet health and safety needs, to the exclusion of other services, such
as chore services. Such a focus would, however, diminish the emphasis
traditionally placed on defining needed serv ices based on individuals™ own plans
of care.” Abiding by a centralized standard of need would also reduce county
flexibility in dealing with people of widely varying needs.

Lower Expenditures for Current Recipients — The state could lower the level of
expenditures for existing waiver recipients. This could be done in at least one of
two ways. First, the state could reduce counties” budgeted dollar amounts and let
counties decide how best to apportion the reduced spending among thetr
recipients. In effect, this would be akin to another rebasing. Counties wouid have
the flexibility to decide how to best spend the money, but they would face some of
the same dilemmas they faced in January 2003 in determining how to serve
recipients’ changing needs without additional resources. Further, any existing
inequities among counties could be exacerbated. Another version of this would
base an overall reduction in county budgeted dollars on a revised allocation
method that uses the profiles to a greater extent after improving them by
incorporating important criteria, such as age. Such a change would reduce doliars
overall and redistribute those doltars among counties i ways that better reflect the
factors that drive costs. Counties would retain the flexibility to decide how 1o best
spend their budgeted dollars. At the same time, though, many counties would stiil
face dilernmas over fulfilling recipients’ needs with reduced funds.

A second way of lowering expenditures for existing recipients woulid be to set
statewide caps on budgets for individuals according to their level of need. No
recipient could receive an amount of spending that exceeded the state-set cap.
While several counties have adopted their own budget limits for waiver recipients,
grouping waiver recipients according to need is a difficult task. For example, as
described earlier, the four profiles used to categorize new waiver enrollees are
subject to a great deal of variation and do not reflect either the person’s degree of
mental retardation or living arrangement. They do not change as a person’s needs
change over time. Further, a state cap would not allow a county to spend more on

31 increasing the service fees paid by parents on a sliding scale depending on income level is
another mecharism 1o {arget services to those with lower abilities to pay.

32 Such limits might also conflict with the Olmstead decision that people with disabilities receive
services in the most integrated setting appropriate to their needs.
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unusuaily needy individuals unless there is also a process for approving
exceptions to the cap.

Further Control Payment Rates — The state could further Hmit payment rates to
providers, This could also be achieved if the state set rates for all MR/RC Waiver
services {while accounting for cost-of-living differences around the state).
Whether rate controls are an effective way to control spending is debatable,
however. This method would also impeose artificial constraints on the market
place, obviating any price reductions occurring due to free market competition.
Plus, rate reductions might jeopardize some providers” financial wherewithal to
continue serving current waiver recipients.

Encourage Lower-Cost Living Arrangements — The state could design
incentives that encourage waiver recipients 1o stay in their families’ homes.
Because recipients that Hve with their families have lower average costs than those
Hiving in corporate foster care settings, such incentives would help the state avoid
higher-cost living arrangements. At the same time. though. they could prevent
individuals from achieving the independence they desire and work against the
program ohjective of seif-determination. Lower-cost. out-of-home options could
be explored, such as consumer-controlled cooperative housing. Because of the
longer timeline needed to develop cooperative housing, this alternative would
produce effects only in the long term; it would not affect spending in the short
iCITI.
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Program Safeguards

SUMMARY

The Department of Human Services lacks sufficient controls over
Consumer-Directed Community Supports, which were intended to give
MR/RC Waiver recipients and their families the option to directly
manage their own services and choose their care providers.
Insufficient controls have led to questionable purchases, inequitable
variation in how counties administer Consumer-Directed services, and
unmet prospects for cost efficiencies. We recommend that the
department design additional safeguards and evaluate how well its
proposed controls work before implementing the Consumer-Directed
option statewide. Counties reported taking various measures to
ensure that waiver recipients received services for which the MR/RC
Waiver program was billed, but there were inconsistencies in following
the most common measures. The Department of Human Services
does not know how many providers may be billing incorrectly.
Counties generally follow state rules on determining and updating
MR/RC Waiver recipients’ needs in a timely way and ensuring the
availability of services, but there are exceptions. We recommend that
the department assess county compliance with state rules when it
begins its county reviews in 2004,

n Minnesota, both state and county governments are involved with safeguards

for the Mental Retardation or Related Conditions (MR/RC) Waiver program,
mncluding the component of the program known as Consumer-Directed
Community Supports. In this chapter, we address the following questions:

+ Does the state have sufficient controls to ensure that funds for the
Consumer-Directed Community Supports component of the MR/RC
Waiver are spent appropriately?

* Are safegunards sufficient to verify that MR/RC Waiver recipients
receive the services for which the program is billed?

+  How well do counties comply with certain state rules that govern the
administration of the MR/RC Waiver program?

To answer the questions, we analyzed literature on controls over Medicaid Home
and Community-Based Waiver programs. We interviewed personnel from the
Department of Human Services and from a number of counties. To gather
information and opinions on MR/RC Waiver administration and Consamer-
Directed Comnunity Supports, we conducted separate surveys of county MR/RC
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Waiver administrators, advocacy organizations, and associations of service
providers.

Finally, we reviewed a stratified random sample of 267 individual case files in

12 counties around the state. chosen from counties that offered Consumer-
Directed Community Supports in fiscal year 2003." Our sample is representative
of the 12 counties, which account for about 94 percent of the 3,074 recipients
using Consumer-Directed services in the {irst half of fiscal year 2003. All cases
in the 12 counties, including people using Consumer-Directed services and others
asing traditional MR/RC Watver services, represented 35 percent of MR/RC
Waivgr recipients at that time. Our sample is not representative of the entire
state.”

In this chapter, we examine the extent of conirols used to regulate appropriate
spending of funds on Consumer-Directed Community Supports. We assess the
adequacy of controls to verify whether recipients receive services for which the
MR/RC Waiver program is billed. We also consider how well counties comply
with select state rules that govern how the MR/RC Waiver program is
administered.

SAFEGUARDS FOR CONSUMER-
DIRECTED COMMUNITY SUPPORTS

Consumer-Directed Community Supports allow MR/RC Waiver recipients the
option to take direct control for planning and magnaging their own services, as
Chapter | described. For fiscal year 2002, Consumer-Directed services were
offered in 33 counties and accounted for 7 percent of all MR/RC Waiver
spending, but this amount will likely increase because the Department of Human
Services intends to expand the use of Consumer-Directed Comnmunity Supports
statewide as well as to each of the other Medicaid Waiver programs. In assessing
whether waiver funds are spent appropriately through Consumer-Directed
services, we looked at the controls over the services (o determine 1) whether
purchases were appropriate. 2) how consistent the service option was from county
to county, and 3) whether the cost of Consumer-Directed services was comparable
to other MR/RC Waiver service costs. As Consumer-Directed Community
Suppeorts now stand, we found that:

* The Department of Human Services lacks sufficient controls over
Consumer-Directed Community Supports, which has led fo
guestionable purchases, inequitable variation in how counties
administer the services, and unmet prospects for cost efficiencies.

I The 12 counties were: Blue Earth, Crow Wing, Dakota, Hennepin, Mower, Olmsted, Ramsey,
Saint Louis. Scott, Steele, Todd. and Washington. About 63 percent of the cases were of persons
using Consumer-Iirected services, and about 37 percent were of persons using traditional MR/RC
Waiver services.

2 Additional details on the methodologies we followed are available on-line at

www auditor.leg.state.mn.us/ped/2004/peG4G3.htm.
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Insufficient state controls raise equity questions about services and supports that
are allowed in some counties but denied in others.

Consumer-Directed Purchases

Counties and waiver recipients use Consumer-Directed services to fund informal
supports and services typically not included among the traditional MR/RC Waiver
services. which was, in part, one of the objectives. Allowing recipients greater
leeway in choosing from among informal providers of care, such as relatives or
neighbors, has been a success. according to many pen'tircipams.3 We examined the
Consumer-Directed budgets in 168 case files chosen randomly from the 12
counties that served as our case studies., From this review we concluded that:

+ Controls were insufficient to prevent questionable expenditures on
Consumer-Directed services,

Although the Department of Human Services does not control spending on
Consumer-Directed Community Supports, and it has not defined unacceptable
purchases. counties typically reported having procedures to control
Consumer-Directed spending. In answering our survey, 26 of 27 counties said
they consistently followed a county policy that set general parameters for services
atlowed under the Consumer-Directed option; the remaining county indicated it
somewhat [oliowed such a policy. About 79 percent of counties reported
consistently having case managers or waiver teams decide about Consumer-
Directed services based on their perceptions of the waiver recipients” needs.
Table 3.1 illustrates other ways counties reported controlling the selection of
Consumer-Directed services,

Table 3.1: Controls Counties Reported Using Over
Recipients’ Selection of Consumer-Directed Services,
2003

BDoes Does Does
Consistently Somewhat Not Do

Follow county policy describing general parameters 95% 4% 0%
for allowable services {N=28}

Case manager or team decides based on perceived 79 14 7
MR/RC waiver recipient needs {N=29)

Foliow guidance from Department of Human 70 26 4
Services (N=28)

Use county list of disaliowed items {A=27) 65 12 23

Rely on MR/RC waiver recipient's choices (within 59 41 0
budget limits and state parameters) (N=30}

Use county list of afiowed items (AN=28} 52 19 30

NOTES: The question read: "in what ways does your county control the types of CDCS services that
recipients may select?” Rows may not sumn to 100 percent due to rounding.

SOURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, County Questionnaire on the Mental Retardation or
Beiated Congditions Waiver. September 2003,

3 Minnesota Department of Human Services, Consumer Directed Community Supports Focus
Groups Swnrary of Findings (St Paul, June 20023, 12,
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Despite the counties” spending controls, Consumer-Directed spending for items
that are not covered by Medicaid went beyond informal caregivers and included
questionable itemns. For example, Consumer-Directed Community Supports have
been used in the past year to pay for cell phones, playground equipment, Internet
connectivity fees, tax preparation costs, and various community activities such as
museum memberships, tickets to Minnesota Wild hockey games, and annuat
passes to Camp Snoopy at the Mall of America. While Minnesota’s
Consumer-Directed Community Supports do not prohibit these activities or
supports. some counties have disallowed them, as is discussed later in this chapter.

About three-quarters of the 168 case files we reviewed had budgets that included
at least one item {other than informal caregivers) that the Medicaid MR/RC
Waiver program does not typically fund. In total, the iteras amounted to about
$620,000, representing 11 percent of ali the services and items budgeted through
Consumer-Directed services in the cases we reviewed.

Although most spending of Consumer-Directed funds in the files we reviewed
was supported by documentation, not ali purchases appeared justified. In our
review, we noted whether items in budgets for Consumer-Directed services were
unusual by type or amount, Of the 376 items we characterized as unusual, 89
percent were related to needs articulated in the individual service plans..4 At the
same time, 41 services or products {about 11 percent of the unusual items and
amounting to about $64.850) were not connected to any needs described in the
waiver recipient’s individual service plan or related Consumer-Directed planning
documents. As an example, one case tapped Consumer-Directed Community
Supports for $1,600 of vacation expenses even though the file did not relate this
expenditure to the recipient’s needs. In another case, Consumer-Directed
Comnwnity Supports paid $1,200 for concerts, plays, movies, and arcades, which
by itself was not uncommon when compared 10 other cases that contained similar
services but were related to recipients’ needs. This case, however, presented no
link between such community activities and the recipient’s stated needs.

VARIATION IN CONSUMER-DIRECTED
COMMUNITY SUPPORTS

Although the Department of Human Services has set the general parameters for
Consumer-Directed services, the 33 counties that have chosen to offer the option
have had a great deal of flexibility in administering it. This has proven to be a
double-edged sword in that it provided for individualization but allowed practices
to differ from county to county and within a given county. A June 2002
department report remarked that one of the challenges was that “policies
regarding [Consumer-Directed services] frequently differ from county to county.“S
A study in early 2002 of Consumer-Directed users and their families revealed
mixed results: Interviews with users and a survey showed a high degree of
support for Consumer-Directed services but revealed families’ concems about

4 We accepied the needs Histed in service plans at face vatue and did not judge their
appropriateness.
5 Deparument of Human Services. Consumer Directed Community Supporis Focus Groups, 2.
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oo much micromanaging and increasing restrictiveness, as well as inconsisient
. . &
guidelines.

Our analysis also shows that:

= Without adequate statewide controls, Consumer-Directed services
have varied among counties, and counties” uses of the
Consumer-Directed option have varied. raising questions about
inequities and meeting objectives.

The items and services
paid for with
Consumer-Directed
Comnunity Supports
funding vary from
county fo county, Our
file review showed
that some counties
allow Consumer-
Directed expenditures
on services that are
disallowed in other
counties. For mstance,
some counties allowed
the purchase of dietary
supplements while :
others did not. Some  Services covered by Consumer-Directed funds vary from county
allowed the purchase '@ county.

of clothing, while

others expressly disallowed it. One county prohibited spending on extra pairs of
eyeglasses, while another permitted it.

Another point of inconsistency is that not all counties have policies to stop the use
of Consumer-Directed services when problems occur. Five of 30 counties with
Consumer-Directed services reported in our survey that they have not established
a policy to terminate the use of Consumer-Directed services when recipients
overspend, commit fraud, or compromise their heaith and safety.

Some counties have used Consumer-Directed services mostly in instances when
the county, not the recipients or their families, determines who might benefit from
the services. Key objectives of Consumer-Directed Comnumnity Supports are to
increase consumer control and self-reliance and provide activities at the request
and direction of the recipients and their legal representatives.” When recipients
and their families do not choose the Consumer-Directed option, these objectives
are not fully met. In these cases. the option functions less as a refiection of the

&  Minnesota Governor's Councii on Developmental Disabilities, Consumer Direcied Supports
Survey Individual Comments (St Paul, May 2002). 2-3,

7 Minnesota Department of Human Services, “New Services Available Through the MR/RC
Waiver: A Guidebook for County Agencies,” in MR/RC Waiver Amendments Anmounced Bullerin
98 56-75 {St. Paul, October 1993), 3; and Minnesota Department of Hurman Services, “The Shift o
Increased Consumer Control,” from Consumer Divected Comutenity Supports Tool Kit — 2003

{St. Paul. 2603), 3.
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recipient’s self-direction and more as a supplementary funding source. As an
example, in one of the counties we visited, county staff realized that a specialized
form of physical therapy would not be eligible for Medicaid reimbursement, but
they agreed with the family that the therapy could help the recipient develop
tolerance to physical contact. Consequently, the county opted to pay for the touch
therapy using Consumer-Directed services as the billing mechanism even though
the waiver recipient and his family did not choose Consumer-Directed services.
By contrast, in other counties, recipients and their families decide whether to use
Consumer-Directed Community Supports (often with county guidance).

The degree of oversight in using money for Consumer-Directed services varied,
according to our interviews with county personnel. In some counties, ail
payments tor Consumer-Directed services were made through the county.
Elsewhere, counties set up checking accounts for families using
Consumer-Directed services. Families wrote checks off the accounts when
purchasing Consumer-Directed services, Oversight of the accounts varied by
county and occurred weeks or months after purchases were made. Several
counties told us that they discontinued use of the checking accounts after
problems arose.

Prospects for Cost Efficiencies

Allowing recipients and their families to manage their own direct-care workers is
viewed both as a way to increase self reliance and “maximize the public doliars”
spent for support because waiver recipients may choose care providers from
among family and friends instead of exclasively from formal service pm\»;ders
In its 2001 report to the Legislature. the Department of Human Services
acknowledged the need to improve Consumer-Directed services so that services
better meet personal needs and preferences and recipients avoid institutional care
“within an efficient and cost-effective framework™ Particularly during a time of
tight resources, it is important to review whether Consumer-Directed Community
Supports achieve possible cost efficiencies. We found:

»  MR/RC Waiver spending on participants using Consumer-Directed
services was higher than spending on other MR/RC Waiver recipients
with similar characteristics.

We compared the cost of serving MR/RC Waiver recipients who used
Consumer-Directed services with the cost of serving recipients with similar needs
who did not use such services in fiscal year 2002. We resiricted our comparisons
to waiver recipients who lived at home because most Consumer-Directed
participants live at home, and living arrangement has a large effect on cost. as
Chapter 2 described. We separately analyzed two county groups: (1) the ten

8 Minnesota Department of Human Services, “The Disability Service Division’s Consumer
Directed Services Initiative,” from Consumer Directed Community Supports Toof Kit = 2003

{St. Paul, 2003), 3. While some observers told us that using informal caregivers could be less
expensive than other care providers, others said certain MR/RC Waiver famities used Consumer-
Dirceted services so they could pay their caregivers higher salaries and retain those aides with whom
they were most satisfied.

9 Minnesota Department of Human Services. Home and Comnumity Based Services for Persons

with Mental Retardation and Related Conditions: A Report to the Minnesota Legisianire (St Pasl,
December 20013, 24,
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iargest counties and {2) nine small or medivm-sized counties that had three 01
more participants using Consumer-Directed services in fiscal year 2002 or
each group of counties, we compared recipients within the same prof: ile.!

The targe counties spent, on average, 8 percent more on Consumer-Directed
participants than nonparticipants with the same profile. The spending gap ranged
from an average $1 to $8 per recipient per day, as shown in Figure 3.1,

L
represennno l to 16 percent higher costs for the Consumer-Directed

In large counties, pammpams We obtained a similar pattern of results for the small or
spending on
C?ﬂsumel" Figure 3.1: Mental Retardation or Related Conditions
Directed Waiver Average Spending per Day, Consumer-Directed
fvi‘:‘gg’ggage Recipients Compared With Other Recipients in 10

, , - »
8 percent higher Large Counties, by Profiie, FY 2002
than spending on
Oth.el‘ M - (.: Recipients Using Consumer-Directed Services
jWalver rec:p;ents B Recipients Not Using Consumer-Directed Services
in fiscal year
2002, 92 s87

$70
$62
1 2 3 4
{N=549) {N=1,103) (N=1,417) {N=839)

Profiles of Waiver Recipients’ Functional Characteristics

NOTE: These comparisens include only MR/RC Waiver recipients who lived at home during fiscal year
2002 and only those who had received Consumer-Directed services for at least 180 days that year.

SCURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, analysis of Department of Human Services' data on
ndividuat MR/RC Waiver recipients.

10 The ten large counties were; Anoka. Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Olmsted, Ramsey, St. Louis,
Scott. Stearns. and Washingion counties. The nine small or medium-sized counties were: Blue
Earth. Crow Wing, Houston, Morrison, Mower. Rice, Steele, Todd, and Wright counties. Other
counties offering Consumer-Directed services had oo few cases for analysis.

/1 Following the departiment’s methodology for assigning profiles, we classified waiver recipients
who had not beer assigned their own profile by the depariment into a profile appropriate to their
diagnoesis and behavior challenges.

12 Overall results for the 10 large counties were statistically significant at the 95 percent
confidence level. We also compared costs for recipients with the same open-enrcliment status
because recipients who joined during open enroliment tend to have fower average costs than other
recipients. as Chapter 2 described. We found a similar pattern of resulis whén we compared costs
by profile and open-enrollment starus.
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medium-sized counties that offered Consumer-Directed services, with an average
19 percent difference in costs between Consumer-Directed participants and
nonparticipants with the same profile. Because these counties had much lower
participation rates in Consumer-Directed Community Supports, however, the low
number of cases was too small to show statistical significance.

Need for State Controls

Statewide controls over Consumer-Directed Commmunity Supports could help
ensure appropriate program spending and diminish equity concerns. Most
counties we surveved reported that they would welcome certain slate assistance
for working with Consumer-Directed services. About 82 percent of counties with
Consumer-Directed services indicated in our survey that slate requirements on
allowable uses of Consumer-Directed money would be very useful, as Table 3.2
shows. Further, one of the ilems that users of Consumer-Directed services liked
least was inconsistency regarding services, according to the 2002 Department of
Human Services study mentioned above."” For instance, one participant remarked
on the arbitrary nature of decisions on services because it “varied from social
worker to social worker.” In addition, advocacy organizations we surveyed
indicated that guidance on what purchases are allowed may be insufficient. Five
of the 12 advocate organizations either disagreed or somewhat disagreed that

Table 3.2: County Opinions on Potential Usefulness of
State Assistance for Working With Consumer-Directed
Community Supports, 2003

Very Somewhat Not
Useful Usefyl _ Usefud = Useful

Reguiremenis on allowable uses of CDCS money 82% 11% 4% 4%
{N=29}

General parameters outlining allowable use of 77 13 3 7
CDBCS money (N=31)

Specificafions for allowable environmental 76 10 10 3
modifications and equipment {N=30)

Standardized budget worksheets {N=31) 63 13 10 13

Staie-set recipient budgets calculated using a 56 22 4 19
formuia {N=28)

Limits on amounts allowed for a single expense, 50 18 14 18
e.9., home madifications (N=29}

Cost estimates for environmental modifications 48 24 21 7
and equipment {N=30}

Training for county staff working with CDCS {M=31) 47 33 13 7

Training for recipients and families receiving 40 27 20 13
CDCS {N=31}

Training for fiscal agents working with CDCS 34 38 14 14

recipients {N=30}

MOTES: The question read: "To what extent would state assistance be useful to your county for
working with CDCS?" Rows may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

SOURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, County Questionnaire on the Mental Retardation or
Retated Conditions Waiver, September 2003.

13 Department of Buman Services, Consumer Dirccted Commmunity Supports Focus Groups, 13.
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counties provide sufficient guidance on what Consumer-Directed expenses may or
may not be funded, and six organizations only “somewhat agreed,” as Table 3.3
shows.

Table 3.3: Advocacy Organizations’ Opinions on
Consumer-Directed Community Supports, 2003

Somewhat Somewhat Domn't
Agree Agree Disagree  Disagree Know

Counties typically provide sufficient 0% 50% 33% 8% Yo
guidance on what expenses may or
may not be funded through CDCS

Generally, CDCS is administered o 0 8 58 33
consistently from county to county

NQTES: The question read: "Considering how consumer-directed community supports generally
operate in counties today, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the folfowing
statements” Rows do not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. {N=12)

SOURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, Mental Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver

. Questionnaire for Advocacy Groups, Gctober 2003,

In its proposal to expand Consumer-Directed services statewide and across all
Home and Community-Based Waiver programs, the Departinent of Human
Services is adding state requirements to govern the option. For instance, the
proposal requires each participant to submit a community support plan that
identifies the goods and services 10 be provided and reflects the individual’s
strengths, needs, and preferences. Another change 1s that the state wil} set a
maximum amount for each individual’s Consumer-Directed budget. Eligibility
for Consumer-Directed services will be limited to waiver recipients who hive in
their own home rather than in a licensed setting such as foster care. Further. the
proposal provides guidelines on allowabie expenditures and lists specific items
that will not be allowed. such as Internet access and tickets to sporting events.
Tabie 3.4 lists many of the changes the department proposes in its amendment of
Consumer-Directed Community Supports.

The department plans to begin implementing the revised Consumer-Directed
services six months following the proposal’s approval by the federal Centers for
Medicare and Medicaid Services. It expects to use this time to revise its
Consumer-Directed materials and help prepare counties. Counties currently
offering Consumer-Directed services wili be the first to use the revised services,
with statewide implementation to occuyr sometimne later.

We think the department should be prepared to offer more guidance on items not
allowed by Consumer-Directed funding. Although the proposal for the revised
Consumer-Directed services contains lists of “allowable™ and “unallowable”
expenditures, certain items remain questionable. For instance, there is no
guidance on setting priorities among expenditures, such as when a county faces a
decision between approving dietary supplements or recreational equipment.
Certain purchases, such as cell phones or computer software, may be justifiable
under particuiar circumstances but may appear as lower priotity in other
situations. For these types of items it may be appropriate for the depariment to
require additional county review prior to approving the purchases. Further, it is
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Table 3.4: Department of Human Services' Proposed
Changes for Consumer-Directed Community
Supports, 2003

» Recipients must develop a community support pan reftecting their needs and
defining ali goods and services to be paid through the program

+ Only waiver recipients living at home will be eligible

+ State wilt set the maximum budget amount for recipients’ budgets; maximum
spending may not exgeed 70 percent of average cosits of nonCDCS recipients with
comparable conditions and service needs

» Recipients must verify gocds or services before claims are paid
» County must review expenditures quarerly for consistency with approved plans
« Certain items, such as membership dues, are expressly prohibited

+ Environmental modifications {e.g., wheeichair ramps) and assistive technology
{e.g., computer adaptations) exceeding $5,000 per year require county approval

+ Critetia are specified to declare a recipient ineligible for consumer-directed services

+ County must provide notice and suspend recipients’ services under certain
conditions, such as concerns about recipients’ health and safety

+ Billing for services must occur through designated “fiscat support entities” {(persons
designated to provide payroll and billing assistance}

« Fiscal entities must maintain records of all spending for consumer-directed supports
and services

« Parents or spouses may be paid through the program under certain conditions

SOURCE: Department of Hurman Services, Consumer Directed Community Supports Froposal
Submitted to the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (St. Paul, Degcember 11, 2003}

unclear whether the amounts for certain expenditures are reasonable, such as
$7,000 for yard fencing. Without more detailed guidance, additional county-
by-county differences could result as counties judge what is or is not appropriate.

The department should consider providing additional guidance on conditions for
terminating the use of Consumer-Directed services. Although the department’s
proposal would give authority to counties to suspend Consumer-Directed services
when health and safety concerns arise or for misuse or abuse of public funds, it
does not define what constitutes “misuse.” Nor does it specify whether
suspension should occur after a single incident.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department of Human Services should set additional controls to ensure
equitable and appropriate spending of Consumer-Directed funds.

Before implementing Consumer-Directed Community Supports statewide, the
state should evaluate how well its proposed controls work. Based on what it
learns from counties that use the revised option, the department can make
additional adjustments to prevent problems from recurring in other counties.
Although such an evaluation will come at a cost, and it could further delay the
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opportunity for Consumer-Directed services in counties that have not heretofore
offered theny, it is preferable to perpetuating probiems that serve to weaken the
option and frustrate users.

RECOMMENDATION

The Departinent of Human Services should evaluate its proposed controls
Jor the revised Consumer-Directed Community Supports before
implementing Consumer-Directed services statewide.

VERIFYING SERVICES FOR WHICH THE
MR/RC WAIVER PROGRAM IS BILLED

The state and counties follow procedures to ensure that MR/RC Waiver program
recipients receive services for which providers bill the program. In iooking at
how well these procedures verify service delivery, we found:

+ Counties reported taking measures to ensure that waiver recipients
received services for which the MR/RC Waiver program was billed,
but there were inconsistencies in following the most commen
measures. The Department of Human Services does not know how
many providers may be billing incorrectly.

The Department of Human Services monitors county activities for verifying
services only when complaints arise. All but two counties reported taking certain
measures to regularly verify services, and most repoited taking multiple steps, as
Table 3.5 presents. However, although counties mosi commonly reported that
their case managers visit on-site periodically to verify service delivery, from our
case file reviews we estimated that 17 percent of the cases in the 12 counties

Table 3.5: Methods Counties Reported Using to Verify
That Waiver Recipients Receive Services for Which
the Program is Billed, 2003

Percentage

of Counties
Case managers perodically visit on-site to verify service delivery 93%
Monitor periodic provider reporis 77
Routinely solicit feedback from recipients {or famities) 75
Regularly review invoices submitted by providers 63
Monitor feedback fram providers about service cancefiations 48

NGTE: The question read: "How does your county verify that MR/RC waiver recipients actually
receive authorized services billed by providers?" {N=83}

SOURCE: Cffice of the Legislative Auditor, County Guestionnaire on the Mental Retardation or
Reiated Conditions Waiver, September 2003.
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we visited showed no evidence of face-to-face contacts between case managers
and waiver recipients or their families in the past year.” For cases where the case
manager had not met personally with the waiver recipient. it would have been
difficult to conduct an on-site verification of service delivez}!.*‘q

Counties also said they commonly verify services by reviewing periodic reports
they receive from providers. This method for verifying services is of limited
value, however, because some counties told us that not al service providers
present counties with periodic reports of the services they offer to MR/RC Waiver
recipients. In addition, on our survey of provider associations, only four of eight
associations reported that all or nearly ali of their members provide at least
quarterly reports to counties on services provided. The other associations either
did not know how many of their members provided such reports or said that either
some or most of their members did so.

On-site visits and provider reports are safeguards, but by themselves they cannot
identify al types of problems or potential fraud. Such methods would not, for
instance, determine whether a provider submits biils for more services than were
actually provided. A separate study our office released in August 2003 focused
on improper payments in the state’s Medicaid program, including the Home and
Community-Based Waiver programs. It concluded that, despite the department’s
various payment conirol activities, the department has not comprehensively
assessed the amount or nature of improper Medicaid payments occurring i
Minnesota.'® As a result, the state does not know how many providers may be
billing incorrectly or the size of the problem.

The Department of Human Services has taken steps o control payments to service
providers. The department sends forms to recipients indicating the services for
which providers are being reimbursed. When consumers review these
“explanation of medical benefits” forms, they help safeguard against inappropriate
spending, but the extent to which waiver recipients or their families read and use
the forms is unknown. In addition, the Department of Human Services has
designed its computerized billing system, which pays service providers for
Medicaid services inciuding MR/RC Waiver services, in ways to help detect
problems. such as when providers bill for more services than were authorized. As
part of processing the claim. the system automatically checks for several items,
including whether the claim duplicates or conflicts with other claims and whether
the county has authorized the service for the recipient. 1In this study we did not
investigate the reliability of the department’s systems for identifying and
correcting service and billing probiems.

14 We calculated a confidence interval to indicate the range of values within which we expect the
actual value to fall: we can be 95 percent confident that between as few as 11 percent and as many as
25 percent of the cases in the |2 counties we visited were unlikely to have had face-to-face contacts.

I5 Case managers often check logs of services provided, which is useful but does not verify that
recipients actually received what was plaoned.

16 Office of the Legislative Auditor. Controfling Improper Payments in the Medicuid Program
{S1. Paul. August 2003), 19.
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From reviewing
cases in 12
counties, we
estimate that
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cases did not
contain a 2003
individual
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COUNTY COMPLIANCE WITH STATE
RULES ON THE MR/RC WAIVER
PROGRAM

We looked at how well counties compiied with select state rules to administer the
MR/RC Waiver program. We analyzed rules related to: 1) determining MR/RC
Waiver recipients' needs and updating the needs; 2) the availability of services to
meet recipients” needs; and 3) the timeliness of determining MR/RC Waiver
recipients’ needs. Although we assessed county compliance with state rules, we
did not study the effect that lack of compliance might have on waiver recipients.
We found that:

« Counties generally follow state rules on determining and updating
MR/RC Waiver recipients’ needs in a timely way and ensuring the
availability of services, but there are exceptions.

Determining and Updating Waiver Recipients’ Needs — State rules contain
several requirements intended to govern how counties determine MR/RC Waiver
recipients’ necds and how the needs might change over time. These are important
because counties base waiver recipients’ services on the recipients’ identified
needs. To the extent the documented needs are inaccurate or out of date,
recipients may not receive appropriate services. The rules we examined apply to:
the need for up-to-date individual service plans, the need for case managers to
monitor recipients’ services. periodic reviews of recipients’ diagnoeses, and the
content of the individual service plans. Although we reviewed county compliance
with these rules, we did not determine the extent to which waiver recipients may
have received inappropriate services due to noncompliance.

Minnesota Rules require counttes 10 update each waiver recipient’s individual
service plan at least annuaily The service plans are intended to help determine
appropriate services, among other things, as Chapter | describes. When we
visited a select number of counties to review case files, we saw that although
most of the files contained a 2003 individual ser\qce plan or similar document,
about 6 percent did not, as shown in Figure 3. 2. Bevond that, about 15 percent
of cases with a service pian (or stmilar document} in a recent year did not have
one frora the year prior. ° These casc files held no evidence that the waiver
recipients’ service plans had been updated on an annual basis.

Another state rule requires case managers to conduct a monitoring visit with each
waiver recipient at least serniannually.™  Such interactions between case
managers and waiver recipients or their families help ensure that case managers
have the information needed to update the service plan and determine that the
recipient is gefting needed services. Based on our case file review, 40 percent of
all waiver recipients or their families had fewer than two face-to-face contacts in

7 Minn. Rudes {2003}, ch. 93250016, subp. 13.

I8 We can be 95 percent confident that the value is between 4 percent and 12 percent of the cases.
7% We can be 95 percent confident that the value is between @ percent and 22 percent of the cases.
20 Minn. Rules {2003) ch, 9525.0024. subp. 8. The rule does not define “nmionitoring visit,”
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Figure 3.2: Individual Service Plans for Mental
Retardation or Related Conditions Waiver
Recipients, 2003

Fifes With No individual Service Files With Documents in Lieu
Plan or Similar Dacument of Individual Service Plans

Files With a Current Individual Service Plan

NOTE: N=154 case files.
SCURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditor, Review of County Case Files, October 2003.

the past year, as shown in Table 3.6. 21 When we counted face-to-face visits
together with telephone contacts, 21 percent of waiver recipients in our case
studies still had fewer than two case manager contacts in the past year.™ AS
reporied earlier, in 17 percent of the cases, there was no evidence that case
managers had any face-to-face meetings with waiver recipients or their families.
In response to our survey, about three-fourths of counties reported having a
standard for a minimum number of contacts with waiver recipients. and in all but
one of these counties the standard was a minimum two contacts per year. More
than half of the counties wzth rmmmums reported that they did not meet them for
all of their waiver rc,czplents

State rules also require that counzzes review a waiver recipient’s diagnostic
assessmettt once every three years. % These reviews are needed to determine
whether diagnoses reflect recipients’ current levels of functioning. We asked
counties whether they take steps to ensure that case managers review the
diagnoses every three years, and eight counties reported that they did not. Many
cousties reported that they review the diagnosis on a yearly basis at the same time
they review the recipients’ needs and services. Five counties specified that they

2! We can be 95 percent confident that the value is between 32 percent and 48 percent of the cases.
22 We can be 95 percent confident that the value is between 14 percent and 29 percent of the cases.

23 The most common reasons given for failing to meet the minimum was “other demands on case
P . N L= . . . . ar
managers” time,” particularly i small counties. and “lack of waiver recipient cooperation.

24 Minn. Rules (2003). ch. 9525.0016, subp. 6. By state rule, the diagnostic assessment that
counties review contains several components, inchuding tests of intelfectual functioning administered
by quatified psychologists.
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Table 3.6: Number of Case Manager Contacts, 2003
Conlacts With Recipient or Family Contacis With Others
Face- Face-io-Face  All Face- All Total of All
to-Face Phone Written _or Phone Types 1lo-Face Phone Written Types Types of Contacis

Mean 3.2 5.3 1.3 8.5 9.8 15 3.8 2.5 13.8 23.6
Median 2 3 O 6 7 1 4 1 a8 17
Maximumn 25 &7 13 77 77 19 107 42 168 201
Cases with fewer 62 66 127 28 20 119 47 9 23 5

than two contacts
Cases with 23 45 8% 13 7 74 27 67 12 1

no contacts

NOTE: The term "Others” includes persons such as service providers or special education teachers who work with the waiver recipient.

{A=172 case files.)

SOURCE: Office of the Legistative Auditor, Review of County Case Fifes, October 2003.

Nearly all of
the individual
service plans

we reviewed

for cases in

12 counties
contained short-
and long-range
goals, as state
rules require,

use a different schedule for reviewing diagnoses, such as every five years for
adults and every three years for children.

Minnesota Rules also mandate the content of waiver recipients’ individual service
plans, as Chapter I described. One cmggoncn{ required of service plans is the
recipient’s long- and short-range goals.™ One percent of the case files in the

12 counties we visited had neither short- nor long-term goals.“{’ This is consistent
with county responses 1o our survey, in which all counties indicated that they
verify the completeness of individual service plans by using at least one of several
methods, such as a form listing all of the required information.”” Although nearly
all service plans we reviewed contained goals as required. 15 percent did not
clearly distinguish between short- and long-range goals or contained one or the
other but not both types of goals. The distinction between short- and long-range
goals may be important in determining how well the services are directed at
achieving recipients’ goals, as state rles require.28

Availability of Services — State rules pertaining to the availability of services are
designed to ensure that waiver recipients receive services they need regardless of
where in the state they reside. The rules say that case managers shall arrange for
authorized services consistent with, among other things, the needsj t;and preferences
of the waiver recipient as ideatified in the individual service plan.”” Case
managers are responsible for assisting waiver recipients to secure the services
identified in their individual service plans, even if the services are not currently
available.’® In our assessment of service availability, we did not independently
verify how many waiver recipients may have been affected by unavailable
services.

25 Minn. Rules (2003). ch. 95250024, subp. 3,

26 'We can be 95 percent confident that the value is likely berween 0.5 percent and 3.7 percent of
the cases.

27 One county did not respond to the question.

28 Minn. Rules (2003), ch. 9525.0024, subp. & A.
29 Minn. Rufes (20033, ch. 9523.0016, subp. 11 A.
30 Minn. Rules {2003}, ch., 9525.0024, subp. 5-6.
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The Department of Human Services does not monitor the availability of services
from county to county. About one in eight counties reported on our survey that
they did not have a ful} range of MR/RC services available at the end of 2002 for
their MR/RC Waiver recipients, Another two counties said they did not have all
services but did have available those services being requested at the time. as
Figure 3.3 shows. Most often. counties reported that the unavailable services
were 24-hour emergency assistance, adult day care service, and housing access
coordination. All of the counties without full services, however, reported taking
steps to correct the situation. Counties most often said that they either approach
current providers to discuss expanding existing services or attempt 1o obtain the
service from providers in neighboring counties.

The open-enrollment period of 2001 exacerbated the lack of services in certain
counties. Only 20 percent of counties, most of which were smaller counties,
reported having services in place when open enroliment ended in July 2001
accommodate all or nearly all of MR/RC Waiver recipients’ needs. Within six
months of the end of open enrcllment, 73 percent of all counties reported having
full services available. Two counties indicated they did not have full services
available a vear and a half after open enroliment ended.”’

Ensuring Assessment of Needs in a Timely Way — Scveral state rules specify
timelines for certain county activities. One applies to the timing for completing

Figure 3.3: Range of Services Available in 2002 as
Reported by Counties, 2003

Counties Missing Some
Services But None That
Recipients Requested

Counties Missing Services

Y

Counties With Full Range of Services Available

NOTES: The question read: "As of the end of 2002, was the full range of ME/RC waiver services
available for your county's MR/RC Waiver recipients?" Percentages do not total 100 percent due io
reunding, {M=82)

SCURCE: Office of the Legislative Auditer, County Questionnaire on the Mental Retardation or
Related Conditions Waiver, September 2003.

37 In one case, most of the new waiver recipienis were chiidren. but the county’s services at the
time were sore appropiiate for adults. In another case, a county reported that its remote location
and small number of potential recipients made it difficult to atiract providers.
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diagnostic evaluations, and a second applies to the initial meeting of screening
teams. These rules help ensure that applicants for waiver services and new
recipients do not wait excessively before receiving services to which they are
entitled. In reviewing county compliance, we did not assess how the lack of
timeliness affected waiver recipiems.

When individuals apply
for the MR/RC Waiver
program, state rules
require counties to
compiete diagnostic
evaluations within 35 days
to determme apphicants’
ehglblili} ? The
Department of Human
Services does not review
the timeliness of countles’
activities, but many
counties acknowledged
difficulty in meeting the
timeline for completing
the diagnostic evaluations.
Just 29 percent of counties
reporied in response to our
survey that they completed the diagnostic evaluations in a timely way for all
applicants in 2002; about a third of commes reported meeting the timeline for less
than 90 percent of their appllcants ? State statutes give waiver recipients the right
1o file an appeal when they believe that a county agency has taken longer to act
than statutes require. 4 Appeals are an insufficient method for controlling county
timeliness because the appeals process can be time consuming and drawn out, and
recipients file relatively few appeals for any reason, with just 6 MR/RC Waiver
appeals in 200! and 16 in 2002.

Service planning teams identify waiver recipients’ needs and
preferences for services.

A second timing requirement applies to screening teams, which review diagnostic
evaluations and other data and determine a person’s level of needed care. State
rules requ1rc that counties convene, screemno team meetings within 60 days of a
person’s initial request for service.” 3 About one-third of counties reported in our
survey that they did not meet the screening team deadline for ali of their MR/RC

32 Minn. Rules {2003). ch. 9525.0016, subp. 3.

33 In addition, three countics. including two of the largest counties, responded that they did not
have iformation 1o answer the guestion. About 79 percent of counties reported that they did not
meet the timelines because applivants did not mees their responsibilities fo complete the diagnostic
evaluations and 72 percent of counties reported that the Himited availability of psychoiogists ¢
administer tests was a barrier 1o meeting the timelines, although this was far more common in the
medium- and smali-sized counties than in the large ones.

4 Mina. Star (2003) §256.045, subd. 3.
33 Minn. Rules {2003), ch. 9325.0016. subp. 7.
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Waiver recipients, but most reported meeting the 60-day requirement for 90 10 99
percent of their waiver recipients.”

NEED FOR STATE REVIEW OF COUNTY
ADMINISTRATION

In 2004, the Department of Human Services plass to begin reviewing county
administration of all Medicaid Home and Community-Based Waiver programs.
Its goals for the county reviews are to: gain familiarity with local practices, target
training and technical assistance, and correct any inappropriate behavior,

RECOMMENDATION

Wiien the Department of Human Services begins formally reviewing county
administration of Home and Commuinity-Based Waiver programs in 2004, it
should assess county compliance with practices required in state rules for
the MR/RC Waiver program.

All counties are obligated to follow state rules governing the MR/RC Waiver
program. Formal county reviews offer the department an opportunity to examine
county practices more closely and help ensure compliance. While addressing our
recommendation may increase the cost of the reviews, it fits with the department’s
coals for the reviews,

36 Counties most commonly said thut the reason for delay was that recipients did not meet their
responsibitities (o participate in 2 meeting. A number of smaller counties velunteered that the need
t0 wait for eligibility determinatons or diagnostic information prevented them from meeting the
timing requirement.
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Minnesota Department of Human Services | _ R

February 6, 2004

James R. Nobles, Legislative Auditor
Office of the Legislative Auditor
Centennial Office Building

658 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55155

Dear Mr. Nobles:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your report, “Medicaid Home

and Community-Based Waiver Services for Persons with Mental Retardation or Related
Conditions.”

ent of Human Services agrees with the findings of your report and is
se recommendations. '
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