MINUTES OF THE HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING
February 18, 1981

The Human Services Committee convened on February 18, 1981

in Room 103 of the Capitol at 12:45 p.m. with CHAIRMAN BUDD
GOULD presiding. All members were present except REPRESENTA-
TIVES BRAND and DEVLIN who were excused.

HB 566.

REP. HEMSTAD opened the hearing on the bill explaining the intent
and reading suggested amendments to the bill. (EXHIBIT IA) This
bill was requested by electrologists and asks for definition

of electrology to mean removal of superfluous hair with an
electrified needle and to require a license for the removal

of superfluous hair by a means other than electrology.

PROPONENTS :

HELEN ARTHUR, licensed electrologist from Great Falls, testified
in favor of the bill, saying it would give the electrologists
credibility. She read three letters received by her from

the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) defining the terms "electro-
lysis," "removatron," "Nu-Trolysis," and "Depilatron." (EXHIBIT I.)
The letters indicated that the FDA felt the tweezer-type hair
removers had a temporary effect. She also submitted letters

from JAMES OCCIOGROSSO, President of the Condesco Corporation,
(EXHIBIT II), information on Removatron (EXHIBIT III), a copy

of an ad for The Electrolysis Clinic of Great Falls, (EXHIBIT 1V),

a letter from DR. ALBERT M. KLIGMAN, MD, ph.D. (EXHIBIT V), from
the University of Pennsylvania and a Depillex advertisement,
(EXHIBIT VI), attached to a FDA Enforcement Report.

DONNA ALIRES, an electrologist from Kalispell, ‘testified that
her main concern was for the safety of the public. She felt
that without licensing there could be a spread of communicable
disease because a physical exam would not be required. She also
said a friend who worked as a hair remover by the tweezer method
said the method lacked permanency, and quit a lucrative position
in an elite California salon because her conscience wouldn't
allow her to continue. She stated that, even to give a manicure
in that state, one must be a cosmetologist.

ROSE PARIS, an electrologist from Missoula, distributed EXHIBITS
VII through XII in addition to testifying as a proponent of the
bill.

KATHRYN (KATIE) TUCKER, member of the Board of Electrology,
testified in favor of the bill, but did propose an amendment to it.
Tucker's proposed amemdment to the bill would require that all
individuals performing hair removal by other than the electric
needle be required to have the background and training of a
cosmetologist in the study of skin textures and hair or require
that the hair removal be performed only in a licensed cosmetology
establishment under supervision of a licensed cosmetologist. She
said the board also intends to have a "grandfather clause" to

allow those to practice who have prior to enactment of the law.
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ALICE BERNING, a registered eléctrologist from Kalispell,
submitted her recommendations for amendment to HB 566 (EXHIBIT XIII).

CAL CAMPBELL, representing the Montana Department of Health

and Environmental Sciences, Food, Drug and Cosmetic Section
Supervisor, testified as a proponent. He was called into the
controversy as a result of receiving complaints because of

the non-permanent nature of the tweezer hair removal. He sub-
mitted copies of correspondence and of advertising (EXHIBIT VII).

NORBERT J. BERNING, representing Alice's Electrolysis of Kalispell,
submitted recommendations for amendments to be added to HB 566
(EXHIBIT XIII and XIV).

OPPONENTS :

SANDRA WILLIAMSON, of Removatrol Hair Removal in Missoula,
said she felt this bill would violate her constitutional rights,
as well as the five other businesses she represents.

PEGGY STEFFLAS, a Removatron operator from Billings, said she
does not claim to be an electrologist. She said her method
used radio frequency energy. She also said that the method is
"permanent" though it cannot claim so, as it has not been in
use long enough. She favored licensing, but feels her type of
hair removal should not be included with licensing of electro-
lygists and their salons, as the two methods are very different.
She suggested two separate bills for licensing. The Removatron
Company conducts its own training program, 5he said.

PATTY FOSTER, owner of two Removatron businesses in Missoula
showed the committee a poster which explained the two types of
hair removal. She said in her own experience of having hair
removed, she found the Removatron to be ore permanent than
electrology.

QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE:

REP. BERGENE asked how Removatron operators were trained.

PATTY FOSTER said they were trained by the company manufacturing
the machine; after training the operator practices for a month
or so.

REP. KEYSER referred to tweezer method permanency and asked if
Removatron was permanent hair removal. FOSTER said the court case
mentioned in testimony was against Depilatron which is different.
The test case is in California, where a cosmetology license is
required for anyone removing hair.

REP. KEYSER asked why the permanency had been questioned by the
U.S. Dept. of Health. FOSTER said it takes a series of treat-
ments to effect permanency with any method.
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REP. PAVLOVICH asked if an electrology operator must go to a
beauty school. - ARTHUR said an operator had to go to an electro-
logy school, most of which require 500 hours of training, in
addition to being a trained cosmetologist.

REP. SWITZER asked why licensing was being considered for people
who are already in business. CAMPBELL (DHES) said the tweezer
hair removers don't wish to be licensed under the Board of
Electrology. TUCKER said the Legislature enacted a law in 1976
requiring the licensing.

REP. BARDANOUVE asked why a grandfather clause should be included.
TUCKER, of the Board of Cosmetology, said that was for people
who were already in business.

CHAIRMAN GOULD asked why there couldn't be two different licenses.
TUCKER said she thought neither group would object to that.

REP. SEIFERT asked if the electrology method would require
licensing and the "tweezer" operator would not. TUCKER said
the "tweezer" operators would not object to being licensed.

REP. HEMSTAD said the electrologists do not care if the other
faction practices, but objects to them being referred to as
electrologists. She feels the two should be completely separate.
She said the Removatron people in California were fined $35,000.
The hearing on HB 566 was closed.

HB 705.

REP. FEDA opened the hearing on HB 705, an act requiring timely
payment by the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services
to providers of health care services to recipients of medical
assistance. The bill would require the SRS to be run as a
business, paying their bills on time, he said.

PROPONENTS :

BILL LEARY, president of the Montana Hospital Association,

(EXHIBIT XIV), presented written testimony addressing the problem
of delays in payment by SRS. It included a statement by Mr.

Leary, a copy of Administrative Rules of Montana in regard to

this matter, a letter to Director Keith Colbo of the SRS and a
letter written by Colbo, regarding the delay and suggesting the
state return to the old method of allowing the Dikewood Corporation
to write the checks.

ROSE SKOOG, Executive Director of the Montana Nursing Home
Association, left written testimony favoring the bill(EXHIBIT XV),
said MR. LEARY.

KYLE HOPSTED, of a Glasgow hospital, said that payrolls must be
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paid on time; if the hospitals or nursing homes lack the money,
they must borrow and pay interest.

CHAD SMITH, attorney for the Montana Hospital Association, said
that working capital costs money. When a hospital has to borrow
money, the additional cost is borne by the patient. Most insur-
ance companies pay within two or three weeks, and he felt that
Medicaid should be just as prompt.

OPPONENTS:

JUDITH CARLSON, deputy director of the SRS, read a letter to
Chairman GOULD from SRS Director JOHN LaFAVER stating that SRS
not only must pay their bills promptly, but accurately. He
said that several determinations must be made before a check
is written out. (EXHIBIT XVI)

QUESTIONS FROM THE COMMITTEE:

REP. SWITZER asked who makes out the checks. BILL IKARD, of the
SRS, said that once a week SRS receives a computer tape from the
Dikewood Corporation in Albuquerque, N.M. That tape is put on
the SRS computers, runs through the state treasurer and all
required processes and then a check is issued based on the
computer tape received. The Dikewood Corporation has a contract
to evaluate all Medicaid bills promptly and accurately and to
give management reports. The computer checks all bills to
determine whether they should be paid, he said. The computer
operation is done in New Mexico and the tape is sent to Dikewood.
About 1,700 bills are received daily, he said. They are
processed in Great Falls and then they send their information

to Dikewood.

REP. SIVERTSEN asked what causes the delays. LEARY said that
eligibility technicians in some counties do not want to record
the requirements. This delays the hospital. He also thought
the method of the computer tapes coming from New Mexico and the
checks being made out in Helena was another cause of delay. - He
thought the process would be speeded up if Dikewood made out the
checks.

LEARY said another problem which the MHA does not attempt to
address by this bill is a third party liability situation, which
can hold up payment for investigation of the claim.

REP. KEYSER asked if LEARY felt the problems were with the SRS,
or the hospitals. LEARY said a survey four or five years ago
indicated that part of the problem was with the hospital, and
said SRS had improved to a degree, but that further improvement
was needed.
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REP. NILSON asked what the maximum amount of interest, (requested
by the bill) 1legally could be charged. REP. FEDA said 6%.

REP. KEYSER felt the testimony was conflicting and asked just
how fast the claims were paid. JUDY CARLSON said the difference
could be from time payments and the kind of claims. SRS has

" improved considerably in the past six months, she said, and
admitted that JOHN LaFAVER's statistics were from that time
period, rather than a previous time, when the checks were being
issued with more delay.

LEARY, said he had just received his information that morning
from the Deaconess Hospital and they still reported slow
processing of claims. He said he could not refute Faver's
statistics on a state-wide basis, but only wished to report to
the committee what a few of the hospitals had reported to him
recently.

REP. BARDANOUVE asked over what period the statistics were
gathered. LEARY said the survey covered the past 18 months
and included 1900 claims.

REP. BARDANOUVE said that the new method of handling of claims
has covered only the past 6 months and questioned including the
previous 12 months.

REP. BARDANOUVE asked why the eligibility technicians wouldn't
£fill out the eligibility forms. LEARY and CARLSON both agreed
that they didn't have time during the first 15 days of the month
as they were busy working on the books. REP. BARDANOUVE said
perhaps there should be more eligibility technicians hired.

He also said improper payment could result in embezzlement
occurring. He said that there might also be cases in which
hospitals hold money belonging to SRS and asked if the hospitals
would have to pay interest on these advances. SMITH said yes,
that it could happen.

REP. DEVLIN wondered just how long it presently takes to process
claims.

HOPSTED, from Glasgow, said some claims take from four to six
weeks before payment is received. LEARY, MHA, said that in the
area of private payment, Blue Cross pays in about two weeks,
Blue Shieldpays in about 30 days and the state pays in 30 to 40
days.

REP. BARDANOUVE said the difference is that the private insurance
carriers have already determined the eligibility. REP. FEDA

felt private companies should not be compared, as they have many
different plans. He urged passage of HB 705 and closed the
hearing on the bill.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION.

REP. SIVERTSEN moved that HJR 1 be tabled. The motion was
seconded and PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

HB 258.

REP. SEIFERT distributed copies of HB 258 as rewritten by a
subcommittee composed of REP. SEIFERT, REP. HEMSTAD, and REP.
MOORE. He also distributed copies of the original HB 258,
showing where the changes were made in combining HB 258 and
HIJR 1. He also stated that a Statement of Intent would be
needed and asked that RUSS JOSEPHSON, legal counsel for the
committee, prepare one for the bill. RUSS JOSEPHSON read a
proposed Statement of Intent. REP. SEIFERT stated this was
not a Committee Bill, but was to retain the same number.

REP. SEIFERT moved a DO PASS for the substitute bill HB 258.

REP. SEIFERT MOVED the committee ACCEPT THE AMENDMENTS and the
STATEMENT OF INTENT FOR HB 258. The motion was seconded and
PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. He then MOVED that HB 258 DO PASS AS
AMENDED. The motion was seconded and PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

HB 566.

REP. BENNETT moved HB 566 DO PASS AS AMENDED. REP. HEMSTED

said there were two major changes in the bill. One was a .change

from a pilot program to one going statewide. The other was that,
instead of narrowing in on six counties, it was decided to narrow
in on aid to dependent children. Some language was changed to

go along with the federal WIN program, she said. The motion was

WITHDRAWN, and action was postponed to a later meeting.

 adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Z
“BUDD GOULD, Chairman

rj
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AMENDMENTS TO HB 566

TA

1. Title, line 6.
Following: "REQUIRE A"
Insert: "COSMETOLOGY"

2. Title, line 8.

Following: 1line 7

Strike: "SECTIONS 37-32-101 THROUGH: 37-32-103"
Insert: "SECTION 37-32-101 AND 37-32-102"

3. Page 1, lines 11 through 19.

Strike: Section 1l in its entirety

Insert: "Section 1. Section 37-31-101, MCA is amended to read:
37-31-101. Definitions. Unless the context requires otherwise,
in this chapter the following definitions apply:
(1) "Practice and teaching of cosmetology"” includes work generally
and usually included in the terms "hairdressing" and beauty culture"
and performed in so-called hairdressing and beauty shops or by
itinerant cosmetologists, which work is done for the embellishment,
cleanliness, and beautificaliBon of the hair, scalp, face, arms,
or hands, and includes the practice of removing superfluous hair
by a means other than electrology. The practice and teaching of
cosmetology shall not be construed to incude:

(a) itinerant cosmetologists who perform their services without
compensaation for demonstration purposes in any regularly established
store or place of business holding a license from the state of
Montana as such store or place of business; or

(b) cosmetological artists who demonstrate cosmetological skills
under the auspices of the state association of cosmetology or
its affiliated units, whether at meetings or in licensed cosmetolo-
gical establishments.

(2) "Cosmetological establishment” means premises, building, or

part of a building in which is practiced a branch or combination

of branches of cosmetology or the occupation of a hairdresser and
cosmetician or cosmetologist and which must have a manager-operator

in charge.

(3) "Board" means the board of cosmetologists provided for in
2-15-1626.

(4) T"Department” means the department of professional and occupational
licensing provided for in Title 2, chapter 15, part 16.

4, Page 2, line 6.
Following: T"practice of"
Insert: "permanently"”

5. Page 2, lines 10 through 20.
Strike:_  Section 3 in its entirety
Renumber: all subsequent sections

6. Page 4, line 21.
Following: "chapter
Strike: "32"
Insert: "31"

7. Page 4, line 22.
Following: "chapter"
Strike: "32"

Insert: "31"
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Food and Drig Admunistration
8757 Georgia Avenue

December 9. 1980 Silver Spring MD 203810
)

Ms. Helen Arthur
600 Central Plaza, #106
Great Falls, Montana 59401

Dear Ms. Arthur:

This 1s In respomse to your recent letter requesting information concerning
the different types and methods of machines used in electrolysis.

There are basically two types of hair removal devices being marketed at
the present time. The electrolytic type uses a thin needle which is
inserted into the hair follicle. By passage of an electric current
through the needle, the follicle is damaged to the point that it will no
longer produce hair. This method, when properly done by specially trained
people, can effect permanent hair removal. However, if this procedure

is applied improperly, infection and permanent scarring can result.

The Remoyatrop, which is a "tweezer" type device that holds the hair

strand above the skin line and transmits an clectrical curront down the

shaft, is limited to the "temporary removal of superfluous hﬁl&'” We are

not aware of any evidence to support the effectiveness of this type of

device for anything other than simply '"tweezing' the hair. Any representations
or suggestions that the device will accomplish permanent hair removal

may misbrand the device and may place it in violation of federal law.

1f we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to lel us
know.

Sincerely yours,

g b
ex L O
/'{(A‘/‘-i’( [ il g, RV

Richard R. Anderson
Division of Compliance Operations
Bureau of Medical Devices



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
PUBLIC HIZALTH SERVICE
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
SILVIR SPRING., MARYLAND 20910

April 18, 1980

Ms. Claire Lofgren
10645 Camino Real
Fountain valley, CA 92708

Decar Ms. Lofgren:

This is in responsc to your recent letter regarding permancnt and painless hair

TOWMOva .,

Cencrally, two types of hair removal devices are being marketed at the present
time. The electrolytic type uses a thin ncedle which 1s inserted into the hatr
follicle. By passage of an electric current through the needle, the follicle
1s damaged to the point where it will no longer produce hair. The electrolytic
miethod, when preperly done, can c¢ffect permanent hair removal.

;H}C tweezepr type, which Jdocludes the Nu-Trolysis device, holds the hair strand
above the skin and tranmsmits an electrical current down the shaft. MhSebipe

is limited Mor {emporary removal of superflouous hair.'" The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) has a case pending against onc of the companies promoting
this type of product. Tihe U.S. District Court fcr the Southern District of New
York prescntly has under consideration a scizure case against Depilitron Incor-—
porated. It is the government's contention that g aylees are not effective

for permgpent hair removal and in fact arc no more effective than a regular
pair of Lweezers.

Without representative labeling and advertising material which should accompany
the sale and promotion of the device, we are unable to comment more definitively.
You may wish to provide us with copies of the intended labeling and premotional
material for review. This may be in rough draft form.

If we can be of any further assistance, please let us know.
Sincerely yours,
6]>A¢]% | '}>‘IV“”W47VV\
Bert L. Schrivener, Chief

Regulatory Guidance Branch
Burcau of Medical Devices
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January 23, 1980
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The State of California has taken legas actilon against this device and so
has the Food and Drug Administration (FDAJ. The California case was setticd
and tha FDA case 1is stii! pending in the New York Federal District Court.

It is the opinion of the DA that Depitatron is not effective for perm-
anent halir removal. We have seen no well controlied scientific studies to

- | ST e e o ————— v
substantiate such ciaims by tweezer type halr removal devices,

We trust this information is helpful.
Sincerely yours,

\ ¢

£ L)

Jon (. \
ri\(\\&-‘\. ‘.‘\ \‘\".‘ plé N ,< -

Richard R. Anderson
Division of Compliance Operatious
Bureau of Medical Devices
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600 Central Plagza X106
Great Falls, Montana
50401

', James Uechlogrosso ,President
uondesco Corporation

L1 Spruce Circle

Farmingville, New York

dear KHr, Ccbhlogrosso,

I am a liscenced electrologist, and I was very interested in your
letter to #r, G.Artinian , Oct, 15, 1975 in which you discussed the
Jdepilitron tweezer machine. .

You made the statement that 'human halr does not conduct electrilc-
ity.*

I have been involved in trylng to get the tweezer machines out of
our field of electrolysis..and have quoted your statement in regard to
that fact.

However, the Kemovatron representative from bac k east somewhere
called he about two months ago to criticise me for knocking the tweezer
machines and he had apparently been sent my ad whieh quoted you. He
made an interesting statement about you and I quote "Mr. Occhiogrosso
must have beans between his ears."m!

He sald "we don't use electricity, we use radio frequency energy,
or radio waves,” He sald that the hair is used as an insulator to
transfer the radio waves,

I ecalled the Removatron operator here and she sald "we use radio
waves,.,.lilke micro waves , and they only go to the end of the hair,
she stated that the vibrations of the radlo waves agalinst the moisture in
the skin causes heat and destroys the halr root.

I am wondering if you have any more informatlon on this type of
machine and could you explain the difference between radio frequéncy
energy, and electrieity, if there is any?

LI would appreciate hsaring from you, and I sincerely hope that he
was wrong about the beans!

Cordially yours,

Helen Arthur R,.E.



CONDESCO CORPORATION

JORNAVERLY AVENUED HOLTSVILLE NEW YORK 11742 (L6 475 6410

January 5, 1981

[Telen Arthur
600 Central Plaza # 106
Great Falls, Montana 50401

Dear Ms Arthur:

I received your letter a while ago and I apologize for the delay in
answering,

To give you a full explanation of the reasons why a tweezer machine
is ineffective towards permanent removal of unwanted hair would be
extremely technical, and would require much more time than that
available to me at the moment,

However, you might well tell your "Removatron' representative
that if he is "using radio waves--like micro waves' with the hair as an
insulator for the transferral of the energy, he has accomplished the
violation of all the known laws of electrical energy transfer, 1t ig
concievable that a human hair can transfer energy from a tweezer

down into a hair follicle, but, the freque h a machine
would have to operate, and the required power levels would be X~

tremely difficult to obtain and would be hazardous to human life,

In essence the size and construction of a human hair and its
associated follicle, preclude the possibility of the transferral of
sufficient energy to do any damage to the growth cells, at the frequencies
and power levels at which electrolysis machines are permitted to
operate,

If you would like to go into the technical reasons why the tweezer
method cannot be effective, I suggest you contact the Kree organiza~
tion and request copies of some of the independent studies that
have been performed, over and above my analysis. You might be
very interested in the report from Hofstra University in which
the actual results of a comparison test between tweezer and needle
machines on human subjects, was analyzed,

The mode of operation of all those who perpetrate a "hoax'' on
the public is essentially the same, and that is: to take a true or well
known fact, and distort it to make it believable in their desired appli~
cation, The tweezer machine promoters are using the fact that

A

“memmma iy blectrome Logqueening and Packagira



CONDESCO CORPORATION

755 WAVERLY AVENUE, HOLTSVILLE NEW YORK 11742 (5161 475 5510
Page # 2

electrical energy can indeed be passed from one point to another by
traveling along the surface of a normally non=-conductive element, but,
what they neglect to tell you is that the physical dimensions and character=
istics of human hair make this effect impossible to obtain,

To illustrate this point, I cite the following example:

Our society today puts considerable emphasis on a woman's breasts,
with the implication that a shortage of feminine hormones causes small
sized breasts, Manufacturer's of breast enlargement creamsg 8&dvertisge -
and sell from many magazines, implying that their product has the
"oroper' hormonal content to overcome this problem'. What they neglect
to mention is that a woman's breast size is genetically inherited, and
virtually nothing, short of surgery, can change that fact, Butw-=====
they sell a lot of cream!!!

Very truly yours,

g “7y

P BN ,:X‘ a gl e sy
.~ James J, Occhiogrosso
Lo Prebident

ey

“Cnmu!mmg in Flectromo Engmeering and Paci aging



CONDESCO CORPAORATION

11 SPRUCE CIRCLE, FARMINGVILLE, NEW YORK 11738 {516) 698-7000

Oct. 15, 1975

Mr. G.P, Artinian
Krece International
152 W. 42nd Strcet
New York, N,Y, 10036

Dear Mr., Artinian:

Attached is a tcchnical report detailing the concepts and parameters upon
which I have based my conclusions regardmg the Dipilitron method of hair
removal

It is an unchallengable fact that to achieve permanent removal of unwanted
hair, the growth cells associated with the hair must be destroyed, or
significantly damaged.

Observing the Dipilitron method in operation, I note that the concept of this
machine is to apply Radio Frequency (RF) energy directly to the unwanted
hair shaft,

This concept is erroneous! Human hair does not conduct electricity! Thus,
since the Dipilitron machine is in contact only with the hair itself, no energy
is applied to the growth cells, and consequently, these cells are not damaged
or destroyed.

Expecting to effect permanent nair removal in this manner, is analogous to
expecting an electrical appliance to function without being plugged in!

The basic philosophy that the hair shaft will capacitively or directly conduct
the RF energy to the lower extreme qf the Ban‘ shafi 1s iotally 1n°0mpat1b1e
with known 1aws of energy tr‘ansfer, P

1t is my conclusion, based on the attaéhed study, that the Dipilitron method

is no more effective in achieving hair removal, than a common tweezer,

Very truly yours

] , 7.

Vdmers ¥on ﬁf/w;w.//fa
James J Occhiogrosso
President

““"4‘ 2 Toia

mConsuhams in Electronic Engineering and Packaging
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~SREAT FALLS, MONTANA 59405
PHONE 408 727-0022




Did you know? Unwanted Hair is a problem almost al!
~. women share_ It's a fact! Statistics show that 85-90Y%,

of all women have some facial or body hair they
"~ would look and feel better without. The Removatron
method is a beautiful solution to this embarrassing
cosmetic problem. It lets you say goodbye to temporary,
messy creams or useless shaving, plucking, bleaching.
and waxing. And you can forget about ‘‘needle ouch’
forever. Removatron uses NO NEEDLES! It's both
effective and painless, can be used on even your most
sensitive body areas, and lets you apply make-up right
after treatment. It's what you've been waiting for. but
never had until now— SAFE. EFFECTIVE. PAINLESS
HAIR REMOVAL. Removatron. It works, but it
o doesn'thurt!

Radio Frequency Energy is transmitted from the
machine and channeled through the electronic tweezers.
it follows the hair shaft down through the hair follicle.

@ ccaqulates (dries) and destroys the papilla {root bulb),
which is the source of nourishment for the hair. In just

seconds, the unwanted hair slides right out — root and all.

NO. Itis a low-grade, drying-type energy. directed only
to the root of the hair. It will not travel any further. Thig
ww_js the same medically approved R.F.E_that has begp
_used for the past twenty-five years in electrology

7 ‘reatments.

-
YES. But not the first ime. Permanent hair removal
is seldom accomplished in a single treatment due to the

individual chemical make-up of each person and to
the many factors involved in hair growth.

NO. You won't feel a thing! Removatron’s exclusively

“nsulated tweezers gently grasp the hair above the skin
line and removes the hair — root and all. Nothing ever
‘ouches the skin!

-
There is no way your Removatron specialist or any
Joctor can tell you since they cannot see beneath the

urface of your skin. Only the hairs visible above the
L

skin can be removed. You DO have approximately
1,000 hairs per square ingh on your body which are

“not surfacing above the skin at the same time since they

grow in a 90-day cycle. But within a short period of time
you will definitely notice that an appreciable amount of
unwanted hair is not coming back.

Since there are factors such as emotional stress, hor-
monal. or chemical changes that may interfere with
your treatments: and since your unique chemical make-
up is not known, there is no way of knowing the

exact length of time. But be ASSURED that the treat-
ments will decrease as quickly as possible. The hour
treatments will diminish to 45 minutes. then to 30
minutes, and eventually to 15 minutes.

Since maximum results for treatments are achieved
when hair first appears above the skin (this is when
the roots are weakest and most vulnerable). appoint-
ments are scheduled on a weekly basis.

Once the papilla has been coagulated and terminated.
there is NO way anot r row out of that same
ollicle. But the same hair will have to be treated more

than once if it is weak and breaks off below the skin,
line, or if it is already detached from the papilla as in

the shedding process.

NO. This interferes with treatments. You should use
only scissors and cut the hair as close to the skin
as possible.

NO. ltis a localized heat which goes only to the papilla
attached to the hair being worked on. The heat travels
NO tfurther.

There are three rates available — one hour, half hour,
and fifteen minutes. It is the most important thing a
woman can do for herself. Remember, you are not buy-
ing an hour or a half-hour of time. You are buying

the end result — a skin free of hair for the rest of your
your life.
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Big Sky’s pride

E ] .

This $1.3 million Swearingen Metroliner is Big Sky Airlines,

-~ide and joy. It is the first of four Metroliners which will be 1972 CHEY. C30 )-ton
slivered to the airline for commuter air service throughout . )

wustern Montana, Wyoming and Idaho. Capt. Tommy Thompson ( gmé"z;};: , "“ﬂ:‘ﬁe ::i‘::'f .

is shown with the 17-passenger prop-jet after he landed at Great able boom and dollies & lights.

“"alls International Airport on a regularly scheduled run.
__hompson also is the airline’s chief pilot. The aircraft cruises
¥t 300 mph. The airline’s second Metroliner will be delivered in
- September. (Tribune Photo)

This unit is ready to be put to work.

[ 453.2491 or
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Permanent Hair Removal
tlectrologists
Do Whatil

v &
L Ry

AP IR A

B A Sk s G

i
"J{ Many people in Montana confuse James Occhiogrosso, president of an
%] electolysis with hoir removal by means  electronics corporation has stated "“The
& of electrified rweezers. concept is erronecus!’’ Human hair does -
I would fike to explain the difference M conduct electricity!!
as mony ladies hove been to my office Some states hove banned this type
who ote very dis-sotisfied ofter hoving of machine. California law prohibits + .
o long period of trectment by what electrologists from using them, and
they assume is electrolysis. olso requires promoters to refrain from
With electrolysis the hair root is des- ;Jsmg the words permanent OR pain-
. ess. ;
4 troved by opplying high frequency cur- ) in oddition to the expense of
& rent directly to '?he hoir root by means Judging from what | hove reod_ N this type of hair removal . . . most
7.5 of aminute surgicol probe. the past several years ond frpm talking  hair that is tweezed will grow back
gi Tweezer machine promoters claim to people who have .hoc'i this type of  darker and coarser.
E'\a thot elecric wrient s conducted h?;;‘ r‘e‘r;onec:,) ‘h‘?m' '“d'”_ed to agree ) ¢ ditt :
%5 through the hair 1o the root by grasp- :I/’\lo' the r. 44 'uhogdrqsso [ ‘s’toteraent Ye‘s |1here ‘ls o .greglz cieol ol i e}r‘» B
4‘2 ing the hair with electrified tweezers . . - method is no more effec-  ence! Electrolysis is still the only meth- - kX
~%  ond opplying rodio-frequency current tive in ochieving hoir removal than o  od for permanent removol of unwanted
:{‘3 thus destroying the hoir root " common tweezer.” hair other thon surgery.
 E
g‘f For further information or appointment call Helen Arthur, 727.5163

P
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ALBERT M. KLIGMAN, M. D, Pu. D.
HOBPITAL OF THE UNMIVERSITY OF PENNBYLVANIA
36T+ AND BPRUCK STREKKTS
PHILADELPMIA AA 18104
(218 3848 4308

28 388 43089
BB 682-228

DEPARTHENT OF DEAMATOLOOY

18 November 1975

Mr. Jules Shapiro
328 North Fifth Street
Reading, Pennsylvania 19601

Dear Mr. Shapiro:
I shall summarize in this letter the observations which
ad me to conclude that the claims made by Depilatron are false.
The device is a hoax and I wish tec have it entered in the recor

that T support efforts to have Depilatron exposed and discredited.

I. Examination of Epilated Hairs.

With the Kree clectrolysis units the hair roots
slide out of the follicle without effort. The entire bulb comes
out.

With the Depilatron unit the hairs break off above
the bulb; the viable portion of the hair matrix remains 1n situ.
W

The appearance of the hair roots is the same
whether or not the current is turned on and whether or not the
extraction is performed immediately or after 3 minutes of applied

heat.

The morphology of the extracted hair is in no way
distinguishable from that which is observable after manual

epilation with an ordinary pair of tweezers.

Therefore, Depilatron does nothing more than break
the hair shaft, leaving the matrix to generate another hair in
due course.

IT. Histologic Studies.

Six white males with hirsute forearms participated
in these studies,

The hairs were epilated within a one-inch circle
with the Depilatron on one side while a corresponding site on the



ALBERT M. KLIGMAN. M. D, PH. D.

Mr. Jules Shapiro

328 North Fifth Street
Reading, Pennsylvania 19601
Page 2

18 December 1975

opposite side was epilated by Kree electrolysis.

Elliptical, full thickness specimens of skin were
scalpel excised from the epilated areas. Histologic specimens were
prepared by conventional techniques and examined under the light
microscope.

Following electrolysis, there is extensive coagulation
necrosis of the entire basalar portion of the hair root. The
papilla and hair bulb are completely destroyed. The subcutancous
tissue prolapses into the vacant space left by extirpation of the
entire hair bulb. There is not any possibility that hairs can be
regenerated from follicles which have been destroyed in this
fashion.

The picture was entirely different with Depilatron
epilation. ot a single folljcle wags Ldence
destruction gf yiable tissua, The papilla was untouched and the
supra-papillary portion of the bulb was intact. A variable portion
of the external root sheath was removed, as expected after any form

of manual extraction.

It is a certainty that hairs will regenerate from
follicles in which the papilla and matrix survive.

I believe these observations do not allow for
equivocal interpretations. The Depilatron apparatus cannot accomplish
permanent epilation as does conventional electrolysis.

Sincerely yours,

i
TN~/
/ é// / Y
Albert'M” Kligpan, M.D., Ph.D.

Professor of Dermatology

AMK/ajm

cc: Mr, Peter Artinian
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12 December 1975

Mr. G. P. Artinian, Pres.
Kree International
152 W.42nd Street
New York, New York 10036

Dear Mr. Artiniaﬁ,

Jim Occhiogrosso recently sent me a copy of "Ba51c Slnpllfled Depllltron
DP-206 Theory " Whil ort is essentially

correct in its description of a basic capacitor and the ability of a
ransmitter, such as a TV station, to transmit over large distances to

a TV set, it stops shorf of completing the.analogy and misses the basic
phenomena that renders the operation of this machine impossible.

Going on from their description of a TV station transmitting to a TV
receiver, one can draw an analogy between a hair follicle in the skin

and a tunnel through which automobiles drive. It is a well known fact

that as you enter a tunnel, it becomes rapidly difficult to receive radio
signals. You will also have noted that FM radio is better in this

regard, however still does not work in a tunnel of any length. The problenm
is that the tunnel is small compared to the wave length of the radio
signals involved. In the case of an AM radio station, the wavelength

of the AM signals are on the order of about 1,000 feet, while the opening
of the tunnel is about 20-30 feet. (a ratio of 50:1 - 33:1). 1In the case
of FM, where some improvement is noted, wavelength is on the order of 10 feet.
I1f, by analogy, we compare this to the problem of causing the radio energy
to propagate down a hair follicle, we find we are faced with a wavelength
of approximately 36 feet at the Depilatron frequency, and a hair follicle,
or "tunnel opening' of approximately .005 inches. (a ratio of 7000:1)
Noting the relative dimensions, it is not surprising that the energy which
will not propagate any distance into a tunnel, with a ratio of 50:1, will
also have difficulty in propagating down a very narrow and long (relatively
speaking) hair follicle, with a ratio of 7000:1.

I realize that the theory of why radio waves will not propagate -down

into tunnels is fairly complex and not of interest, I thought it might
interest you to realize that this situation is analagcus to the Depilitron
theory. Although a layman may not know wh) the energy does not travel
down into a tunnel, he certainly is aware of the effects.

I am sorry that I was unable to attend the news conference, and look
forward to meeting you at some date in the future.

God keep you

/K{;A/ L/’\l .
Martin Carl Poppe, Jr.

MCP)r:1p

PO BOX 66 - CAMBRIDGE, VERMONT 05444 - gOor-Raa-ss4a



Depillex s an easity operated unit which ¥ IS THE ONLY
m.?)\vs possible the safe and complgtely EL ECTRONIC TW EEZER THAT

paintess removal of superfluous hair with-

-
e
g
b
4
o

P

scarring or tissue damage.

L g 9 1. You can buy for $5,000.00 ’
A i N

The Depitlex Unit is finished in white with 5 3 l"\JeOS'e orlwdb‘puiric‘hosgnc:r?o{'osur option

dlack trim. The tweezers and foot switch - No legal binding ¢ ,

- ; A £ 4. Our tirm has a medicol background in

are stored i a specially designed container % { d . t ol | d

4t the front of the Unit. s ri§eorc1 and developing of electrology an

AT, s & skin core equipment

Depillexs a precision electronic instrument. : 5. Depillex is the newest, most improved,
i medically tested ELECTRONIC TWEEZER on the

a1 special 1 s include -
Other special features inclu market

F. C. C. regulations met
Hours meter to record the total

number of hours worked.

o

Digital clock 1o assist operator

> L e g ST e A I e L T kg,

i | R e SRS

and client, " f ! :

" ains ne i ¥ T \ ! ! L
Red mains neon light. iy, K ‘ - W
: Tl ¢
* White neon to indicate when power &
is being applied to the tweezers. ~
. . . »
The Unit has an elegant and sophisticated 4
appearance inspiring confidence even in ¥
the most apprehensive, - By

N

Dept

N N T e

Bl The Depillextweezers TWEEZER

[ do not even touch the

i skin when the current ;

‘} 1s passed through them.
LEPILLEX is a completely new, safe and ] 4
pamiess method of removing unwanted hair. "
The DEPILLEX method uses special electronic ,;
tweezers 1o grasp the hair, they do not L.‘
touch the skin, The DEPILLEX current flows ,’F"‘

through the tweezers and after a few seconds
the raat of the hair is destroyed and painless
removal can take place.

M

Cosmetic depilation HAIR

The Depilexmethod brings exciting new scope
in the field of cosmetic deptlation, where the
comiortable removal of underarm or bikini
tine hair for example, is now possible.

After treatment clients may use make-up as
usual without any ill effects since there is no
skin damage.

o S R S R

|

SKIN

FOLLICLE
%
g PAPILLA
% .
E\ {

PATENTS APPLIED FOR L N\ U SRRl



f«; Enforcement

Q Press Otfice

5600 Fisners Lane

Rockville, Md. 20857 (202)245 1144

L J mp“rt Food and Drug Administration

™ The FDA Enforcement Raport is published weekly and contains information on prosecutions, seizures, injunctions, and recalls. The following is an

explanation ot these actions:
PROSECUTION. A criminal action filed by FDA against a company or
individual charging violation of the law. Prosecutions listed below have
been filed with a court but not yet tried or concluded.

SEIZURE: An action taken to remove a product from commerce because
it is in violation of the law. FDA initiates a sejzure by filing a complaint
with the U.S. District Court where the goods are located. A U.S. marshal is
then directed by the court to take possession of the goods until the matter
is resoived. The date listed is the date a seizure request is filed, not the date
of seizure.

INJUNCTION: A civil action filed by FDA agsinst an individual or com-
pany seeking, in most cases, to stop a company from continuing to manu-
facture or distribute products that are in violation of the law. Injunctions
tistad have been filed with the court but not concluded.

RECALL: Voluntary removal by a firm of a defective product from the
market. Some recalls begin when the firm finds a problem, others are
conducted at FDA's request. Recalls may involve the physical removal of
products from the market or correction of the problem where the product
is located,

Product: Depillex Device (78-130-447)

Cherge: Misbranded - Product labeling is false and misleading

Responsible Firm: B10 2000, Inc., and Bea Cranford, Inc., Irving, Texas

Filed: Septenber &, 1978 - U.S. District Court for the Fastern
District of Tennessee; Civil #CIV-2-78-147, FDC #61854

-
IW-_
Product: Flour (78-172-475)
Charge: Adulterated - Product contaminated with a fiithy substance

and was held under insanitary conditions

Responsible Firm:

District of Florida at Tampa;

Filed: September 19,
FOC #61741

Product:

Charge:

Trans-Florida Warehouse Corporation,

Tampa, Florida
U.S. District Court for the Middle
Civil #78-769-CIV-TR,

1972

NS Suppositories (78-147-435)
ronuct is a new drug marketed without an approved MNew

Drug Application

Avcon Laboraturies (Puerto Rico),

Inc., Humacac, Puerto

19783 U.S. Pistrict Court for the District
Civil #78-1830, FDC #61874

Responsible ©irn:
Rico
Filed: September 21,
' of Puerto Rico;
Product: Maple Syrup (/8-115-479)
Charge:

Adulterated and Misbranded - Syrup other than maple syrup
has been substituted;

product does not conform to a

standard of identity for maple syrup

Pospor%1b1e irm:
File

Paul Pilgrim, DeKalb,
September 25,

Mississippi

1978 - U.S. District Court for the Western

District of dk]ahoma at Oklahoma City; Civil #78-1032-D,

FDC #61893
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The Food and Drug, Administration has taken action
against a "Depillex Unit" in Dallas, Texas. This unlit was
apparently an electronic Lweezer, The Food and Drug Admini-
stratlon charged that the product curried a false and mis-
leading label. The FDA therefor filed a selzure action.

A selzure actlion is one taken to remove a product from
commerce because 1t 1s 1in violation of the law., According

to the Division of Compllance Operations, Bureau of Medical
Devices, of the FDA, BIO 2,000 Inc. and BEA Cranford, Inc.,
{rom whom the Depillex was selzed, subsequently defaulted.
Thils scilzure should encoulage all of us who are interested

in protecting the public from promoters of electronic tweezers
who mislabel their product and make false claims of its
effectivencss.

In addition 1t has come to my attention that two
default Jjudgments were levied agalnst Sans Hair, Inc.,u
Michigan Depllatron Franchisee.

These two ltems show that both government and the
consumer are beginning to understand the false and mlsleading
claims which are being made by some persons on behalf of
certain halr removal products. This gradual awakening of
public opinion and governmental action 1s no doubt due to
the tireless efforts of those all across the country who have
sought to expose the false and misleading nature of the
claims which have been made. We should all be spurred to
redouble our efforts as a result.

share this information with any colleague who you think may be
interested. The trial, the State of California against Depilatron, is
continued and scheduled to start today, July 25th, 1978. Lack of courtroom space
has been one of the main deterrents to scheduling.

kose
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EPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE%

FOOD AND CONSUMER SAFETY BUREAU

VE RO Cout W UL LT,

— STATE OF MONIANA=

PRI HELENA MONTANA 5601

November 25, 1980

Helen Arthur

The Electrolysis Clinic

600 Central Plaza #106

Great Falls, Montana 59401

Dear Ms. Arthur:

We have received your letter concerning the advertising of
permanent hair removal machines. We have forwarded a copy of your
letter to the Food and Drug Administration. They have a case pending
in Federal Court. They cannot take action until after the outcome
of the trial. Hopefully they will know the results in the near future.

Also, we are forwarding your letter to the Department of Busi-
ness Regulations. They will assist in false and misieading advertis-
ing.

Could you obtain any printed materials claiming permanent
hair removal? It would be heipful.

Certainly civil actions would be in order by the persons
adversely affected by the false and misleading claims.

If we can help with any legislation you propose, please let
us know.

Sincerely,

»1[ :’Ai

Cal Campbe]] R.S., Supervisor
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Section
Food & Consumer Safety Bureau

CC/ns

cc: Charles Breen, Resident FDA Inspector, Helena
Jerry Wines, Business Regqulations

ANEDEAD CPPORTNITY EMPTOYE R T e B



January 14, 1981
4600 Central Plaza .~10o
araat ¥alls, montans o)

23l Campbell

~ood, drug, and cosmetic Section
Food and Consumer oafety lureau
Cosswell sulldine

ielena, ilontans 59001

Jear Gal,

lhank you for your answer to my letter in regarg to what can be
done about operators of electronic tweezer machines advertising nermanent
halr removal,

[ have been really busy getting information together, contacting
lerislators and seeplng in tough with the other electrclogists,

i anm enclosing a copy of some of the advertising of the Hu-trolysis
and senmovatron machines and also several letters from the FF,U.A, about
those two specifically and also a letter or two from the Condesco Corpor-
ation, Andrea hemstad 1s golng to introduce our bill to change the
definition of electrolysis back to the original, as permanent hair
removal by the use of the electrified needle enly as it 1s in California,
and as is was here in sontana until two years ago.

she also planned to contact another representative to introduce a
bill nlacing the tweezer machines under the state board of cosmetulogy.

I will let you know when the hearing is going to be and what the
nurber of the bill 1s and it's context when the committee gets it into
the »roper wording,

As you can see, neither of these ads cdaims permanent hair removal,
but when the customer calls or goes in they are told that it is indeed
nermanent, 1 know for a fact because [ called both of them in Uecember.

che girl who operates the itemovatron machine told me 'we use radio
waves.,.,like micro waves', 1 then wrote to Mr., Ucchlogrosso to ask him
to tell me what the difference is between radilo waves and electricity, or
does ¥.i, energy nean electricity as { was taught or does it mean
mysterious radio waves, and not electricity as the man from Hemovatron
told me., iiis answer 1s enclosed.

iy questions about the ads are...what does SZFFRCTIVH mean? UuLY
o CALLY PaovEN MONCD of JHAT? Lo [ifdls OoUCH A THING AS A LLsCaqCad
IR A7 dhate does ALTERIAlL mean? Yuu notice they

LU LY U LT Cian PARAT
inply that the oaln invelved with electrolysis is from the needles,
instead of the electric current...the Ju-trolysis ad is entered by a

Yol

LISCEHCED LLeCliuilGLs P who practiced electrolysis for years! Also I
questlion how you can introduce enough electricity into the skin by A4Y
neans en ouﬂ“ to Klll the hair root and still not feel it!

-t is hard to get any of the persons involve d to¢ do anythinz in
regard to the time and money they have lost because of embarrassment due
to the preblem of excess halir, plus who wants hubby to know they've
wasted all that money? I will keep in touch, I will appreciate any
affort you can make on behzalf of both bills,

sincerely,

B

jﬁ’len Arthur.ﬁ u;'
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Safe and effective...

The alternative

method for the

removal of

unwanted hair.

® Staffed only by trained technicians.
® Free consultation — no obligation.

Come in for a 30-minute appointment,

and we'll give you an odditional 15

minutes free!
(new patrons only, please)

® We promise ., . you won't feel pain
because Removatron uses no needles.

REMOVATRON HAIR REMOVAL CLIN'C
1824 10th Ave So.
GREAT FALLS, Mt Suite #3 7270022

, Want Ad No. 761-2406 o
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1se he did not have ;.
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ML LOOK YOUR
Y HOLIDAY BEST!

Because even nature makes
mistakes...there’'s REMOVATRON...
the finest no-needle hair removal

N £
s &
N
system available. ¢ g / -
------ b (\):‘,' : Q The Comfort-
No Needles, DR 1 5% approser

L3 : 3 |
%
3

/7
No Hair!

The only mcd:cqﬂx -prexen N'hod
Safe " no needles, no burmng of the skin.
Two licensed, Nu-Tralygists to serve you. Call
leaora or Lindo ot

The only safe &
effective altemate method fOr mpm
the removal of unwanted hair. @

§ REMOVATRON: Hair Clinic
§ sUieNo 3G rais 727-0022
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Town<Country

Beauty SALOon
7614322 3320 10th Ave. So.
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DEPARTMINT OFf Govemor

Onsumer | RCHARD B SPONN

Director

EDMUND G BROWN JR

THE COSMETOLOGY ACT

; ( Chopter 10 of Division 3 of the Business and Professions Code)

Including amendments effective on or before

JANUARY 1, 1980 P ————

A=, also excerpts from

General Provisions of the Business and Professions Code
and the Government Code

BN

o,

Issued by

BOARD OF COSMETOLOGY :

RUSSELL C. SALAZAR, Executive Secretary

:m 1020 N Street Socromento, Califorma 95814
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Junior Operator License

7334, A licensed junior operator may enguage in any one occupation of
a cosmetologist upona patron who is paying for service or materials, under
the immediate supervision of a licensed cosmetologist in a licensed cos-
metological establishment only after he has had 350 hours of instruction

The license of a junior operator shall expire upon the expiration of three
years from the date such license was issued, or on the date his license as
a cosmetologist is issued, or on the date the results of his second examina-
tion are issued, if he fails such examination, whichever first occurs.

Article 3.5 Practice of Electrology

Electrology /Thermology

7339, “Electrology” as used in this chapter includes electrolysis and/or
thermolysis

Electrologist, Definition of
7340 An electrologist is any person who removes hair from, or destroys
hair on, the human body by the use of an electric needle only

Junior Electrologist, Definition of

7341 A junior electrologist is any person who is engaged in learning
or acquinng a knowledge of the practice of electrolysis in a licensed
cosmetological establishment under a licensed electrologist

Electrologist Examination Qualifications

7342, The board shall admit to examination for a certificate of registra-
tion and license as an electrologist, any person who has made application
tothe board in proper form, paid the fee required by this chapter. and who
is pualified as folows:

(a) Who is not less than 17 years of age.

(b)Y Who has vot committed acts or crimes constituting grounds for
denial of licensure under Section 480.

(¢) Who has completed the 12th grade, or an accredited senior high
school, in public schools of this state or its equivalent.

() Who has had any one of the following:

(1) Practical training of 500 hours in a licensed school in which the
practice is tanght

(2} Instruction. training and practice as a junior electrologist for a pert-
od of not less than 12 months, in a licensed cosmetological establishment,
under a licensed electrologist

(3) Holds a vahd electrology license issued by a state whose licensing
requirements are equal to or greater than California

(1) Either training or practice, or a combination of training and prac-
tice, outside of this state in electrology for such period as may be specified
by rules of the board

Junior Electrologist Qualifications
7343 Every person applying to the board for a license as a junior
electrologist upon the proper application form accompanied by two

13
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BOARD OF COSMETOLOGY

STATE OF CﬁUPOPMA~...:TATE AND CONSUMER SEnVIC:S AGEN»Y EDMUND G. EROWN IR, Goveracr

44; 1020 N STREET, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA $5014
v "“ Information/Licenses (916) 445.7081, (213) £20-4230, (415! 557.2622, (714) 2577819
[ g u;nuﬁhﬁt ) . .
Executive Offices (9146 445.9278 Coiuplai=ts {(016) 445-9244
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February 5, 1979

CIRCULAR LETTER #79/1

TO AlL LICENSED ELECTROLOGISTS, ALL SCHOQLS QF COSMETOLOGY, AND
INTERESTED PARTIES

SUBJECT: USE OF ELECTRIC TWEEZERS

During the past two or three years, a number of cosmetologists--and
even o few electrologists—-have used hair romoval devices featuring
electric tweezers. Moo the greatoer part of this time, the Beoard of
Cosmetology had a law suit pending against the manufacturers and
proemoters of one of the hair removal machines, called Depilatron.

The defendants in the Depilatron court case were found guilty of false
and misleading advertising, and they were fined $36,000 in civil

analties. The defendants were also prohibited by the court fron
dqveILlSlMg that the Depilatron device provides "permanent” or
"eifccljye" hair removal unless a disclaimer, with ogualifying language
18 also prominently displaved. The court did nct prohipit the dis-
tributicn or use of Depilatron or similar "electronic tweezex®
machires. Conseguently, Depilacron and severali othery brands-—-wizich
appear to be identical to the Depilatron machine-~-are now being
promoted and used in California.

N

Back in 197¢, when the Board of Cosmetology started receiving consumer
complaints about Depileatron, the Board was often agsked, "Who can use
the machine? Cosmetologists? Electrologists?  Or both?" The Board
replied that--until the court case was settled and more was known
about the way the machine functioned--no diqciplinary action would

be taken against either cosmetologists or electrologists for using
“the device. :

Tt is now clear that hair removal by electric tweezers cannot legally
be _performed by an electrologist. f (By definition in California las:;:7
)

an electrologist removes halr by the use of an electric needle only
Therefore, effective immediately, the Board of Cosmetnlogy will pe
only licensed cosmetologists and licensed cosmeticisns working within
licensed establishments to legally use electric tveezers on the paying
public.

The use of such devices (on the paying public) by any other licensee
or by any unlicens pe{;on will ccnstitute a misdemeanor.
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Enforcement

Press Office
Food and Drug Administration

5600 Fishers Lane

Rockville, Md. 20857  (202) 245-1144

The FDA Enforcement Report is published weekly and contains information on prosecutions, seizures, injunctions, and recalls. The foliowing is an

explanation of these actions:

PROSECUTION: A criminal action filed by FDA against 8 company or
individual charging vioiation of the law. Prosscutions listed below have
been filed with a court but not yet tried or concluded.

SEIZURE: An action taken to remove a product from commaerce because
it is in violation of the law. FDA initiates a seizure by filing a complaint
with the U.S. District Court where the goods sre located, A U.S. marshat is
then directed by the court to take possession of the goods until the matter
is resclved. The date listed is the date a seizure request is filad, not the dste
of seizure.

INJUNCTION: A civil action filed by FDA against sn individusl or com-
peny seeking, In most cases, to stop 8 company from continuing t0 manu-
facturs or distribute products that are in violation of the law. Injunctions
listed have been filed with the court but not concluded.

RECALL: Voluntary remowvel by a firm of a defective product from the
market. Some recalls begin when the firm finds a problem, others are
conducted at FDA's request. Recalls may invoive the physical removel of
products from the market or correction of the problem where the product
is located.

Complaints For Injunction Filed:

August 30, 1978—“§k

AHC Pharmacal, Inc., Miami, Florida

Misbranded - Products' labeling fails to bear an accurate

statement of quantity of contents; labeling fails to bear
the name of the drugs; labeling fails to bear adequate
directions for use; products were marketed without approved

Against: .
Product: Various Drugs (77-140-843)
Charge:

New Drug Applications
Filed:

August 11, 1978 - U.S. District Court for the Southern

District of Florida at Miami; Civil #78-3585-CIV-JG,

Injunction #823

Seizure Actions Filed:

Product:
Charge:
Responsible Firm:
Filed:

Depilatron Devices { 78-130-072)
Misbranded - Product labeling is false and misleading
Depilatron Hair Removal Clinic, Minneapolis, Minnesota
July 26, 1978 - U.S. District Court for the District
of Minnesota; Civil #4-78-309, FDC #61815

Colleague, these two form letters are the latest I have sent out

regarding Depilatron.
you think may be interested.

Rose

Share the information with any colleague who



&ipe hits tweezer promoters=

SANTA ANA (AP) —
Three manufacturers and
promoters of firms using an
‘“‘electronic tweezers” for
hair remover have been
fined $30,009 and ordered to

modify all future advertise-’

ments.

Superior Court Judge
Claude Owens has issued an
injunction forbidding the
defendants to claim without
qualifying language that

the ‘“‘Depilatron” device
permanently removes hair.

Depilatron, Inc. and De-
p:ratron gales Inc. were
fined $10,000 each. Fined
$5,000 each were Depilatron
Professional Center and
Seligman & Latz, Inc., the
owners of a chain of beauty
salons.

The suit was filed in 1976
by the state attorney gener-
al’s office on behalf of the

Califorria Department of
Consumer Affairs, the state
Board of Cosmetology and
the Orange County district
attorney’s office.

Beauty salons in the Unit-
ed States and several for-
eign countries currently use
the electronic tweezer
devices.
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February 18, 1981 (406) 449-3737
To: Chairman, Human Services Committee

and Comnittee Member@
w9 / —f/"/‘,i/| 73, Vﬂ//"x
From: ﬁ n4WK Tucker, dmxnlstratlve Assistant
‘or Board of Cosmetologists

Re: HBR 566, Defining Electrology

On behalf of the Board of Cosmetologists, I would like to inform
this committee that the board of cosmetologists is in basic ag-
reement with this bill. However, to more adequately protect the
consuming public, they recommend an amendment to this bill that
will require all individuals performing the service of "hair re-
moval", by other than the electric needle, be required to have
the background and training of a cosmetologist in the study of
skin textures and hair - - - or, require the service be performed
only in licensed cosmetology establishments under supervision of
licensed cosmetologists.

The board plans to propose a "ggandfather clause" in their rules
that will allow them to grant licenses for "hair removal” to all
individuals performing this service prior to the enactment of
this proposed legislation, however, after the bill becomes law,

applicants lacking this proposed training would not be eligible
for a license.

In addition, the board would like to inform this committee that
upon the recommendation of the Legislative Audit Committee, Sec-
tion 37-32-103, Sub-section (2) is being deleted from the Statute.

”
“
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47th Legislature LC 2093/01
HOUSE BILL No. 566

Recommendations submitted by Alice B. Berning, Registered
Electrologist, regarding House Bill No. 566.

As a professional electrologist, I respectfully submit
the following recommendations for your consideration in
clarifying House Bill No. 566 before it is brought to the
legislature for a vote. My observations are based on the
American Medical Association's definition of and position re-
garding electrolysis.

page 1: lines 4-8: Change to read:

T A Bill for an act entitled: "An act to define electrology
to mean the study and professional practice of permanent removal
of hair by the transmission of an electrical current through a

' fine wire needle inserted into the hair follicle to destroy the
hair root." Amending sections 37-32-101 through 37-32-103, MCA.

lines 13 & 14: Delete underlined wording.

lines 18 & 19: Delete underlined wording.

page 2: lines 5 through 9: Change to read: _

"Electrology means the study and professional practice of
permanent removal of hair by the transmission of an electrical
current through a fine wire needle inserted into the hair
follicle to destroy the hair root. Electrology as defined in
this chapter shall include only the modalities of galvanic, thermolysis,
and the blend." . |

lines 14 & 15: Delete all underlined wording.

lines 16 through 20: Delete entirely.

NEW SECTIONS : 4 through 8 inclusive:
Delete entirely since these sections do not pertain
to the profession of electrology as defined in the bill enactment.

Alice éfinlng

Registered Electrologist
Kalispell
2/18/81
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Monitena Hospital Association

(406) 442-1911 - P. 0. BOX 5119 - HELENA, MONTANA 59601

TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF H.B. 705

February 18, 1981
TO: MEMBERS OF THE MONTANA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES - COMMITTEE ON HUMAN SERVICES

For the record, I am William Leary, president of the Montana Hospital
Association and I am appearing today in support of the adoption of House Bill 705,
which is an act which will require the timely payment by the Department of Social
and Rehabilitation Services to providers of health care services to recipients of
medical assistance and provides for the assessment of interest on late payments.

Early in 1980 the Department of SRS adopted Rule No. 46.12.303 addressing the
subject matter of billing, reimbursement, claims processing and payment. This rule
was based upon federal regulation and was adopted at the insistence of the Montana
Hospital Association so the providers as well as the Department would have a logical
method of addressing the problem of slowdown in claims processing which has
occurred over the past several years.

The rule stipulates that (a) all claims to the Montana Medicaid program are
to be submitted on personally signed state-approved billing forms, or they shall
not be considered valid and proper billings. The rule requires that the Department
of SRS pay 90% of all valid and proper claims within 30 days after receipt of said
claim and further on stipulates that the program shall pay 99% of all valid and
proper claims within 90 days of receipt of the claims and the remaining 1% of the
claims to be paid within 180 days of receipt. The Department does have by
regulation the right to determine and to deny payment if the claim is improper.

Since the adoption of this rule and the methodology utilized by the Department
in educating the providers, we have seen a significant improvement in the claims
processing and the Department needs to be officially complimented for the progress
they have made to date. However, there is more room for improvement which is
illustrated by a report I recently received from Montana Deaconess Medical Center.
They studied some 1,954 Medicaid claims which had been submitted to Dikewood
Corporation, the fiscal claims agent for SRS. The results of the Montana Deaconess



|

estimony on H.E. 705/page 2

Medical Center study clearlypoints out that the average turnaround time on
Medicaid claims, and incidentally these are all valid certified claims, was 72
days; Further breakdown showed that 63% of the claims were paid within 60 days,
77% paid within 90 days, 85% were paid within 120 days and the balance of 15%

is still in the process and as the administrator said,"could be forever".

The significance of this particular study is that Montana Deaconess Medical
Center is located in Great Falls as is Dikewood Corporation and while the claims
could be transmitted from the hospital to the claims processing agent within a
very short period of time, we still see some significant delays. One of the
biggest problems which was identified in the SRS processing program was the fact
that the checks are now being processed by the State of Montana. In the past,
Dikewood Corporation prihted the statement of remittance and the check, then
mailed the two to the state and then mailed to providers. Now, Dikewood Corporation
processes the claims and mails a tape to the state. The state is responsible for
printing the statement of remittance and the check, which has certainly caused
some delays in payment to the providers.

I personally encouraged Mr. Colbo, the Director of the Department, to go
back to the old method of allowing Dikewood to write the checks, however, for
whatever reason Mr. Colbo had, that recommendation was rejected and thus causing
a delay in the processing. In that same letter to Mr. Colbo (a copy of my letter
and a copy of his reply is enclosed for the committee's review) we identified
other problems. Probably the most acute problem affecting a reasonable claims
processing function is the problem with the county welfare departments not getting
the eligibility information into the state system so that relocated claims can be
paid by Dikewood in a reasonable fashion. We still have hospitals reporting that
the eligibility technicians 1literally refuse to come to the hospital to take the
information from the Medicaid client and in those cases the hospital has been
advised by me to contact their county commissioners to put some heat on the
eligibility technicians to do their job.

The Department will argue that the legislature has not seen fit to properly
fund the Department so they can hire more eligibility technicians to sufficiently
staff the program. The Department did, however, in May attempt and hopefully
were successful in hiring 18 additional staff for the counties and this should
have alleviated the backlog problem. We still see the problem of the reluctance
on the part of the eligibility technicians to come to the hospital and take the
information in Deer Lodge County, Anaconda and more recently in Yellowstone County.



restimony on H.b. 705/page 3

You can read for yourself some of the other problems we identified which
affect the claims processing situation and I will not take your time today to
go into any detail in that regard.

We feel that the adoption of House Bill 705 will put the proper emphasis on
the Department officials to continually improve their claims processing to make
the kind of administrative decisions which would make this an efficient system
so the hospitals, physicians and nursing homes will be assured of a timely
payment upon submission of their claims to the claims processing agent.

The failure of the Department to establish an effective timely payment
processing method will require the Department paying interest to the provider.
We certainly do not want to see this happen but feel it is only justified to
cover for the loss in cash flow of the health care provider who might have to
borrow to meet its payroll because of a slowdown in payments from the Medicaid .
program.

I urge you to consider and fully support the passage of House Bill 705.

Thank you.



MEDICAL SERVICES 46.12.303

~ (3) Providers shall render services to an eligible
medicaid recipient in the same scope, gquality, duration and
method of delivery as to the general public, unless specifi-
cally limited by these regulations.

_(4) Providers shall not discriminate in the provision of
service to eligible medicaid recipients on the grounds of
race, creed, color, sex, national origin, or handicap. Pro-
viders shall comply with the department of health, education,
and welfare regulations under Title VI and Title IX of the
Civil Rights Acts, Public Law 93-112 (sections 504 and 505)
and 49-1-101, 102 MCA; 49-2-101, 102 MCA; 45-2-202 MCA;
49-2-301 through 49-2-308 MCA; 49-2-401 through 49-2-404 MCA;
4%9-2-501 through 49-2-505 MCA; 49-2-601 MCA, as amended and
all requirements imposed by or pursuant to the regulations
implementing the statutes. (History: Sec. 53-6-113 MCA; IMP,
Sec. 53-6-101, Sec. 53-6-111 and Sec. 53-6-141 MCA; NEW, 1980
MAR, p.1491-1500, Eff. 5/16/80.)

46.12.303 BILLING, REIMBURSEMENT, CLAIMS PROCESSING,

AND PAYMENT (1) Providers shall submit claims within
180 days of the date the service was performed, within 180
days after the applicants eligibility is determined, or within
180 days after a written notice from a third party resource,
whichever occurs last. For providers of hospital services,
the service shall be deemed to have been performed upon the
recipient's discharge from one continuous confinement. A
written inguiry to the department or to the 1local county
welfare department regarding eligibility within the 180 day
limit shall constitute evidence of an effort to bill medicaid
for these services.

{a) All claims to the Montana medicaid program are to be
submitted on personally signed state approved billing forms,
or they shall not be considered valid and proper claims.

(2) The program shall pay 90 percent of all valid and
proper claims within 30 days after receipt of said claim.
Should the bureau contend that a claim is not valid or proper,
the bureau shall inform the provider of the details of the
contention within 30 days after receipt of the claim.

(a) The program shall pay 99 percent of all valid and
proper claims within 90 days of receipt of the claims.

(b) The program shall make payment on all claims within
180 days of the receipt of the claim unless it determines
payment to be improper under this chapter or applicable
federal regulations.

(c) The department shall be entitled to promptly (within
60 days) recover all payments erroneously or improperly made
to a provider. At the option of the provider, refunds shall be
accomplished either by mailing a check made out to "State
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services" directly to
that department at Box 4210, Belena, MT 59601, or by notifying

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES OF MONTANA 7/1/80 46-1161



46.12.304 SOCIAL AND
REHABILITATION SERVICES

the department in writing of the receipt and the amount of
payment over and above the amount reimbursable by the Montana
medicaid program, which amount shall then be automatically
deducted from future payments to the provider. Regardless of
the method of repayment chosen, the provider shall identify on
the check or notifying document the patient, by name and claim
number, who received services for which the over payment was
made and specify the dates of services for which over payments
were received. 1f the provider contests the department's
decision that the provider has been overpaid, recovery shall
depend on the final administrative decision.

(3) Unless stated elsewhere, payments made by the Mon-
tana medicaid program shall not exceed the lower of the amount
payable for like services in the same locality by the medicare
program (Title XVIII of the Social Security Act), or the
provider's usual and customary charges that are reasonable.

(4) Providers are required to accept, as payment in
full, the amount paid by the Montana medicaid program for a
service provided to an eligible medicaid recipient in accord-
ance with the rules of the department. Providers shall not
seek any payment in addition to or in lieu of the amount paid
by the Montana medicaid program from a recipient or his repre-
sentative. .

(5) 1In the event that a provider of services is eptitled
to a retroactive increase of payment for services rendered,
the provider shall submit a claim within 180 days of the
written notification of the retroactive increase or the pro-
vider forfeits any rights to the retroactive increase.

(6) The Montana medicaid program shall make payments
directly to the individual provider of service unless the
individual provider is required, as a condition of his employ-
ment, to turn his fees over to his employer.

(a) Exceptions to the above reqguirement may, at the
discretion of the department, be made for transportation
and/or per diem costs incurred to enable a recipient to obtain
medically appropriate services.

(7) The method of determining payment rates for out-of-
state providers will be the same as for in-state providers
except as otherwise provided in the rules of the department.
(Bistory: Sec. 53-6-113 MCA; IMP, Sec. 53-6-101, Sec.
53-6-111 and Sec. 53-6-141 MCA; NEW, 1980 MAR, p. 1491-1500,
Eff. 5/16/80.)

46.12.304 THIRD PARTY LIABILITY (1) The department is
subrogated to the recipient's right to third party recoveries
to the extent necessary to reimburse the department for ser-
vices provided by the Montana medicaid program, when the third
party's liability is established after assistance is granted,
and in any other case in which the 1liability of the third

46-1162 7/1/80 ADMINISTRATIVE RULES OF MONTANA
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MEDICAL SERVICES 46.12.304

party exists, but was not treated as a current source of
payment.

(2) Before payments can be made to providers, all other
identifiable sources of payment must be exhausted by recip-
ients and/or providers, as follows:

(a) For known medicaid-eligible individuals, the pro-
vider shall use its usual and customary procedures for in-
guiring about sources of payment for non-medicaid patients.
This inguiry includes ascertaining the identity of any poten-
tially liable tortfeasor only if such identity may be learned
using the provider's usual and customary inguiry procedures.

(b) Prior to billing the Montana medicaid program for
services rendered to a medicaid-eligible individual, the
provider shall bill any other source of payment identified by
means of the provider's usual and customary inquiry proce-
dures, and which has been properly assigned by the individual
to the provider if the provider requires assignment, except
that the provider is not required to bill or to pursue in any
way any potentially liable tortfeasor. The provider shall not
be required to send to an identified source of payment more
than one billing statement.

(c) For bills for which no source of payment is iden-
tified other .than a potentially 1liable tortfeasor and the
Montana medicaid program, the provider shall bill the Montana
medicaid program indicating that services were rendered as the
result of a possible tortious act, and, if known, the identity
of the tortfeasor.

(d) I1f the provider receives no payment or notice of
rejection from the liable third party within 45 days of the
date of bllling, it may bill the Montana medicaid program
noting the lack of timely response. Medicaid will make pay-
ment for services rendered to the medicaid-eligible individual
in all cases within 180 days of the date of receipt of the
bill.

(e) 1f the provider receives partial payment or notice
of rejection of the claim within 45 days, it may bill the
Montana medicaid program noting the rejection or the amount of
credit. The Montana medicaid program will make payment of the
balance due for services rendered to medicaid-eligible indi-
viduals up to the maximum allowed by the rules of the depart-
ment as soon as the normal course of business allows, and in
all cases within 180 days of receipt of the bill.

(3) 1n the event the provider receives payments from the
Montana medicaid program and one or more third-party sources,
any amount received over and above the amount reimbursed by
the Montana medicaid program shall be promptly (within 60
days) refunded by the provider to the Montana medicaid pro-
gram. At the option of the provider, refunds shall be accom-
plished either by mailing a check made out to “State Depart-

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES OF MONTANA 7/1/80 46-1163



46.12.305 SOCIAL AND
REBABILITATION SERVICES

ment of Social and Rehabilitation Services" directly to that
department at Box 4210, BHelena, MT 59601, or by notifying the
department in writing of the receipt and the amount of payment
over and above the amount reimbursed by the Montana medicaid
program, which amount shall then be automatically deducted
from future payments to the provider. Regardless of the
method of repayment chosen, the provider shall identify on the
check or notifying document, the patient, by name and claim
number, who received services for which the double payment was
made and specify the dates of services for which double pay-
ments were received.

(4) In the event a provider delivers to a known medicaid
recipient a copy of a billing statement for services for which
payment has been received or is being sought from the Montana
medicaid program, the provider must clearly indicate on the
recipient's copy that the department is subrogated to the
right of the recipient to recover from liable third parties.

(a) The words “subrogation notice--billed to medicaid,“
or a similar statement giving clear notice of the department's
subrogation rights, indelibly stamped, typed or printed on the
statement shall be sufficient to meet the notification re-
guirement of subsection (3).

(b) If a provider fails to meet the requirements of sec-
tion (3) the department may withhold or recover from the pro-
vider any amount lost to the department as a result of that
failure.

(5) Referrals shall be made to the Program Integrity
Bureau, Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services, P.O.
Box 4210, Belena, Montana, 59601. The program integrity
bureau may send referrals to the department of revenue for
recovery. (Bistory: Sec. 53-6-113 MCA; IMP, Sec. 53-6-101,
Sec. 53-6-111 and Sec. 53-6-141 MCA; NEW, 1980 MAR, p. 1491~
1500, Eff. 5/16/80.)

46.12.305 ATTORNEYS' FEES SCHEDULE (1) In administer-
ing “prior approval of the department” of attorney fees, pur-
suant to section 53-2-612(4) MCA, as a result of services ren-
dered in legal proceedings or settlement of a third party re-
covery case, the department sets forth the following schedule
for payment from total amount recovered on behalf of the
department.

{(a) Wwhen recovery is made prior to filing of suit, the
attorney will receive 25 percent of total .amount recovered.

(b) when recovery is made after filing of suit but
before trial commencement, the attorney will receive 33 1/3
percent of total amount recovered; however, if clear liability
exists as determined by client and attormey, the attorney will
receive 25 percent.

(c) when recovery is made after actual trial commence-

46-1164 7/1/80 ADMINISTRATIVE RULES OF MONTANA
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April 22, 1980

Mr. Keith L. Colbo

Director

Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services

Room 301

SRS Building

111 Sanders

Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Mr. Colbo:

Several months ago one of the MHA member hospitals reported receiving
several letters from Montana Medicaid-Dikewood which stated that the
processing of a Medicaid claim was pending for either possible third
party involvement or under going professional review.

In February I surveyed the membership in an effort to determine if

this is a statewide problem or is limited to just a few hospitals before
I brought this matter to your attention for proper resolution. I have
enclosed a copy of my letter of survey as well as the responses re-
ceived.

I sincerely hope you will delegate the administrative followup to the
program integrity bureau and specifically to James McCabe as he has
shown an interest in resolving this problem.

In addition to the efforts of the Montana Hospital Association in
studying a slowdown in reimbursement from insurance companies, Blue Cross,
Blue Shield, Medicare and Medicaid, the Montana Chapter of the Hospital
Financial Management Association has also been studying the slowdown

in reimbursement of Medicaid claims and has offered the following addi- ..
tional comments.

1. Checks are now being processed by the state of Montana. In
the past, Dikewood Corporation printed the statement of remit-
tance and the check, then mailed the two to the state and
were then mailed to providers. Now, Dikewood processes the
claim and mails a tape to the state. The state is responsible
for printing the statement of remittance and the check, which
has delayed payments to providers.

2. Thne local county welfare departments are extremely slow in
getting eligibility to the state so that it can be processed
by Dikewood Corporation.



Unice the eligibility information gets to the state office,
the state is very slow in processing the information timely.

The eligibility is only updated once a month in Dikewood's
data processing system. It is the belief of members of HFMA
that eligibility should be updated weekly to allow providers
to bill claims more timely.

We have seen no improvement in the processing of supplemental
security income Medicaid claims. Since the infant stages of
this program, our claims have never been paid timely.

HFMA believes it is the responsibility of the local county
welfare departments to submit documentation to the state or
Medicaid if there is third party involvement. Once this
information is documented in Dikewood's system, it is most
difficult to get a claim released for payment. It is our
understanding that it is the responsibility of the Montana
Foundation for Medical Care to document third party accident
information. Vhen this third party information is documented,
only the Foundation has the authority to release a claim for
payment, which delays payment for our billings.

We realize the State Department 1s currently studying the entire claims
processing and would request that the above six points be reviewed in
detail as a part of the study. The members of Montana's HFMA and I
would be available to assist the Department in resolving these problems
so providers can be assured of effective and efficient claims proces-
sing and Teimbursement.

WEL:ml

Sincerely,

(="
I'M/

7 . L s
7 ¥i1iam /L.e{ry
President




DEPARTMENT OF
SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICES

THOMAS L JUDGE. GOVERNOR P.O.BOX 4210

) ——— SIATE OF MONTANA —

HELENA MONTANA 59601

May 7, 1980 6182107775,

William E. Leary, President
Montana Hospital Association
P.O. Box 5119

Helena, MT 59601

Dear Mr. Leary:

I appreciate your April 22, 1980, letter concerning the
slowdown problems in reimbursement of Medicaid claims. It

gives me the feedback I need to identify problems within
SRS.

In your letter you addressed six problems which I will
address separately:

1. You indicated that the switch over of printing state-
ments of remittance and checks from Dikewood to the
state has delayed payments. The change was implemented
in late January this year and payments are being made
in at least just as timely a fashion as under Dikewood.
There have been occasional delays in payment just as
under the Dikewood system but we expect these to become
less and less as routines become more established.

2. Problems with county welfare departments getting
eligibility information into the state system so that
relocated claims can be paid by Dikewood was indicated.
Current economic conditions have caused a significant
increase in county case loads since the first of the
year which has resulted in a backlog of cases in some
counties. Because the staffing level is fixed by the
state legislature, we have had difficulty in securing
authorization for additional staff in those counties.
However, this month we have received authorization for
eighteen additional staff for the counties which hope-
fully will help alleviate the backlog problem.

3. Slow processing of eligibility information through the
state office was mentioned. Processing of county data
through the state's system is accomplished on a timely
basis and we are unaware of any specific problems with
the current system which impact the timely payment of
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claims. In fact we have started providing Dikewood
with two monthly updates of eligibility within the last
couple of months to speed up claims processing.

Weekly updates of Dikewood eligibility information was
suggested. As indicated in number 3, we have gone to
bi-weekly updates. To go to weekly updates would
require an amendment of our contract with Dikewood. We
will, however, look into the possibility. At this time
we believe the major problem with timely payments is
contained in number 1 above.

Timely payment of Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
related Medicaid claims has historically been a problem.
The problem rests with the Social Security Administration,
which does not supply us with timely verification of

SSI eligibility which, in turn, automatically establishes
Medicaid eligibility. We are not optimistic about them
ever improving their system. We are, however, looking

at determining eligibility for SSI clients ourselves,

but that determination is a ways away.

Claims with third party information are delayed due to
Montana Foundation for Medical Care involvement. The
Foundation has nothing to do with releasing claims for
payment because of third party liability. We recognize,
however, that there are problems with delayed payments
for these type claims.

In an effort to streamline our third party liability
(TPL) system, Eligibility Technicians have been asked
to notate specific insurance information on the Turn
Around Documents (TADs) which are submitted to the Data
Processing Bureau {currently only a yes or no insurance
indicator is required). While the State office cannot
utilize this information on the current computer sy