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FTE
FTE Authorized in Fiscal 1982: 39 FY 1984 FY 1985
Executive 50 50
Current Level 36 36
Executive Above LFA 14 14

The difference is due to:
The LFA deleting three FTE whiéh were vacant most of fiscal 1932

and the executive adding 11 positions as shown on the follawing page.

The LFA deleted three as follows:

Position # Title FTE . 2 Fitted
1251 Auditor 1V 1.00 31%
1546 Administrative Asst. 1.00 17%
1548 Administrative Officer 1.00 0%

3.00

SUMMARY CHART - Fiscal 1984 & 1985

Bureau or Unit Exec. LFA Diff.
Audit Bureau 18 9 9
Program Integrity Bureau
Quality Control/Quality Assurance 18 15 3
S/URS 3 3 6
Recoveries, Other 7 5 2
Administration, General 4 4 0

Totals 50 36 14

MN:cm:d2



o
AUDIT WORKLOADS
-—
- To the 1981 Legislature, the Audit Bureau estimated the 1982 audit
capability for 12 FTE as shown below in comparison to the accomplished
- audits for fiscal 1982.
- DD DD ---Aging--- E.A. (Food Stamps) =---Other---
1982 Audits Reviews Audits reviews Audits Reviews Audits Reveiws Total
Estimated 19 --- 19 --- 56 --- 7 --- 101
W Actual 10 1 1 8 30 --- 5 --- 55
ws Difference -9 +1 -18 8 -26 -0- -2 -0- 46
( - These audit estimates of 101 do not include any of the 97 nursing
- home reviews.
- Fifty-Five audits or reviews were accomplished in fiscal 1982.
Estimates shown below are the proposed audits for fiscal 1984 and
- fiscal 1985. The agency is requesting six more auditor staff to complete
this schedule.
-
FY '84 FY '85
: Program Audits Audits
-
14 Developmental Disabilities 20 28
, 02 Area Agencies on Aging 3.5 3.5
- 02 Residential Foster Care 10 12
01 Food Stamp lIssuance Offices 25 25
02 Title XX Block Grants Contracts
& Refugee Contracts 5 10
Yo 10  Visual Services 4 4
01 Grant In Aid/Counties Undetermined
- Total 67.5 82.5
b ==== ====
MN:cm:d4
"




rogram 08
) _ UDIT & PROGRAM QCMPLIANMCE DIVISION
( Fucdit Bureau
A U A L E.S ™ 1 x a T E D&
FY 78 Fy 79 Fy 80 FY 81 Fv 32 F? 83
Contractad audits
of Narsing Homes ~ .30 32
Mursina Fomes: -
Desx Peviews 85. a0 97 97
Field Audits 39 61 29 17 -
Other Progrars:
Dev. Disabilites 8 5 3 12 19 19
Aging Services 2 9 11 19 19
i:\.(’r“m Starps) 2 18 56 56
Thers 2 11 - 7 7
20TAT, 47 70 139 152 198 123
. #
wmthorized FTZ's: . \
01d 4 6 g 11 11 11
New 2 2 3
OTAL 6 g 11 11 11 11
— verage per FIE 7.8 g.8 12.6 13.8 18.0 18.0

— ) Prooosed budget modification for fiscal years 1982 & 19S3. These audits

a. Staffing will remain s

are not included in the toifals.

s

callc, -

Db it

J{ The above estimztions were bised on the following assutsticns:

»

. . . - L - s ’ 4
b. Rurswng home audits will b centracted oat.- Jle 173! Lﬂu»taﬁ’vw e sk
c. Thore will be no "special projects.” :

(AN g
— . fowipy -
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.
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PROGRAM INTEGRITY BUREAU

Program Integrity Bureau requested five new FTE to lower error
rates in the AFDC, Food Stamp, and medicaid programs. The following

tables demonstrate error rate lowering performance.

| - AFDC Program

Reporting Period Error Rate in % Trend
4/80 - 9/80 9.3 %

10/80 - 3/81 6.9 Down

4/81 - 9/81 3.6 Down

10/81 - 3/82 1.1% Down

4/82 - 9/82 1.5%% Steady

Maximum allowable rate for fiscal 1984 and 1985 = 4.0%

* not finalized
** unofficial

According to the division, Montana has one of the lowest error rates

in the Uni:ced States.

It - FOOD STAMP PROGRAM (Case Errors)

Reporting Period Error Rate in § Trend

10/79 - 3/80 10.0%

4/80 - 9/80 11.4 Up

10/80 - 3/81 15.7 Up

4/81 - 9/81 13.9 Down
2.0 FTE added

10/81 - 3/82 6.6 Down

3/82 - 9/82 10.5% up (?)

Maximum allowable case error rate = 9.0% in fiscal 1984, 5% in fiscal 1985.
The department reports one sanction waived and one under review.

* Unofficial
MN:cm:d6



Program Integrity Bureau (Cont.)

It - Medicaid Program (Case Errors)

Reporting Period Error Rate in % Trend
10/79 - 3/80 13.3%

4/80 - 9/80 16.6 Up
10/80 - 3/81 18.3 Up
4/81 - 9/81 1.7 Down
10/81 - 3/82 10.9*% Down

*Maximum allowable error rate since April, 1982 = 3 percent.

Division reports one sanction pending for period 10/80 - 9/81, but
that activity of Quality Assurance unit may aid in consideration of waiver.
As the following page shows, discretion is allowed in applying sanctions
for a state showing good faith effort to meet target rate. Table Il ex-
hibits that effort beginning 4/81.

Four reasons appear to have generated downtrends in error rates.

All imply continued downtrends or stabilization.

1. A news specs. manual was written and implemented in 1982.
2. Determinations as to qualifications for program participation were
simplified.

3. A training program to upgrade skills was begun at UM in 1982.
$188,671 was spent (from 01, Economic Assistance Program) in
fiscal 1982, with $150,000 and $175,000 budgeted for 1984 and
1985, respectively.

lssue: ls there a reasonable cost/benefit ratio for the
training program?

4, 2 new FTE were added in fiscal 1982 (shown on Tabile it) after

which the largest drop in error rates in the food stamp program
occurred.

MN:cm:d7
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Program Request for Two Quality Control Reviewers

The program requests 381,430 for two quality contrsl reviewers and
$630,000 for nursing home audits. During the 1977 sessicn, the legisiature
added three FTE io recover third party payments, three FTZ tg review

medicaid eligibility determinations, and four auditors for nursing hcmes.

The 19792 tegislature added three more auditors for nursing hcmes and six
emplovees to improve management of the medicaid program. Scme of the six
employees were quality reviewers. Part of the justification or m=asurement
criteria of adding quality control reviewers in 1979 was a reductican in the
error rate. SRS has not documented a decrease in the errcr rat2 for meiig-
ible medizaid recipients.

1. The error rate for ineligible medicaid recipients was .5 percent.in
fiscal 1873-72. The agency said it would be reduced to 3> perczznt in fiscal
1920 and 4 percent in fiscal 1921.

SRS could not orovide what the error rate was in fiscal 12283. n czn-

Dy

versation they felt it was not decreasing.
SRS shculd show the program integrity staff positions they 8ad in fiscal
Rt i
1976, the amount adced by the 1977 and 1979 legislature. What are the

benefits of adding these positicns? How does the addition of thes= pasiticns

relate to improving the quality of service--or less errars?



CONTRACT SERVICES

Difference is due to:

The executive adding on estimated $11,782 in fiscal 1982 for a medical

consultant contract; versus, LFA added $9,000, the actual cost of the

contract.

TRAVEL

The executive adding $20,358 of travel for the increase FTE.

RENT

The executive including rent on a mag card typewriter.

Rent Expense in FY 1980 $25,760 492
FY 1981 38,377 6
FY 1982 40,636

MN:cm:d8



FUNDING

How much of the audit and quality assurance should be general
funded? The department wants 64 percent general fund. Historically, the
percentage has been 35 to 42 percent.

LFA has general fund at 43 percent as originally proposed by the
department.

The department wants it revised to 64 percent general fund. The
difference, depending on expenditure levels, is approximately $500,000 of

general fund for the biennium.

MN:cm:d14



DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE CONTRACT

1. The Department of Revenue receives a $60,000 grant from the
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services 1o investigale mattlers

refating to public welfare assistance to enforce welfare taws.
ade WOV e o Tpiamsst

2. These funds are federal doliars, )

Lol (md ,‘-.‘-‘.(-vx—\‘.f

3. The Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services recuested

._;."—’, —

this to continue. The executive said they forgot tc put it in the budget.

Fiscal 1984 Fiscz! 1985
Executive $ -0- s -0~
Current Level 60,000 62 .000
Current Level Above Exec. $60,000 <67 .00
< - ~— C“‘-ﬂ—'}'\u—{‘-;::a_i—., ¢ ¢ .r‘fh’*“""""‘"" :"""A‘—“ PO e ——'—‘—-“J—'v
t )
1 - A - B e s
§ el . - . e fe
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